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PREFACE

Volume Eighteen contains works written by V. I. Lenin
from April 1912 to March 1913, during the new revolutionary
upswing in Russia.

The bulk of the volume is made up of writings in which
Lenin analyses the socio-economic and political causes of
the growth of a new revolution in Russia, elaborates the
tactics to be followed by the Bolshevik Party in the condi-
tions of the new revolutionary upswing, and exposes the
counter-revolutionary nature of the liberal bourgeoisie and
the treacherous part played by the Menshevik liquidators,
Trotskyists and Vperyodists in the working-class move-
ment. Among them are the articles “The Revolutionary
Upswing” and “Political Parties in Russia”, the pamphlet
The Present Situation in the R.S.D.L.P., “The Liquida-
tors Against the Party”, “How P. B. Axelrod Exposes the
Liquidators™, etc.

A large number of writings—“The Fourth Duma Election
Campaign and the Tasks of the Revolutionary Social-
Democrats”, “The Platform of the Reformists and the Plat-
form of the Revolutionary Social-Democrats”, “Results of
the Elections”, “Concerning Certain Speeches by Workers’
Deputies”, etc.—are devoted to the Fourth Duma election
campaign, and to appraising the election results and the
activity of the Duma Social-Democratic group.

In “The Essence of the ‘Agrarian Problem in Russia’”,
“A Comparison of the Stolypin and the Narodnik Agrarian
Programmes”, “The Last Valve” and other articles, Lenin
reveals the essence of Stolypin’s agrarian policy and demon-
strates why it was bound to fail.

The resolutions of the “February” meeting of the C.C.
R.S.D.L.P. and Party functionaries, published in this
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volume, give directives on all the major questions of Social-
Democratic work in Russia.

The volume contains fifteen writings that are included in
Lenin’s Collected Works for the first time. They are con-
cerned with the struggle against the liquidators and with
the elaboration of tactical problems of the Bolshevik Party.

The document “Concerning the Workers’ Deputies to the
Duma and Their Declaration™ is a draft declaration for the
Social-Democratic group in the Fourth Duma.

In “The Illegal Party and Legal Work™, “A Reply to the
Liquidators”, “Original Postscript to the Pamphlet The
Present Situation in the R.S.D.L.P.”, “Can the Slogan
‘Freedom of Association’ Serve as a Basis for the Working-
Class Movement Today?”, “Letter to the Swiss Workers”,
“On the Attitude to Liquidationism and on Unity. Theses”,
and “Original Postscript to the Article ‘The Development
of Revolutionary Strikes and Street Demonstrations’”,
Lenin criticises the views of the liquidators and of Trotsky,
who fully supported the liquidators.

The articles “The Cadets and the Big Bourgeoisie” and
“Constitutional Illusions Lost” expose the Duma tactics of
the Cadets, the party of the counter-revolutionary liberal
bourgeoisie.

The articles “Revolts in the Army and Navy’, “The
Workers and Pravda”, and “Before and Now” analyse the
upswing of the revolutionary movement and the develop-
ment of the legal Bolshevik press.

The “Notification” on the February meeting of the C.C.
R.S.D.L.P. and Party functionaries sums up the results of
that meeting.
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THE FOURTH DUMA ELECTION CAMPAIGN
AND THE TASKS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY
SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

The political strikes and the first demonstrations over the
Lena shootings' show that the revolutionary movement
among the masses of workers in Russia is growing. This
thickening of the revolutionary atmosphere casts a vivid
light on the tasks of the Party and its role in the election
campaign.

The crisis is growing in a new situation. The reactionary
Duma,? a which provides the landlords with power, the
bourgeoisie with an arena for making deals, and the proletar-
iat with a small platform, is a necessary factor in this situa-
tion. We need this platform, we need the election campaign,
for our revolutionary work among the masses. We need the
illegal Party to direct all this work as a whole—in the
Taurida Palace, as well as in Kazanskaya Square,® at work-
ers’ mass meetings, during strikes, at district meetings of
worker Social-Democrats, and at open trade union meet-
ings. Only the hopelessly blind can fail even now to see the
utter absurdity and perniciousness for the working class
of otzovism and liquidationism,* those products of decay
and disintegration during the period of the triumph of coun-
ter-revolution. The example of the Narodniks has shown us
clearly the scandalous zero one gets as the result of adding
the liquidationism of the “Trudoviks”, as well as of the
legally functioning writers of Russkoye Bogatstvo® and Sov-
remennik.® to the otzovism of the Socialist-Revolutionary
“party”.

Let us now sum up the facts brought to light during the
pre-election mobilisation of political forces. Three camps
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stand out clearly: (1) The Rights—from Purishkevich to
Guchkov—are pro-government. The Black-Hundred” land-
lord and the conservative merchant are heart and soul for
the government. (2) The liberal bourgeois—the “Progress-
ists” and the Cadets, along with groups of various non-
Russians—are against the government and against the
revolution. The counter-revolutionary nature of the liberals
is one of the main features of the present historical juncture.
Whoever does not see this counter-revolutionary nature
of the “cultured” bourgeoisie has forgotten everything and
learned nothing, and takes the name of democrat, to say
nothing of socialist, in vain. As it happens, the Trudoviks
and “our” liquidators see poorly and understand things
poorly! (3) The democratic camp, in which only the revo-
lutionary Social-Democrats, the anti-liquidationists, united
and organised, have firmly and clearly unfurled their own
banner, the banner of revolution. The Trudoviks and our
liquidators are vacillating between the liberals and the
democrats, between legal opposition and revolution.

The class roots which brought about the division between
the first two camps are clear. But the liberals have succeeded
in leading astray many people, from Vodovozov to Dan, as
to the class roots which divided the second camp from the
third. The liberal “strategy”, naively blurted out by Blank
in Zaprosy Zhizni® is very simple: the Cadets are the centre
of the opposition, the thill-horse; the outrunners (the “flanks”)
are the Progressists on the right, and the Trudoviks and the
liquidators on the left. It is on this “troika” that the Milyu-
kovs, in their role of “responsible opposition”, hope to
“ride” to triumph.

The hegemony of the liberals in the Russian emancipation
movement has always meant, and will always mean, defeat
for this movement. The liberals manoeuvre between the
monarchy of the Purishkeviches and the revolution of the
workers and peasants, betraying the latter at every serious
juncture. The task of the revolution is to use the liberals’
fight against the government and to neutralise their vacilla-
tions and treachery.

The policy of the liberals is to scare Purishkevich and
Romanov a little with the prospect of revolution, in order to
share power with them and jointly suppress the revolution.
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And it is the class position of the bourgeoisie that deter-
mines this policy. Hence the Cadets’ cheap “democracy”
and their actual fusion with the most moderate “Progress-
ists” of the type of Yefremov, Lvov, Ryabushinsky and Co.

The tactics of the proletarian Party should be to use the
fight between the liberals and the Purishkeviches over the
division of power—without in any way allowing “faith”
in the liberals to take hold among the people—in order to
develop, intensify and reinforce the revolutionary onslaught
of the masses, which overthrows the monarchy and entirely
wipes out the Purishkeviches and Romanovs. At the elec-
tions, its tactics should be to unite the democrats against
the Rights and against the Cadets by “using” the liberals’
fight against the Rights in cases of a second ballot, in the
press and at meetings. Hence the necessity for a revolution-
ary platform that even now goes beyond the bounds of
“legality”. Hence the slogan of a republic—as against the
liberals’ “constitutional” slogans, slogans of a “Rasputin-
Treshchenkov constitution”.® Our task is to train an
army of champions of the revolution everywhere, always,
in all forms of work, in every field of activity, at every
turn of events which may be forced on us by a victory of
reaction, the treachery of the liberals, the protraction of
the crisis, etc.

Look at the Trudoviks. They are Narodnik liquidators
sans phrases. “We are revolutionaries,” Mr. Vodovozov
“hints”, “but—we can’t go against Article 129,°” he adds.
A hundred years after Herzen’s birth, the “party” of the
peasant millions is unable to publish even a sheet—even a
hectographed one!—in defiance of Article 129!! While grav-
itating towards a bloc “first of all” with the Social-Demo-
crats, the Trudoviks are unable to say clearly that the
Cadets are counter-revolutionary, to lay the foundations for
a republican peasant party. Yet that is exactly how the ques-
tion stands after the lessons of 1905-07 and 1908-11: either
fight for a republic, or lick the boots of Purishkevich and
grovel under the whips of Markov and Romanov. There is
no other choice for the peasants.

Look at the liquidators. No matter how much the Marty-
novs, Martovs and Co. shift and shuffle, any conscientious
and sensible reader will recognise that R—kov! summed up
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their views when he said: “Let there be no illusion. What is
in the making is the triumph of a very moderate bourgeois
progressism.” The objective meaning of this winged phrase is
the following: revolution is an illusion, the real thing is to
support the “Progressists”. Surely anyone who does not de-
liberately close his eyes must see now that it is precisely this
that the Dans and Martovs are saying, in slightly different
words, when they issue the slogan: “Wrest the Duma [the
Fourth Duma, a landlord-ridden Duma!]* from the hands of
the reactionaries”? Or when they make, again and again, the
slip of referring to two camps? Or when they shout, “Do not
frustrate” the progressive work of the liberal bourgeois?
Or when they fight against a “Left bloc”? Or when, writing
in Zhivoye Dyelo,'? they smugly snap their fingers at “the
literature published abroad which nobody reads”? Or when
they actually content themselves with a legal platform and
legal attempts at organisation? Or when they form “ini-
tiating groups”® of liquidators, thus breaking with the
revolutionary R.S.D.L.P.? Is it not clear that this is also
the tune sung by the Levitskys, who are lending philosophi-
cal depth to the liberal ideas about the struggle for right,
by the Nevedomskys, who have lately “revised” Dobrolyu-
bov’s!* ideas backwards—from democracy to liberalism—and
by the Smirnovs, who are making eyes at “progressism”, and
by all the other knights of Nasha Zarya'® and Zhivoye Dyelo?

Actually the democrats and the Social-Democrats, even
if they had wanted to, would never have been able to “frus-
trate” a victory of the “Progressists” among the landlords
and bourgeois! All this is nothing but idle talk. This is not
where the serious differences lie. Nor is this what consti-
tutes the distinction between a liberal and a Social-Democ-
ratic labour policy. To “support” the Progressists on the
ground that their “victories” “bring the cultured bourgeois
nearer to power” is a liberal labour policy.

We Social-Democrats regard a “victory” of the Progress-
ists as an indirect expression of a democratic upswing. It is
necessary to use the skirmishes between the Progressists and

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—
Ed.
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the Rights—the mere slogan of support for the Progressists
is no good. Our job is to promote the democratic upswing,
to foster the new revolutionary democracy that is growing
in a new way in the new Russia. Unless it succeeds in
gathering strength and winning in spite of the liberals, no
“triumph” of the Progressists and the Cadets in the elections
will bring about any serious change in the actual situation
in Russia.

The democratic upswing is an indisputable fact now.
It is progressing with greater difficulty, at a slower pace and
along a more arduous path than we should like, but it is
progressing nonetheless. It is this that we must “support”
and promote by our election work and every other kind of
activity. Our task is to organise the revolutionary demo-
crats—by ruthless criticism of Narodnik liquidationism and
Narodnik otzovism to forge a republican peasant party—
but first of all and above all else to clean “our own house”
of liquidationism and otzovism, intensify our revolutionary
Social-Democratic work among the proletariat and strength-
en the illegal Social-Democratic Labour Party. The out-
come of the growing revolutionary crisis does not depend
on us; it depends on a thousand different causes, on the revo-
lution in Asia and on socialism in Europe. But it does depend
on us to conduct consistent and steady work among the
masses in the spirit of Marxism, and only this kind of work
is never done in vain.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 26, Published according
May 8 (April 25), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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THE LIQUIDATORS AGAINST THE PARTY

The liquidators of all shades, writing in the legal Russia
press, are conducting a campaign of slander against the Par-
ty Conference'® with an easy shamelessness which might well
be envied by the Bulgarins and Burenins.!” The articles in
Zhivoye Dyelo, which openly question the delegates as
to who sent them and, under the protection of the censor-
ship, attack what cannot be defended in the legal press,
exemplify such disregard for the elementary rules of literary
decency that they are bound not only to evoke protests
from the adherents of the Conference, but also to disgust
any fair-minded political leader. As for the articles of the
anonymous informer of Vorwdrts,'® they reek of shameless
braggadocio and florid lying so overpoweringly as not to
permit of any doubt that the liquidators’ order for them
found itself in experienced hands.*

Driven into a corner, the groups and circles of liquidators
do not confine themselves, however, to a campaign of slan-
der against the Party. They are trying to convene a confer-
ence of their own. Every measure has been taken, of course,
to lend the Organising Committee,' which is to convene this
conference, the semblance of a “pro-Party”, “non-factional”,
“unity” body. After all, these are such convenient words—
when the liquidators want to hook all those who for some
reason are dissatisfied with the Party Conference. Trotsky

*To acquaint the German comrades with the actual state of affairs
in the R.S.D.L.P., the editorial board of the Central Organ pub-
lished a special pamphlet in German, exposing, among other things,
the methods of the anonymous writer in Vorwdrts. (See present edition
Vol. 17, pp. 533-46.—Ed.
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was entrusted with singing all the virtues of the Organising
Committee and of the forthcoming liquidationist conference;
nor could they have assigned the job to anyone fitter than
the “professional uniter”. And he did sing them—in every
variety of type his Vienna printer could find: “The support-
ers of Vperyod and Golos, pro-Party Bolsheviks, pro-Party
Mensheviks,?? so-called liquidators and non-factionalists—
in Russia and abroad—are firmly supporting the work...”
of the Organising Committee. (Pravda?' No. 24.)

The poor fellow—again he told a lie, and again he miscal-
culated. The bloc under the hegemony of the liquidators,
which was being prepared in opposition to the Conference
of 1912 with so much fuss, is now bursting at the seams and
the reason is that the liquidators have shown their hand too
openly. The Poles refused to take part in the Organising
Committee. Plekhanov, through correspondence with a
representative of the Committee, established several interest-
ing details, to wit: (1) that what is planned is a “constitu-
ent” conference, i.e., not a conference of the R.S.D.L.P.,
but of some new party; (2) that it is being convened on “anar-
chical” lines; (3) that the “conference is being convened
by the liquidators™. After these circumstances had been
revealed by Comrade Plekhanov, there was nothing surpris-
ing to us in the fact that the so-called Bolshevik (?!) conci-
liators plucked up courage and resolved to convict Trotsky
of—having told a lie by listing them among the supporters
of the Organising Committee. “This Organising Committee,
as it is now constituted, with its obvious tendency to im-
pose upon the whole Party its own attitude to the liquida-
tors, and with the principles of organisational anarchy which
it has made the basis for increasing its membership, does
not provide the least guarantee that a really general Party
conference will be convened.” That is how our emboldened
“pro-Party” people comment on the Organising Committee
today. We do not know where the most Leftist of our Left—
the Vperyod group, who at one time hastened to signify its
sympathy with the Organising Committee—stand today.
Nor is this of any importance. The important thing is that
the liquidationist character of the conference to be held by
the Organising Committee has been established by Ple-
khanov with irrefutable clarity, and that the statesmanlike
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minds of the “conciliators”™ had to bow to this fact. Who
remains, then? The open liquidators and Trotsky.

The basis of this bloc is obvious: the liquidators enjoy
full freedom to pursue their line in Zhivoye Dyelo and Nasha
Zarya “as before”, while Trotsky, operating abroad, screens
them with r-r-revolutionary phrases, which cost him
nothing and do not bind them in any way.

There is one little lesson to be drawn from this affair by
those abroad who are sighing for unity, and who recently
hatched the sheet Za Partiyu?? in Paris. To build up a
party, it is not enough to be able to shout “unity”; it is
also necessary to have a political programme, a programme
of political action. The bloc comprising the liquidators,
Trotsky, the Vperyod group, the Poles, the pro-Party Bol-
sheviks (?), the Paris Mensheviks, and so on and so forth,
was foredoomed to ignominious failure, because it was
based on an unprincipled approach, on hypocrisy and hol-
low phrases. As for those who sigh, it would not be amiss
if they finally made up their minds on that extremely com-
plicated and difficult question: With whom do they want
to have unity? If it is with the liquidators, why not say so
without mincing? But if they are against unity with the
liquidators, then what sort of unity are they sighing for?

The January Conference and the bodies it elected are the
only thing that actually unites all the R.S.D.L.P. functiona-
ries in Russia today. Apart from the Conference there is only
the promise of the Bundists?® and Trotsky to convene the
liquidationist conference of the Organising Committee, and
the “conciliators” who are experiencing their liquidation-
ist hang-over.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 26, Published according
May 8 (April 25), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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IN MEMORY OF HERZEN

One hundred years have elapsed since Herzen’s birth. The
whole of liberal Russia is paying homage to him, studiously
evading, however, the serious questions of socialism, and
taking pains to conceal that which distinguished Herzen the
revolutionary from a liberal. The Right-wing press, too, is
commemorating the Herzen centenary, falsely asserting that
in his last years Herzen renounced revolution. And in the
orations on Herzen that are made by the liberals and Narod-
niks abroad, phrase-mongering reigns supreme.

The working-class party should commemorate the Herzen
centenary, not for the sake of philistine glorification, but
for the purpose of making clear its own tasks and ascer-
taining the place actually held in history by this writer who
played a great part in paving the way for the Russian revo-
lution.

Herzen belonged to the generation of revolutionaries
among the nobility and landlords of the first half of the last
century. The nobility gave Russia the Birons and Arakche-
yevs,?* innumerable “drunken officers, bullies, gamblers,
heroes of fairs, masters of hounds, roisterers, floggers,
pimps”, as well as amiable Manilovs.?® “But,” wrote Her-
zen, “among them developed the men of December 14,26
a phalanx of heroes reared, like Romulus and Remus, on
the milk of a wild beast.... They were veritable titans,
hammered out of pure steel from head to foot, comrades-
in-arms who deliberately went to certain death in order to
awaken the young generation to a new life and to purify the
children born in an environment of tyranny and servility.”?7

Herzen was one of those children. The uprising of the
Decembrists awakened and “purified” him. In the feudal
Russia of the forties of the nineteenth century, he rose to a
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height which placed him on a level with the greatest think-
ers of his time. He assimilated Hegel’s dialectics. He realised
that it was “the algebra of revolution”. He went further
than Hegel, following Feuerbach to materialism. The first of
his Letters on the Study of Nature, “Empiricism and Ideal-
ism”, written in 1844, reveals to us a thinker who even now
stands head and shoulders above the multitude of modern
empiricist natural scientists and the host of present-day
idealist and semi-idealist philosophers. Herzen came right
up to dialectical materialism, and halted—Dbefore historical
materialism.

It was this “halt” that caused Herzen’s spiritual ship-
wreck after the defeat of the revolution of 1848. Herzen had
left Russia, and observed this revolution at close range.
He was at that time a democrat, a revolutionary, a socialist.
But his “socialism” was one of the countless forms and va-
rieties of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois socialism of the period
of 1848, which were dealt their death-blow in the June days
of that year. In point of fact, it was not socialism at all, but
so many sentimental phrases, benevolent visions, which were
the expression at that time of the revolutionary character of
the bourgeois democrats, as well as of the proletariat, which
had not yet freed itself from the influence of those democrats.

Herzen’s spiritual shipwreck, his deep scepticism and
pessimism after 1848, was a shipwreck of the bourgeois
illusions of socialism. Herzen’s spiritual drama was a pro-
duct and reflection of that epoch in world history when
the revolutionary character of the bourgeois democrats was
already passing away (in Europe), while the revolutionary
character of the socialist proletariat had not yet matured.
This is something the Russian knights of liberal verbiage,
who are now covering up their counter-revolutionary nature
by florid phrases about Herzen’s scepticism, did not and
could not understand. With these knights, who betrayed the
Russian revolution of 1905, and have even forgotten to think
of the great name of revolutionary, scepticism is a form of
transition from democracy to liberalism, to that toadying,
vile, foul and brutal liberalism which shot down the workers
in 1848, restored the shattered thrones and applauded Napo-
leon III, and which Herzen cursed, unable to understand its
class nature.
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With Herzen, scepticism was a form of transition from
the illusion of a bourgeois democracy that is “above classes”
to the grim, inexorable and invincible class struggle of
the proletariat. The proof: the Letters to an Old Comrade—
to Bakunin—written by Herzen in 1869, a year before his
death. In them Herzen breaks with the anarchist Bakunin.
True, Herzen still sees this break as a mere disagreement
on tactics and not as a gulf between the world outlook of the
proletarian who is confident of the victory of his class and
that of the petty bourgeois who has despaired of his salva-
tion. True enough, in these letters as well, Herzen repeats
the old bourgeois-democratic phrases to the effect that social-
ism must preach “a sermon addressed equally to workman
and master, to farmer and townsman”. Nevertheless, in
breaking with Bakunin, Herzen turned his gaze, not to
liberalism, but to the International—to the International
led by Marx, to the International which had begun to
“rally the legions” of the proletariat, to unite “the world
of labour”, which is “abandoning the world of those who

enjoy without working”.%®

Failing as he did to understand the bourgeois-democratic
character of the entire movement of 1848 and of all the forms
of pre-Marxian socialism, Herzen was still less able to un-
derstand the bourgeois nature of the Russian revolution.
Herzen is the founder of “Russian” socialism, of “Naro-
dism”. He saw “socialism” in the emancipation of the
peasants with land, in community land tenure?® and in the
peasant idea of “the right to land”. He set forth his pet
ideas on this subject an untold number of times.

Actually, there is not a grain of socialism in this doctrine
of Herzen’s, as, indeed, in the whole of Russian Narodism,
including the faded Narodism of the present-day Socialist-
Revolutionaries. Like the various forms of “the socialism of
1848” in the West, this is the same sort of sentimental
phrases, of benevolent visions, in which is expressed the
revolutionism of the bourgeois peasant democracy in Rus-
sia. The more land the peasants would have received in
18613° and the less they would have had to pay for it, the
more would the power of the feudal landlords have been
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undermined and the more rapidly, freely and widely would
capitalism have developed in Russia. The idea of the “right
to land” and of “equalised division of the land” is nothing
but a formulation of the revolutionary aspiration for equali-
ty cherished by the peasants who are fighting for the com-
plete overthrow of the power of the landlords, for the com-
plete abolition of landlordism.

This was fully proved by the revolution of 1905: on the
one hand, the proletariat came out quite independently at
the head of the revolutionary struggle, having founded the
Social-Democratic Labour Party; on the other hand, the
revolutionary peasants (the Trudoviks and the Peasant
Union®), who fought for every form of the abolition of land-
lordism even to “the abolition of private landownership”,
fought precisely as proprietors, as small entrepreneurs.

Today, the controversy over the “socialist nature” of the
right to land, and so on, serves only to obscure and cover up
the really important and serious historical question concern-
ing the difference of interests of the liberal bourgeoisie and
the revolutionary peasantry in the Russian bourgeois revolu-
tion; in other words, the question of the liberal and the dem-
ocratic, the “compromising” (monarchist) and the repub-
lican trends manifested in that revolution. This is exactly
the question posed by Herzen’s Kolokol,* if we turn our
attention to the essence of the matter and not to the words,
if we investigate the class struggle as the basis of “theories”
and doctrines and not vice versa.

Herzen founded a free Russian press abroad, and that is
the great service rendered by him. Polyarnaya Zvezda?® took
up the tradition of the Decembrists. Kolokol (1857-67) cham-
pioned the emancipation of the peasants with might and
main. The slavish silence was broken.

But Herzen came from a landlord, aristocratic milieu.
He had left Russia in 1847; he had not seen the revolutionary
people and could have no faith in it. Hence his liberal
appeal to the “upper ranks”. Hence his innumerable sugary
letters in Kolokol addressed to Alexander II the Hangman,
which today one cannot read without revulsion. Chernyshev-
sky, Dobrolyubov and Serno-Solovyevich, who represented
the new generation of revolutionary raznochintsi,?* were a
thousand times right when they reproached Herzen for these
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departures from democracy to liberalism. However, it must
be said in fairness to Herzen that, much as he vacillated
between democracy and liberalism, the democrat in him
gained the upper hand nonetheless.

When Kavelin, one of the most repulsive exponents of
liberal servility—who at one time was enthusiastic about
Kolokol precisely because of its liberal tendencies—rose
in arms against a constitution, attacked revolutionary agi-
tation, rose against “violence” and appeals for it, and began
to preach tolerance, Herzen broke with that liberal sage.
Herzen turned upon Kavelin’s “meagre, absurd, harmful
pamphlet” written “for the private guidance of a govern-
ment pretending to be liberal”; he denounced Kavelin’s
“sentimental political maxims” which represented “the Rus-
sian people as cattle and the government as an embodiment
of intelligence”. Kolokol printed an article entitled “Epi-
taph”, which lashed out against “professors weaving the rot-
ten cobweb of their superciliously paltry ideas, ex-profes-
sors, once open-hearted and subsequently embittered because
they saw that the healthy youth could not sympathise with
their scrofulous thinking”. Kavelin at once recognised him-
self in this portrait.

When Chernyshevsky was arrested, the vile liberal Kave-
lin wrote: “I see nothing shocking in the arrests ... the revo-
lutionary party considers all means fair to overthrow the
government, and the latter defends itself by its own means.”
As if in retort to this Cadet, Herzen wrote concerning Cher-
nyshevsky’s trial: “And here are wretches, weed-like people,
jellyfish, who say that we must not reprove the gang of rob-
bers and scoundrels that is governing us.”

When the liberal Turgenev3® wrote a private letter to
Alexander II assuring him of his loyalty, and donated two
goldpieces for the soldiers wounded during the suppression
of the Polish insurrection, Kolokol wrote of “the grey-haired
Magdalen (of the masculine gender) who wrote to the tsar
to tell him that she knew no sleep because she was tormented
by the thought that the tsar was not aware of the repentance
that had overcome her”. And Turgenev at once recognised
himself.

When the whole band of Russian liberals scurried away
from Herzen for his defence of Poland, when the whole of
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“educated society” turned its back on Kolokol, Herzen was
not dismayed. He went on championing the freedom of Po-
land and lashing the suppressors, the butchers, the hangmen
in the service of Alexander II. Herzen saved the honour of
Russian democracy. “We have saved the honour of the Rus-
sian name,” he wrote to Turgenev, “and for doing so we have
suffered at the hands of the slavish majority.”

When it was reported that a serf peasant had killed a
landlord for an attempt to dishonour the serf’s betrothed,
Herzen commented in Kolokol: “Well done!” When it was
reported that army officers would be appointed to supervise
the “peaceable” progress of “emancipation”, Herzen wrote:
“The first wise colonel who with his unit joins the peasants
instead of crushing them, will ascend the throne of the Ro-
manovs.” When Colonel Reitern shot himself in Warsaw
(1860) because he did not want to be a helper of hangmen,
Herzen wrote: “If there is to be any shooting, the ones to be
shot should be the generals who give orders to fire upon
unarmed people.” When fifty peasants were massacred in
Bezdna, and their leader, Anton Petrov, was executed (April
12, 1861), Herzen wrote in Kolokol:

“If only my words could reach you, toiler and sufferer of the

land of Russial!... How well I would teach you to despise your spiri-
tual shepherds, placed over you by the St. Petersburg Synod and a
German tsar.... You hate the landlord, you hate the official, you

fear them, and rightly so; but you still believe in the tsar and the
bishop ... do not believe them. The tsar is with them, and they are
his men. It is him you now see—you, the father of a youth murdered
in Bezdna, and you, the son of a father murdered in Penza.... Your
shepherds are as ignorant as you, and as poor.... Such was another
Anthony (not Bishop Anthony, but Anton of Bezdna) who suffered
for you in Kazan.... The dead bodies of your martyrs will not per-
form forty-eight miracles, and praying to them will not cure a tooth-
ache; but their living memory may produce one miracle—your
emancipation.”

This shows how infamously and vilely Herzen is being
slandered by our liberals entrenched in the slavish “legal”
press, who magnify Herzen’s weak points and say nothing
about his strong points. It was not Herzen’s fault but his
misfortune that he could not see the revolutionary people
in Russia itself in the 1840s. When in the sixties he came to
see the revolutionary people, he sided fearlessly with the
revolutionary democracy against liberalism. He fought for a
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victory of the people over tsarism, not for a deal between the
liberal bourgeoisie and the landlords’ tsar. He raised aloft
the banner of revolution.

In commemorating Herzen, we clearly see the three gen-
erations, the three classes, that were active in the Russian
revolution. At first it was nobles and landlords, the Decem-
brists and Herzen. These revolutionaries formed but a nar-
row group. They were very far removed from the people.
But their effort was not in vain. The Decembrists awakened
Herzen. Herzen began the work of revolutionary agitation.

This work was taken up, extended, strengthened, and
tempered by the revolutionary raznochintsi—from Cherny-
shevsky to the heroes of Narodnaya Volya.?¢ The range of
fighters widened; their contact with the people became closer.
“The young helmsmen of the gathering storm” is what Herz-
en called them. But it was not yet the storm itself.

The storm is the movement of the masses themselves. The
proletariat, the only class that is thoroughly revolutionary,
rose at the head of the masses and for the first time aroused
millions of peasants to open revolutionary struggle. The
first onslaught in this storm took place in 1905. The next
is beginning to develop under our very eyes.

In commemorating Herzen, the proletariat is learning
from his example to appreciate the great importance of rev-
olutionary theory. It is learning that selfless devotion to the
revolution and revolutionary propaganda among the people
are not wasted even if long decades divide the sowing from
the harvest. It is learning to ascertain the role of the various
classes in the Russian and in the international revolution.
Enriched by these lessons, the proletariat will fight its way
to a free alliance with the socialist workers of all lands,
having crushed that loathsome monster, the tsarist mon-
archy, against which Herzen was the first to raise the great
banner of struggle by addressing his free Russian word to the
masses.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 26, Published according
May 8 (April 25), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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LANDOWNERSHIP IN EUROPEAN RUSSIA

The famine that has affected thirty million peasants has
again revived the question of the condition of the peasantry
in Russia. In discussing this question people usually over-
look the main point, namely, the interrelation between the
existence of large landed estates, primarily in the hands
of the nobility, and the condition of the peasantry. It is
to this main point that we wish to draw the attention of the
reader.

In 1907, the Ministry of the Interior published a volume of
Statistics of Landownership in 1905. From these official
data, which can under no circumstances be suspected of par-
tiality for the peasants, we can obtain a fairly accurate idea
of one of the main causes of the famines.

The government statistics put the amount of land in the
fifty gubernias of European Russia at 395 million dessia-
tines. But this figure does not represent the real state of af-
fairs, since it includes more than 100 million dessiatines of
state land in the far north, in the Archangel, Olonets and
Vologda gubernias. Most of this land is unsuitable for farm-
ing, being the tundra and forests of the far north. Reference
to this land is usually made for the sole purpose of obscuring
the actual distribution of the cultivable land.

If we deduct this land, we obtain a total of 280 million
dessiatines (in round figures) of usable land. Out of this total
101 million dessiatines are listed as privately owned, and
139 million dessiatines as allotment land. It is necessary to
distinguish between the land in the possession of the big
landlords and that owned by small peasants.

As regards the large estates, government statistics provide
the following data:
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Privately-Owned Land in European Russia

Average

Size of estates Nug}ber ((;l'otal land) p?lliﬂ estate

essiatines essia-

estates tines)

Over 500 to 2,000 dessiatines 21,748 20,590,708 947
Over 2,000 to 10,000 dessia-

tines . . . . . . . . 5,386 20,602,109 3,825

Over 10,000 dessiatines. . . 699 20,798,504 29,754

Total . . . . . . . 27,833 61,991,321 2,227

These figures are incomplete, because they do not include
the lands belonging to the crown, to big commercial com-
panies, etc. Nevertheless, these figures give us an idea of the
main feature of Russian landlordism. Seven hundred land-
lords own 21 million dessiatines, i.e., nearly thirty thousand
dessiatines each.

Less than 28 thousand landlords own 62 million dessia-
tines of land, i.e., an average of 2,200 dessiatines per estate.
To this should be added the crown lands—their total is
estimated to exceed five million dessiatines—and more than
three and a half million dessiatines belonging to 272 “com-
mercial, industrial, factory and other” companies. The lat-
ter are undoubtedly big estates, most of them in Perm Gu-
bernia, where nine such companies own nearly one and a
half million dessiatines of land (the exact figure is 1,448,902).

Consequently, the total land area in the hands of the big-
gest owners is certainly not less, and most likely more, than
70 million dessiatines. The number of such big landlords is
less than 30 thousand.

Now take the land owned by the peasants. According
to government statistics, the peasants with the smallest
allotments had the following amounts of land:

Allotment Land

Average per

. Number of Total land
Size of allotments (dessiatines) households (51552?21};11%133)
Less than 5 dessiatines 2,857,650 9,030,333 3.1
5 to 8 dessiatines . . 3,317,601 21,706,550 6.5
8 to 15 ” .. 3,932,485 42,182,923 10.7

Total . . . . 10,107,736 72,919,806 7.0
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Consequently, ten million peasant families, out of a total
of about 13 million, own 73 million dessiatines of land.
The average per household is seven dessiatines. To this
should be added the small privately-owned estates. The
number of owners of farms of less than 10 dessiatines each
is placed at 409,864, and they own a total of 1,625,226 des-
siatines of land, i.e., less than four dessiatines per house-
hold. Consequently, we have a total of approximately ten
and a half million peasant families with 75 million dessia-
tines of land.

Now we can place side by side these principal figures,
which are very often forgotten or misrepresented in argu-
ments about the peasant problem:

Large landed estates—30 thousand owners, 70 million
dessiatines of land.

Small peasant farms—ten and a half million owners,
75 million dessiatines of land.

To be sure, these are the gross figures. For a more detailed
study of the condition of the peasants and the role of the big
estates, it is necessary to take the figures for the various
regions or districts, sometimes even for the individual gu-
bernias. But the economists of the government, the liberal
and even, to a certain extent, the Narodnik camps very often
obscure the essence of the land problem by referring to indi-
vidual regions or to particular aspects of the problem. To
get at the root of the land problem and of the condition of
the peasants, we must not lose sight of the main figures
cited above; we must not allow the main point to be obscured
by particulars.

In our next article,* we shall cite instances of this kind of
obscuring. For the present, we will make the first fundamen-
tal summary.

The land in European Russia is so distributed that the
big landlords, those owning more than 500 dessiatines each,
hold 70 million dessiatines, and the number of such landlords
is less than 30 thousand.

On the other hand, the vast majority of the peasants,
namely, ten and a half million families out of 13 million
peasant families, own 75 million dessiatines of land.

*See pp. 73-77 of this volume.—Ed.
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The average large landed estate is 2,200 dessiatines. The
average size of a small peasant farm is seven dessiatines.

If the land of the thirty thousand big landlords were
transferred to ten million peasant households, the land held
by these households would be nearly doubled.

In our next article, we shall discuss the economic rela-
tions between the landlords and the peasants resulting from
this distribution of the land.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 3, Published according
May 6, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: R. Silin
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THE TRUDOVIKS AND THE WORKER DEMOCRATS

The Fourth Duma election campaign has brought about
some little revival of activity and has increased the interest
in political issues. The broad movement stirred up by the
events in the Lena gold-fields has lent importance to this
revival and made this interest particularly urgent. More
than ever, it is now appropriate to discuss the question of the
attitude of the Trudoviks, i.e., of the peasant democrats, to
the worker democrats.

In an article entitled “The Trudovik Group and the
Workers’ Party” (Zaprosy Zhizni No. 17), Mr. V. Vodovozov,
answering my articles—”Liberalism and Democracy”*
—in Zvezda,’” sets forth the Trudovik view on this
question. The controversy bears on the very essence of two
political trends which express the interests of nine-tenths of
Russia’s population. It is therefore the duty of every
democrat to pay the closest attention to the subject of the
controversy.

I

The standpoint of the working-class democracy is the class
struggle. The wage-workers constitute a definite class in
modern society. The position of this class is radically dif-
ferent from that of the class of small proprietors, the peas-
ants. That is why their association in one party is out of
the question.

The aim of the workers is to abolish wage slavery by elim-
inating the rule of the bourgeoisie. The peasants’ aim lies
in democratic demands that could abolish serfdom, with all

*See present edition, Vol. 17, pp. 569-77.—Ed.
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its social roots and in all its manifestations, but which could
not even slightly affect the rule of the bourgeoisie.

In Russia today, the tasks which the workers and the
peasants have in common are drawing the working-class
democracy and the peasant democracy closer together.
While necessarily following different paths, the two democ-
racies can, and for the purpose of achieving success should,
act jointly against all that is contrary to democracy. Unless
there is such joint or common action, unless the peasant dem-
ocrats get rid of the tutelage of the liberals (Cadets), any
serious democratic reforms in Russia will be out of the ques-
tion.

Those are the views of the working-class democrats, the
Marxists, which I have developed in the two articles entitled
“Liberalism and Democracy”.

The Trudoviks, whose views are expounded by Mr. Vodo-
vozov, want to be a party standing “above classes”. They
are convinced that one party “could fully take care of the
interests of three classes of society”: the peasantry, the work-
ing class and the “working intelligentsia”.

I said that this “conviction” contradicted (1) all the facts
of economic science, (2) the entire experience of countries
which went through epochs similar to the present epoch in
Russia, and (3) Russia’s experience during a particularly
important and crucial period of her history, the year 1905.
I derided the truly Cadet claim to “embrace” different
classes, and recalled the fact that the Cadets describe the
Maklakovs as “working intelligentsia™.

Mr. Vodovozov, without citing these arguments of mine
fully and coherently, seeks to disprove them by disjointed
statements. In reply to the first argument, for instance, he
says: “The peasantry is a mass of people living by their own
labour, its interests are the interests of labour, and therefore
it represents one contingent of the great army of labour,
just as the workers represent another contingent of that
army.

This is not Marxist, but bourgeois economic science: the
phrase about the interests of labour here obscures the fun-
damental difference between the position of the small propri-
etor and that of the wage-worker. The worker owns no means
of production and sells himself, his hands, his labour-
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power. The peasant does own means of production—imple-
ments, livestock, and his own or rented land—and sells the
products of his farming, being a small proprietor, a small
entrepreneur, a petty bourgeois.

Even today in Russia peasants hire no less than two
million agricultural wage-labourers to work on their farms.
And if all the landed estates were transferred, without com-
pensation, to the peasants, the latter would employ a much
greater number of labourers.

Such a transfer of the land to the peasants is a common
interest of the entire peasantry, of all wage-workers, of all
democrats, because landlordism is the foundation of the land-
lords’ political power of the type with which Purishkevich,
followed by Markov the Second and other “men of the Third
Duma”—nationalists, Octobrists, etc.—have made Russia
so very familiar.

This shows that the common aim now before the peasants
and the workers has absolutely nothing of socialism, despite
the opinion of ignorant reactionaries, and sometimes of
liberals. That aim is purely democratic. Its achievement
would mean the achievement of freedom for Russia, but it
would not at all mean the abolition of wage slavery.

If we want to put the joint action of different classes
on a sound basis, and if we want to ensure the real and
durable success of such action, we must be clear as to the
points on which the interests of these classes converge and
those on which they diverge. All delusions and “misconcep-
tions” on this score, and any obscuring of the matter with
meaningless phrases are bound to have the most ruinous
effect, are bound to undermine success.

IT

“Agricultural work is different from work in a factory; but then
the work of a factory worker is different from that of a shop-assistant,
yet Zvezda assiduously tries to prove to the shop-assistants that they
belong to the same class as the workers, and that therefore they must
regard Social-Democrats as their representatives....”

That is how Mr. Vodovozov tries to disprove the argu-
ments regarding the profound class distinction between small
proprietors and wage-workers! In this case too, Mr. Vodo-
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vozov’s arguments are permeated with the usual spirit of
bourgeois political economy. The small proprietor who is a
farmer belongs to the same class as the manufacturer, or
the small proprietor who is an artisan, and as the small pro-
prietor who is a shopkeeper; there is no class distinction
between them, they are distinguished only by their occupa-
tions. The wage-worker in agriculture belongs to the same
class as the wage-worker in a factory or in a commercial
establishment.

These are all elementary truths in terms of Marxism. And
Mr. Vodovozov is mistaken if he thinks that by describing
“my” Marxism as “extremely oversimplified” he can con-
ceal the essence of the matter, namely, that the Trudoviks are
constantly slipping from Marxist to bourgeois political econ-
omy.

Mr. Vodovozov slips into the same error, and along the
same lines, when, in dealing with my reference to the pro-
found class distinction between small proprietors and wage-
workers as proved by the experience of all countries and by
that of Russia, he tries to refute me by pointing out that
sometimes one class is represented by several parties, and
vice versa. In Europe the workers sometimes follow the
liberals, the anarchists, the clericals, etc. The landlords are
sometimes divided among several parties.

What do these facts prove? Only that, in addition to class
distinctions, there are other distinctions, such as religious,
national, etc., that affect the formation of parties.

That is true, but what has it got to do with our controver-
sy? Does Mr. Vodovozov point to the existence in Russia of
specific historical conditions—religious, national and other-
wise—that add themselves in the present instance to the class
distinctions?

Mr. Vodovozov did not, and could not, point to any such
conditions at all. Our controversy turned entirely on wheth-
er it is possible to have in Russia a party “standing above
classes”, one “serving the interests of three classes”. (Inci-
dentally, it is ridiculous to call the “working intelligentsia”
a class.)

Theory gives a clear answer to this question: it is impossi-
ble! An equally clear answer is provided by the experience of
1905, when all the class, group, national, and other distinc-
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tions stood out in bold relief in the most open and most
massive actions at a highly important turning-point in Rus-
sian history. The Marxist theory was confirmed by the ex-
perience of 1905, which showed that a single party of
peasants and workers is impossible in Russia.

All three Dumas have shown the same thing.

Why refer, then, to the fact that in various countries
of Europe there have been instances of one class divided into
several parties or of several classes united under the leader-
ship of a single party? This reference is quite beside the
point. By this reference Mr. Vodovozov is merely deviating
—and trying to divert the reader—from the point at issue.

If the Russian democracy is to attain success, it is very
important for it to know its own strength, to take a sober
view of the state of affairs, and to realise clearly which
classes it can count upon. It would be exceedingly harmful
for it to cherish illusions, to cover up class distinctions
with empty phrases, or to dismiss them with good wishes.

We must plainly recognise the profound class distinction
between the peasants and the workers of Russia, a distinc-
tion which cannot be eliminated within the framework of capi-
talist society, within the framework of domination by the
market. We must plainly recognise the points on which their
interests coincide at present. We must unite each of these
classes, cement its forces, develop its political consciousness
and define the common task of both.

A “radical” (to use Mr. Vodovozov’s term, although I
do not think it a fortunate one) peasant party is useful
and indispensable.

All attempts to found a party standing “above classes”,
to unite the peasants and the workers in one party, to repre-
sent a non-existent “working intelligentsia” as a class by
itself, are extremely harmful and ruinous to the cause of
Russian freedom, since such attempts can bring nothing
but d1s1llus1onment a waste of strength, and confusion in
people’s minds.

While fully sympathising with the formation of a consist-
ently democratic peasant party, we are obliged to combat
the above-mentioned attempts. The workers must also combat
the influence of the liberals upon the democratic peasant-

ry.
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ITI

Concerning the attitude of the liberals towards the bour-
geois democracy, and of the Cadets towards the Trudoviks,
the conference of the latter said nothing clear and definite.38
The Trudoviks do not seem to realise that it was the depend-
ence of the democratic peasantry upon the liberals that was
one of the principal causes of the failure of the emancipation
movement in 1905-06, and that this movement cannot be
successful so long as wide and leading sections of the
peasantry are unaware of the difference between democracy
and liberalism, and do not free themselves from the tute-
lage and domination of the liberals.

Mr. Vodovozov touched upon this question of cardinal
importance in an extremely cursory and unsatisfactory man-
ner. He says that “the Cadet Party serves primarily the in-
terests of the urban population”. This is not true. This
definition of the class roots and political role of the Cadet
Party is utterly worthless.

The Cadet Party is the party of the liberal-monarchist
bourgeoisie. The social basis of this party (as well as of
the “Progressists™) is the economically more progressive (as
compared with the Octobrists) sections of the bourgeoisie,
but above all the bourgeois intelligentsia. However, a sec-
tion of the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie still follows
the Cadets only by tradition (i.e., by mere habit, blind
repetition of what was done yesterday), and because they
are simply deceived by the liberals.

By calling themselves democrats, the Cadets are deceiv-
ing themselves and the people. Actually the Cadets are
counter-revolutionary liberals.

This has been fully proved by the entire history of Russia,
particularly in the twentieth century, and above all in 1905-
06. And the publication Vekhi®® demonstrated it, exposed it,
particularly clearly and completely. Nor can any “reserva-
tions” of the Cadet diplomats in regard to Vekhi alter this
fact.

The first phase of the liberation movement in Russia, the
first decade of the twentieth century, revealed that the
mass of the population, while gravitating towards democ-
racy, is not sufficiently class-conscious, cannot distinguish
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between liberalism and democracy, and submits to the lead-
ership of the liberals. So long and insofar as there is no
change in this respect, all talk of democratic reform in Rus-
sia is pointless. It would be just idle talk.

How does Mr. Vodovozov counter these premises, on which
I based my article? “In the present conditions,” he writes,
“the Trudoviks consider it extremely tactless [!!] to say too
much about the counter-revolutionary nature of the Ca-
dets....”

Well, well! What has “tact” got to do with it? And why
“too much”? If it is true that the Cadets are counter-revolu-
tionary liberals, this truth must be told. Whether we should
say a lot or only a little about the counter-revolutionary
Rights and the counter-revolutionary liberals is not a seri-
ous question at all. Whenever a publicist speaks of the
Rights, and whenever he speaks of the liberals, he must tell
the truth. The Trudoviks told the truth about the Rights.
We praise them for this. As regards the liberals, the Trudo-
viks themselves began to speak of them, but they did not
speak the whole truth!

That is the only thing for which we reproach the Trudo-
viks.

“Too much” or too little—that is quite beside the point.
Let the Trudoviks devote a thousand lines to the Rights and
five lines to the liberals—we shall have no objections to
that. That is not the reason for our objections to the Tru-
doviks. What we objected to is that in those “five lines”
(you must blame yourself, Mr. Vodovozov, for bringing into
the controversy your unfortunate expression “too much”!)
the truth about the liberals was not told.

Mr. Vodovozov avoided answering the real question: are
the Cadets counter-revolutionary or not?

It is a big mistake on the part of the Trudoviks to evade
this question, for that implies in fact that a section of the
democrats and a section of the former Marxists are de-
pendent on the liberals.

This question is inexorably posed by the entire history
of the first decade of the twentieth century.

In Russia today, new democratic elements are growing up
everywhere, among the most diverse sections of the popula-
tion. That is a fact. As they grow these democratic elements
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must be educated in the spirit of consistent democracy.
Such education will be impossible unless we explain the
true nature of the liberals, who have at their disposal hun-
dreds of press organs and a hundred seats in the Duma, thus
constantly exerting an influence along falsely democratic
lines upon an incomparably greater number of people than
we can reach with our propaganda.

The democrats must rally their forces. We shall always
praise the Trudoviks for their democratic speeches about the
Rights. But theirs will be an inconsistent democracy if,
when they speak of the liberals, they do so in liberal fashion,
instead of using a language worthy of democrats.

It is not two, but three camps that are contending in the
elections. Do not lump the second camp (the liberals) with
the third camp (the democrats), Trudovik gentlemen. Do
not obscure the distinction between them—the liberals are
doing “too much” as it is towards that objectionable end.

Pravda Nos. 13 and 14, Published according
May 8 and 9, 1912 to the Pravda text
Signed: P. P.



44

POLITICAL PARTIES IN RUSSIA

The Duma elections are compelling all the parties to inten-
sify their agitation and rally their forces, so that they may
return the greatest possible number of deputies of “their
own” party.

In Russia, as in all other countries, the election campaign
is attended by the most brazen self-advertisement. All the
bourgeois parties, that is, those which uphold the econom-
ic privileges of the capitalists, are advertising themselves
in the same way as individual capitalists advertise their
goods. Look at the commercial advertisements in any news-
paper—you will see that the capitalists think up the most
“striking”, bombastic and fashionable names for their mer-
chandise, which they praise in the most unrestrained man-
ner, stopping at no lie or invention whatever.

The general public—at any rate in the big cities and trade
centres—has long since become used to commercial adver-
tisement and knows its worth. Unfortunately, political
advertisement misleads an incomparably greater number of
people; it is much harder to expose and its deception much
more lasting. The names of some parties, both in Europe and
in Russia, are chosen with a direct eye to advertisement,
and their “programmes” are quite often written for the sole
purpose of hoodwinking the public. The greater the degree
of political liberty in a capitalist country and the more
democracy there is, i.e., the greater the power of the people
and of their representatives, the more shameless, in many
cases, is the self-advertisement of parties.

That being so, how is one to see what is what in the fight
between the various parties? Does not this fight, with its
fraud and advertising, indicate that representative insti-
tutions, parliaments, assemblies of people’s representa-
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tives, are in general useless and even harmful, as rabid reac-
tionaries, the enemies of parliamentarism make out? No. In
the absence of representative institutions there is much more
deception, political lying and fraudulent trickery of all
kinds, and the people have much fewer means of exposing
the deception and finding out the truth.

To see what is what in the fight between the parties, one
must not take words at their face value but must study the
actual history of the parties, must study not so much what
they say about themselves as their deeds, the way in which
they go about solving various political problems, and their
behaviour in matters affecting the vital interests of the vari-
ous classes of society—landlords, capitalists, peasants, work-
ers, etc.

The greater the degree of political liberty in a country
and the more stable and democratic its representative insti-
tutions, the easier it is for the mass of the people to find
its bearings in the fight between the parties and to learn
politics, i.e., to expose the deception and find out the truth.

The division of any society into different political parties
is revealed most clearly of all in times of profound crises
shaking the whole country. For at such times governments
are compelled to seek support among the various classes of
society; all phrase-mongering, all that is petty and extra-
neous, is brushed aside by the gravity of the struggle; the
parties strain every nerve and appeal to the masses, and the
masses, guided by their unerring instinct and enlightened
by the experience of an open struggle, follow the parties
that represent the interests of a particular class.

The epochs of such crises always determine the party
alignment of the social forces of the country concerned for
many years or even decades ahead. In Germany, for instance,
such crises were the wars of 1866 and 1870%°; in Russia, the
events of 1905. We cannot understand the essence of our
political parties, nor gain a clear idea as to which classes
a particular party in Russia represents, unless we go back
to the events of that year.

Let us begin our brief survey of the political parties
in Russia with the parties of the extreme Right.

On the extreme right flank, we find the Union of the Rus-
sian People.
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The programme of this party is set forth as follows in
Russkoye Znamya, the Union’s newspaper published by
A. 1. Dubrovin:

“The Union of the Russian People, which on June 3, 1907, was
accorded the honour of being called upon from the height of the Tsar’s
throne to be its reliable bulwark, and to serve as an example of law
and order to all and in everything, proclaims that the will of the
Tsar can only be exercised: (1) if the Tsar’s autocratic power, which
is indissolubly and vitally bound up with the Russian Orthodox
Church, canonically established, manifests itself in full measure;
(2) if the Russian nationality is dominant not only in the inner guber-
nias, but also in the border regions; (3) if there is a Duma, composed
exclusively of Russians, as the main assistant of the monarch in his
work for building up the state; (4) if the principles of the Union of
the Russian People with regard to the Jews are fully observed; and
(5) if all officials who are opposed to the Tsar’s autocratic power
are removed from government service.”

We have faithfully copied this solemn declaration of the
Rights, on the one hand, so that the reader may be directly
acquainted with the original and, on the other, because the
fundamental motives stated in it are valid for all the parties
of the majority in the Third Duma, i.e., for the nationalists
and the Octobrists as well. This will be seen from what we
say further on.

The programme of the Union of the Russian People in
effect repeats the old slogan of the days of serfdom, that is,
Orthodoxy, Autocracy, Nationhood. In regard to the ques-
tion on which the Union is generally set apart from other
kindred parties—namely, recognition or rejection of “con-
stitutional” principles in the Russian political system—it
is particularly important to note that the Union is by no
means opposed to representative institutions in general. It
is evident from the programme quoted above that the Union
favours a Duma that will play the part of “assistant”.

Moreover, the specific feature of the Russian Constitu-
tion—if we may call it that—is expressed by the Dubrovin-
ite correctly, i.e., in keeping with the actual state of affairs.
It is this stand that is taken by both the nationalists
and the Octobrists in their practical policies. The controver-
sy between these parties over the “Constitution” is largely
a fight over words. The Rights are not opposed to a Duma;
they only stress with particular zeal that it must be an
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“assistant”, without specifying its powers in any way. The
nationalists and the Octobrists, for their part, do not insist
on any clearly specified powers of the Duma, let alone
on real guarantees of its powers. The Octobrist “constitu-
tionalists” fully agree with the “opponents of Constitution™
on the basis of the June Third Constitution.

The programme of the Black Hundreds is straightforward,
clear and outspoken on the point of persecuting non-Rus-
sians in general and the Jews in particular. As always,
they bring out more rudely, brazenly and incitingly what
the other government parties more or less “bashfully” or
diplomatically keep to themselves.

In reality, both the nationalists and the Octobrists have a
hand in the persecution of non-Russians, as is well known
to anyone who is at all familiar with the activity of the
Third Duma or with such press organs as Novoye Vremya,
Svet, Golos Moskvy*' and the like.

The question is: What is the social basis of the party of the
Rights? What class does it represent? What class does it
serve?

That party’s reversion to the slogans of serfdom, its up-
holding of all that is outdated, of all that is medieval in
Russian life, its complete 'satisfaction with the June Third
Constitution—the landlords’ Constitution—and its defence
of the privileges of the nobility and officialdom all provide
a clear answer to our question. The Rights are the party of
the semi-feudal landlords, of the Council of the United No-
bility.*? Not for nothing did that Council play such a promi-
nent, indeed a leading, role in the dispersal of the Second
Duma, the change of the electoral law and the coup d’état of
June 3.4

To give an idea of the economic strength of this class in
Russia, it is sufficient to cite the following basic fact, proved
by the data of the government statistics of landownership
in 1905, published by the Ministry of the Interior.

Less than 30,000 landlords in European Russia own
70,000,000 dessiatines of land; the same amount of land is
owned by 10,000,000 peasant households with the smallest
allotments. This makes an average of about 2,300 dessiatines
per big landlord, and, in the case of the poor peasants, an
average of 7 dessiatines per family, per household.
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It is quite natural and inevitable that the peasant cannot
live on such an “allotment” but can only die a slow death.
The recurrent famines which affect millions, such as this
year’s famine, continue to dislocate peasant farming in Rus-
sia following each crop failure. The peasants are compelled
to rent land from the landlords, paying for it by various
forms of labour service. To pay for the use of the land, the
peasant works for the landlord with his horse and his imple-
ments. This is nothing short of corvée, except that it is not
officially called serfdom. With 2,300 dessiatines of land at
their disposal, most of the landlords can run their estates
only by keeping the peasants in bondage, by resorting to
labour service, that is, the corvée system. They cultivate
only part of these huge estates with the help of wage-labourers.

Further, that same class of the landed nobility supplies
the state with the overwhelming majority of all higher and
middle-ranking civil servants. The privileges of officialdom
in Russia represent another side of the privileges and agrar-
ian power of the landed nobility. It is therefore natural that
the Council of the United Nobility and the “Right” parties
should uphold the policy of adhering to the old feudal
traditions not by accident, but because it is inevitable,
and not because of the “ill will” of individuals, but under
the pressure of the interests of a tremendously powerful
class. The old ruling class, the survivals of landlordism,
who remain the ruling class as in the past, has created for
itself an appropriate party—the Union of the Russian People
or the “Rights” in the Duma and in the Council of State.**

But, since there exist representative institutions, and
since the masses have already come out openly in the politi-
cal arena, as they did in our country in 1905, each party
must necessarily appeal to the people, within certain limits.
Now what can the Right parties appeal to the people about?

Of course, they cannot speak plainly in defence of the
interests of the landlords. What they do speak of is preserv-
ing the old traditions in general, and they spare no efforts to
foment distrust towards non-Russians, particularly towards
the Jews, to incite the utterly ignorant, the utterly benight-
ed, to pogroms, to “Yid”-baiting. They seek to conceal the
privileges of the nobility, the bureaucrats and the landlords
with talk about the “oppression” of Russians by non-Russians.
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Such is the party of the “Rights”. One of its members,
Purishkevich, the most prominent spokesman of the Rights
in the Third Duma, has worked a good deal, and successful-
ly, to show the people what the Rights want, how they
act, and whom they serve. Purishkevich is a gifted agitator.

Next to the “Rights”, who have forty-six seats in the
Third Duma, are the “nationalists” with ninety-one seats.
There is hardly a shade of difference between them and the
Rights. In fact, these are not two parties, but one party
which has effected a division of “labour” in persecuting non-
Russians, “Cadets” (liberals), democrats, etc. One lot acts
more crudely, the other more subtly, but both are doing the
same thing. Indeed, it is to the government’s advantage
to have the “extreme” Rights—who are capable of any sort
of scandal, riot, the murder of people like Herzenstein, Yol-
los, Karavayev—standing somewhat apart, as if they were
“criticising” the government from the right.... The distinc-
tion between the Rights and the nationalists cannot be of
any serious importance.

The Octobrists in the Third Duma are 131 strong, includ-
ing, of course, the “Right Octobrists”. Essentially there is
nothing in the present policy of the Octobrists to distinguish
them from the Rights, except that the Octobrist Party serves
not only the landlords, but also the big capitalists, the con-
servative merchants, and the bourgeoisie, which was so ter-
rified by the awakening of the workers, and then also of the
peasants, to independent political life, that it made a volte-
face towards defence of the old order. There are capitalists
in Russia—quite a few, indeed—who treat the workers not a
bit better than the landlords treated the serfs of old; they
look on workers and clerks as their menials, as servants.
Nobody is better fitted to defend this old order than the
Right parties, the nationalists and the Octobrists. There are
also capitalists who at the Zemstvo?® and municipal con-
gresses in 1904 and 1905 demanded a “constitution”, but
are quite willing to make peace on the basis of the June
Third Constitution o oppose the workers.

The Octobrist Party is the chief counter-revolutionary par-
ty of the landlords and the capitalists. It is the leading party
in the Third Duma: the 131 Octobrists with the 137 Rights and
nationalists constitute a solid majority in the Third Duma.
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The electoral law of June 3, 1907, guaranteed the land-
lords and the big capitalists a majority: the landlords and
electors of the first urban curia (i.e., the big capitalist curia)
have a majority in all the gubernia assemblies electing
deputies to the Duma. In twenty-eight gubernias the land-
owners even by themselves have a majority in the election
assemblies. The entire policy of the June Third Government
has been carried out with the aid of the Octobrist Party, and
this party bears the responsibility for all the sins and
crimes committed by the Third Duma.

In words, in their programme, the Octobrists uphold
a “constitution”, and even liberties! In reality, this party
supported all the measures taken against the workers (the
Insurance Bill, for example—recall the conduct of the
Chairman of the Duma Committee on Labour, Baron Tiesen-
hausen!), against the peasants, and against any mitigation
of tyranny and lack of rights. The Octobrists are just as
much a government party as the nationalists. This situation
is not in the least altered by the fact that from time to time
—particularly on the eve of elections!— the Octobrists deliv-
er “opposition” speeches. In all countries that have parlia-
ments, the bourgeois parties have long been known to indulge
in this playing at opposition—a harmless game as far as
they are concerned, because no government takes it serious-
ly, and a game which occasionally proves useful as a means
of “soothing” the voter by a show of opposition.

However, the greatest expert, the virtuoso, at the game of
opposition is the chief opposition party in the Third Duma—
the Cadets, Constitutional-“Democrats”, the party of “peo-
ple’s freedom™.

The very name of this party is part of the game, for in fact
it is not at all a democratic party, and by no means a people’s
party; it is a party, not of freedom, but of half-freedom,
if not of quarter-freedom.

In fact, it is the party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoi-
sie, which dreads the popular movement far more than
reaction.

The democrat has faith in the people, in the movement
of the masses, and he helps this movement in every way,
although he fairly often has (as have the bourgeois demo-
crats, the Trudoviks) a wrong notion about the significance
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of this movement within the framework of the capitalist
system. The democrat sincerely strives to put an end to all
medievalism.

The liberal is afraid of the movement of the masses; he
tries to check it, and deliberately defends certain institu-
tions of medievalism—in fact, the most important of them
—as a bulwark against the masses, particularly the workers.
What the liberals want is by no means to destroy all the
foundations of the power of the Purishkeviches, but to share
power with them. The democratic petty bourgeois (hence also
the peasant and the Trudovik) says: everything for the peo-
ple and through the people. He sincerely-strives to uproot
all the foundations of Purishkevichism, though he does not
understand the significance of the wage-workers’ struggle
against capital. The real aim of the liberal-monarchist bour-
geoisie, on the other hand, is to share power with Purishke-
vich and rule with him over the workers and over the small
proprietors.

In the First and the Second Dumas, the Cadets had a major-
ity or occupied a leading position. They used it for a sense-
less and inglorious game: when facing the Right, they played
at loyalty and ability to serve as ministers (as if to say that
they could solve all the contradictions by peaceful means
without spoiling the muzhik or offending Purishkevich);
when facing the Left, they played at democracy. The result
of this game was that in the end the Cadets got a kick from
the right. And on the left they earned the just title of be-
trayers of people’s freedom. In both the First and the Second
Dumas, they fought all the time not only against the working-
class democrats, but against the Trudoviks as well. We need
only recall the fact that the Cadets defeated the plan for
local land committees proposed by the Trudoviks (in the
First Duma), a plan based on the elementary requirements
of democracy, on the ABC of democracy. The Cadets thus
upheld the supremacy of the landlords and the bureaucrats
over the peasants in the land committees!

In the Third Duma the Cadets have been playing at a
“responsible opposition”, an opposition in the possessive
case.*® As such, they voted time and again for the govern-
ment budgets (“democrats™!), explained to the Octobrists
that there was nothing dangerous or harmful in their plan of
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“compulsory” redemption payments (compulsory for the peas-
ants)—remember Berezovsky the First; they sent Karaulov
to deliver “pious” speeches from the rostrum, renounced
the movement of the masses, appealed to the “upper strata”,
and silenced the lower strata (the Cadets’ fight against
the workers’ deputies over workers’ insurance), and so on
and so forth.

The Cadets are the party of counter-revolutionary liberal-
ism. By their claim to the role of a “responsible opposition”,
i.e., a recognised, lawful opposition permitted to compete
with the Octobrists, an opposition not to, but of the June
Third regime—the Cadets have committed suicide as “demo-
crats”. The shameless Vekhi propaganda of the Cadet ideolo-
gists—Struve, Izgoyev and Co., smothered with kisses by
Rozanov and Anthony of Volhynia—and the role of a
“responsible opposition” in the Third Duma, are two sides of
the same medal. The liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie, tolerat-
ed by the Purishkeviches, wants to seat itself by the side
of Purishkevich.

The bloc of the Cadets and the “Progressists” at the pres-
ent time, for the elections to the Fourth Duma, has provided
additional proof of the profoundly counter-revolutionary
nature of the Cadets. The Progressists do not at all claim to
be democrats, they do not say a word about fighting the
entire June Third regime, and are far from so much as
dreaming of “universal suffrage”. They are moderate liberals
who do not make a secret of their kinship with the Octo-
brists. The alliance of the Cadets and the Progressists should
open the eyes of even the blindest “yes-men of the Cadets”
to the true nature of that party.

The democratic bourgeoisie of Russia is represented by the
Narodniks of all shades, from the most Left Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries to the Popular Socialists and Trudoviks. They all
readily mouth “socialist” phrases, but it would be impermis-
sible for a class-conscious worker to be deceived as to the real
meaning of those phrases. Actually there is not a grain of
socialism in the “right to land”, “equalised division” of
the land, or “socialisation of the land”. This should be clear
to anyone who knows that the abolition of private landown-
ership, and a new, even the “fairest” possible, division of
the land, far from affecting commodity production and the
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power of the market, of money and capital, leads to their
expansion.

However, the phrases about “the labour principle” and
“Narodnik socialism” express the democrat’s deep faith in
the possibility and indispensability of destroying all medie-
valism in landownership and, at the same time, in the po-
litical system as well (just as they express his sincere desire
to achieve this). Whereas the liberals (the Cadets) seek to
share political power and political privileges with the
Purishkeviches, the Narodniks are democrats precisely
because they are striving, and are bound to strive at present,
to abolish all the privileges of landed property and all
privileges in politics.

The position of the great bulk of the Russian peasants is
such that they cannot even dream of any compromise with
the Purishkeviches (something quite possible, attainable
and near and dear to the liberal). That is why the democracy
of the petty bourgeoisie will have roots among the masses
in Russia for a fairly long time to come, whereas Stolypin’s
agrarian reform,*” an expression of the Purishkeviches’
bourgeois policy against the muzhik, has so far produced
nothing durable but—the starvation of thirty million
peasants!

The millions of starving small proprietors cannot help
striving for a different kind of agrarian reform, a democratic
one, which cannot break out of the bounds of capitalism or
abolish wage slavery, but can sweep medievalism from the
face of the Russian land.

The Trudoviks are an extremely weak group in the Third
Duma, but they represent the masses. The vacillation of the
Trudoviks between the Cadets and the worker democrats is
an inevitable result of the class position of the small pro-
prietors, and the fact that it is particularly difficult to
rally, organise and enlighten them accounts for the extreme-
ly indeterminate and amorphous character of the Tru-
doviks as a party. That is why the Trudoviks, with the aid
of the stupid “otzovism” of the Left Narodniks, present the
sad picture of a liquidated party.

The difference between the Trudoviks and our own near-
Marxist liquidators is that the former are liquidators out of
weakness, while the latter are liquidators out of malice.
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The task of the working-class democracy is to help the weak
petty-bourgeois democrats, wrest them from the liberals,
and rally the democratic camp against the counter-revolu-
tionary Cadets and not merely against the Rights.

Concerning the working-class democracy, which had its
group in the Third Duma, we can say but little here.

Everywhere in Europe, the parties of the working class
took shape by casting off the influence of general democratic
ideology and learning to distinguish between the struggle of
the wage-workers against capital and the struggle against
feudalism, which they did, incidentally, in order to strength-
en the latter struggle, to rid it of all wavering and timidity.
In Russia, the working-class democracy completely dis-
sociated itself both from liberalism and from bourgeois
democracy (Trudovikism), to the great advantage of the
democratic cause in general.

The liquidationist trend among the working-class demo-
crats (Nasha Zarya and Zhivoye Dyelo) shares the weakness
of Trudoviks, glorifies amorphousness, longs for the status
of a “tolerated” opposition, rejects the hegemony of the
workers, confines itself to words about an “open” organisa-
tion (while inveighing against the organisation that is not
open), and advocates a liberal labour policy. The connection
between this trend and the disintegration and decadence
of the period of counter-revolution is evident, and its
falling-away from the working-class democracy is becoming
obvious.

The class-conscious workers, who are not liquidating any-
thing and are rallying their ranks in opposition to liberal
influences, organising as a class and developing all forms of
trade union and other unity, are coming forward both as
representatives of wage-labour against capital and as repre-
sentatives of consistent democracy against the entire old
regime in Russia and against any concessions to it.

By way of illustration, we give below the figures relating
to the strength of the various parties in the Third Duma,
which we borrow from the official Duma Handbook for 1912.
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Parties in the Third Duma
Landlords
Rights . 46
Nationalists . Coe e 47
Independent nationalists. 17
Right Octobrists . 11
Octobrists. 120
Total government parties 268
The Bourgeoisie
Progressists . 36
Cadets . . . . 52
Polish Kolo47 . e e e e 11
Polish-Lithuanian-Byelorussian group. 7
Moslem group . e 9
Total liberals 115
Bourgeois Democrats
Trudovik group 14
Working-Class Democrats

Social-Democrats . 13
Total democrats 27
Unaffiliated . 27
Grand total . 437

Thus there have been two possible majorities in the Third
Duma: (1) the Rights and the Octobrists= 268 out of 437,
(2) the Octobrists and the liberals=120+4+115= 235 out of

437. Both majorities are counter-revolutionary.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 5, Published according

May 10, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda

Signed: V. Ilyin
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A QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE ORGANISATIONS
OF BIG CAPITAL*®

The Industry and Economics Department of the Imperial
Russian Technical Society sent out a questionnaire on “pub-
lic organisations of the commercial and industrial class in
Russian”, or rather on the organisations of big capital. The
results of the questionnaire are now set forth in Mr. Gush-
ka’s*® book Representative Organisations of the Commercial
and Industrial Class in Russia (St. Petersburg, 1912). Both
the material contained in the book and the conclusions,
which the author indicates in fairly definite terms, deserve
serious attention.

I

As a matter of fact, the questionnaire of the Technical
Society dealt with the “representative” organisations of
capitalists, which make up approximately 80 per cent of
all the organisations. About 15 per cent of the organisations
are cartels, trusts and syndicates, nearly 5 per cent are
associations of employers, and the rest are stock-exchange
committees, boards of congresses, etc. These latter organisa-
tions are very fond of calling themselves “representative”.
Their job is to influence government bodies.

The employers’ associations, in Mr. Gushka’s opinion,
conduct a “direct” class struggle against the wage-workers,
whereas the representative organisations conduct an “indi-
rect” class struggle—a “struggle against other classes by
exerting pressure on the state power and on public opinion”.

That terminology is wrong, of course. It at once betrays
one of the principal defects which Mr. Gushka has in common
with most representatives of “professorial”, bourgeois politi-
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cal economy. On the face of it, he accepts the concept of the
class struggle; on the face of it, the class struggle serves as
the basis of his investigation. Actually, however, that con-
cept is narrowed down and distorted. Indeed, from what
Mr. Gushka says, the struggle of the capitalists against the
wage-workers within the framework of a given political system
is a “direct” class struggle, while the struggle for the poli-
tical system itself is an “indirect” class struggle! What about
the struggle for “state power” itself—where does that belong?

But we shall have occasion to deal with this fundamental
fault of Mr. Gushka’s “world outlook™ in the proper place.
The value of his work is not in its theory, but in the summary
of facts it offers. The data on organisations of the prepon-
derant type are at any rate of considerable interest.

The total number of “representative” organisations of big
capital in Russia in 1910 is given as 143. Seventy-one of
them were stock-exchange societies with their committees.
Then came 14 committees of commerce and manufacture,
three merchants’ boards, 51 organisations in the “combined”
group (congresses and their boards, advisory bureaus, etc.),
and four organisations of an indefinite type. The question-
naire was answered by only 62 organisations, or less than
half the total. Out of the 51 organisations in the “com-
bined” group, which is the most interesting, 22 answered the
questionnaire.

The data on the time the organisations were founded are
characteristic. Of the 32 stock-exchange committees which
answered the questionnaire, 9 were founded in the last century,
from 1800 to 1900, 5 in the four years 1901-04, 9 in the two
years of revolution—1905-06—and 9 in the period 1907 to 1910.

“Here,” writes Mr. Gushka, “we clearly see the effect of the
impetus which the social movement of the stormy year 1905 lent
the process of the self-organisation of the representatives of capital.”

Of the 22 organisations in the combined group, only 7
came into being during the period 1870 to 1900, 2 from 1901
to 1904, 8 in the two years of revolution—1905-06—and 5
from 1907 to 1910. All those “congress boards™ of represent-
atives of industry in general—mine owners, oil industrial-
ists, and so on and so forth—are a product chiefly of the
period of revolution and counter-revolution.
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The organisations are divided according to industries as
follows. The group of stock-exchange committees is predomi-
nantly mixed: these committees usually unite all the
branches of industry and commerce of the area concerned.
In the group of committees of commerce and manufacture,
the textile industry is in the forefront. In the main, combined,
group, almost half the organisations represent not commerce,
but industry—mining and metallurgy, to be specific.

“It is this group of industries (mining and metallurgy)
that constitutes the economic basis of the organisations
of Russia’s modern industrial ‘guard’,” writes Mr. Gushka,
who has a slight weakness for using a “lofty style” in speak-
ing of the subject of his investigation.

Only in the case of a part of the organisations was it pos-
sible to establish the total turnover or output for the entire
branch of commerce or industry to which the organisation
in question belongs. The total thus obtained is 1,570 million
rubles, of which 1,319 million rubles belongs to members of
the organisations. Consequently, the organised represent 84
per cent of the total. The turnover of 3,134 members of
organisations amounted to 1,121 million rubles, or an aver-
age of 358,000 rubles per member. The number of workers
employed by 685 members of organisations is approximately
219,000 (on p. 111, the author mistakenly puts it at 319,000),
or an average of more than 300 workers per member.

It is clear that we are dealing here with organisations
of big capital, or even the biggest capital, to be exact.
Mr. Gushka is fully aware of this, for he points out, for
instance, that only the really big and biggest merchants and
industrialists are admitted as members into the stock-ex-
change committees and the committees of commerce and
manufacture, and that the congresses of representatives of
industry and commerce are made up of the “biggest” capi-
talist undertakings.

That is why the author is wrong when he refers, in the
title of his book, to organisations “of the commercial and
industrial class in Russia”. That is incorrect. Here again
the author narrows down the concept of class. Actually,
Mr. Gushka is dealing with a stratum, not with a class.
Sure enough, the stratum of the biggest capitalists economi-
cally dominates all the other strata, which it unquestion-
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ably overwhelms by the size of its turnover. This is beyond
doubt. Nevertheless, it is a stratum, and not a class. Thus,
for instance, there is a vast distance between the political
role of the representative organisations of this stratum and
its political domination, as well as between its political
domination and that of the commercial and industrial class.

In this connection, we must point out the following
argument of Mr. Gushka’s: “We in Russia,” he writes, “are
accustomed to applying a very large scale to define what
is called a big or a small undertaking, in view of the well
known extraordinary concentration of capital in our country,
surpassing the concentration of capital even in Germany....”

The comparison with Germany is wrong. For instance,
in the Urals there are very few small undertakings, if any,
in the mining and metallurgical industries for reasons of
an entirely distinctive nature—due to the absence of full
freedom for industry and to the survivals of medievalism.
And our official (or, what is the same thing, our Narodnik)
distinction between factory and “handicraft” industries—
does it not make our industrial statistics incomparable with
the German statistics? Does it not very often mislead the
observer by speaking of “extraordinary concentration” in
Russia and obscuring the “extraordinarily” scattered charac-
ter of the countless small peasant undertakings?

II

It is interesting to note some of the data provided by the
questionnaire on the activity of the representative organisa-
tions of the biggest capital. For instance, the author gives a
summary of the information about their budgets. The bud-
gets of the 22 organisations in the combined group show a
total income of 3,950,000 rubles, and the total income of all
the organisations is 7.25 million rubles. “This annual budget
of our 56 organisations,” writes Mr. Gushka, “amounting to
7.25 million rubles, would probably be 50 or 100 per cent
higher if the financial reports of the other organisations,
those not covered by our questionnaire, were included.”

However, more than a half of this budget, namely, 4.5
million rubles, is spent on business and on charity. On
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purely representational functions, the 56 organisations spend
2.7 million rubles. “Most of the answers or financial reports
put at the head of this expenditure on representation the
salaries of the personnel, then the renting of premises. In
64.4 per cent of the organisations, the greatest part of the
expenditure goes for maintenance of personnel, and in 26.7
per cent of them it goes for premises.”

These figures, in view of the turnover of 1,319 million
rubles in the capitalist associations covered by the investi-
gation, show that the expenditure is very modest, so that
Mr. Gushka’s pompous conclusion that the budget of expend-
iture is an “index of the financial might [author’s italics]
of the representative organisations of the commercial and
industrial bourgeoisie in Russia” again betrays his inordi-
nate fondness for big words.

The author devotes Chapter IX of his book to the “third
element”, i.e., the intelligentsia in the service of the capi-
talist associations. It appears that 29 stock-exchange com-
mittees listed 77 representatives of the third element as
their employees; the 22 organisations in the combined group
listed 180 such employees. Most of the answers speak of 2
to 4 representatives of the third element per organisation.
Since capitalist associations often understate this kind of
data, the author thinks it probable that “the representative
organisations of capital have in their service, holding key
posts, a host [!!] of intellectuals numbering at least a thou-
sand persons”—secretaries, accountants, statisticians, legal
advisers, etc.

Really, it does not take much to set Mr. Gushka talking
about a “host”.

The publishing activity of the capitalist associations is
characterised by the following figures. In addition to the
answers to the questionnaire, there accumulated a small
library of 288 volumes—the proceedings of congresses, re-
ports, statutes and memoranda—which have never been on
sale.

Nine organisations publish periodicals: Mining and
Smelting, Oil, Industry and Commerce, Bulletin of the Rus-
sian Association of Distillery Owners, etc. The author gives
the total number of issues of these publications as 2,624
“volumes”, to which he adds 452 volumes of “proceedings”,
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annual reports, etc., as well as 333 volumes of non-periodical
publications. Mr. Gushka puts the total at 3,409 “volumes”,
which he describes as “impressive”. The total number of
publications probably amounts to 4,000-5,000 volumes.

“It may be said without exaggeration that a veritable treasure
lies buried in that library,” exclaims Mr. Gushka, “a wealth of
material for the study of the anatomy and physiology, if we may
say so, of the big bourgeoisie in Russia.... Unless we study this valua-
ble material, we cannot form a proper idea of the balance of the domi-
nant social forces in Russia, and more particularly of the social
nature and role of Russian state power both before and after 1905.”

Mr. Gushka makes very frequent excursions of this kind
into the sphere of the social nature and role of Russian
state power. They merit special consideration because of
the importance of the question, and because it is misrepre-
sented by the author, who exaggerates things beyond measure
and for that very reason vows in passing that he speaks
“without exaggeration™.

II1

“The centre of gravity of the activity of the organisations under
survey,” writes Mr. Gushka, “as representative organisations, i.e.,
organisations devoted to representing the interests of the industrial
and commercial class, is naturally in the sphere of formulating the
position of the representatives of this class on various questions con-
cerning its interests, and of defending this position by various means.”

Undoubtedly, that is exactly where the “centre of gravity”
lies. The questionnaire allots much space to questions about
the items discussed by the organisations of the capitalists
and to the petitions they filed. In summarising the informa-
tion obtained, the author singles out a long list of what,
in his opinion, are “questions of a general nature”. The
most important questions are grouped as follows: (a) work-
ers’ insurance, public holidays, etc.; (b) income tax, taxes
on enterprises, etc.; (c) tariff policy; (d) transport; (e) joint-
stock companies, credit, etc.; (f) consulates abroad, statis-
tics, the organisation of a mining department; (g) participa-
tion of the merchant class in the Zemstvo institutions, in
the Council of State, in the preliminary discussion of govern-
ment Bills, etc.
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In this connection, Mr. Gushka draws the following
conclusion: “In any event, as may be gathered from the
enumerated groups of questions and petitions, our organisa-
tions have a very wide sphere of activity....” On reading
such a conclusion, one cannot help stopping to see whether
by any chance the word not has been omitted. For it is
obvious that the sphere of activity indicated by the author
is not wide at all. But it is certainly not a slip of the pen we
have here; the trouble comes from the essential “pattern” of
the author’s mentality. “It would be difficult to name any
more or less important field of the social and political life
of the country that is outside the sphere of activity of the
representative organisations of capital,” he maintains.

Incredible, but true: Mr. Gushka in all seriousness
presents us with this flagrant untruth, which he repeats
in a dozen different ways!

“It would be difficult to name....” What about the elec-
toral law? Or the agrarian question? Is it possible that these
are not “important fields of the social and political life of
the country”?

Mr. Gushka looks at “social and political life” from the
narrow peep-hole of a merchant’s standpoint. He cannot for
the life of him understand that his absolute statements
testify to narrowness, and certainly not to breadth. The
questions raised by the merchants are narrow because they
concern only the merchants. The capitalists do not rise to
questions of general political importance. “Admission of
representatives of industry and commerce” into local or
central institutions of one sort or another is the limit of
the “courage” they show in their petitions. As to how these
institutions are to be organised in general, that is something
they are unable to think of. They accept the institutions
which have taken shape at someone else’s bidding, and beg
for a place in them. They slavishly accept the political
basis created by some other class, and on this basis “peti-
tion” for the interests of their social-estate, their group, their
stratum, unable even in this sphere to rise to a broad under-
standing of the interests of the whole of their class.

Mr. Gushka, who glaringly distorts the facts, slips into a
tone of sheer praise. “The energetic and insistent pressure
brought to bear upon government bodies,” he writes. “Our
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organisations” “perfectly [!!] understand this themselves.”
... “The organisations of big capital have developed into a
regular lobby which actually exerts perhaps a greater in-
fluence upon legislation than the Duma, the more so”—the
author tries to be witty—“as Article 87°° does not apply to the
capitalist parliament, and the organisations of capital have
never been purposely dissolved for three days.”...

This witticism is an obvious indication of the boundless
conceited narrow-mindedness of the big-wigs of industry
and of their eulogist, Gushka. A minor detail, a mere trifle,
has been overlooked: the Duma raises questions concerning
the entire state administration and all classes, being an
institution of the whole state, while the organisations of the
merchant big-wigs consider it courageous to raise questions con-
cerning only the merchants, only the rights of the merchants.

Mr. Gushka goes to the length of quoting the statement,
made by the Ufa Stock-Exchange Committee in its report
for 1905-06, that “the government itself, by a series of
fundamental measures to reform the stock-exchange institu-
tions, is selecting ... worthy assistants for itself”’, and he calls
this statement “correct”, puts the last phrase in italics, and
speaks of “real and active co-operation with the government”.

On reading such stuff one cannot help thinking of the
German word Lobhudelei—grovelling adulation, or adula-
tory grovelling. To speak with a smug countenance—in
1905-06—of “fundamental measures to reform—the stock-
exchange institutions”! Why, this is the viewpoint of a
flunkey whom the master has permitted to “consult” with
the cook about arrangements for dinner, etc., calling the
two of them his “worthy assistants”.

How close Mr. Gushka is to this point of view can be seen
from that subsection of Chapter XV dealing with the results
of the petitions of the organisations, which he has entitled
“Losing Positions”. “It cannot be denied,” we read there,
“that there are several fields in which the petitions and
demands of the representatives of capital do come up against
government resistance.” Then follow examples in this se-
quence: (1) state-owned forests—the state is itself engaged
in the timber industry; (2) railway tariffs—the railways are
run by the state itself; (3) the question of representation in
the Zemstvos; and (4) the question of representation in the
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Duma and in the Council of State. “In both cases,” says
the author, referring to the last two questions, “the effect
of the close ties between the bureaucracy and the other ruling
class—the big landowners—makes itself felt, of course.”

“But if we leave out the few above-mentioned questions,” con-
tinues the happy Mr. Gushka, “then it must be admitted that in all
the other fields ... the data furnished by our questionnaire show the
position of the commercial and industrial class to be a winning one.”

Is this not a real gem? The losing position is the timber
business, railways, the Zemstvos and parliament. But “if we
leave out the few above-mentioned questions”, we shall
have a winning position!

And in the “conclusion” of his book, where he takes up
the cudgels against the “traditional prejudice” about the
lowliness and lack of rights of the commercial and indus-
trial class, Mr. Gushka rises to what may be called pathetic
Lobhudelei:

“It is not as a lowly class lacking rights that the commercial
and industrial bourgeoisie sits at the table of Russian statehood,
but as a welcome guest and collaborator, as a ‘worthy assistant’ of
the state power, occupying a prominent place both by established
custom and by law, by recorded right. Nor is it since yesterday that
it has occupied this place.”

This would fit perfectly into an official speech delivered
by a Krestovnikov, an Avdakov, a Tiesenhausen or their like
at a dinner given by a Minister. It is this kind of speeches,
written exactly in this kind of language, that are familiar
to every Russian. The only question that arises is: how
are we to describe a “scientist” who, while laying claim to
a “scientific” analysis of a serious questionnaire, introduces
into his writings the after-dinner speeches of servile mer-
chants as “the conclusion to be drawn from the questionnaire”?

“We have inherited from the ‘good old times’,” continues Mr.
Gushka, “a view which has acquired the stability of a prejudice,
namely, that capitalist Russia is characterised by the contradiction
that the big bourgeoisie, while dominating economically, remains
enslaved politically. The whole of the evidence supplied by our ques-
tionnaire deals a telling blow at this traditional notion.”

It requires unbounded vulgarisation of Marxism, whose
terminology Mr. Gushka makes a show of using, to regard a
questionnaire on the organisations of capitalists as capable
of supplying “material” about the political enslavement of
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the bourgeoisie by the autocracy and the landlords. The
author hardly touches on the material which supplies the
real answer to this question, nor could he have touched on it
so long as he kept within the limits of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire, which touches on one aspect of the
life of our bourgeoisie, confirms, in fact, that the latter
is politically enslaved. It shows that the bourgeoisie is
making economic progress, that certain particular rights
of the bourgeoisie are being extended, that it is becoming
ever more organised as a class and is playing an increasing
role in political life. But the very fact that these changes
are taking place makes still more profound the contradiction
between the retention of 0.99 of the political power by the
autocracy and the landlords, on the one hand, and the grow-
ing economic might of the bourgeoisie, on the other.

Mr. Gushka, who makes a show of using Marxist terminol-
ogy, actually shares the standpoint of an ordinary social-
liberal. It is one of Russia’s specific features, or maladies if
you will, that this liberalism is embellished with Marxist
phrases. Adopting the standpoint of liberalism, Mr. Gushka
came up against the question of the social nature of the state
power in Russia. But he did not appreciate, even approxi-
mately, the vast scope and significance of this question.

The class nature of the state power in Russia has under-
gone a serious change since 1905. That change has been in
a bourgeois direction. The Third Duma, Vekhi liberalism,
and a number of other signs are evidence of a new “step in
the transformation” of our old state power “into a bour-
geois monarchy”. But while taking one more step along this
new path, it remains the old power, and this only goes to
increase the sum total of political contradictions. Mr.
Gushka, who came up against a serious question, revealed
his inability to deal with it.

Iv

In analysing the material of a rather special questionnaire,
Mr. Gushka touched on another highly important question
of principle, which is worth dwelling on specially. It is the
question of “The Role of 1905, as the title of a subsection
of Chapter XIII in Mr. Gushka’s book reads.
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Question 41 of the questionnaire, referring to the number
of meetings of the executive body of each organisation
during each of the past five years, was intended to ascertain
the extent to which the activities of the organisations
increased in 1905. The material provided by the answers to
the questionnaire “has not”—to quote Mr. Gushka—“re-
vealed any such phenomenon in the life of our organisations”,
that is, any appreciable increase in activity.

“And that is understandable,” Mr. Gushka comments.

Well, how does he explain this phenomenon?

The “employers’” associations, he argues, were bound to
have increased their activity in 1905, in view of the in-
creased strike movement.

“The organisations of a purely representative type, however,”
continues Mr. Gushka, “were, to a certain extent, in an entirely
different position: their chief contractor, the government, was on the
defensive throughout 1905; it had very little faith in itself and in-
spired hardly any confidence in others. In that ‘crazy’ year, ‘when
the authorities withdrew’, it seemed to all, including the industrialists
(particularly at the end of the year), that the old ‘authorities’ would
never come back.

“That is why the representative organisations of capital had no
reason in those days for intensifying their activity as representative
bodies in dealing with the government authorities.”

This explanation won’t hold water. If the “authorities”
had really “withdrawn”, the withdrawal of the old politi-
cal authorities would inevitably have resulted in the new
economic authorities increasing their activity and becoming
new political authorities. If the government was mainly on
the defensive, how could the “collaborator and worthy assist-
ant” of that government (as Mr. Gushka describes the
commercial and industrial bourgeoisie) help increasing its
activity to defend that government and itself? Our author
has not at all thought out what he was saying. He confines
himself to a mere collection of words—the most current
and customary ones. Perhaps he feels that the question at
issue is an extremely important one on the answer to which
depends, or with the answer to which is closely linked, the
answer to the more general question of the political role of
the bourgeoisie, and he shrank from tackling an important
question in earnest—fled from it, as it were.
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Reflect on the following statement of the author on the
same point—about the role of 1905:

“Neither did the organisations of capital feel inclined to meet
often in order to formulate their attitude towards the social and
political problems that preoccupied the whole country at the time.
Pushed into the background by the sweeping tide of the popular
movement, they preferred to bide their time, to wait for the results
of the struggle seething around them. Towards the end, when the
‘authorities’ unmistakably revealed their inclination to ‘come back’,
the organisations of the commercial and industrial class likewise
began gradually to resume their representative activity in its usual
form and degree of intensity.”

“The organisations of capital” were “pushed into the back-
ground by the sweeping tide of the popular movement”.
Very well! Only, Mr. Gushka is again giving no thought to
what he is saying. Against whom was the sweeping tide of
the popular movement directed? Against the old regime.
How then was it possible for the “collaborator and worthy
assistant” of that regime to be pushed into the background?
If it really were a collaborator and worthy assistant, then
the greater its economic strength, which was independent of
the old organisation of political power, the more vigorously
it should have pushed into the foreground.

How was it possible for the “collaborator and worthy as-
sistant” of the old regime to find itself in a position where
it “preferred to bide its time”?

Mr. Gushka set out to battle against the theory of the
political enslavement of the economically dominating bour-
geoisie, and got into a muddle the moment he tackled the
job! Contrary to his view, the “theory” which he promised
to demolish is reinforced by the course of events in 1905.

Both big commercial and industrial capital and the Rus-
sian bourgeois liberals, far from “biding their time” in
1905, took up a very definite counter-revolutionary position.
The facts testifying to this are too well known. But there is
no doubt that, compared with the forces of absolutism and
the landlord class, the very big capital was to a certain
extent “pushed into the background”.

But how could it happen that in a bourgeois revolution
the peak of “the sweeping tide of the popular movement”
pushed the bourgeoisie into the background more than any
other class?
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It happened because only by completely distorting the
concept of “bourgeois revolution” can one arrive at the
view that the latter declines when the bourgeoisie recoils
from it. It was bound to happen, because the chief driving
force of the bourgeois revolution in Russia is the proletariat
and the peasantry, with the bourgeoisie vacillating. Being
politically enslaved by the landlords and absolutism, the
bourgeoisie, on the other hand, takes a counter-revolu-
tionary stand when the working-class movement grows
in intensity. Hence its vacillations and its retreat into the
“background”. It is both against and for the old order.
It is willing to help the old regime against the workers,
but it is perfectly capable of “establishing” itself, and even
of strengthening and expanding its domination without
any landlords and without any remnants of the old political
regime. This is clearly shown by the experience of America
and other countries.

It is easy to understand, therefore, why the peak of “the
sweeping tide of the popular movement” and the greatest
weakening of the old regime can cause the commercial and
industrial bourgeoisie to retreat hurriedly into the “back-
ground”. This bourgeoisie is precisely the class which can be
neutralised in the struggle between the new and the old,
between democracy and medievalism; for, while it feels
more at home, at ease and comfortable by the side of the old,
this class can also exercise its rule in the event of the most
complete victory of the new.

v

In speaking of the questionnaire of the Imperial Russian
Technical Society, we cannot pass over in silence an article
by Mr. A. Yermansky in Nos. 1-2 and 3 of the liquidationist
Nasha Zarya. Mr. Yermansky gives a most detailed account
of Mr. Gushka’s book, but not once does he indicate that he
disagrees with him! As if a man who considers himself a
Marxist could identify himself with the wishy-washy liberal-
ism of a praiser of the commercial and industrial big-wigs!

Mr. Yermansky goes even further than Mr. Gushka in the
direction of social-liberalism & la Brentano and Sombart,>
slightly touched up to look like Marxism.
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“The organisations of the representative type,” writes Mr.
Yermansky, “are organisations of class struggle in its full
scope and on a national (partly even international) scale.
The material provided by the questionnaire produces a
picture of a practically boundless range of questions dis-
cussed by the organisations. The activity of our organi-
sations extends to almost all problems of state importance,
as was justly stated by the Yekaterinoslav Stock-Exchange
Committee.” That is how Mr. Yermansky talks in a magazine
that claims to be Marxist! This talk is blatantly false from
beginning to end. It substitutes the liberal concept of class
struggle for that of the class struggle in the Marxian sense.
It proclaims as being of national and state importance the
very thing which lacks the main feature of what concerns
the whole nation and the whole state: the organisation of
state power and the entire sphere of “state” administration,
state policy, etc.

See the lengths to which Mr. Yermansky goes in his
misguided zeal. In disputing the view that “the capitalist
bourgeoisie in Russia” (he means the big commercial and
industrial bourgeoisie) is flabby, underdeveloped, and so
on, he seeks a “contemporary formula” that would express
“the actual position of the big bourgeoisie in Russia”.

And what happens? It turns out that Mr. Yermansky
sees this formula in the words uttered by Avdakov in the
Board of Mining during a debate (mark this!) on the adop-
tion of a new organisation of mining congresses with an
elected chairman. The practice (in Russia) has been such,
said Avdakov, “that so far no one has ever hampered us
in anything”.

“That,” writes Mr. Yermansky, “is a formula which fits contem-
porary conditions to a T.”

We should think so! As far as the organisation of mining
congresses is concerned, no one has hampered the dull-wit-
ted merchants who are submissively bearing the yoke of the
political privileges of the landlords! Instead of ridiculing the
bombastic Kit Kitych®? Avdakov, Mr. Yermansky strains
every nerve in his zeal to assure people that Avdakov
is not a Kit Kitych, that he has given a “contemporary
formula” which expresses “the actual position of the big
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bourgeoisie in Russia”! As for Kit Kitych Avdakov, he is the
perfect image of a portly butler who never dared even to
think of becoming full master in place of his lord and who
is touched by the fact that his lord permits him to confer
in the servants’ hall with the chambermaid, the cook, etc.

The following tirade in Mr. Yermansky’s article shows
that it is this difference between the status of the butler
and the master that he refuses to understand:

“Here again,” he writes, “it will not be superfluous to make one
comparison. Everybody remembers how emphatically and with how
much publicity, so to speak, the aspirations of the Zemstvo members
‘to take part in the affairs of internal administration’ were described
as ‘absurd dreams’. On the other hand, the St. Petersburg Stock-
Exchange Committee, which declared, as early as the pre-constitu-
tion period, that it was necessary ‘to extend as far as possible the
right of the stock-exchange societies [note this!] to take part in admin-
istrative affairs’, was fully justified in adding: ‘Such a right of the
stock-exchange societies would not constitute any innovation, for
the stock-exchange societies already enjoy it in part.” That was
‘an absurd dream’ in the case of others, was no dream, but reality,
an element of a real constitution, in the case of the representatives of
big capital.”

“Was”, but not quite, Mr. Yermansky! Your “compari-
son” betrays your inability or unwillingness to distinguish
between the aspiration (of the landlord class) to become full
master itself and the aspiration (of the village elder who has
grown rich) to consult with the master’s other servants.
here is a world of difference between the two.

It is only natural that Mr. Yermansky should arrive at
conclusions entirely in the spirit of Larin. The representa-
tives of big capital in Russia, says Mr. Yermansky, “long
ago won the position of a ruling class in the full sense of
the term”.

This is false from beginning to end. Mr. Yermansky
has forgotten both the autocracy and the fact that power
and revenues are still in the hands of the feudal landlords.
He is wrong in thinking that “only in the late nineteenth
and the early twentieth century” did our autocracy “cease
to be exclusively feudal”. This “exclusiveness” no longer
existed as far back as the epoch of Alexander II, compared
with the epoch of Nicholas I. But it is absolutely impermis-
sible to confuse a feudal regime which is shedding the quali-
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ties that make it exclusively feudal, and which is taking
steps towards a bourgeois monarchy, with “the complete
domination of the representatives of big capital”.

VI

The editors of Nasha Zarya, as usual, added a little
“reservation” to Mr. Yermansky’s article, saying that the au-
thor “underestimates the importance which direct partici-
pation in the exercise of political power has for it” (the big
bourgeoisie).

The method of making little reservations has firmly
established itself among the liquidators. In a series of
articles, Yermansky expounds in great detail views on the
class struggle that are inspired by liberalism. What the
magazine preaches is liberalism. As for the “reminiscences
of the glorious days” of Marxism, they are squeezed into two
lines of a footnote! The readers of Nasha Zarya are being
brought up in the spirit of liberalism, which is substituted
for Marxism, and the editors wash their hands of it—by a
little reservation, in just the same way as in the Cadet
Rech.?

The point is not only that Mr. Yermansky “underesti-
mates” a certain aspect of the issue. The point is that his
view on the class struggle is wrong from beginning to end.
The point is that he makes a fundamental mistake in apprais-
ing the social organisation of the autocracy. We pointed out
long ago, and shall not cease to point out, that this question
cannot be evaded by ridiculing “the answers of 1908” (or
1912), etc. This question cannot be evaded in any political
writing that is at all serious.

The difference of opinion between Yermansky and Larin,
on the one hand, and the editors of Nasha Zarya, on the
other, is a difference between frank and, in their own way,
honest liquidators and the diplomats of liquidationism. We
should have no illusions on this score.

Larin wrote that the state power in our country has already
become bourgeois. Therefore the workers must organise,
not in expectation of a revolution (and not “for revolution”,
he added), but for taking part in the constitutional renova-
tion of the country. Yermansky, who approaches the question
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from a different angle, repeats in substance Larin’s first
premise; but he only hints at the conclusions, without
stating them plainly.

Martov “corrected” Larin in the same way as the editors
of Nasha Zarya are correcting Yermansky, saying that the
state power is not bourgeois as yet, and it will be “enough”
for the workers to seize on the contradiction between consti-
tutionalism and absolutism.

Thus the result is agreement between Martov (plus the
editors of Nasha Zarya) and Larin-Yermansky as regards
the conclusions, which is quite natural considering their
agreement on the fundamental premises of the liberal view
on labour policy.

We, however, still believe this view to be fundamentally
wrong. The point is not whether Yermansky “underesti-
mates” or Martov “overestimates” the “leftward trend” of
the Guchkovs, Ryabushinskys and Co. It is not whether
Yermansky “underestimates” or Martov “overestimates” the
“importance which direct participation in the exercise of
political power has for the bourgeoisie”. The point is that
both of them not only “underestimate”, but simply do not
appreciate the importance which “direct participation in the
exercise of political power” has for the working class, and
for the bourgeois democracy that is following its lead and is
free from the present-day waverings of the liberals! Both of
them have in mind only one “political power” and forget
about the other.

Both of them are looking up to the top and do not see the
lower ranks. But if a dozen Ryabushinskys and a hundred
Milyukovs are grumbling and giving vent to liberal indigna-
tion, that means that tens of millions of petty bourgeois and
of “small folk” in all walks of life feel that their condition is
unbearable. And these millions, too, are a potential source
of “political power”. Only the rallying of such democrat-
ic elements against the Rights and regardless of the vacilla-
tion of the liberals can “solve” the problems with which
history has confronted Russia since the beginning of the
twentieth century.

Prosveshcheniye Nos. 5-7, Published according
April-June 1912 to the text in Prosveshcheniye
Signed: V. Ilyin
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THE ESSENCE OF
“THE AGRARIAN PROBLEM IN RUSSIA”

An “agrarian problem”—to use this common and accepted
term—exists in all capitalist countries. In Russia, however,
there exists, alongside the general capitalist agrarian prob-
lem, another, “truly Russian” agrarian problem. As a brief
indication of the difference between the two agrarian prob-
lems, we may point out that no civilised capitalist country
has any widespread democratic movement of small landown-
ers for the transfer of big landed estates into their hands.

In Russia there is such a movement. Accordingly, in
no European country, except Russia, do the Marxists put
forward or support the demand for the transfer of the land
to the small landowners. An inevitable effect of the agrarian
problem in Russia is that all Marxists recognise this demand,
despite disagreements over the manner in which tenure and
disposal of the transferred land should be organised (divi-
sion, municipalisation, nationalisation).

Why the difference between “Europe” and Russia? Is it
due to the distinctive character of Russia’s development,
to the absence of capitalism in Russia, or to the special
hopelessness and irremediability of our capitalism? That
is what the Narodniks of various shades think. But this view
is radically wrong, and events disproved it long ago.

The difference between “Europe” and Russia stems from
Russia’s extreme backwardness. In the West, the bourgeois
agrarian system is fully established, feudalism was swept
away long ago, and its survivals are negligible and play no
serious role. The predominant type of social relationship
in Western agriculture is that between the wage-labourer
and the employer, the farmer or landowner. The small cul-
tivators occupy an intermediary position, some of them
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passing into the class of those who hire themselves out, who
sell their labour-power (the numerous forms of the peasant’s
so-called auxiliary work or subsidiary earnings), while
others pass into the class of those who hire (the number of
labourers hired by small cultivators is much greater than is
generally believed).

Undoubtedly, a system of agriculture just as capitalist
has already become firmly established and is steadily devel-
oping in Russia. It is in this direction that both landlord
and peasant farming is developing. But purely capitalist
relations in our country are still overshadowed to a tremen-
dous extent by feudal relations. The distinctive character of
the Russian agrarian problem lies in the struggle which the
mass of the population, above all of the peasantry as a whole,
are waging against these relations. In the West this kind of
“problem” existed everywhere in olden days, but it was
solved there long ago. In Russia, its solution has been delayed
—the problem was not solved by the agrarian “Reform”
of 1861, nor can it be solved under present conditions by the
Stolypin agrarian policy.

In the article “Landownership in European Russia”
(Nevskaya Zvezda® No. 3),* we cited the main data reveal-
ing the nature of the agrarian problem in present-day
Russia.

About 70 million dessiatines of land owned by 30,000
of the biggest landlords, and about as much owned by 10
million peasant households—such is the main background of
the picture. What are the economic relations to which this
picture testifies?

The 30,000 big landlords represent chiefly the old landed
nobility and the old feudal economy. Of the 27,833 owners
of estates exceeding 500 dessiatines each, 18,102, or nearly
two-thirds, are members of the nobility. The huge latifundia
in their possession—each of these big landlords owns an
average of more then 2,000 dessiatines!—cannot be cultivat-
ed with the implements, livestock and hired labour at the
disposal of the owners. That being so, the old corvée system
is largely inevitable, and this means small-scale cultivation,
small-scale farming, on the big latifundia, the cultivation

*See pp. 32-35 of this volume.—Ed.
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of the landlords’ land with the implements and livestock
of the small peasants.

This corvée system is especially widespread, as we know,
in the central, traditionally Russian, gubernias of European
Russia, in the heart of our agriculture. So-called labour
rent is nothing but a direct continuation and survival of the
corvée system. The farming methods based on impossible
terms of bondage, such as winter hiring,’® work for the
cut-off land,?® “composite labour service”,*” and so on and so
forth, are also part of the corvée system. Under this system
of farming, the peasant “allotment” is a means of supplying
the landlord with farm hands, and not only with farm hands
but also with implements and livestock, which, wretched
though they are, serve to cultivate the landlords’ land.

Dire poverty of the mass of the peasantry, who are tied to
their allotments but cannot subsist on them, extremely
primitive agricultural techniques, and the extreme inade-
quacy of the home market for industry—such are the results
of this state of affairs. And the present famine affecting 30
million peasants is the most striking proof that at bottom, in
substance, this state of affairs has remained unchanged to
this day. Only the serf-like downtroddenness, distress and
helplessness of the mass of small proprietors in bondage can
lead to such frightful mass starvation in an epoch of rapidly
developing agricultural techniques, which have already
achieved a relatively high standard (on the best capitalist
farms).

The fundamental contradiction leading to such terrible
calamities, which have been unknown to the peasants of
Western Europe since the Middle Ages, is the contradiction
between capitalism, which is highly developed in our indus-
try and considerably developed in our agriculture, and the
system of landownership, which remains medieval, feudal.
There is no way out of this situation unless the old system
of landownership is radically broken up.

Not only the landed property of the landlords, but that
of the peasants as well is based on feudal relations. In
the case of the former, this is so obvious as to arouse no
doubts. We need only note that the abolition of the feudal
latifundia, say, of those exceeding 500 dessiatines, will not
undermine large-scale production in agriculture but will,
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indeed, increase and develop it. For the feudal latifundia are
bulwarks of small-scale farming based on bondage, and not
of large-scale production. In most regions of Russia it is
practically impossible or, at all events, exceedingly difficult
to run large farms taking up as much as 500 or more dessia-
tines of land with the implements and livestock of the
owner and with wage-labour. A reduction in the size of such
estates is one of the conditions for small-scale farming on
terms of bondage going out of existence and for agriculture
passing to large-scale capitalist production.

On the other hand, the allotment form of peasant land
tenure in Russia also retains medieval, feudal features.
And it is not only a question of the juridical form, which is
now being changed, in sergeant-major fashion, through the
destruction of the village commune and the introduction
of private land ownership; it is also a question of the actual
nature of this ownership, which is unaffected by any break-
up of the commune.

The actual condition of the vast mass of peasants holding
small and dwarf “parcels” (=tiny plots of land), consisting
mostly of several narrow strips far removed from each
other and distinguished by soil of the poorest quality (due
to the delimitation of the peasant land in 1861 under the
supervision of the feudal landlords, and due to the ex-
haustion of the land), inevitably places them in a relation
of bondage to the hereditary owner of the latifundium, the
old “master”.

Just keep clearly in mind the following picture: as against
30,000 owners of latifundia of 2,000 dessiatines each, there
are 10,000,000 peasant households with 7 dessiatines of land
per “average” household. It is obvious that no matter what
destruction of the village commune and creation of private
landownership takes place, this will still not be able to
change the bondage, labour rent, corvée, feudal poverty,
and feudal forms of dependence, stemming from this state
of affairs.

The “agrarian problem” resulting from such a situation
is the problem of doing away with the survivals of serfdom,
which have become an intolerable obstacle to Russia’s capi-
talist development. The agrarian problem in Russia is one
of radically breaking up the old, medieval forms of land-
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ownership, both that of the landlords and that of the allot-
ment peasants—a break-up which has become absolutely
indispensable in view of the extreme backwardness of this
landownership, in view of the extreme disharmony between
it and the whole system of the national economy, which
has become capitalist.

It must be a radical break-up, because the disharmony is
too great, the old is too old, and “the disease too neglected”.
In any event and in all its forms, this break-up is bound to
be bourgeois in content, since Russia’s entire economic life
is already bourgeois, and the system of landownership is
certain to become subordinate to it, to adapt itself to the
dictates of the market, to the pressure of capital, which is
omnipotent in our society today.

But while the break-up cannot fail to be radical and
bourgeois, there is still this question to be answered: which
of the two classes directly concerned, the landlords or the
peasants, will carry out this change or direct it, determine
its forms? Our next article, “A Comparison of the Stolypin
and the Narodnik Agrarian Programmes”,* will deal with
this “unsolved problem”.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 6, Published according
May 22, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: R. S.

*See pp. 143-49 of this volume.—Ed.
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SOME CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN
FROM THE PRE-ELECTION MOBILISATION

Almost all the political forces taking part in the elections
to the Duma are by now finally organised. At any rate, the
main party alignments have taken such definite shape that
there can be no question of any serious and material changes.

The government began the election campaign long ago.
The Rights, the nationalists, and the Octobrists are “at
work” with the obvious assistance of the authorities. Rech
recently published, and many newspapers have reprinted,
the circular sent by the governors to the police chiefs about
the adoption of “measures” to prevent “Left” candidates
from being elected as delegates (particularly from the peas-
ants) or electors. This circular lifts the veil somewhat from
the “election” machinery of the Ministry of the Interior.
Everything possible—and impossible—will undoubtedly be
done in this quarter against the opposition. Not for nothing
did Premier Kokovtsov, in his speech to the Moscow mer-
chants, lay so much stress on the perniciousness of “opposi-
tion for the sake of opposition”.

But while there can be no doubt about the zeal of the gov-
ernment and the police in the elections, it is just as undoubt-
ed that a widespread “leftward” swing has taken, or is tak-
ing, place in the sentiments of the voters. No stratagems of
the government can alter this fact. On the contrary, all that
stratagems and “measures” can accomplish is to increase dis-
content. And it is easy to understand that while this discon-
tent among the big bourgeoisie is expressed by Shubinsky’s
“opposition” speech, by Ryabushinsky’s “cautious” allusion
to the desirability of “cultured methods of administration”,
or by caustic digs at the Ministry on the part of the Cadet
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Rech, there is much keener and more serious discontent in the
large circle of the “small people” who are dependent on the
Ryabushinskys, Golovins and others.

What are the political alignments that have taken
definite shape in the camp of the opposition, which gives
political expression to this discontent? One group that has
taken shape is the “responsible”, liberal-monarchist opposi-
tion of the Cadets and the Progressists. The bloc of these two
parties clearly denotes that the Cadets are much more “to
the right” than they seem to be.

Another group that has taken shape is that of the working-
class democracy, which has undertaken the task, not of
“supporting” the Cadet-Progressist opposition, but of wutilis-
ing the latter’s conflicts with the Rights (including the na-
tionalists and the Octobrists) to enlighten and organise the
democratic forces. Lastly, the group of the bourgeois democ-
racy has also taken shape: at the conference of the Trudo-
viks it declared in favour of agreements “in the first place,
with the Social-Democrats”, but it did not put forward
any definite slogan calling for a fight against the counter-
revolutionary liberalism of the Cadets, which means that
in practice it is wavering between the two.

What are the conclusions to be drawn from this pre-
election “political mobilisation” of the parties? The first and
principal conclusion, which the working-class democrats drew
long ago, is that there are three, not two, camps engaged
in the contest. The liberals are eager to make it appear
that the contest is really between two camps; and the
liquidators, as has been shown on many occasions, are con-
stantly slipping into an acceptance of the same view. “For
or against a constitution?” is how the Cadets formulate the
difference between the two camps. Actually, however, this
formulation defines nothing at all, because the Octobrists,
too, avow that they are constitutionalists, and indeed, gen-
erally speaking, it should be a question not of what can
or cannot be called a constitution, but of the exact content
of certain liberal or democratic demands.

It is the content of the demands, the real distinctions be-
tween the class tendencies, that differentiates the three
camps: the Right, or government, camp; the camp of the
liberal, or liberal-monarchist, bourgeoisie, which takes a
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counter-revolutionary stand; and the democratic camp.
Furthermore, it is not so much a question of “chances” under
the existing electoral system, for the issue goes much deep-
er—it concerns the whole character of political propaganda
during the elections, the whole ideological and political
content of the election campaign.

In view of this state of affairs, the “strategy” of the liber-
als is daily directed towards taking the leadership of the
“whole” opposition movement into their hands. The lib-
eral Zaprosy Zhizni blurted out the “secret” of this strategy,
so carefully kept by Rech. “The Progressists,” writes Mr.
R. B.?® in Zaprosy Zhizni No. 13, “have opened their cam-
paign by a promising move [!]—they formed the so-called
‘non-partisan Progressist bloc’, which proved from the
first to have a strong appeal for the political opposition
circles to the right of the Cadets.” On the other hand, “the
election platform of the Trudovik group, despite its vague-
ness—in part due to it, perhaps—meets the requirements
of large sections of the democratic intelligentsia”. “Under
certain conditions, the Trudovik group to the left of the
Cadets could perform a role similar to that undertaken
by the Progressist group to the right of the Cadets. The
opposition front would then be made up of mobile and
wavering, but flexible extreme flanks, and an immobile
but persistent centre, which strategically has its advantage
in the political struggle as well.”

What is in the thoughts of the Milyukovs and Shingaryovs
is on R. B.’s tongue! It is precisely two “flexible” flanks that
the Cadets need: the Progressists for netting the bourgeois
June Third voter, and the “vague” democrats for netting
the democratic-minded public. Indeed, this “strategy” fol-
lows from the very nature of the Cadet Party. It is the party
of the counter-revolutionary liberals, which by fraudulent
means has won the support of certain democratic strata, such
as a section of the shop-assistants, office clerks, etc. What
such a party needs is exactly the “non-partisan Progressist”
as its real class bulwark, and the vague democrat as an at-
tractive sales ticket.

The landlord Yefremov and the millionaire Ryabushinsky
may be described as typical Progressists. The typical vague
democrat is represented by the Trudovik in the Narodnik
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camp and the liquidator in the Marxist camp. Take the whole
history of the Cadet Party, and you will find that its method
has always been democracy in words, and liberalism “of the
Yefremov brand and acceptable to Ryabushinsky” in deeds.
From the defeat of the plan for local land committees in 1906
to the vote for the budget in the Third Duma, or to Milyu-
kov’s®® “London” slogans, etc., we see this very nature of
the Cadet Party and its sham-democratic attire.

Mr. R. B. of Zaprosy Zhizni is so very clumsy that he
inadvertently told the truth, which had been carefully kept
from the democrats and muddled by the liberals. The pro-
gramme of the Progressists, he confesses, “puts the issue on
a firm and realistic basis! And yet that programme has
nothing except general phrases in a purely Octobrist style
(as, for instance, “the complete realisation of the Manifesto
of October 177%%). What is described as a firm and realistic
basis is the basis of a bourgeois liberalism so moderate,
so mild and impotent, that it would be simply ridiculous
to pin any hopes on it. Those who were “Peaceful Renova-
tors”® in 1907, those who in the Third Duma steered a
middle course between the Cadets and the Octobrists, are
described as a firm and realistic basis!

The millionaire Ryabushinsky is a Progressist. Utro
Rossii%? is the mouthpiece of this and similar Progressists.
And none other than Rech, the paper of the Cadets, who have
formed a bloc with the Progressists, wrote: “Utro Rossii,
organ of the Moscow industrialists, is gratified [by Kokov-
tsov’s speech] more than anyone else.... It echoes Krestovni-
kov: ‘Commercial and industrial Moscow can feel satisfied.””
And Rech added for its own part: “As far as Golos Moskuvy
and Utro Rossii are concerned, they are willing not to pur-
sue any line, and feel perfectly satisfied.”

The question arises: where is the evidence that Yefremov
or other Progressists have a “line”? There is no such evi-
dence. For democrats to support this sort of progressism,
whether it is called progressism or Cadetism, would mean
only surrendering their position. But using the conflicts
between the bourgeoisie and the landlords, between the
liberals and the Rights, is another matter. That is the only
way in which a democrat can formulate his task.

To fulfil this task, to politically enlighten and organise
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the very wide masses that are economically dependent on the
Yefremovs and Ryabushinskys, one has to be well aware of
the counter-revolutionary nature of Cadet and Progressist
liberalism. The lack of this awareness is the chief defect of
both the Trudoviks and the liquidators. The Trudoviks say
nothing at all about the class characteristics of liberalism.
The liquidators utter phrases about “wresting the Duma
from the hands of the reactionaries”, about the Cadets
and Progressists coming closer to power, and about the
historically progressive work they are doing (see Martov and
Dan). Taken as a whole, it adds up to that very role of a
Cadet “flank” which pleases R. B. so much.

To be sure, these are not the subjective wishes of the Tru-
doviks and the liquidators and, indeed, it is not a question
of their subjective plans, but of the objective alignment of
the social forces. And in spite of all the adherents of the idea
of two camps, in spite of the malicious shouts about disor-
ganisation in the workers’ democratic movement (see the
same article by Mr. R. B.), this alignment clearly shows us
that a third camp has formed. Its line is clearly presented
and is known to all. The anti-liquidationist workers are
pursuing this line, rallying all the democrats in the struggle
both against the Rights and against the liberals. Without
entertaining any illusions about the impotent liberalism
of the Cadets, who are grovelling before the reaction in all
fundamental questions, the workers are using clashes be-
tween that liberalism and the reaction to promote their
own cause, their own class organisation, their own democ-
racy, which is now quietly ripening in the broad mass
of the people enslaved by the Yefremovs and Ryabushinskys.

Thanks to the anti-liquidationist tactics of the workers,
the fight between the Rights and the “responsible” opposi-
tion must, and will, serve to develop the political con-
sciousness and independent organisation of an “opposition”
which lays no claim to the scarcely honourable title of
“responsible”.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 6, Published according
May 22, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: B. G.
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ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL STRIKES

Ever since 1905 the official strike statistics kept by the
Ministry of Commerce and Industry have subdivided strikes
into economic and political. This subdivision was necessitat-
ed by reality, which has evolved distinctive forms of the
strike movement. The combination of economic and politi-
cal strike is one of the main features of these forms. And now
that there is a revival of the strike movement, it is in the
interest of a scientific analysis, of an intelligent attitude to
events, that the workers should look closely into this dis-
tinctive feature of the strike movement in Russia.

To begin with, we shall cite several basic figures taken
from the government strike statistics. For three years,
1905-07, the strike movement in Russia kept at a height un-
precedented in the world. Government statistics cover only
factories, so that mining, railways, building and numerous
other branches of wage-labour are left out. But even in
factories alone, the number of strikers was 2,863,000, or a
little less than 3 million, in 1905, 1,108,000 in 1906, and
740,000 in 1907. In the fifteen years from 1894 to 1908, dur-
ing which strike statistics began to be systematically studied
in Europe, the greatest number of strikers for one year—
60,000—was registered in America.

Consequently, the Russian workers were the first in the
world to develop the strike struggle on the mass scale that
we witnessed in 1905-07. Now it is the British workers
who have lent a new great impetus to the strike movement
with regard to economic strikes. The Russian workers owe
their leading role, not to greater strength, better organisa-
tion or higher development compared with the workers in
Western Europe, but to the fact that so far Europe has not
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gone through great national crises with the proletarian
masses taking an independent part in them. When such
crises do set in, mass strikes in Europe will be even more
powerful than they were in Russia in 1905.

What was the ratio of economic to political strikes in that
period? Government statistics give the following answer:

Number of strikers (thousands)

1905 1906 1907

Economic strikes 1,439 458 200
Political strikes 1,424 650 540

Total . . . . 2,863 1,108 740

This shows the close and inseparable connection between
the two kinds of strike. When the movement was at its high-
est (1905), the economic basis of the struggle was the broad-
est; in that year the political strike rested on the firm and
solid basis of economic strikes. The number of economic
strikers was greater than that of political strikers.

We see that as the movement declined, in 1906 and 1907,
the economic basis contracted: the number of economic
strikers dropped to 0.4 of the total number of strikers in
1906 and to 0.3 in 1907. Consequently, the economic and
the political strike support each other, each being a source
of strength for the other. Unless these forms of strike are
closely interlinked, a really wide mass movement—more-
over, a movement of national significance—is impossible.
When the movement is in its early stage, the economic
strike often has the effect of awakening and stirring up the
backward, of making the movement a general one, of raising
it to a higher plane.

In the first quarter of 1905, for instance, economic strikes
noticeably predominated over political strikes, the number
of strikers being 604,000 in the former case and only 206,000
in the latter. In the last quarter of 1905, however, the ratio
was reversed: 430,000 workers took part in economic strikes,
and 847,000 in political strikes. This means that in the early
stage of the movement many workers put the economic strug-
gle first, while at the height of the movement it was the
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other way round. But all the time there was a connection
between the economic and the political strike. Without such
a connection, we repeat, it is impossible to have a really
great movement, one that achieves great aims.

In a political strike, the working class comes forward
as the advanced class of the whole people. In such cases,
the proletariat plays not merely the role of one of the classes
of bourgeois society, but the role of guide, vanguard, leader.
The political ideas manifested in the movement involve the
whole people, i.e., they concern the basic, most profound
conditions of the political life of the whole country. This
character of the political strike, as has been noted by all
scientific investigators of the period 1905-07, brought into
the movement all the classes, and particularly, of course, the
widest, most numerous and most democratic sections of
the population, the peasantry, and so forth.

On the other hand, the mass of the working people will
never agree to conceive of a general “progress” of the coun-
try without economic demands, without an immediate and
direct improvement in their condition. The masses are
drawn into the movement, participate vigorously in it, value
it highly and display heroism, self-sacrifice, perseverance
and devotion to the great cause only if it makes for improv-
ing the economic condition of those who work. Nor can it be
otherwise, for the living conditions of the workers in “ordi-
nary” times are incredibly hard. As it strives to improve its
living conditions, the working class also progresses morally,
intellectually and politically, becomes more capable of
achieving its great emancipatory aims.

The strike statistics published by the Ministry of Commerce
and Industry fully bear out this tremendous significance
of the economic struggle of the workers in the period of a
general revival. The stronger the onslaught of the workers,
the greater their achievements in improving their standard
of living. The “sympathy of society” and better conditions
of life are both results of a high degree of development of
the struggle. Whereas the liberals (and the liquidators) tell
the workers: “You are strong when you have the sympathy
of ‘society’”, the Marxist tells the workers something dif-
ferent, namely: “You have the sympathy of ‘society’ when
you are strong.” What we mean by society in this case is all
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the various democratic sections of the population, the petty
bourgeoisie, the peasants, and the intellectuals, who are in
close touch with the life of the workers, office employees, etc.

The strike movement was strongest in 1905. And what
was the result? We see that in that year the workers achieved
the greatest improvements in their condition. Government
statistics show that in 1905 only 29 out of every 100 strikers
stopped their fight without having gained anything, i.e.,
were completely defeated. In the previous ten years (1895-
1904), as many as 52 strikers out of 100 stopped fighting
without having gained anything! It follows that the large
scale of the struggle contributed immensely to its success,
almost doubling it.

When the movement began to decline, the success of the
struggle began to diminish accordingly. In 1906, 33 strikers
out of 100 stopped fighting without having gained anything,
or having been defeated, to be exact; in 1907 the figure was
58, and in 1908, as high as 69 out of 100!!

Thus the scientific statistical data over a number of
years fully confirm the personal experience and observations
of every class-conscious worker as regards the necessity of
combining the economic and the political strike, and the
inevitability of this combination in a really broad move-
ment of the whole people.

The present strike wave likewise fully confirms this con-
clusion. In 1911 the number of strikers was double that
in 1910 (100,000 against 50,000), but even so their number
was extremely small; purely economic strikes remained a
relatively “narrow” cause, they did not assume national
significance. On the other hand, today it is obvious to one
and all that the strike movement following the well-known
events of last April had precisely this significance.%

It is therefore highly important to rebuff from the outset
the attempts of the liberals and liberal labour politicians
(liquidators) to distort the character of the movement.
Mr. Severyanin, a liberal, contributed to Russkiye Vedomos-
ti% an article against “admixing” economic or “any other
[aha!] demands” to the May Day strike, and the Cadet Rech
sympathetically reprinted in the main passages of the article.

“More often than not” writes the liberal gentleman, “it is unrea-
sonable to link such strikes with May Day.... Indeed, it would be
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rather strange to do so: we are celebrating the international workers’
holiday, and we use the occasion to demand a ten per cent rise for
calico of such-and-such grades.” (Rech No. 132.)

What is quite clear to the workers seems “strange” to
the liberal. Only the defenders of the bourgeoisie and its
excessive profits can sneer at the demand for a “rise”. But
the workers know that it is the widespread character of
the demand for a rise, it is the comprehensive character of a
strike, that has the greatest power to attract a multitude
of new participants, to ensure the strength of the onslaught
and the sympathy of society, and to guarantee both the suc-
cess of the workers and the national significance of their
movement. That is why it is necessary to fight with determi-
nation against the liberal distortion preached by Mr. Seve-
ryanin, Russkiye Vedomosti and Rech, and to warn the
workers in every way against this kind of sorry advisers.

Mr. V. Yezhov, a liquidator, writing in the very first
issue of the liquidationist Nevsky Golos,® offers a similar
purely liberal distortion, although he approaches the ques-
tion from a somewhat different angle. He dwells in particu-
lar on the strikes provoked by the May Day fines. Correctly
pointing out that the workers are not sufficiently organised,
the author draws from his correct statement conclusions that
are quite wrong and most harmful to the workers. Mr. Ye-
zhov sees a lack of organisation in the fact that while in one
factory the workers struck merely in protest, in another
they added economic demands, etc. Actually, however, this
variety of forms of strike does not in itself indicate any lack
of organisation at all; it is ridiculous to imagine that or-
ganisation necessarily means uniformity! Lack of organisa-
tion is not at all to be found where Mr. Yezhov looks for it.

But his conclusion is still worse:

“Owing to this [i.e., owing to the variety of the strikes and to
the different forms of the combination of economics and politics],
the principle involved in the protest (after all, it was not over a few
kopeks that the strike was called) became obscured in a considerable
number of cases, being complicated by economic demands....”

This is a truly outrageous, thoroughly false and thoroughly
liberal argument! To think that the demand “for a few ko-
peks” is capable of “obscuring” the principle involved in the
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protest means sinking to the level of a Cadet. On the con-
trary, Mr. Yezhov, the demand for “a few kopeks” deserves
full recognition and not a sneer! On the contrary, Mr.
Yezhov, that demand, far from “obscuring” “the principle
involved in the protest”, emphasises it! Firstly, the question
of a higher standard of living is also a question of principle,
and a most important one; secondly, whoever protests, not
against one, but against two, three, etc., manifestations of
oppression, does not thereby weaken his protest but strength-
ens it.

Every worker will indignantly reject Mr. Yezhov’s outra-
geous liberal distortion of the matter.

In the case of Mr. Yezhov, it is by no means a slip of the
pen. He goes on to say even more outrageous things:

“Their own experience should have suggested to the workers
that it was inadvisable to complicate their protest by economic de-
mands, just as it is inadvisable to complicate an ordinary strike by
a demand involving a principle.”

This is untrue, a thousand times untrue! The Nevsky
Golos has disgraced itself by printing such stuff. What Mr.
Yezhov thinks inadvisable is perfectly advisable. Both
each worker’s own experience and the experience of a very
large number of Russian workers in the recent past testify
to the reverse of what Mr. Yezhov preaches.

Only liberals can object to “complicating” even the
most “ordinary” strike by “demands involving principles”.
That is the first point. Secondly, our liquidator is sorely
mistaken in measuring the present movement with the yard-
stick of an “ordinary” strike.

And Mr. Yezhov is wasting his time in trying to cover up
his liberal contraband with someone else’s flag, in confus-
ing the question of combining the economic and the politi-
cal strike with the question of preparations for the one
or the other! Of course, it is most desirable to make prepara-
tions and to be prepared, and to do this as thoroughly,
concertedly, unitedly, intelligently and firmly as possible.
That is beyond dispute. But, contrary to what Mr. Yezhov
says, it is necessary to make preparations precisely for a
combination of the two kinds of strike.

“A period of economic strikes is ahead of us,” writes Mr. Yezhov.
“It would be an irreparable mistake to allow them to become inter-



ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL STRIKES 89

twined with political actions of the workers. Such combination would
have a harmful effect on both the economic and the political struggle
of the workers.”

One could hardly go to greater lengths! These words show
in the clearest possible way that the liquidator has sunk to
the level of an ordinary liberal. Every sentence contains an
error! We must convert every sentence into its direct
opposite to get at the truth!

It is not true that a period of economic strikes is ahead of
us. Quite the reverse. What we have ahead of us is a period
of something more than just economic strikes. We are facing
a period of political strikes. The facts, Mr. Yezhov, are
stronger than your liberal distortions; and if you could look
at the statistical cards dealing with strikes, which are filed in
the Ministry of Commerce and Industry, you would see
that even these government statistics fully refute you.

It is not true that “intertwining” would be a mistake.
Quite the reverse. It would be an irreparable mistake if
the workers failed to understand the great singularity, the
great significance, the great necessity, and the great funda-
mental importance of precisely such “intertwining”. Fortu-
nately, however, the workers understand this perfectly, and
they brush aside with contempt the preaching of liberal
labour politicians.

Lastly, it is not true that such intertwining “would have
a harmful effect” on both forms. Quite the reverse. It bene-
fits both. It strengthens both.

Mr. Yezhov lectures some “hotheads” whom he seems to
have discovered. Listen to this:

“It is necessary to give organisational form to the senti-
ments of the workers....” This is gospel truth! “It is neces-
sary to increase propaganda for trade unions, to recruit
new members for them....”

Quite true, but—but, Mr. Yezhov, it is impermissible
to reduce “organisational form”™ to the trade unions alone.
Remember this, Mr. Liquidator!

“This is all the more necessary since there are many hotheads
among the workers nowadays who are carried away by the mass
movement and speak at meetings against unions, alleging them to
be useless and unnecessary.”



90 V. I. LENIN

This is a liberal slur on the workers. It is not “against
unions” that the workers—who have been, and always
will be, a thorn in the side of the liquidators—have been
coming out. No, the workers have been coming out against
the attempt to reduce the organisational form to “trade
unions” alone, an attempt which is so evident from Mr.
Yezhov’s preceding sentence.

The workers have been coming out, not “against unions”,
but against the liberal distortion of the nature of the strug-
gle they are waging, a distortion which pervades the whole
of Mr. Yezhov’s article.

The Russian workers have become sufficiently mature po-
litically to realise the great significance of their movement
for the whole people. They are sufficiently mature to see
how very false and paltry liberal labour policy is and they
will always brush it aside with contempt.

Published in Nevskaya Zvezda Published according to
No. 10, May 31, 1912 the newspaper text verified with
Signed: Iv. Petrov the text in the symposium

Marxism and Liquidationism,
Part II, St. Petersburg, 1914
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THE PROBLEM OF RESETTLEMENT

As we know, the government and the counter-revolutiona-
ry parties had placed especially great hopes in the settle-
ment of peasants on new land. All the counter-revolution-
aries expected that if it would not solve the agrarian problem
radically, then at least it would blunt it considerably and
render it much less dangerous. That is why they adver-
tised resettlement with particular zeal and encouraged it in
every way at the imminent approach, and then during the
development, of the peasant movement in European Russia.

What is in the thoughts of the government representa-
tives and the more far-sighted politicians of, say, the Octo-
brist Party, is on the tongue of such undisguised reaction-
aries as Markov the Second, the diehard® from Kursk. Dur-
ing the debate on the resettlement problem in the Duma,
this deputy declared frankly, with praiseworthy straight-
forwardness: “Yes, it is by means of resettlement that the
government should solve the agrarian problem.” (First
Session.)

There is no doubt that resettlement, if properly organised,
could play a role of some importance in Russia’s economic
development. To be sure, this role must not be overrated
even today, when the condition of the Russian muzhik is
so intolerable that he is willing to go anywhere, not only
to Siberia, but to the end of the world; even today, when
the peasants who own little or no land are encouraged in
every way to migrate and settle as colonists, so as to keep
them from the temptation of contemplating the landlords’
latifundia, and when the decree of November 9% has great-
ly facilitated for the settlers the liquidation of the rem-
nants of their farms at home; even today, as even the apolo-
gists of the theory of a natural population increase must
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admit. It is only in the gubernias that provide the largest
percentage of emigrants (the South, West, and the black-
earth central area of Russia), that their number equals the
natural increase of the population, or slightly exceeds it.

Nevertheless, there is still a substantial reserve of unoc-
cupied land in Siberia suitable for resettlement. True, very
little has been done so far to ascertain the extent of that
reserve even approximately. In 1896 Kulomzin set the re-
serve of land fit for resettlement at 130,000 per capita allot-
ments. Since then ten times as many allotments have been
apportioned, but the reserve has not yet been exhausted.
On the contrary, according to estimates of the Resettlement
Department, by 1900 the reserve of land suitable for reset-
tlement amounted to three million per capita allotments,
sufficient to provide for six million settlers. As we see, the
figures differ considerably, and the range of the variation
between them is very great.

Be that as it may, even discounting a certain percentage
of the last-mentioned figures to allow for the usual bureau-
cratic complacency, it is certain that there is still a reserve
of land in Siberia and that, consequently, its settlement
could have a certain importance both for Siberia and Rus-
sia, prov1ded it was properly organised.

Tt is just this conditio sine qua non that the present gov-
ernment does not comply with. The present organisation
of resettlement once again demonstrates and proves that
our “old order” is quite incapable of meeting even the most
elementary economic requirements of the population. The
bad organisation of resettlement is additional evidence that
the present masters of the situation are powerless to do
anything at all for the economic progress of the country.

An explanation of the trend, character and implementa-
tion of the resettlement policy was given by the Social-
Democratic deputies to the Duma in their speeches during
each year’s discussion of budget appropriations for the Re-
settlement Department.

What is the government’s aim in resettling the peasants?
That is the main question, the answer to which determines
the answer to all the others; for the aim of the government’s
resettlement policy determines its entire character.

Deputy Voiloshnikov, who spoke for the Social-Democrat-
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ic group at the Second Session of the Duma, described as fol-
lows the government’s aims in resettling the peasants: “The
resettlement policy is an element of the government’s agrar-
1an policy as a whole. When the landlords needed economi-
cally weak or insecure peasants as a source of cheap labour,
the government did everything to impede resettlement and
to keep the surplus population where it was. What is more,
it strongly opposed voluntary migration, trying thereby to
close that safety valve. But the natural growth of the popu-
lation went on, and times changed. Storm clouds—the pro-
letariat and the starving peasantry—loomed large, with
all their consequences. The government and the landlords
seized upon resettlement, which, together with the decree
of November 9, they made the basis of their agrarian policy.
However, in regard to implementing the decree, attention
was centred on the economically strong and prosperous, on
taking the land from the poor and transferring it to the
prosperous peasants. But in regard to resettlement it is a
matter of packing off the poor peasants to Siberia in as
large numbers as possible; and while lately there has been
evidence of a tendency to an increase in the average propor-
tion of prosperous settlers, the bulk still consists of weak
peasants, to use Stolypin’s terminology. The land commit-
tees are also taking part, or, I should say, have been en-
listed to take part in this business of packing off peasants
in increased numbers.

“The land committees have been charged with assigning
the settlers their plots and thus putting an end to the for-
mer agrarian disorders. It follows, gentlemen, that the decree
of November 9, the vigorous advertisement of resettlement,
the vigorous drive to pack off the weak peasants to Siberia,
and the activities of the land committees are two closely
connected aspects of the same problem and the same policy.
It will be readily seen that the implementation of the decree
of November 9 helps settlement of the prosperous and strong
on the allotments at the expense of the weak peasants, and
will thereby help to squeeze out these weak elements, who
are not very suitable as settlers, into border regions that are
alien to them. Both as regards the village commune and mig-
ration, the government’s resettlement policy has been guided
solely by the interests of a handful of semi-feudal landlords
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and of the ruling classes in general, who are oppressing the
masses of workers and the labouring peasantry. The govern-
ment shows no understanding of the elementary require-
ments of the country and of the needs of the national econo-
my.” (Second Session, 77th sitting.)

This aspect of the matter was disclosed most fully by
Deputy Chkheidze (in his speech during the Second Session
of the Duma), who drew a detailed picture of the resettle-
ment policy in the Caucasus.

To begin with, the Social-Democratic deputy proved by
facts and figures that all the official reports about vacant
land in the Caucasus are in glaring conflict with the truth.
It should be specially stressed that Deputy Chkheidze, in
order to forestall any accusation of partiality or distortion,
used only official data and the reports of government of-
ficials. According to the figures collected as long ago as
the eighties by the former Minister of State Property,
“among the state peasants alone, who have been settled on
state land in the Caucasus, there were, in the four Trans-
caucasian gubernias, 22,000 persons who owned no land
at all, 66,000 with allotments of less than one dessiatine
per capita, 254,000 with allotments of from one to two
dessiatines per capita, and 5,013 with allotments of from
two to four dessiatines, a total of about 1,000,000 persons
having smaller allotments than the minimum fixed for the
settlers who have established themselves in the Caucasus.
In Kutais Gubernia, 2,541 out of 29,977 household owned
no land or less than one dessiatine per household, 4,227
owned from one to two dessiatines per household, 4,016
from two to three, and 5,321 from three to five. According
to the latest data, 46 per cent of the villages in the four
Transcaucasian gubernias had no state land at all or very
little, and in Kutais Gubernia the number of unprovided
households was approximately 33 per cent of the total. From
the report of the Baku Committee on the needs of the
agricultural industries we know that such villages insuffi-
ciently provided with land send the landless peasants to
take up their residence with those owning large allotments
and they remain for many years in this dependent posi-
tion. And Senator Kuzminsky, in a report submitted to
the Emperor, says the following: ‘It has been noted that
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sometimes the settlers consist of persons who have given
up farming and lease the land received for purposes of re-
settlement to fellow villagers or to native peasants in a
neighbouring village.” Thus even twenty-five years ago there
were in Transcaucasia hundreds of thousands of state peas-
ants—who, one would think, should have been better pro-
vided than other categories of peasants, and whom one
could describe without exaggeration as farm labourers. As
far back as some twenty-five years ago the local peasants
were compelled to rent the land that was allotted to settlers”.

Such are the data enabling us to judge of the extent to which
the state peasants in the Caucasus are provided with land.

“As for the so-called temporarily bonded®® peasants,” the speaker
went on to say, “we see from an examination of the verified deeds
that in Tiflis Gubernia 1,444 households were left without any land
and 386 households received no land even for their dwelling-houses
and gardens. They comprise 13 per cent of the total number of land-
lords’ peasants in Tiflis Gubernia. In Kutais Gubernia there was an
even greater number of peasants left without land after the Reform.
Even if we take the Tiflis ratio to apply to the former serfs in all the
gubernias, we get in Kutais Gubernia 5,590 households, representing
25,000 persons, who received not a single patch of land when the
peasants were emancipated in the Caucasus. Twenty years after the
Reform, in 1895, continues the author of the memorandum on the
abolition of obligatory relations, there were in Yelisavetpol Gubernia
5,308 landless households, or 25,000 persons of both sexes. In Baku
Gubernia there were 3,906 households, or 11,709 landless persons
of both sexes. And here are data on the amount of land held by the
peasants who were temporarily bonded and who have not redeemed
their allotments but have some kind of farm. In Tiflis Gubernia the per
capita amount is 0.9 dessiatine, and in Kutais Gubernia 0.6 dessiatine.
Among those who have redeemed their allotments, the per capita
holdings amount to 1.7 dessiatines in Tiflis Gubernia and to 0.7
dessiatine in Kutais Gubernia. That is the extent to which peasants
having some sort of farm are provided with land. We find a general
description of the economic position of the peasants in the Caucasus
in the report of the Kutais Gubernia Committee on the needs of the
agricultural industries. According to data culled from various official
investigations, the proportion of peasants suffering acute want in
Kutais Gubernia is as high as 70 per cent. Furthermore, it is also
pointed out that 25 per cent of the nobility in that gubernia are suffer-
ing acute want.

“Owners of such plots of land can retain their economic independ-
ence,” the report goes on to say, “only if they have earnings outside
their farms, and they are in no position to spend anything at all on
improvements, implements and fertiliser. The big demand could not
but have an effect on the cost of renting allotments, which is as high
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as 60 per cent of the gross income in the case of the share-cropping
system, and sometimes, in years of a poor crop, payment in the form
of a definite quantity of the produce of the land exceeds the gross
income. Cases of land being leased for money are rare, and the rent
amounts to 30 rubles per dessiatine a year. This is the situation in
Kutais Gubernia. And now a few figures on the amount of land held
by the peasants in four uyezds of Yelisavetpol Gubernia. According
to data concerning all the peasants who live on the owner’s land, the
holdings in four uyezds of Yelisavetpol Gubernia, namely, Jibrail,
Zangezur, Shusha and Jevanshir, are up to 0.6 dessiatine per person.
Senator Kuzminsky has calculated that the average allotment per
male person among the peasants settled on the owner’s land in Len-
koran Uyezd of Baku Gubernia amounts to 0.5 dessiatine, and in
Kuba Uyezd to 0.9 dessiatine. That, gentlemen,” the speaker conclud-
ed, “is how the peasants in Transcaucasia are provided with land.”

Since the condition of the Caucasian peasants as regards
land-hunger differs but little from that of the peasants in
Russia, where, one may ask, does the reserve of land for
resettlement in the Caucasus come from, and why are people
sent there as settlers, instead of resettlement of the local
peasants being carried out?

The land for resettlement is obtained as a result of flag-
rant violation of the land rights of the native inhabitants,
and the settlement of peasants from Russia is carried on for
the glory of the old nationalist principle of “Russification
of the outlying regions”.

Deputy Chkheidze cited a number of facts, likewise culled
from official sources, about how whole villages of natives
were driven from their homes so that a reserve of land might
be created for resettlement, how court trials were engineered
to justify the expropriation of land held by mountaineers
(report on the mountain village of Kiknaveleti, Kutais
Uyezd, submitted by Prince Tsereteli, Marshal of the No-
bility, to the Minister of the Interior), etc. Nor were all
these isolated or exceptional facts but “typical cases™, as
was also established by Senator Kuzminsky.

The result is downright hostile relations between the set-
tlers and the natives. Thus, for instance, when the Alar com-
munity was driven from its lands, “evicted”, to quote Sen-
ator Kuzminsky, “without being provided with land, and
left to its fate”, the settlers who seized its land were armed
at government expense: the uyezd rural superintendents®®
were ordered to “see to it that the peasants of the newly-
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established villages on the Mugan, including those from
Pokrovskoye, were supplied with arms—ten Berdan rifles
for each hundred households”. This is an interesting illus-
tration of the “nationalist course” of the present policy.

Nevertheless, Right-wing deputies to the Duma spoke
triumphantly of the existence of a reserve for resettlement
amounting to 1,700,000 dessiatines, citing the report of the
Vice-Gerent of the Caucasus to this effect. However, ac-
cording also to the testimony of the Vice-Gerent, nearly
half of this reserve has already been taken over by settlers,
while a considerable part of it is situated in areas where
—according again to the Vice-Gerent’s evidence—it is
physically impossible for cultivators unaccustomed to the
conditions to engage in farming.

Deputy Chkheidze also spoke of the way in which the
government provides for the new settlers. “Inadequate water
supply and lack of irrigation on the land set aside for reset-
tlement,” says the report of the Vice-Gerent, “particu-
larly in the eastern areas of Transcaucasia, is one of the
main reasons why many peasants already settled migrate
back again. In the Black Sea region the new settlers are de-
serting their farms because of the absence of roads suitable
for wheeled traffic not only between the various settlements,
but even within each of the resettlement areas. To this it
should be added that in their turn the unfavourable climatic
conditions, to which the settlers are unaccustomed and
which are attended in many parts of the Caucasus by ma-
laria that affects not only people but livestock as well, no
less than the lack of roads, cause the less sturdy of the new
settlers to flee from the Caucasus. Due to the above-mention-
ed causes there is a continuous migration in evidence from
the Yelisavetpol and Baku gubernias and from Daghestan
Region, as well as from the Tiflis and Black Sea gubernias.”

The upshot is that the results of the resettlement in the
Caucasus are assessed by the Vice-Gerent himself as fol-
lows: “The attitude taken so far to the Caucasian popula-
tion and its land affairs can no longer be tolerated, if only
because it undoubtedly plays a rather prominent part in fos-
tering revolutionary sentiments among the rural population.”

The government and the ruling classes are pursuing very
similar aims in settling peasants in Siberia; here, too, in
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view of the political objectives involved, no consideration
whatever is given either to the interests of the settlers or
to the rights of the old residents.

In the emigration areas, in Russia, resettlement matters
have now been entrusted to the land committees, the rural
superintendents and the governors. Vitally interested as
they are in reducing the number of peasants with little or
no land and in leaving only as many of them as are needed
to provide for the requirements of the big landowners (as
a source of supply of wage-labour), the land committees
have shown such zeal in “moving” poor peasants as to shock
even the Resettlement Department. “The land commit-
tees,” complained one official of the Department, “form
parties of completely destitute people who at the outset
need an allowance for their travelling expenses, who need
a loan not for setting up a home but for food; and even
if, as an exception, a settler happens to have some little
money, he spends it all on fares and food.”

Swarms of these “weak” foster-children of the land policy
which proclaimed as its motto “stake on the strong” are
being sent off to Siberia in unaltered cattle wagons, packed
chock-full with old men, children, pregnant women. In these
cattle wagons (which bear the famous inscription: “40
men, 8 horses™), the emigrants have to cook their food
and wash their linen; lying in them, too, are often persons
afflicted with contagious diseases, whom the emigrants
usually keep out sight lest they be removed from the train
and thus fall behind the party. At terminal points and
stations the emigrants are at best provided with tents;
in the worst cases they are left in the open, with no shelter
from sun or rain. Deputy Voiloshnikov told the Duma that
at Sretensk he had seen people stricken with typhus lying
in the open, with no protection from the rain. And condi-
tions such as those described above, under which the peas-
ants have to travel, two Ministers (Stolypin and Krivo-
shein) find to be “tolerable”. “The sanitary conditions pro-
vided for the settlers on their way are tolerable,” they wrote
in a report to the Emperor; “many of them even find conve-
niences en route to which they have not been accustomed.”
Truly, there is no limit to bureaucratic complacency!

After going through such ordeals on their way to “the
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promised land”, the poorest emigrants find no happiness in
Siberia either. Here, for instance, is how Deputy Voilosh-
nikov described their condition in the new places of settle-
ment by quoting from official reports.

One official (a special inspector of the Resettlement
Department) writes: “Most of the lots are scattered among
taiga forests without water, without ploughland, and
without pastures.” Another adds: “The granting of loans
has entirely lost its significance as a means for setting up
homes; the amount of the loans is in itself too small to be
of real help in this respect. The established procedure of
granting loans has turned the latter into a matter of charity
pure and simple, for it is impossible to set up a home and
live for two years on the 150 rubles granted as a loan.”

And here, by way of example, is a description of the sani-
tary conditions of the new settlers, quoted from the same
official reports:

“After the typhus,” writes one official,* “scurvy has been raging
here on a no lesser scale; practically in all the settlements and in
every house there are people suffering from this disease or liable to
contract it. In many homes there are cases of both diseases. In the
Okur-Shask settlement I came across the following picture: the master
of the house was ill with typhus in the period of peeling; his preg-
nant wife was extremely exhausted from undernourishment; their
son, a boy of twelve, had swollen glands and scurvy, the wife’s sister
was sick with scurvy and could not walk; she had a breast-fed baby;
her ten-year-old boy was sick with scurvy, was bleeding through
the nose and could hardly move; her husband alone, of the whole
family, was well.

“Scurvy and typhus are followed by night blindness. There are
settlements in which literally all the settlers, without exception,
suffer from this blindness. The groups of lots along the Yemna River
are covered almost entirely with taiga forests, have no pastures or
meadowland, and in the course of two or three years the new settlers
barely managed to clear the ground to build wretched huts. There
could be no question of the settlers having their own grain; they had
to live entirely on the loans, and when these gave out there was a
terrible scarcity of bread; many literally starved. The scarcity of
bread was aggravated by the scarcity of drinking water.”

Such reports are plentiful. Appalling as these official ac-
counts are, they apparently do not tell the whole truth, and

* Memorandum, p. 8.
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thus give too favourable a picture of the actual state of
affairs. Here is, for instance, how Prince Lvov, a man, as
we know, of moderate views, who visited the Far East as a
representative of the Zemstvo organisation, describes reset-
tlement in Amur Territory:

“Cut off from the world as if they were on an uninhabited island,
amid marshy hummocks in the primeval taiga, amid swampy val-
leys and swampy hills, and forced to put up with barbaric conditions
of life, labour and subsistence, the dispirited and indigent settler
naturally feels crushed. He lapses into a state of apathy, having
exhausted his small store of energy at the very beginning of his strug-
gle against harsh natural conditions in setting up his wretched dwel-
ling. Scurvy and typhus attack the wasted organism and carry it off
to the grave. In many of the settlements founded in 1907, the death
rate is simply incredible—25 to 30 per cent. There are as many crosses
as there are households, and many settlements are doomed to be
removed completely to new sites or to the grave-yard. Instead of
resettlement, what rivers of bitter tears shed by unhappy families
and what costly funerals at state expense in the remote borderland!
It will be long before those who survived last year’s great wave of
resettlement will stand on their feet again after their defeat in the
taiga. Many will die, and many others will flee back to Russia, where
they will defame the territory by stories about their misfortunes,
scaring off new settlers and holding up further resettlement. It is
not accidental that this year we witness an unprecedented reverse
movement from the Maritime Region, and an influx of new settlers
that is one-fifth of the former proportion.”

Prince Lvov is justly appalled by the isolation of the set-
tler from the world and his desolation in the boundless Sibe-
rian taiga, particularly in view of the lack of roads in Sibe-
ria. We can imagine with what brilliant success the policy
of setting up separate homestead farms and the apportion-
ment of otrubs is now being put into effect there, for the
very same men who direct the agrarian policy have proc-
laimed “the necessity for a decisive turn [!] in the land
policy in Siberia”, the necessity of “establishing and pro-
moting private property”, of “ensuring that individual
peasants have their plots in accordance with the decree
of November 9, 1906, “assigning lots for resettle-
ment, with the land divided, as far as possible, into otrub
holdings”,* etc.

The conditions of resettlement being what they are, it is
quite natural that, according to the Resettlement Depart-

*Memorandum, pp. 60, 61, 62.
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ment, 10 per cent of the peasants settled in 1903-05 owned
not a single draught animal, 12 per cent owned only one
draught animal per household, 15 per cent owned no cow,
and 25 per cent owned no plough (from the speech of Deputy
Gaidarov during the First Session, when he spoke on behalf
of the Social-Democratic group). Deputy Voiloshnikov,
basing himself on the same official reports, was therefore
fully justified when he summed up the results of the reset-
tlement policy in 1906-08 as follows:

“In three years—1906, 1907 and 1908—1,552,439 persons of both
sexes, half of them paupers, lured by the government’s advertising,
were sent across the Urals, into unknown parts, and there left to their
fate. According to the Resettlement Department, 564,041 persons
settled down, and 284,984 persons of both sexes went back. Thus the
Resettlement Department provides information about 849,025 per-
sons. But what has become of the rest? Where are the other 703,414
persons? The government, gentlemen, is perfectly well informed of
their bitter lot, but it will say nothing about them. Some of them
have gone to live in the villages of the old residents, and some others
have swollen the ranks of the Siberian proletariat and are begging
for alms.

“As for the vast majority, the government arranged a costly fune-
ral for them, and that is why it keeps silent about them.”

That is how the hopes of Markov the Second to “solve the
agrarian problem” through resettlement are materialising.
Faced with these facts, even the Octobrist spokesmen of big
capital had to admit that there are “defects in the resettle-
ment work”. During the First Session the Octobrists called
(and the Duma supported them) for “changing and improv-
ing the travelling conditions of the emigrants”, for “creat-
ing in the resettlement areas the conditions necessary for
their cultural and economic development”, and for “respect-
ing the interests and rights of the local peasantry and the
non-Russian population when apportioning the land and
settling the peasants™. It goes without saying that these
cautious and deliberately ambiguous wishes have to this
day remained “a voice crying in the wilderness”. And the
Octobrist woodpeckers patiently repeat them year after year.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 11, Published according
June 3, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: V. L
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THE REVOLUTIONARY UPSWING™

The great May Day strike of the proletariat of all Russia
and the accompanying street demonstrations, revolutionary
leaflets, and revolutionary speeches before gatherings of
workers have clearly shown that Russia has entered a period
of revolutionary upswing.

This upswing did not come as a bolt from the blue. The
way had been paved for it over a long period by all the
conditions of Russian life, and the mass strikes over the
Lena shootings and the May Day strikes merely marked its
actual arrival. The temporary triumph of the counter-revo-
lution was inseparably bound up with a decline in the mass
struggle of the workers. The number of strikers gives an
approximate yet absolutely objective and precise idea of
the extent of the struggle.

During the ten years preceding the revolution, from 1895
to 1904, the average number of strikers was 43,000 a year
(in round figures). In 1905 there were 2,750,000 strikers, in
1906—1,000,000, and in 1907—750,000. The three years
of the revolution were distinguished by a rise in the strike
movement of the proletariat unprecedented anywhere in the
world. Its decline, which began in 1906-07, became definite
in 1908, when there were 175,000 strikers. The coup d’état
of June 3, 1907, which restored the autocratic rule of the
tsar in alliance with the Duma of the Black-Hundred land-
lords and the commercial and industrial magnates, was an
inevitable result of the flagging of the revolutionary energy
of the masses.

The three years 1908-10 were a period of Black-Hundred
counter-revolution at its worst, of liberal-bourgeois rene-
gacy and of proletarian despondency and disintegration.
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The number of strikers steadily dropped, reaching 60,000
in 1909 and 50,000 in 1910.

However, a noticeable change set in at the end of 1910.
The demonstrations in connection with the death of the lib-
eral Muromtsev, and of Leo Tolstoy, and also the student
movement, clearly indicated that a fresh breeze had begun
to blow, that the mood of the democratic masses had
reached a turning-point. The year 1911 saw the workers grad-
ually going over to an offensive—the number of strikers
rose to 100,000. Signs from various quarters indicate that
the weariness and stupor brought about by the triumph
of the counter-revolution are passing away, that once again
there is an urge for revolution. In summing up the situation,
the All-Russia Conference, held in January 1912, noted
that “the onset of a political revival is to be noted among
broad democratic circles, chiefly among the proletariat.
The workers’ strikes in 1910-11, the beginning of demon-
strations and proletarian meetings, the start of a move-
ment among urban bourgeois democrats (the student
strikes), etc., are all indications of the growing revolution-
ary feelings of the masses against the June Third regime”.
(See the “Notification” of the Conference, p. 18.%)

By the second quarter of this year these sentiments had
become so strong that they manifested themselves in actions
by the masses, and brought about a revolutionary upswing.
The course of events during the past eighteen months shows
with perfect clarity that there is nothing accidental in this
upswing, that it has come quite naturally and was made
inevitable by the whole development of Russia in the
previous period.

The Lena shootings led to the revolutionary temper of
the masses developing into a revolutionary upswing of the
masses. Nothing could be more false than the liberal inven-
tion, which Trotsky repeats in the Vienna Pravda after the
liquidators, that “the struggle for freedom of association
is the basis of both the Lena tragedy and the powerful re-
sponse to it in the country”. Freedom of association was nei-
ther the specific nor the principal demand in the Lena strike.
It was not lack of the freedom of association that the Lena

* See present edition, Vol. 17, p. 467.—Ed.
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shootings revealed, but lack of freedom from provocation,
lack of rights in general, lack of freedom from wholesale
tyranny.

The Lena shootings, as we have already made clear in
Sotsial-Demokrat™ No. 26, were an exact reflection of the
entire regime of the June Third monarchy. It was not at all
the struggle for one of the rights of the proletariat, even
the most fundamental, the most important of them, that was
characteristic of the Lena events. What was characteristic
of those events was the complete absence of any kind of
elementary legality. The characteristic feature was that an
agent provocateur, a spy, a secret police agent, a menial
of the tsar, resorted to mass shootings without any political
reason whatever. It is this general lack of rights typical
of Russian life, this hopelessness and impossibility of fight-
ing for particular rights, and this incorrigibility of the tsar-
ist monarchy and of its entire regime, that stood out so
distinctly against the background of the Lena events as to
fire the masses with revolutionary ardour.

The liberals have been straining every nerve to represent
the Lena events and the May Day strikes as a trade union
movement and a struggle for “rights”. But anyone who is
not blinded by liberal (and liquidationist) controversies
will see in them something different. He will see the revolu-
tionary character of the mass strike, which is especially
emphasised by the St. Petersburg May Day leaflet of
various Social-Democratic groups (and even of one group of
worker Socialist-Revolutionaries!), which we reprint in full
in our news section,” and which repeats the slogans ad-
vanced by the All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.
in January 1912.

And then, it is not really slogans that are the main proof
of the revolutionary character of the Lena and May Day
strikes. The slogans formulated what the facts showed. The
mass strikes spreading from district to district, their tre-
mendous growth, the speed with which they spread, the cour-
age of the workers, the increased number of mass meetings
and revolutionary speeches, the demand that the fines im-
posed for celebrating May Day be cancelled, and the combi-
nation of the political and the economic strike, familiar to
us from the time of the first Russian revolution, are all
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obvious indications of the true nature of the movement,
which is a revolutionary upswing of the masses.

Let us recall the experience of 1905. Events show that the
tradition of the revolutionary mass strike lives on among
the workers and that the workers at once took up and revived
this tradition. The strike wave of 1905, unprecedented
in the world, involved 810,000 strikers during the first, and
1,277,000 during the last quarter of the year, being a combi-
nation of the political and the economic strike. According
to tentative estimates, the strikes over the Lena events in-
volved about 300,000 workers and the May Day strikes
about 400,000, and the strike movement continues to grow.
Every day the newspapers, even the liberal ones, bring news
of how the wildfire of strikes is spreading. The second quarter
of 1912 is not quite over, and yet it is already becoming
quite obvious that, as regards the size of the strike move-
ment, the beginning of the revolutionary upswing in 1912
is not lower, but rather higher than the beginning in 1905!

The Russian revolution was the first to develop on a large
scale this proletarian method of agitation, of rousing and
uniting the masses and of drawing them into the struggle.
Now the proletariat is applying this method once again and
with an even firmer hand. No power on earth could achieve
what the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat is achiev-
ing by this method. A huge country, with a population of
150,000,000 spread over a vast area, scattered, oppressed,
deprived of all rights, ignorant, fenced off from “evil in-
fluences” by a swarm of authorities, police, spies—the whole
of this country is getting into a ferment. The most backward
sections both of the workers and the peasants are coming
into direct or indirect contact with the strikers. Hundreds
of thousands of revolutionary agitators are all at once appear-
ing on the scene. Their influence is infinitely increased by
the fact that they are inseparably linked with the rank and
file, with the masses, and that they remain among them,
fight for the most urgent needs of every worker’s family,
and combine with this immediate struggle for urgent eco-
nomic needs their political protest and struggle against the
monarchy. For counter-revolution has stirred up in millions
and tens of millions of people a bitter hatred for the mon-
archy, it has given them the rudiments of an understanding
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of the part played by it, and now the slogan of the foremost
workers of the capital—long live the democratic republic!—
spreads through thousands of channels, in the wake of every
strike, reaching the backward sections, the remotest prov-
inces, the “people”, the “depths of Russia™!

Very characteristic are the comments made on strikes by
Severyanin, a liberal, which were welcomed by Russkiye
Vedomosti and sympathetically reprinted by Rech:

“Have the workers any grounds for admixing economic or any
[!l demands to a May Day strike?” asks Mr. Severyanin; and he
answers: “I make bold to think that they have none. Every economic
strike can and should be begun only after a serious weighing of its
chances of success.... That is why, more often than not, it is unreason-
able to link such strikes with May Day.... Indeed, it would be rather
strange to do so: we are celebrating the international workers’ holi-

day, and we use the occasion to demand a ten per cent rise for calico
of such-and-such grades.”

That is how the liberal reasons! And this piece of infinite
vulgarity, meanness and nastiness is sympathetically accept-
ed by the “best” liberal papers, which claim to be demo-
cratic!

The crudest self-interest of a bourgeois, the vilest coward-
ice of a counter-revolutionary—that is what lies behind
the florid phrases of the liberal. He wants the pockets of
the employers to be safe. He wants an “orderly” and “harm-
less” demonstration in favour of “freedom of association™!
But the proletariat, instead of this, is drawing the masses
into a revolutionary strike, which indissolubly links poli-
tics with economics, a strike which wins the support of the
most backward sections by the success of the struggle for an
immediate improvement in the life of the workers, and at
the same time rouses the people against the tsarist monarchy.

Yes, the experience of 1905 created a deep-rooted and
great tradition of mass strikes. And we must not forget the
results that these strikes produce in Russia. Stubborn mass
strikes are inseparably bound up in our country with armed
uprising.

Let these words not be misinterpreted. It is by no means
a question of a call for an uprising. Such a call would be
most unwise at the present moment. It is a question of es-
tablishing the connection between strike and uprising in
Russia.
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How did the uprising grow in 1905? Firstly, mass strikes,
demonstrations and meetings made clashes between the
people and the police and troops more and more frequent.
Secondly, the mass strikes roused the peasantry to a number
of partial, fragmentary, semi-spontaneous revolts. Thirdly,
the mass strikes very soon spread to the Army and Navy,
causing clashes on economic grounds (the “bean” and simi-
lar “mutinies”), and subsequently insurrections. Fourthly,
the counter-revolution itself started civil war by pogroms, by
violence against democrats, and so on.

The revolution of 1905 was defeated not because it had
gone “too far”, or because the December uprising™ was “ar-
tificial”, as renegades among the liberals, and their like
imagine. On the contrary, the cause of the defeat was that
the uprising did not go far enough, that the realisation of
its necessity was not sufficiently widespread and firmly
assimilated among the revolutionary classes, that the up-
rising was not concerted, resolute, organised, simultaneous,
aggressive.

Let us see now whether signs of a gathering revolt are in
evidence at present. In order not to be carried away by rev-
olutionary enthusiasm, let us take the testimony of the
Octobrists. The German Union of Octobrists in St. Peters-
burg consists mainly of so-called “Left” and “constitutional”
Octobrists, who are particularly popular among the Cadets,
and who are most capable (in comparison with the other
Octobrists and Cadets) of observing events “objectively”,
without making it their aim to frighten the authorities
with the prospect of revolution.

Here is what the St.-Petersburger Zeitung, the newspaper
of these Octobrists, wrote in its weekly political review on
May 6 (19):

“May has come. Regardless of the weather, this is usually not a
very pleasant month for the inhabitants of the capital, because it
begins with the proletarian ‘holiday’. This year, with the impression
of the Lena demonstrations still fresh in the minds of the workers,
May Day was particularly dangerous. The atmosphere of the capital,
saturated with all sorts of rumours about strikes and demonstrations,
portended a fire. Our loyal police were visibly agitated; they organised
searches, arrested some persons and mobilised large forces to prevent
street demonstrations. The fact that the police could think of nothing
more clever than to raid the editorial offices of the workers’ papers
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and arrest their editors does not testify to a particularly intimate
knowledge of the wires by which the puppet regiments of the workers
were pulled. Yet such wires exist. This is evident from the disciplined
character of the strike and from many other circumstances. That
is why this May Day strike, the largest we have witnessed so far,
was so ominous—there were some 100,000 or perhaps even 150,000
workers of big and small workshops on strike. It was only a peaceful
parade, but the solid unity of that army was remarkable, all the
more because the recent unrest among the workers was accompanied
by other alarming facts. On various naval vessels, sailors were arrest-
ed for conducting revolutionary propaganda. Judging by all the
information that has got into the press, the situation is not very good
on our naval vessels, which are not numerous as it is.... The rail-
waymen are also giving cause for anxiety. True, matters nowhere
went so far as an attempt to call a strike, but arrests, including such
a conspicuous one as that of A. A. Ushakov, an assistant station mas-
ter on the Nikolayevskaya Railway, show that there is a certain
danger there as well.

“Attempts at revolution on the part of immature worker masses
can, of course, have only a harmful effect on the outcome of the Duma
elections. These attempts are all the more unreasonable because the
Tsar has appointed Manukhin, and the Council of State has passed
the workers’ Insurance Bill”!!

That is how a German Octobrist reasons. We, on our part,
must remark that we have received exact first-hand informa-
tion about the sailors which proves that Novoye Vremya
has exaggerated and inflated the matter. The Okhrana™
is obviously “working” in agent provocateur fashion. Prema-
ture attempts at an uprising would be extremely unwise.
The working-class vanguard must understand that the sup-
port of the working class by the democratic peasantry and
the active participation of the armed forces are the main
conditions for a timely, i.e., successful, armed uprising in
Russia.

Mass strikes in revolutionary epochs have their objective
logic. They scatter hundreds of thousands and millions of
sparks in all directions—and all around there is the inflam-
mable material of extreme bitterness, the torture of unpre-
cedented starvation, endless tyranny, shameless and cyni-
cal mockery at the “pauper”, the “muzhik”, the rank-and-
file soldier. Add to this the perfectly unbridled, pogromist
Jew-baiting carried on by the Black Hundreds and stealth-
ily fostered and directed by the Court gang of the dull-
witted and bloodthirsty Nicholas Romanov. “So it was, so
it will be”—these revealing words were uttered by the
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Minister Makarov, to his own misfortune, and to the mis-
fortune of his class and his landlord tsar!

The revolutionary upswing of the masses imposes great
and responsible duties on every working-class Social-Demo-
crat, on every honest democrat. “All-round support for the
movement of the masses that is beginning [we should say
already: the revolutionary movement of the masses that has
begun], and its expansion on the basis of full implementa-
tion of the Party slogans”—this is how the All-Russia Con-
ference of the R.S.D.L.P. defined these duties. The Party
slogans—a democratic republic, an eight-hour day, confis-
cation of all the landed estates—must become the slogans of
all democrats, of the people’s revolution.

To be able to support and extend the movement of the
masses, we need organisation and more organisation. Without
an illegal party we cannot carry on this work, and there is
no point in just talking about it. In supporting and extend-
ing the onslaught of the masses, we must carefully take into
account the experience of 1905, and in explaining the need
for and inevitability of an uprising, we must warn against
and keep off premature attempts. The growth of mass strikes,
the enlistment of other classes in the struggle, the state of
the organisations, and the temper of the masses will all
suggest of themselves the moment when all forces must unite
in a concerted, resolute, aggressive, supremely courageous
onslaught of the revolution on the tsarist monarchy.

Without a victorious revolution there will be no freedom
in Russia.

Without the overthrow of the tsarist monarchy by a prole-
tarian and peasant uprising there will be no victorious
revolution in Russia.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, Published according
June 17 (4), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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THE SLOGANS OF THE ALL-RUSSIA CONFERENCE
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. IN JANUARY 1912
AND THE MAY DAY MOVEMENT

Elsewhere in this issue, the reader will find the full text
of a leaflet printed and circulated by the St. Petersburg
workers before the May Day action that will from now on
be famous. That leaflet is very much worth dwelling on, for
it is a most important document in the history of the work-
ing-class movement in Russia and in the history of our Party.

The leaflet reflects a certain state of disorganisation of
the Social-Democratic Party in the capital, for the appeal
is signed, not by the St. Petersburg Committee, but by indi-
vidual Social-Democratic groups and even a group of worker
Socialist-Revolutionaries. In most parts of Russia, the state
of our Party is such that its directing committees and
centres are constantly being arrested, and constantly re-
establish themselves thanks to the existence of all kinds
of factory, trade union, sub-district and district Social-
Democratic groups—the very same “nuclei” that have always
roused the hatred of the liberals and liquidators. In the
latest issue of the magazine published by those gentlemen
(Nasha Zarya, 1912, No. 4), the reader can see again and
again how Mr. V. Levitsky, writing with impotent rage and
vomiting abuse, hisses against the “rebirth of the Party
through an artificial revival of politically dead nuclei”.

What makes the leaflet under review all the more typical
and noteworthy is the fact that, owing to the arrest of the
St. Petersburg Committee, it was the nuclei that had to
appear on the scene, nuclei deprived by the will of the po-
lice of the “directing centre” so hateful to the liquidators.
Owing to this fact, which every revolutionary will find sad,
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the independent life of the nuclei came into the open. The
nuclei had in all haste to rally their forces, establish con-
tacts, and restore the “underground” in the face of fierce
persecution by the police, who positively raged before May
Day. The groups, representatives, etc., whose names appear
under the leaflet, all constitute that very underground that
is hateful to the liberals and the liquidators. While the same
liquidationist leader, Mr. Levitsky, speaking on behalf of
Nasha Zarya and Zhivoye Dyelo, of course assailed, foaming
at the mouth, the “cult of the underground” (see p. 33 of
the above-mentioned issue), we had, in the shape of the
St. Petersburg leaflet, a precise and complete document
revealing to us the existence of that underground, its vital-
ity, the content of its work, and its significance.

The St. Petersburg Committee has been wiped out through
the arrests, so now we shall see just what the underground
nuclei are like in themselves, what they are doing or can do,
what ideas they have actually made their own or evolved in
their midst, and not merely borrowed from the supreme
Party body, what ideas really enjoy the workers’ sym-
pathy.

The leaflet shows what the nuclei are doing: they are car-
rying on the work of the St. Petersburg Committee, which
for the time being is shattered (to the delight of all the di-
verse enemies of the underground). They continue preparing
for May Day. They hastily re-establish the contacts between
different underground Social-Democratic groups. They en-
list worker Socialist-Revolutionaries too, for they are well
aware of the importance of uniting the proletariat round
a living revolutionary cause. They rally these different
Social-Democratic groups, and even a “group of worker
Socialist-Revolutionaries”, round specific slogans of the
struggle. And this is when the real character of the move-
ment, the real sentiment of the proletariat, the real strength
of the R.S.D.L.P. and of its January All-Russia Con-
ference, stands out.

As a result of the arrests, there happens to be no hierarchic
body able to decree the advancing of particular slogans.
Hence the proletarian masses, the worker Social-Democrats
and even some of the Socialist-Revolutionaries can be united
only by slogans that are really indisputable for the masses,
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only by slogans that derive their strength not from a “decree
from above” (as demagogues and liquidators put it), but
from the conviction of the revolutionary workers themselves.
And what do we find?

We find that, after the St. Petersburg Committee had
been shattered, at a time when its immediate restoration
was impossible, and when one group of workers influenced
another group solely by ideological, and not by organisa-
tional, means, the slogans adopted were those of the All-Rus-
sia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. which was convened in Jan-
uary 1912 and which evokes a positively mad, savage
hatred on the part of the liberals, the liquidators, Lieber,
Trotsky and Co.!

“Let our slogans be,” the St. Petersburg workers wrote
in their leaflet, “a constituent assembly, an eight-hour
working day, the confiscation of the landed estates.” And
further on the leaflet launches the call: “Down with the tsar-
ist government! Down with the autocratic Constitution
of June 3! Long live the democratic republic! Long live
socialism!”

We see from this instructive document that all the slo-
gans put forward by the Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. have
been adopted by the St. Petersburg proletariat and have
set their seal on the first steps of the new Russian revolu-
tion. All kinds of slanderers and detractors of the January
Conference may carry on their dirty business as much as
they like. The revolutionary proletariat of St. Petersburg
has answered them. The work started long before the last
Conference by revolutionary Social-Democrats, calling on
the proletariat to assume the role of leader of the people’s
revolution, has borne fruit despite all police persecution
despite the reckless pre-May Day arrests and hounding of
revolutionaries, despite the torrent of lies and abuse from
the liberal and liquidationist press.

Hundreds of thousands of St. Petersburg proletarians
followed by workers throughout Russia, resorted to strikes
and street demonstrations not as one of the separate classes
of bourgeois society, not with “their own” merely eco-
nomic slogans, but as the leader raising aloft the banner of
the revolution for the whole people, on behalf of the whole
people, and with the aim of awakening and drawing into the
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struggle all the classes who need freedom and are capable
of striving for it.

The revolutionary movement of the proletariat in Russia
has risen to a higher level. Whereas in 1905 it began with
mass strikes and Gaponiads,™ in 1912, despite the fact that
the police has smashed our Party organisations, the move-
ment is beginning with mass strikes and the raising of the
republican banner! The separate “nuclei” and disconnected
“groups” of workers did their duty under the most difficult
and trying conditions. The proletariat set up its own “May
Day committees” and went into action with a revolutionary
platform worthy of the class which is destined to free man-
kind from wage slavery.

The May Day movement also shows what meaning some
words about “unity” have and how the workers unite in
reality. Rubanovich, a spokesman for the Socialist-Revolu-
tionary Party, writes in Budushcheye,”” Burtsev’s Paris
newspaper, that “we must point out the following note-
worthy feature of this May Day action: at the preparatory
meetings, St. Petersburg workers refused to recognise the
division existing among the various socialist groups; ...
the prevailing tendency was towards agreement”. The leaflet
we have reprinted clearly shows what fact prompted such
an inference. The fact is that the Social-Democratic nuclei,
which had lost their guiding centre, re-established contact
with all the various groups by winning over workers regard-
less of the views they held and advocating to them all their
Party slogans. And precisely because these Party slogans
are correct, because they are in keeping with the proletariat’s
revolutionary tasks and comprise the tasks of a revolution
of the whole people, they were accepted by all workers.

Unity materialised because the January Conference of
the R.S.D.L.P. gave up the idle game of bringing about
agreement among small groups abroad, gave up the idle
wooing of the liquidators of the revolutionary party, and
put forward clear and precise fighting slogans at the right
time. The proletariat’s unity for revolutionary action was
achieved not by compromising between the proletarian
(Social-Democratic) and the non-proletarian (Socialist-
Revolutionary) parties, not by seeking agreement with
the liquidators who have broken away from the Social-
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Democratic Party, but by rallying the workers of Russian
Social-Democratic organisations and by these workers
making a correct appraisal of the tasks of the moment.

A good lesson for those who, succumbing to the idle chat-
ter of the liberals of the Bund and the Trotskys from Vienna
are still capable of believing in “unity”—with the liquida-
tors. The vaunted “Organising Commission” of Lieber,
Trotsky and the liquidators cried out from the house-tops
about “unity”, but in fact it could not, and did not, supply
a single slogan actually uniting the revolutionary struggle
of the workers. The liquidators supplied their own, non-revo-
lutionary slogans, slogans of a liberal labour policy, but the
movement disregarded them. That is what lies at the bot-
tom of the Trotskyist fables about “unity”!

Swearing and vowing that he was “unifying”, and cursing
the Conference as hard as he could, Trotsky assured good
souls in Vienna on April 23 (May 6) that “the struggle for
freedom of association is the basis” (!!) of the Lena events
and of their repercussions, that “this demand is, and will
be, the central [!!] issue of the revolutionary mobilisation
of the proletariat”. Scarcely a week had passed when these
pitiful phrases of the yes-man of the liquidators were swept
away like so much dust—by the “representatives of all the
organised workers of St. Petersburg”, “the Social-Democrat-
ic Obyedineniye group”, “the central Social-Democratic
city group”, “the group of worker Socialist-Revolutionaries
“the group of worker Social-Democrats” and “the represent-
atives of May Day committees”.

The Social-Democratic proletariat of St. Petersburg has
realised that a new revolutionary struggle must be started,
not for the sake of one right, even though it should be the
most essential, the most important for the working
class, but for the sake of the freedom of the whole
people.

The Social-Democratic proletariat of St. Petersburg has
realised that it must generalise its demands, and not break
them up into parts, that the republic includes freedom of
association, and not vice versa, that it is necessary to strike
at the centre, to attack the source of evil, to destroy the
whole system, the whole regime, of the Russia of the tsar
and the Black Hundreds.
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The Social-Democratic proletariat of St. Petersburg has
realised that it is ridiculous and absurd to claim freedom
of association from Nicholas Romanov, from the Black-
Hundred Duma, that it is ridiculous and absurd to presume
that Russia’s present political system, our “autocratic Con-
stitution of June 37, is compatible with freedom of associa-
tion, that in a country where there is a general and indis-
criminate lack of rights, where arbitrary rule and provoca-
tion by the authorities reign supreme, and where there is no
“freedom” even for simply helping tens of millions of starv-
ing people—it is only liberal chatterers and liberal labour
politicians that can put freedom of association as “the cen-
tral issue of revolutionary mobilisation™.

The Social-Democratic proletariat of St. Petersburg has
realised that and unfurled the republican banner, demanding
an eight-hour day and confiscation of the landed estates as
the only guarantee of the truly democratic character of the
revolution.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, Published according
June 17 (4), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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THE LIQUIDATORS
OPPOSE REVOLUTIONARY MASS STRIKES

The leading article of this issue had already gone to press
when we received the first issue of the liquidationist Nevsky
Golos. V. Yezhov, the well-known liquidator of Nasha Zarya
at once presented the new organ with such a gem that one is
left gasping! Here it is, if you please:

“Owing to this [i.e., owing to the variety of the strikes, which
in some cases did not go beyond a protest against the imposition
of fines for celebrating May Day, while in other cases they supplement-
ed the protest with economic demands, etc.], the principle involved
in the protest (after all, it was not over a few kopeks that the strike
was called) became obscured [!??!] in a considerable number of cases
being complicated by economic demands....

“Their own experience should have suggested to the workers that
it was inadvisable [!!] to complicate their protest by economic de-
mands, just as it is inadvisable to complicate [!?] an ordinary strike

“It is necessary to give organisational form to the sentiments
of the worker masses. It is necessary to increase propaganda for trade
unions, to recruit new members for them. This is all the more neces-
sary since there are many hotheads among the workers nowadays
who are carried away by the mass movement and speak at meetings
against unions, alleging them to be useless and unnecessary

“A period of economic strikes [only economic?] is ahead of us.
It would be an irreparable mistake to allow them to become inter-
twined with political actions of the workers [!!!]. Such a combination
would have a harmful effect [!!??] on both the economic and the
political struggle.”

Here you have the perfectly liberal Mr. Severyanin copied
by the liquidator! Utter incomprehension of the fact that a
revolutionary mass strike necessarily combines the economic
with the political strike; narrow-mindedness, a monstrous
distortion of the revolutionary character of the upswing and
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attempts to measure it by the yardstick of “ordinary
strikes”; the most reactionary advice “not to complicate”
politics with economics and not to “intertwine” them; and
the using of the legally published press for an attack in the
spirit of Struve and Maklakov against the revolutionary
worker Social-Democrats, who are described as “hotheads™
speaking out “against unions”!

A liberal cannot understand a revolutionary Social-Dem-
ocrat except as one who is “against unions”. But the work-
ers at the meetings were, of course, not “against unions”,
but against substituting liberal slogans for revolutionary
ones, which is what Mr. Yezhov and Co. are doing. Our
slogan is not freedom of association, said the workers, and
“trade unions” are not the only, nor the chief, means of “giv-
ing” our movement “organisational form”. Our slogan is the
demand for a republic (see the appeal of the St. Petersburg
workers), we are building an illegal party capable of leading
the revolutionary onslaught of the masses upon the tsarist
monarchy. That is what the workers said at the meetings.

But the Liebers and Trotskys are assuring the workers
that it is possible for the Social-Democratic proletariat and
its Party to “unite” with liberals a la Yezhov, Potresov and
Co.!

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, Published according
June 17 (4), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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“UNITERS™

The liquidators are doing their utmost to “unite”. The
other day they almost “united” with the Polish Socialist
Party™—with its Left wing (Lewica), which is a faction
of Polish social-nationalism.

For more than ten years Polish Social-Democrats have
been waging a struggle against the social-nationalism of
the P.S.P. As a result, a section of the P.S.P. (the Left wing)
had some of its nationalist prejudices knocked out of their
heads. But the struggle continues. Polish worker Social-
Democrats are opposed to unity with the above-mentioned
faction of the P.S.P. as an organisation because they think
it would be harmful to their cause. Individual workers and
groups of the Left wing, who refuse to stop at a half-way
revision of the nationalist principles of the P.S.P., are join-
ing the ranks of the Social-Democratic Party. And this is
the time when our liquidators are out to “unite” with the
P.S.P. Left wing!

It is just as if the Russian Social-Democrats began, inde-
pendently of the Bund, to “unite” with, say so-called
“Socialist-Zionists”™ or, ignoring the Lettish Social-Democ-
racy, with the so-called “Lettish Social-Democratic Union”8°
(actually a Socialist-Revolutionary organisation).

This is apart from the formal aspect of the matter. At the
Stockholm Congress, the Polish Social-Democratic Party
concluded an agreement with the R.S.D.L.P., by which
any groups in Poland wishing to join the R.S.D.L.P. can do
so only by joining an organisation of the P.S.D.%" And at the
All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. held in December
1908, even a proposal to discuss the question of uniting
with the Left wing was voted down by an overwhelming
majority.
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It is quite clear that, while constantly shouting about
“unity”, Trotsky and his liquidationist friends are actually
aggravating the split in Poland. Fortunately for the
R.S.D.L.P., this whole band of liquidators, together with
the “conciliators” trailing behind them, is completely
powerless to accomplish anything in practice, and this refers
to Poland as well. Otherwise the amalgamation of the liqui-
dators with the P.S.P. would certainly cause a very sharp
split in Poland.

Why, then, have the liquidators embarked on this obvi-
ously adventurist policy? Certainly not because things are
going well with them. The point is that they are in need of
uniting with someone, of forming some sort of “party”.
Social-Democrats, the Polish Social-Democracy, refuse to
go along with them, so, instead of Social-Democrats, they
have to take members of the P.S.P., who have nothing
in common with our Party. In the Russian towns, our old
Party organisations refuse to go along with them, so they
have to take, instead of the Social-Democratic nuclei, the
so-called “initiating groups” of liquidators, who have noth-
ing in common with the R.S.D.L.P.

“One does not fly from a good life.” Is it not time, liqui-
dator gentlemen, you started to unite with the Socialist-
Revolutionaries (the Socialist-Revolutionary liquidators) as
well? After all, these gentlemen, too, seem very anxious
to “unite”. What a “broad” party you would then have!
Larin himself would be content.??

% *
*

While “uniting” with “foreign powers”, the liquidators
continue to bargain with the “conciliators” over the terms
of “uniting” the liquidator-conciliator camp. Mr. V.
Levitsky contributed to Nasha Zarya an article which is a
sort of manifesto addressed to “all trends” that are pre-
pared to fight against the recent Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.

Mr. Levitsky entitled his article “For Unity—Against
a Split”. Quite like Trotsky, isn’t it? Ever since the pro-
Party elements thoroughly rebuffed the liquidators in all
the spheres of activity, Levitsky and Co. have been using
a very “conciliatory” language. Why, they are wholly in
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favour of “unity”. They only advance the following four
modest conditions for “unity”:

(1) A fight against the Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.
which has united all the Social-Democrats, except a handful
of waverers.

(2) The formation, in place of the Party, of “a central
initiating group” (Mr. Levitsky’s italics, Nasha Zarya No. 4
p. 31). (What is meant by the liquidators’ “initiating” groups
has recently been explained in the press by Plekhanov—
see his Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata®® No. 16. Both the Bund
and Trotsky, who are doing service for the liquidators, are
concealing Plekhanov’s explanation from their readers. But
you can’t conceal it, gentlemen!)

3) )No revival of the “politically dead nuclei” (ibid.,
p. 33).

(4) Acceptance of the slogan “against the cult of the un-
derground” (ibid., p. 33).

The programme has been outlined clearly enough if not
as frankly and confidently as in the past. And there and
then Levitsky explains at great length to all the Trotskys:
After all, gentlemen, you have no choice. You had better
accept our terms, and in exchange we (i.e., Levitsky and
Co.) will readily agree to the following: “to console your-
selves”, you (i.e., Trotsky and his like) can say that it is not
you who have moved closer to the liquidators, but the
other way round.

Martov, writing in the same issue of Nasha Zarya, threat-
ens in advance the future Social-Democratic group in the
Fourth Duma that if it turns out to be anti-liquidationist
like its crafty predecessor, then “cases like the Belousov
affair®* will not be exceptions, but the rule”, meaning, in
plain language, that the liquidators will split the Duma
group. Your bark, liquidator gentlemen, is worse than your
bite. Had you had the strength to do so, you would long
ago have formed your own liquidationist group in the Duma.

The cause of “unity” is in good hands, sure enough.

The miserable comedy of “unification” enacted by the
liquidators and Trotsky is repellent to the least exacting
people. Unity is being achieved, only it is not unity with
the liquidators, but against them.
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* *
*

As regards the incredibly Khlestakovian®® role staged by
Trotsky, Lieber (the Bund), and the liquidators, with their
vaunted “Organising Commission”, we think it sufficient to
call the attention of the readers—those who prefer not to
trust words but to verify the points at issue by a serious
and careful study of the documents—to the following facts.

In June 1911, following the withdrawal of Lieber and
Igorev from the meeting of the Central Committee members,
the Organising Commission Abroad® was formed in Paris.
The first organisation in Russia to be approached by it was
the Kiev organisation. Even Trotsky admits that its status
as an organisation is indisputable. In October 1911, the
Kiev organisation took part in forming the Organising
Commission in Russia. In January 1912 the latter convened
the conference of the R.S.D.L.P.

In January 1912, a meeting was held by the representa-
tives of the Bund, the Central Committee of the Letts and
the Caucasian Regional Committee (all three being liquida-
tionist groups). The Poles withdrew at once, declaring that
the whole undertaking was a liquidationist affair. The con-
ciliators” and Plekhanov followed suit and refused to join,
Plekhanov declaring in Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata No. 16
that that conference was being called by the liquidators. 1t
i1s now June 1912, and yet neither the Bund nor Trotsky
have succeeded in “uniting” anyone, except the Golos and
the Vperyod groups; they have not won over a single serious
and indisputable organisation in Russia, have not said a
word to deny the substance of Plekhanov’s statement, nor
made the slightest change in the propaganda conducted by
the liquidators in Nasha Zarya and similar press organs.
For all that, there is no end of phrase-mongering and
bragging about “unity”.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, Published according
June 17 (4), 1912 to the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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THE NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF OUR POLEMICS AGAINST THE LIBERALS

Mr. Prokopovich, a well-known advocate of revisionism
and of a liberal labour policy, contributed to Russkiye Ve-
domosti an article entitled “Danger Ahead”. The danger,
according to this politician, is that the elections to the
Fourth Duma will be shaped by the police chiefs. To com-
bat this danger, he proposes “the unity of all the constitu-
tionalist elements of the country”, i.e., the Social-Democrats
and the Trudoviks, as well as the Cadets and the Progressists.

The Right-Cadet Russkiye Vedomosti in an editorial note
declares its “satisfaction” with Mr. Prokopovich’s article.
“Such unity of the opposition forces,” it says, “we regard
as an urgent requirement of the present moment.”

The official-Cadet Rech gives a summary of Mr. Prokopo-
vich’s article and, quoting the opinion of Russkiye Vedomo-
sti, comments for its own part:

“However, judging by the publications of the Social-Democratic
trend, which bend all their energies mostly to fight the opposition,
one can hardly attach any real importance to this appeal” (i.e., the
appeal for “unity”).

Thus the important question of the election tactics and
the attitude of the workers to the liberals is being raised
once more. Once again we see that the liberals pose this
question not like serious politicians, but like matchmak-
ers. Their aim is not to establish the truth, but to obscure it.

Indeed, ponder over the following circumstance. Do the
liberals mean amalgamation of the parties when they speak
of “unity”? Not in the least. Mr. Prokopovich, Russkiye
Vedomosti and Rech are all agreed on this score.
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Consequently, what they mean by unity is joint action
against the Rights—from Purishkevich to Guchkov—is it
not? It would seem that is so!

The question arises: does anyone among the “Lefts” reject
such joint action?

No one does. That is common knowledge.

An agreement with the liberals to vote against the Rights
is precisely what is meant by “unity” between the demo-
crats and the liberals in the elections. Why, then, are the
liberals dissatisfied? Why do they not say that the “Lefts”
have quite definitely and explicitly declared in favour of
agreements? Why are they so shy of mentioning the fact
that it is the liberals who have said nothing clear, definite,
explicit and official about agreements with the Lefts, with
the democrats, with the Marxists? Why is it that, in speak-
ing of the election tactics, they do not say a word about
the well-known decision of the Cadet conference, which per-
mitted of blocs with the “Left Octobrists™?

The facts are there, gentlemen, and no amount of dodg-
ing can alter them. It is the Lefts, the Marxists, that have
declared, clearly, explicitly and officially, in favour of
an agreement with the liberals (including both the Cadets
and the Progressists) against the Rights. And it is none
other than the Cadets who have evaded a quite explicit and
official answer regarding the Lefts!

Mr. Prokopovich knows these facts very well, and it is
therefore absolutely unpardonable on his part to distort
the truth by keeping silent about the explicit decision of
the Marxists and the evasiveness of the Cadets.

What is the reason for this silence? It is only too obvious
from the quoted statement of Rech alleging that we “bend
all our energies mostly to fight the opposition™.

From the wording used by Rech, it follows inevitably that
if they want to unite with the liberals, the democrats must
not “bend all their energies” to fight the opposition. But in
that case say so plainly, gentlemen! State your terms explic-
itly and officially. The trouble with you, however, is that
you cannot do so. You would merely make everyone laugh
if you tried to formulate such a condition. By putting
forward such a condition you would refute yourselves, for
you have all of you unanimously admitted that there are
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“profound differences” between the liberals and the demo-
crats (to say nothing of the Marxists).

And since there are differences, and profound ones at that,
how is it possible to avoid fighting?

The falsity of the liberals is precisely that, on the one
hand, they reject amalgamation, acknowledge the existence
of profound differences, emphasise that it is impossible
“for any of the parties to renounce the fundamental provi-
sions of its programme” (Russkiye Vedomosti), and, on the
other hand, they complain of the “fight against the opposi-
tion™!!

But let us examine the matter more closely. To begin
with, is it true that the newspapers and magazines, to which
Rech refers, bend all their energies mostly to fight the oppo-
sition? No, far from it. The liberals cannot point to a single
question, not one, in which the democrats do not bend all
their energies mostly to fight the Rights!! Let anyone of you
who wishes to check this statement make a test. Let him
take any, say, three successive issues of any Marxist newspa-
per. Let him take three political questions as test cases and
compare the documentary data showing against whom the
fight of the Marxists on the questions selected is mostly
“directed” in those newspaper issues.

You will not make that simple and easy test, liberal gen-
tlemen, because any such test will prove you wrong.

Nor is that all. There is another, and particularly impor-
tant, consideration which refutes you even more strongly.
How do the democrats in general, and the Marxists in par-
ticular, carry on their fight against the liberals? They carry
it on in such a way, and only in such a way, that each—
positively and absolutely each—reproach or accusation
levelled at the liberals naturally involves an even sharper
reproach, an even graver accusation levelled at the Rights.

That is the gist of the matter, the crux of the issue! A few
examples will make our idea quite clear.

We accuse the liberals, the Cadets, of being counter-
revolutionary. Show us a single one of our accusations of
this kind that does not reflect with even greater force upon
the Rights.

We accuse the liberals of “nationalism”™ and “imperial-
ism”. Show us a single one of our accusations of this kind
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that is not directed with even greater force against the
Rights.

We have accused the liberals of being afraid of the move-
ment of the masses. Now can you find in our newspapers a
formulation of this accusation such as is not directed against
the Rights as well?

We have accused the liberals of defending “certain” me-
dieval institutions that are capable of “operating” against
the workers. To accuse the liberals of that means accusing
thereby all the Rights of the same thing, and of even more.

These examples can be multiplied indefinitely. You will
find that always and everywhere, without any exception,
the working-class democrats accuse the liberals exclusively
for being close to the Rights, for the irresolute and fictitious
nature of their fight against the Rights, for their half-
heartedness, thereby accusing the Rights, not merely of
“half a sin”, but of a “whole sin”.

“The fight against the liberals” waged by the democrats
and the Marxists is more profound, more consistent and
richer in content, and it does more to enlighten and rally
the masses, than the fight against the Rights. That, gentle-
men, is how matters stand!

And in order not.to leave any doubts on this score, in
order to forestall any absurd distortion of the meaning and
significance of our fight against the liberals—to forestall,
for example, the absurd theory of “one reactionary mass”
(i.e., the lumping together of the liberals and the Rights
in the single political concept of a reactionary bloc, of a
reactionary mass)—we always take care, in our official state-
ments, to speak of the fight against the Rights in terms
different from those we use in speaking of our fight against
the liberals.

Mr. Prokopovich knows this very well, as does every edu-
cated liberal. He knows, for instance, that in our definition
of the social, class nature of the various parties, we always
stress the medievalism of the Rights and the bourgeois na-
ture of the liberals. And there is a world of difference be-
tween these two things. Medievalism can (and should) be
destroyed, even keeping within the framework of capitalism.
Bourgeois nature cannot be destroyed within this frame-
work, but we can (and should) “appeal” from the bourgeois
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landlord to the bourgeois peasant, from the bourgeois
liberal to the bourgeois democrat, from bourgeois half
freedom to bourgeois full freedom. It is in such appeals, and
only in such appeals, that our criticism of the liberals con-
sists during the period Russia is passing through, i.e., the
criticism which we are voicing from the standpoint of the
immediate and next tasks of this period.

Take the following statement in Mr. Prokopovich’s arti-
cle. “The creation of sound conditions for the political life
of the mass of the people—this is the immediate aim which
at present unites the Lefts and the opposition.”

Nothing could be more meaningless, more empty and
misleading than this statement. Even an Octobrist, even an
astute “nationalist”, will subscribe to it, because it is so
vague. It is a mere promise, sheer declamation, diplomatic
concealment of one’s thoughts. But if Mr. Prokopovich,
like so many other liberals, has been given a tongue so that
he may conceal his thoughts, we shall try to do our duty and
reveal what is concealed behind his statement. To be on the
safe side, let us take a minor example, something of rather
little importance.

Is the two-chamber system a sound condition for political
life? We do not think so. The Progressists and the Cadets
think it is. For holding such views, we accuse the liberals
of being anti-democratic, of being counter-revolutionary.
And by formulating this accusation against the liberals, we
level an even greater accusation at all the Rights.

Further, the question arises: How about “unity between
the Lefts and the opposition”? Do we, on account of this
difference of opinion, refuse to unite with a liberal against
a Right? By no means. The counter-revolutionary views
of the liberals on this question, as well as on all similar,
much more important questions of political liberty, have been
known to us for a long time—since 1905 or even earlier.
Nevertheless, we repeat even in 1912 that both in a second
ballot and at the second stage of the elections it is permis-
sible to enter into agreements with the liberals against the
Rights. For, despite its half-heartedness, bourgeois monarch-
ist liberalism is not at all the same as feudal reaction. It
would be very bad working-class politics not to take advan-
tage of this difference.
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But to proceed. How should we take advantage of it?
On what terms is “unity between the Lefts and the opposi-
tion” possible? The answer of the liberal is: since the Lefts
are waging a relentless fight against the opposition, there is
no point in even talking of unity. And the liberal goes on
to explain his idea as follows: the more modest the demand,
the wider is the circle of those who agree with it, the more
complete is the unity, and the greater the force capable
of implementing that demand. A “tolerable” constitution
providing for a two-chamber system (and other—how shall
we put it mildly?—slight digressions from democracy) will
have the support of all democrats and all liberals; that
is a great deal. But if you insist on “pure” democracy, the
Progressists will drop out, and you will also “alienate”
many Cadets, with the result that the “constitutionalist
elements” will be disunited and weakened.

That is how the liberal reasons. But we reason differently.
Our main premise is that unless the masses are politically
conscious there can be no change for the better. The liberal
looks to the upper ranks, while we look to the “lower ranks”.
If we refrain from explaining the harm of the two-chamber
system, or even relax ever so slightly the “fight” against
all sorts of anti-democratic views on this question, we may
“attract” the liberal landlord, merchant, lawyer, professor,
who are all of a feather with Purishkevich, and can do noth-
ing serious against the Purishkeviches. By “attracting”
them, we alienate the masses—in the sense that the masses,
to whom democracy is not just a diplomatic signboard, not
a showy phrase, but their own vital cause, a question of
life and death, would lose their confidence in the partisans
of the two-chamber system; and also in the sense that relax-
ing the attacks on the two-chamber system implies inade-
quate political education of the masses, and unless the
masses are politically conscious, wide-awake and full of deter-
mination, no changes for the better can be brought about.

The Cadets and the Prokopoviches tell us that by our
polemics against the liberal we are driving a wedge between
the Lefts and the opposition. Our answer is that consistent
democracy repels the most wavering and unreliable liberals,
those most tolerant to Purishkevichism—and they represent
a mere handful; on the other hand, it attracts the millions
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now awakening to a new life, to a “sound political life”, by
which we mean something quite different from, something
that is not at all the same as, that which Mr. Prokopovich
means by it.

Instead of the two-chamber system, we might cite as an
example the question of the composition of the land commit-
tees Should influence in these committees be so divided as,
to give one-third to the landlords, one-third to the peasants
and one-third to the bureaucrats, as the Cadets propose,
or should they be elected quite freely, on the basis of a fully
democratic electoral law? What, Mr. Prokopovich, are we
to understand, in regard to this point, by “sound conditions
for the political life of the mass of the people”? Whom will
we repel and whom will we attract by adhering to a consist-
ently democratic course on this question?

And let not Russkiye Vedomosti reply that “at present
one point dominates over all the other points of the pro-
gramme, a point common to all the progressive parties—the
demand for political liberty”. Precisely because this point
dominates—and this is, indisputable, it is gospel truth—
there is a need for the widest masses, for millions upon
millions of people, to distinguish between half freedom and
freedom and to see the indissoluble connection between
political democracy and democratic agrarian reform.

Unless, the masses are interested, politically conscious,
wide awake, active, determined and independent, absolute-
ly nothing can be accomplished in either sphere.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 12, Published according to
June 10, 1912 the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: V. L.
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CAPITALISM AND “PARLIAMENT”

The facts of democracy must not make us lose sight of
a circumstance, often overlooked by bourgeois democrats,
that in the capitalist countries representative institutions
inevitably give rise to specific forms in which capital exer-
cises its influence on the state power. We have no parliament,
but then there is no end of parliamentary cretinism among
the liberals and of parliamentary licence among all the bour-
geois deputies.

The workers must thoroughly master this truth if they
want to learn how to use representative institutions for
promoting the political consciousness, unity, activity and
efficiency of the working class. All the social forces hostile
to the proletariat—the “bureaucrats”, landowners and cap-
italists—are already using these representative institutions
against the workers. One has to know how they are doing
this if one wants to learn to uphold the independent inter-
ests of the working class and its independent development.

The Third Duma decided to award bonuses to home manu-
facturers of machinery. Who are these home manufacturers?
The ones “operating” in Russia!

But upon examination we find that they are foreign cap-
italists who have transferred their plants to Russia. Tariff
rates are high and profits immense, so foreign capital is
moving into Russia. For instance, an American trust—a
corporation of capitalist millionaires—has built a huge
farm machinery works in Lyubertsi, near Moscow. In Khar-
kov, farm machines are made by the capitalist Melhose and
in Berdyansk by the capitalist John Grieves. These manu-
facturers are very much of the “truly Russian”, “home” va-
riety, aren’t they?
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But, of course, unless they were helped in every way by
Russian capitalists, they would have been unable to operate
in Russia at all. One good turn deserves another. Ameri-
can, British and German capitalists rake in profits with
the help of Russian capitalists, who get quite a big share.
Take, for example, the Lena gold-fields or the mining enter-
prises in the Urals. How many millions foreign and Russian
capitalists have shared between them there!

The Duma is very useful to the industrialists in this re-
spect. Both in the Duma and in the Council of State, the
capitalists have a goodly number of representatives. The
landlords, too, would not amount to much nowadays with-
out capital. For both the capitalists and the landlords,
the Duma is a ready-made machinery for passing laws on
“bonuses” (to be awarded to themselves), protective tariffs
(i.e., another form of bonuses to themselves), concessions
(a third form of bonuses to themselves), and so on, without
limit.

The “Sceptic”, a liberal writing in the liberal Rech, had
some very apt comments to make on this matter. He writes
with so much feeling against the “nationalists” (who award-
ed themselves “bonuses” to stimulate the “home” manufac-
ture of machinery by Messrs. Grieves, Melhose, Elworthy,
and other companies) that I, too, have become somewhat
infected with scepticism.

Yes, the liberal “Sceptic” has not made a bad job of ex-
posing the “nationalists”. But why does he say nothing
about the Cadets? When Golovin, for instance, was seeking
a concession, did not his position as member of the Duma
and former Chairman of the Duma stand him in good stead
in that useful and lucrative pursuit?

When Maklakov was gobbling up his “Tagiyev” fees, did
not his position as member of the Duma make it easier for
him to get such “profitable” cases?®’

And what about the numerous other Cadet landlords,
merchants, capitalists, financiers, lawyers and brokers who
extended their business, promoted their “connections”, and
put through their “affairs”, thanks to their position as mem-
bers of the Duma and to the benefits and advantages that
position affords?

What if an inquiry were made into financial transactions
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carried out by Duma members or with the aid of Duma mem-
bers?

But no—in all capitalist countries measures have been
taken to protect “trade secrets” and to guarantee that not
a single “parliament” should permit such an inquiry.

However, the working-class deputies undoubtedly know a
great deal about this matter; and if they took pains to look
around, obtain additional information, collect material,
look up newspaper files, inquire at the stock exchange, etc.,
they could themselves carry out a very instructive and useful
“inquiry” into the business transactions carried out by Duma
members or with the aid of such members.

In European parliaments, such transactions are well
known, and the workers constantly expose them, naming
the persons involved, so as to enlighten the people.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 13, Published according to
June 17, 1912 to the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: A Non-Liberal Sceptic
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THE ELECTIONS AND THE OPPOSITION

Marxists long ago defined their fundamental attitude to
the elections. The Right-wing parties—from Purishkevich
to Guchkov—the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie (Cadets and
Progressists) and the democrats (worker democrats and
bourgeois democrats, i.e., Trudoviks) are the three principal
camps contesting the elections. The distinction between
these camps is a basic one, for they represent different
classes and have entirely different programmes and tactics.
Correct practical conclusions regarding the election cam-
paign can only be drawn if the principles on which each of
the three camps bases its policy are clearly understood.

The Marxists fully established these points* about six
months ago, and since then they have been proved correct
above all by the utterances of the liberal opposition. Our
“neighbours and enemies on the right”, while by no means
sharing our views, have with commendable zeal provided us
with the best confirmation of the correctness of our points.
We may proclaim the following law: the development of
Cadet political activity and political views provides excel-
lent evidence in support of Marxist views. Or, in other words:
when a Cadet begins to speak, you may rest assured that he
will refute the views of liberal labour politicians no less
effectively than a Marxist.

That is why, incidentally, it is doubly useful for the work-
ers to look closely into Cadet policy: first of all, they will
get to know the liberal bourgeois very well and, secondly,
they will learn to see more clearly the mistakes made by
certain supporters of the working class.

* See present edition, Vol. 17, pp. 397-402.—Ed.
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It is this doubly useful result that one may well expect
from the recent comments of Rech on the important pre-
election statements made by Russkiye Vedomosti. These are
statements by Mr. Akimov (V. Makhnovets), an old Econ-
omist, i.e., an opportunist of the period 1897-1902. They
amount to a straightforward defence of the “progressive
bloc”, whose “platform™ (a platform that, by the way, has
not been published!) Mr. Akimov, who chooses to call him-
self a Social-Democrat, considers “perfectly acceptable for
the Social-Democrats”™.

We have been, and are still being, told by numerous
political babes (from Paris to Krasnoyarsk) and seasoned
diplomats (from Vienna to Vilna),®® that a liberal labour
policy is a “bogey”. But take a look at Mr. Akimov, my
dear opponents! You will probably be unable to deny that
Akimov is an obvious embodiment of liberal labour policy.
Nor will you be able to say that he is unique, i.e., that he
1s an isolated phenomenon and an inimitable rarlty, the only
one of its kind. For, numerous though Mr. Akimov’s inimi-
table qualities are, he is not an isolated phenomenon, and
it would be a downright untruth to say he is. He made his
statement after and in the same vein as Mr. Prokopovich.
He found for himself a widely circulated liberal paper,
a convenient rostrum from which his speeches carry far.
He obtained a “good press” among the liberal journalists.
Oh, no, he is not an isolated phenomenon. It does not mat-
ter that he ceased long ago to belong to any group. It does
not matter that his right to the name of Social-Democrat
is absolutely fictitious. But he represents a political line
which has roots, which is living and, though it often goes
into hiding, invariably comes into the open when there is
the slightest revival of political activity.

Rech “gives full credit to the sober realism”™ of Mr. Aki-
mov’s arguments, and stresses with especial pleasure his
opinion that “the Social-Democrats should at present put
forward those of their political aims that will have the sup-
port of sufficiently large, politically strong sections of the
people”.

Rech certainly has good reason to rejoice. What Nasha
Zarya says with a thousand twists and turns, piling one lit-
tle reservation on another, covering up its tracks, and flaunt-
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ing pseudo-Marxist catchwords that have long become out-
worn, Mr. Akimov blurts out bluntly and rather brusquely,
rather simply, with a naiveté verging on innocence.

From a formal point of view, Nasha Zarya and Nevsky
Golos are perfectly in a position, of course, to disclaim
all responsibility for Mr. Akimov. But what actually hap-
pens is that the general reader, who is not versed in fine
points and is not interested in them, derives “Akimovism”,
and nothing but “Akimovism”, from these liquidationist
publications. “Don’t wreck the Progressist cause,” wrote
Martov. “Put forward those aims” that will have the sup-
port of the Progressists, writes Akimov, who, naturally,
makes the reservation that the non-partisanship of the Pro-
gressists makes it easier for any party to maintain its in-
dependence (on paper). To put forward more aims than are
acceptable to the Progressists means precisely to “wreck”
their cause—this is how Martov’s slogan is interpreted by
the actual political struggle, by the crowd which Akimov
represents so well.

Akimov is convinced that the Cadets and Progressists
constitute “large and politically strong sections of the peo-
ple”. This is just the sort of liberal untruth about which
Nevskaya Zvezda wrote in a recent article on the nature and
significance of the Marxists’ polemics against the liberals.*
In reality, however, the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie,
taken as a whole, comprising the Cadets, the Progressists
and many others, is a very small section of the people and
one that is remarkably weak politically.

The bourgeoisie can never constitute a large section of
the people. As for being politically strong, it can be and is
that in a whole series of capitalist countries, but not in
Prussia or Russia. In these two countries, its amazing,
monstrous, all but incredible political impotence is fully
explained by the fact that the bourgeoisie here is far more
afraid of revolution than it is of reaction. Political impo-
tence is an inevitable result of this. And all talk about the
“political strength” of the bourgeoisie is thoroughly false,
and consequently good for nothing at all, if it avoids this
fundamental feature of the state of affairs in Russia.

*See pp. 122-28 of this volume.—Ed.
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Mr. Akimov has come out as a most outspoken and mod-
erate liberal. We regard you as a force, Cadet and Progressist
gentlemen, he says. We fully accept your platform (although
there is no such platform!) and we ourselves are now putting
forward those aims that have your support. All we ask of
you is “that the list of the [Progressist] bloc should include
the Social-Democrats”. This is what Akimov wrote, word
for word! I will accept everything, anything, he says, if
only you include me in the liberal list!

It was truly ungracious of Rech to decline even so moderate
a request. After all, it is a question of the June Third voters,
the Cadets remind Akimov. And what do the Social-Demo-
crats amount to among them? Nothing, “with the exception
of the big cities, of which there is no question”. And the
official Cadet newspaper condescendingly teaches the hum-
ble and docile Akimov: “Apart from the border regions,
they [the Social-Democrats] will almost everywhere else
have to be guided, not by the hope of putting up candidates
of their own, but by considerations making for the victory
of the progressive bloc over the reactionary bloc of the op-
pressors of the people.”

The liberal has brusquely declined to take the hand hum-
bly proffered by the liberal labour politician! A well-deserved
reward for refusing to fight in the big cities. The big ci-
ties belong to us because we are strong, say the Cadets, and
the rest of Russia belongs to us because the June Third men
and their June Third law, which guarantees our monopoly
of opposition, are strong too.

Not a bad reply. The lesson which Akimov has been taught
is a cruel but useful one.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 14, Published according to
June 24, 1912 the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: K. F.
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THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS

According to newspaper reports, the question of the date
when the Fourth Duma should be convened and of the time
when elections to it should be held has aroused some doubts
among the ruling circles. Some were in favour of postpon-
ing the convening of the Duma until January, while others
declared for October. Now the question is said to have been
decided in favour of the latter opinion.

Thus the elections are quite near at hand—a mere seven
to nine weeks. We must take steps to redouble our efforts
with regard to all aspects of our pre-election work.

I should like to deal in this article with a special question,
which, however, has acquired very great general impor-
tance for the worker democrats. I mean the role of the St.
Petersburg elections.

The elections in St. Petersburg’s second urban curia are
the focal point of the entire Fourth Duma election campaign.

Only in St. Petersburg is there a tolerably well organised
working-class press, one which, for all the fierce persecution
it is subjected to, for all the fines and the arrests of its edi-
tors, for all the instability of its position, and for all that it
is kept down by the censorship, is able to reflect, to some
little degree, the views of worker democrats.

In the absence of a daily press, the elections remain an
obscure matter, and their significance in terms of the polit-
ical enlightenment of the masses is reduced by half, if not
more.

For this reason, the St. Petersburg elections acquire the
significance of a model of the election campaign which work-
er democrats have to undertake in the incredibly difficult
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conditions of Russian reality. Nowhere else are the workers
in a position to hold an election campaign visible to every-
one. To be sure, the elections in the worker curia are highly
important, but there the workers cannot come up against
the other classes of the population, and therefore cannot
present on an adequate scale the national demands, and
the views on the tasks involved in a common policy, which
have been worked out by the progressive, proletarian demo-
crats, so that they may serve all democrats in general as
a guide.

In St. Petersburg the elections are direct. Hence the pre-
election struggle here may take much more definite, more
distinct and more partisan forms than elsewhere. The other
big cities would have been as important as St. Petersburg,
but administrative pressure in the provinces is still so
much stronger than in the capital that it is difficult for
worker democrats to force their way through, to get a hear-
ing.

Lastly, in St. Petersburg the struggle in the second curia
has to take place between the liberals and the democrats.
The Cadets consider the second curia to be their domain.
St. Petersburg is represented by Milyukov, Rodichev and
Kutler.

Obviously, the fact that a fairly large number of demo-
cratic voters are represented by the liberals can by no means
be considered normal. The elections to the Second Duma
showed that Cadet “domination” among the democratic
urban voters is very far from being solid. In St. Petersburg
itself, the “Left bloc” in the Second Duma elections, i.e.,
the bloc of worker and bourgeois democrats (Narodniks),
not only could, but certainly would, have won, if at that time
Mensheviks like Dan and Co. had not split the workers’
election campaign and thereby given rise, among the Na-
rodniks, to wavering and vacillations that were exceedingly
harmful to the success of the cause. One has only to recall
that in the Second Duma elections even the “Socialist-
Revolutionaries™ followed the Mensheviks’ lead to the last
minute, defending their bloc with the Cadets!

The electoral law now in force permits of a second ballot,
so that no blocs are required, or permissible, at the first
stage.
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The struggle in St. Petersburg will be between the worker
democrats and the liberals. The Narodniks will hardly be
strong enough to act independently—they have been “lig-
uidating” themselves much too zealously by following our
liquidators’ line. The worker democrats are therefore almost
certain to be supported by the bourgeois democrats (Tru-
doviks and Narodniks), if not at the first stage of the elec-
tion, then at any rate when a second ballot is taken.

The liberals have their leader, Mr. Milyukov, from St.
Petersburg. They have had a large following so far. The
funds which the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie supplies
them with, the propaganda weapons in the form of two daily
newspapers, and an organisation which is virtually tolerated
and all but legalised de facto, all afford the Cadets tremen-
dous advantages.

On the workers’ side are the mass of the workers, con-
sistent and sincere democracy, energy and devotion to the
cause of socialism and working-class democracy. The workers
can win if they rely on these forces and if they have a work-
ers’ daily newspaper. The workers’ struggle for seats in
the Duma for St. Petersburg is undoubtedly acquiring a
vast and country-wide significance in the entire Fourth Duma
election campaign.

Those who like to talk of “unity” of the whole opposition—
from the Progressists and Cadets to the warily dodging
liquidator Martov and the crudely simple-minded Prokopo-
vich and Akimov—are all at pains to evade the issue of the
St. Petersburg elections or to leave it out. They bypass
the political centre but readily make their way into what
may be called the political backwoods. They speak volubly,
fervently and eloquently of what will be opportune at
the second stage of the elections, i.e., when the principal,
the chief, the decisive, part of the election campaign is over,
and they “are eloquently silent” about St. Petersburg,
which has been won by the Cadets and which has to be
won back from them, has to be restored to the democrats.

There were no democratic deputies for St. Petersburg
under the law of December 11, 1905, nor under that of June
3, 1907,% so that “restored” would seem to be an unsuitable
term. But St. Petersburg belongs to the democrats by virtue
of the entire course of the entire emancipation movement in
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Russia, and at a certain stage of its development even the
monstrously high dam of the June Third electoral law will
be unable to stem the “democratic flood”.

The majority of the voters in the second curia undoubted-
ly come from the democratic sections of the population. The
Cadets induce them to follow their lead by simply deceiving
them, by making themselves, a liberal-monarchist bour-
geois party, out to be democrats. This kind of deceit has
been, and is, practised by all liberals in the world in elec-
tions to every sort of parliament. And the workers’ parties
in all countries gauge their success by, among other things,
the extent to which they succeed in freeing petty-bourgeois
democrats from liberal influence.

The Russian Marxists, too, must set themselves this task
clearly, specifically, and firmly. That is why, with regard
to the big cities, they have said plainly in their well-known
January decisions that blocs there are permissible, in view
of the known absence of a Black-Hundred danger, only with
the democrats, against the liberals.™ This decision “takes
the bull by the horns™. It gives a straightforward answer
to one of the most important questions of election tactics.
It determines the spirit, the trend, and the character of the
entire election campaign.

On the other hand, those liquidators who like to talk of
the Cadets as of “representatives” of the “urban democracy”
are committing a grave error. This kind of talk distorts
matters by representing the liberals’ election victories over
the democrats, and the liberals’ election tricks played on
democratic voters, as proof of the Cadets’ “democracy”.
As though Europe did not know of dozens of instances of
anti-democratic parties for years keeping various democratic
strata in leading strings, until real bourgeois democrats,
but most often Social-Democrats, freed those strata from the
influence of political parties that were alien to them in spirit.

The election struggle in St. Petersburg is a struggle for
hegemony between the liberals and the worker democrats
within the whole of Russia’s emancipation movement.

This exceptionally important role of the St. Petersburg
elections leads us, incidentally, to two practical conclusions.

* See present edition, Vol. 17, pp. 469-70.—Ed.
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He to whom much is given, much shall be asked. The St.
Petersburg workers will have to carry on the election cam-
paign in the urban second curia on behalf of all the worker
democrats of all Russia. It is a great and difficult task that
they have to tackle. They must serve as a model. They must
show the greatest initiative, energy and perseverance. They
have done so in regard to the workers’ daily newspaper. At
the elections, too, they must continue the work they have
begun so splendidly.

The attention of all Russia is riveted on the election
struggle in St. Petersburg. All Russia should also help St.
Petersburg. Unless the St. Petersburg workers receive the
most varied aid from all parts of Russia, they will be unable
to overcome the “enemy” by themselves.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 15, Published according to
July 1, 1912 the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: F. F.
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A COMPARISON OF THE STOLYPIN
AND THE NARODNIK AGRARIAN PROGRAMMES

In previous articles (see Nevskaya Zvezda Nos. 3 and 6)*
we have cited the basic data on landownership in European
Russia and described the nature of the agrarian question in
Russia. The main point of this question is to abolish medie-
valism in landownership.

The contradiction between capitalism, which prevails
throughout the world, including Russia, and medieval
landownership, as embodied both in the landed estates and
in the peasant allotments, is irreconcilable. The old medie-
val system of landownership is bound to be broken up, and
the more drastic, ruthless and bold this break-up, the better
for the entire development of Russia and the better for the
workers, and for the peasants, who are today crushed and
oppressed by innumerable survivals of medievalism, as
well as by capitalism.

The question may be asked: Such being the situation, how
can one compare the Stolypin and the Narodnik agrarian
programmes? Are they not in direct opposition to each
other?

Yes, they are, but this opposition does not remove the
one fundamental point which the two programmes have in
common, namely, the fact that both recognise the necessity
of breaking up the old system of landownership. The old
has to be broken up—as early and thoroughly as possible,
say those in charge of Stolypin’s “land distribution”; but it
has to be broken up in such a way as to ensure that the whole
burden of it falls on the shoulders of the majority of the

*See pp. 32-35 and 73-77 of this volume.—Ed.



144 V. I. LENIN

peasants—of the most ruined and most disinherited of them.
The landlords should lose nothing in the process. If it is
inevitable that they should lose part of their land, then the
land should be alienated exclusively by the freely given
consent of the landlords, and at a price considered “fair”
by the landlords. The well-to-do peasants should be support-
ed, and there is no reason to shrink from the ruin of the
mass of “weak” peasants.

Such is the meaning of the Stolypin agrarian programme.
The Council of the United Nobility, which entrusted Sto-
lypin with drafting it, behaved as a true representative of
the reactionaries—not of those who make fine speeches but
of those who mean business. The Council was perfectly loyal
to its class interests when it banked on the strong. And in-
deed, after 1905 it became obvious that the police and the
bureaucracy alone were inadequate as a protection against
the peasants.

Where else was the Council of the United Nobility to seek
for allies? Only among the insignificant minority of the well-
to-do peasants—the kulaks. It could not have found any
other allies in the countryside. And to win over the “new
landlords” to their side, the reactionaries did not shrink
from delivering the whole countryside into their hands liter-
ally to be sacked and plundered.

If a break-up is inevitable, then let us break up allotment
landownership in our favour and for the benefit of the new
landlords—that is the gist of the agrarian policy which
the Council of the United Nobility dictated to Stoly-
pin.

But, speaking in purely theoretical terms, it has to be
admitted that a break-up—a no less, and indeed much more,
drastic one—is also possible from the other side. It cuts both
ways. If, for instance, the 70 million dessiatines of land
belonging to 30,000 landlords were to pass to 10 million
peasant households in addition to the 75 million dessiatines
they already own, and if the two categories of land were
merged and then distributed among the well-to-do and mid-
dle peasants (the poor peasants could not use the land any-
way, because they have nothing to plough, sow, fertilise
and cultivate it with), what would be the result of the
reform?
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Pose this question from a purely economic standpoint.
Consider this fundamental possibility from the angle of
the general conditions of capitalist economy throughout
the world. You will see that our suggested reform would
result in a more consistent, drastic and ruthless break-up of
medieval landownership than the Stolypin programme
envisages.

Why medieval and none but medieval? Because capitalist
landownership cannot be abolished, by its very nature,
through any transfer of the land, not even through the trans-
fer of all the land to the state (i.e., through what the science
of political economy calls land “nationalisation”). Capital-
ist landownership is the holding of land by those who have
capital and adapt themselves best to the market. Regardless
of whether the land is still owned by the landlord, or by the
state or the allotment peasant, it is bound to have a master,
who can always rent it. The renting of land is increasing in
all capitalist countries, under the most diverse forms of
landownership. No bans whatever can prevent the capital-
ist, the master who has capital and knows the market, from
laying his hands on the land, since the market dominates
the whole of social production, i.e., since this production
remains capitalist.

Nor is that all. The renting of land is even more convenient
for pure capitalism, for the fullest, freest, and most “ideal”
adaptation to the market, than is ownership of land. Why?
Because private ownership of land hampers its transfer from
hand to hand, hinders the adaptation of land tenure to
the conditions of the market, perpetuates ownership of the
land by a particular family or person and his heirs, even
if they are bad farmers. Renting is a more flexible form,
under which the adaptation of land tenure to the market
takes place most simply, most easily and most rap-
idly.

That, incidentally, is why Britain is not an exception
among the capitalist countries, but is the country that, from
the point of view of capitalism, has the most perfect agrar-
ian system, as Marx pointed out in his criticism of Rod-
bertus.’® And what is Britain’s agrarian system? It is the
old system of landownership, landlordism, with the new,
free, purely capitalist renting of land.
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And what if that landlordism were to exist without land-
lords, i.e., if the land were owned, not by landlords, but
by the state? That, from the point of view of capitalism,
would be a still more perfect agrarian system, with still
greater freedom of adaptation of land tenure to the market,
with still greater ease in the mobilisation of the land as an
object of economy, with still greater freedom, breadth,
clarity and definiteness in the class struggle characteristic
of every form of capitalist landownership.

And the more a country is lagging behind world capi-
talism, the greater the effort it must make to overtake its
neighbours, the more it has “neglected” its “disease”, the
disease of medieval landownership and small-scale bondage
farming, and the more imperative that country’s need for a
radical break-up of all its relations of landownership, of
all its agrarian system, the more natural will be the rise and
wide dissemination in that country, among its agricultural
population, of all sorts of ideas and plans of land national-
isation.

Both the year 1905 and the two first Dumas proved beyond
question—and the Third Duma confirmed it indirectly,
through its “peasant” deputies (sifted through a landlord
sieve)—that all sorts of ideas and plans for nationalising
the land are extremely widespread among Russia’s agricul-
tural population. Before approving or condemning these
ideas, one should ask oneself why they have become wide-
spread and what economic necessity has evoked them.

It is not enough to criticise those ideas from the stand-
point of their inner logic and harmony or of their theoretical
correctness. They should be criticised from the standpoint
of the economic necessity reflected in them, however “fan-
ciful”, inaccurate or “twisted” this reflection may some-
times be.

The economic necessity which at the beginning of the
twentieth century gave rise among the Russian peasantry
to ideas of nationalising the land is the necessity of a drastic
break-up of the old system of landownership. The ideas
of “equalised division” of all the land are ideas of equality,
necessarily born of the struggle against the survivals of
serfdom and inevitably transplanted to the land in a sit-
uation where 30,000 “residual serf-owners” possess 70
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million dessiatines, while 10 million bond peasants possess
75 million dessiatines.

There is nothing utopian about the transfer of the first
category of land into the second category, or rather to the
owners of this second category. What is utopian is merely
the dream of equality among the masters of the land while
the market dominates; it is utopian to dream of the “right
to land”™ for all “citizens, men and women” (including those
who have no household) under capitalism. But the utopian
character of these ideas should not allow us to forget
the very true, living reality which is actually behind
them.

There is nothing utopian about the abolition of all medie-
val distinctions of landownership—Ilandlord, allotment, etc.
There is nothing utopian about breaking up the old rela-
tions in regard to the land. On the contrary, the develop-
ment of capitalism most imperatively demands this break-
up. There can be neither “equalised division” of the land
nor “socialisation” of it under capitalism. That is uto-
pia.

Land nationalisation is quite feasible economically under
capitalism, and its real significance would consist in any
case—that is, no matter how it was effected, by whom and
on what conditions, whether stably and for a long time or
unstably and for a short time—in the maximum elimination
of all that is medieval in Russian landownership and Rus-
sia’s agrarian system; it would consist in the freest adapta-
tion of the new system of land tenure and landownership to
the new conditions of the world market.

Let us imagine for a moment that the Left Narodniks’
plan was put into practice, say, through the equal division
of all the lands among all citizens, men and women. Such
division under capitalism is the greatest absurdity. Under
capitalism, it would not and could not last even a year.
But does this imply that its results would be zero or neg-
ative?

Not in the least! Its results would be of tremendous ad-
vantage—not the kind the Left Narodniks expect, but a
most real advantage. That advantage would consist in all
distinctions between the present social-estate and category
forms of landownership being broken up. It would be a tre-
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mendous gain for the whole national economy, for capital-
ism, for the proletariat, because nothing could be more
harmful to the development of Russia than our old, present-
day, landownership. Both landlordism and allotment land-
ownership are thoroughly feudal forms of landowner-
ship.

An equalised redivision of the land could not last, but
it would be impossible to go back to the old system! No “res-
toration” could revive the boundaries once they had been
removed. No political force on earth could prevent the es-
tablishment of such new boundaries, limits, and forms of
land tenure as would correspond to the new requirements
of the market.

“Departition the land,” I recall a Left Narodnik saying
in the Second Duma. He fancied that the result would be
“equalised land tenure”. He was mistaken. But speaking
through him was, as the irony of history would have it, the
most consistent and fearless radical bourgeois, who is aware
of the absurdity of the old, medieval “partitions” of our
“allotment”, “nobility”, “church”, etc., etc., landowner-
ship, and is aware of the necessity of breaking down all those
partitions to make way for a new distribution of the land.
Only, this distribution would have to be not “per capita”,
which is the Narodnik’s dream, but per capital, as imposed
by the market.

The Narodniks’ constructive plans are utopia. But their
constructive plans have an element that is destructive in
relation to medievalism. And that element is by no means
utopia. It is the most living reality. It is the most consist-
ent and progressive reality from the standpoint of capital-
ism and the proletariat.

Let us briefly sum up our views. The real similarity be-
tween the Stolypin and the Narodnik agrarian programmes
lies in the fact that both advocate a radical break-up of the
old, medieval system of landownership. And that is very
good. That system deserves no better than to be broken up.
The most reactionary of all are those Cadets of Rech and
Russkiye Vedomosti who reproach Stolypin for causing a
break-up, instead of proving the need for a still more con-
sistent and resolute break-up. We shall see in a following
article that the Stolypin type of break-up cannot do away



STOLYPIN AND NARODNIK AGRARIAN PROGRAMMES 149

With*bondage and labour service, while the Narodnik type
can.

For the time being we shall note that the only entirely
real result of the Stolypin break-up is a famine among 30
million people. And it remains to be seen whether the Sto-
lypin break-up may not teach the Russian people how they
should carry out a more thorough break-up. It is no doubt
teaching that. But will it succeed in it? Time will tell.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 15, Published according to
July 1, 1912 the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: R. S.

*See pp. 248-53 of this volume.—Ed.
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THE SITUATION IN THE R.S.D.L.P.
AND THE IMMEDIATE TASKS OF THE PARTY

The R.S.D.L.P. has passed through unprecedentedly hard
years of rampant counter-revolution and is now on the right
way to re-establishing its organisation and increasing its
forces and its guiding influence on the Russian proletariat,
which dealt powerful blows at the autocracy in 1905 and
will destroy it in the coming revolution.

The hard years 1908-11 were years of division; it was in
that period that the present Executive Committee of the
Social-Democratic Party of Poland and Lithuania, which
had joined our Party in 1906 and had marched with us
Bolsheviks against the Menshevik opportunists, seceded from
the R.S.D.L.P.

The worker Social-Democrats of Poland should make a
critical appraisal of this secession of the present Executive
from the R.S.D.L.P. Therefore I very gladly accept the
proposal of the Warsaw Committee of the S.D.P. of Poland
and Lithuania that I should briefly explain in Gazeta Ro-
botnicza® the causes of the division in the Party and the
sorry role which the present Executive played in it, and
should point out the immediate tasks of the Social-Demo-
cratic proletariat of all Russia.

I

Our comrades, the Polish workers, are familiar with the
differences existing between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks
during the revolution of 1905. A number of prominent rep-
resentatives of the S.D.P. of Poland and Lithuania, such
as Rosa Luxemburg, were on the Mensheviks’ side at first,
in 1904, but the revolution soon revealed their error, clearly
demonstrating the Mensheviks’ opportunism.
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The counter-revolution of 1908-11 initiated a new stage
in Russian history. The old autocracy moved a step closer
to a bourgeois monarchy. The Duma of the landlords and the
big bourgeoisie came into being. Tsarism had not yet lost
its feudal character, but it was pursuing a bourgeois agrarian
policy designed to institute private landownership as early
as possible, at the price of unprecedented ruin and extermi-
nation of millions of peasants. Bourgeois liberalism made a
sharp turn towards counter-revolution, and indulged in
veritable orgies of renegacy.

Unparalleled division and dissension prevailed among the
intelligentsia in general. The proletariat was subjected to
persecution on the part of tsarism, which was taking its
vengeance for the revolution, and to torrents of slander on
the part of the renegades.

The task of the R.S.D.L.P. was to preserve the revolution-
ary Social-Democratic Party of the working class by adapt-
ing itself to the new conditions of work.

The very first steps towards accomplishing that task
brought out new anti-proletarian trends in the R.S.D.L.P.
that tended to undermine the very existence of the Party.
They were engendered by the historical situation which our
counter-revolution had created. These bourgeois trends are
liquidationism and otzovism.

The liquidators, caught up by the wave of bourgeois de-
sertion, repudiated the revolution. Giving up the illegal
Party as a bad job, they sought only a legal basis for them-
selves in the allegedly “constitutional” regime of June 3
(16) and advocated its constitutional renovation. An “open
workers’ party” and slogans of constitutional reform were
the gist of their policy. It was not a Social-Democratic, but
a liberal labour policy.

Obviously, it would be simply ridiculous to compare the
liquidators with the West-European opportunists within
the Social-Democratic workers’ parties (as the present Exec-
utive does under Tyszka’s influence). Our liquidators re-
fuse to recognise the Party in its illegal, i.e., its present,
form, and are founding a new, legal party. It is not a trend
inside the Party, but a withdrawal from the Party. The
liquidators’ obvious repudiation and destruction of the Party
gave rise to sharp resistance from the Mensheviks themselves.
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The worker Mensheviks in Russia refused to follow the liqg-
uidators, and outside Russia the Menshevik Plekhanov put
himself at the head of the “pro-Party” Mensheviks (anti-
liquidators). Plekhanov has now publicly and unequivocally
admitted in the press that the liquidators are founding a
new party.

We shall add, for the Polish workers’ information, that
the liquidators’ main press organs are: abroad, Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata®® (Martov, Dan, Axelrod and other Golos
supporters); in Russia, Nasha Zarya (Potresov, Levitsky,
Cherevanin and others). The “otzovists” (from the word
otozvat,* meaning the Social-Democratic deputies to the
Third Duma) boycotted the Third Duma, for they did not
realise the necessity of using the Duma rostrum and all
“legal opportunities” for revolutionary Social-Democratic
work. They reduced the slogans of the revolutionary tactics
of 1905 to meaningless phrases. Experience soon showed
that boycotting the Third Duma was an absurdity leading
the Russian Social-Democrat boycotters to anarchism even
against their will. In the summer of 1907 most Bolsheviks
favoured a boycott; but as early as the spring of 1908 they
had learned the lesson taught by experience and very sharply
rebutted otzovist propaganda in St. Petersburg and Moscow.
After being defeated so thoroughly in Russia, the otzo-
vists and their defenders eked out a miserable existence
abroad in the form of the absolutely impotent little group
of Vperyod (Lunacharsky, Alexinsky and others).

Needless to add that, owing to the weakness of the ma-
jority of organisations in Russia and to the fact that the
groups abroad were out of touch with the work going on in
Russia, most of those groups were quite “freely” engaged in
destroylng and disrupting the Party, completely ignoring
all discipline and holding no mandate from any organisation
in Russia to direct a newspaper or publish pamphlets and
leaflets. Besides the little groups holding different views
on questions of principle, there sprang up, as usually hap-
pens, various little groups that had no principles at all,
and strove to make some little political capital by broker-
age, petty diplomacy, and intrigues under the guise of

*To recall.—Tr.
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“reconciling” and “uniting” the Party. Past masters in this
respect were Trotsky with the Vienna newspaper Pravda
and Tyszka with the Executive Committee.

II

The R.S.D.L.P. was confronted with the question of
how to re-establish the Party.

Clearly, it was impossible to re-establish the Party jointly
with those who wanted to liquidate the Party or with those
who boycotted the Duma and legal opportunities. Either
the little groups abroad which were pursuing that bourgeois
policy must abandon it in submission to the overwhelming
majority of the organisations, groups and circles in Russia,
or Russia must re-establish the Party in spite of those groups
abroad.

In January 1910 the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
held a plenary meeting for the last time; it made an attempt
to save the liquidators and otzovists, who were breaking
away from the Social-Democrats, and to guide them on to
the path of Party work. The absurdity and un-Social-Demo-
cratic character of both deviations were so obvious that no
one ventured to defend them. It was unanimously recognised
that both were bourgeois trends, and that only by repudiat-
ing them could conditions be provided for the revival of
the Party.

But unanimous decision is insufficient if it is not followed
by united action. The liquidators and otzovists, contrary
to the decisions of the Plenary Meeting of the Central Com-
mittee, did not relax but intensified their destructive work.
It turned out that it was the Party’s Central Organ, led by
the Bolsheviks and the Poles, that fought for the Party
during a year and a half (January 1910 to June 1911), with
the Menshevik Plekhanov contributing vigorously to the
struggle against the liquidators.

“Working” against the Party with might and main were
the liquidators, the Vperyod group, Trotsky and the Bund.
The Letts vacillated, most often siding with the liquidators.

The liquidators carried their destructive work to the
point of destroying the Central Committee of the Party!
The Plenary Meeting resolved to re-establish the C.C. in
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Russia and to co-opt new members; but the liquidators
would not even attend a single sitting, and declared that
both the illegal Party and the illegal C.C. were “harmful”.
Under these circumstances, can anyone compare the liqui-
dators with the West-European opportunists unless he is
bent on intrigue?

The Party was left without a C.C., and its disintegration
was unavoidable. Only the Russian organisations, i.e.,
those operating in Russia, could re-establish it. And that
is when Tyszka displayed his hypocritical policy of in-
trigue in all its splendour by winning in the Executive
Committee a majority over the adherents of a more princi-
pled policy and pushing the Executive to a break with the
R.S.D.L.P., to the point where it found itself between the
Party and the liquidators of the Party.

To explain that policy, which harms the Polish Social-
Democratic movement, we shall first of all cite a fact of
the ideological struggle in our Party.

The Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee unani-
mously condemned liquidationism, as we have pointed out
above. But one section of the most important resolution
(known as its Clause 1) was formulated in such a way as to
have the directly opposite meaning; it played into the hands
of the liquidators. This clause expressed the opinion that at
present, i.e., at a time of counter-revolution, the Social-
Democrats were for the first time making full use of the
methods of the international Social-Democracy. This clause,
which left a loophole for renegade theories, was proposed
by Tyszka, who tried to manoeuvre between the liquidators
and the Party. It is only natural that the liquidators should
have enthusiastically supported the clause, helping Tyszka
to “victory”; some of the Bolsheviks—the so-called group
of “conciliators™ (i.e., virtual Trotskyists)—also went over
to the side of the liquidators.

After the Plenary Meeting Plekhanov superbly and scath-
ingly ridiculed the clause (not knowing who its author was)
for its “looseness”, vagueness, and generality. I spoke after
Plekhanov and told about my fruitless struggle against
Tyszka’s alliance with the “conciliators” and liquidators.*

*See present edition, Vol. 16, pp. 226-31.—Ed.
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In two years, not one of the numerous writers of the Execu-
tive has spoken a single word in defence of that clause.

All that Tyszka’s manoeuvring has resulted in is a liqui-
dationist distortion of the views of the Party.

The results of this policy have been even more unfortu-
nate in regard to the organisational question.

The Central Committee does not exist. The Party can be
re-established only by a conference of the organisations in
Russia. But how to convene such a conference? Obviously,
it must be convened not together with those who are liqui-
dating the Party, but without them.

Tyszka is walking the tight-rope, manoeuvring and play-
ing at “unification” of the Party with those who are liquidat-
ing it. First Tyszka plus a small group of “conciliators”
(a perfectly impotent little group abroad, which did not
during a whole year receive a single order for its printed
writings from any organisation in Russia) joined the Bol-
sheviks, assumed control over the convening of a conference,
gave money to the agents who were to convene it, and dis-
patched those agents, asserting as they did so that they were
“unifying” the Party (an assertion which brought Homeric
laughter both from the liquidators and from us).

The agents began their tour with Kiev, with a Menshevik
organisation whose status was so indisputable that even
our sworn enemies, Trotsky and the Letts, admitted this in
the press. In view of the furious attacks of the liquidators
on our Conference, the Polish workers must know that it
was with the participation of the above-mentioned organi-
sation that the Russian Organising Commission for the
convening of the Conference was formed (in October 1911).
And it was a delegate from that organisation (Kiev) that
was chairman of the Credentials Committee at the Con-
ference!

It should be clear that the majority on the Russian Organ-
ising Commission consists of Bolsheviks and part of the
“pro-Party” (i.e., anti-liquidationist) Mensheviks. The other
little groups were not represented on it, being no more than
fictitious units abroad having no connections in Russia.

That is when Tyszka, in despair because there was no
possibility of mediating and intriguing, playing at unifica-
tion with the liquidators, dissociated himself from the
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Russian Organising Commission and did not attend the Con-
ference even though he had been invited three times.

Instead, he attended a meeting of the liquidators® to
discuss the convening of another (liquidationist) conference,
and then left it, saying that there were liquidators there!!
Is not a “conciliator” like that a buffoon?*

II1

The January Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. united most
of the organisations in Russia: St. Petersburg, Moscow,
the Volga, the Caucasus, the South, the Western Territory.
The Conference established that the liquidators (Nasha
Zarya) had placed themselves outside the Party. It dis-
claimed all responsibility for the little groups abroad
which were disrupting the Party by their actions.

At its twenty-three sittings, the Conference examined
all the tactical questions in detail and adopted a whole
series of resolutions in the spirit of the previous four years’
work of the Central Organ and all the leading Party bodies.
The Conference defined its terms of reference as the supreme
Party body and elected the Central Committee.

It is quite understandable why the liquidators, and all
the impotent little groups abroad along with them, attack
the Conference, foaming at the mouth. The Conference con-
demned them. Every condemned person is entitled to abuse
his judges all day long.

But there is no other Central Committee, no other Social-
Democratic Party in Russia. Tyszka and the Executive
who kept away from this Conference and assure the Polish
workers that it is possible (with the help of brokers) to
“unify” the Party with the liquidators, are deceiving the
workers. As a result of this deceit, the Polish workers were
unable to confer with their Russian comrades, to discuss
with them tactics and slogans at such an important time

*The Executive Committee, writing in Vorwdrts, calls Trotsky
an agent of the liquidators, and in Czerwony Sztandar94 it argues that
there can be no unity, not only with the liquidationist Left wing of
the Polish Socialist Party, but with the liquidationist Bund in Poland!!
Tyszka, on the other hand, promises to unify the R.S.D.L.P. with
the Russian liquidators.
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as the revolutionary upswing in April and May, as well as
the elections to the Fourth Duma.

The revolutionary upswing of the Russian proletariat
is obviously growing stronger. To assist this strengthening,
consolidate the illegal organisation, give the movement the
correct revolutionary slogans, rebut the opportunism of the
legalist liquidators, imbue the legal organisations with an
anti-liquidationist spirit, and carry out the elections to the
Fourth Duma along these lines—these are the immediate
tasks which the R.S.D.L.P. is now carrying out in prac-
tice—tasks the theoretical attitude to which was defined
at the All-Russia Conference in January.

As far as the trend of their work is concerned, the Polish
revolutionary worker Social-Democrats are marching with
us. I should therefore like to close by expressing confidence
that the proletariat of Poland will be able to join us, the
R.S.D.L.P., organisationally as well, despite the vacilla-
tion of the present Executive on matters of principle.

Published on July 16, 1912 Published according
in Gazeta Robotnicza No. 15-16 to the newspaper text
Signed: N. Lenin
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A REPLY TO THE LIQUIDATORS®

The liquidators of Nevsky Golos are doing their utmost
to disrupt the unity of the workers’ elections in St. Pe-
tersburg. They will fail. Hypocritical shouts about
“unity” (coming from liquidators!!) cannot deceive
anyone.

The unity of the working-class democracy is certain.

The workers do not follow the lead of those who liquidate
the workers’ democratic Party and merely promise to replace
it by an open “party “ pursuing a liberal labour policy. Unity
of the mass of the workers and not “agreement”, to the detri-
ment of this unity, with the circles of liquidationist split-
ters from among the intelligentsia—this is what the polit-
ically-conscious workers want. And Pravda® is following
this slogan.

We are not put out by the unworthy sallies of the liqui-
dators, who are openly asking where to “find” that which
does not make a boast of being “open”. Draw up your “open”
platform, gentlemen, found your new, “open” party—and
a good riddance to you!

P.S. I earnestly ask you to answer me immediately, or
as soon as possible, on the matter I have raised here. Keep-
ing silent will not do. You can spoil everything and evoke
protests from the workers on the left by keeping silent about
this. The liquidators must be rebuffed. We cannot conduct
an election campaign without saying for whom we are doing
it (people might think it is for the benefit of the liquidators).
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If you do not want to aggravate and spoil everything “on
the left”, publish this “reply to the liquidators”. If you do
not publish it, send this sheet back to me without delay.
It is important to me!

Written in July 1912

First published in 1933, Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XXV to the manuscript
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IN SWITZERLAND

The local socialists call Switzerland a “republic of lack-
eys”. This petty-bourgeois country, in which inn-keeping has
long been a major industry, has depended too much on
wealthy parasites squandering millions on summer travel
in the mountains. A small proprietor toadying to rich tour-
ists—such, until recently, was the most widespread type of
Swiss bourgeois.

Things are changing now. A large-scale industry is devel-
oping in Switzerland. The use of waterfalls and mountain
rivers as direct sources of electric power is laying a big
part in this. The power of falling water, which replaces
coal in industry, is often called “white coal”.

The industrialisation of Switzerland, i.e., the develop-
ment there of a large-scale industry, has put an end to the
former stagnation in the working-class movement. The
struggle between capital and labour is assuming a more
acute character. The drowsy, philistine spirit which often
in the past pervaded some of the Swiss workers’ associations
is disappearing to give way to the fighting mood of a class-
conscious and organised proletariat that is aware of its
strength.

The Swiss workers entertain no illusions about the fact
that theirs is a bourgeois republic upholding the same kind
of wage slavery as exists in all the capitalist countries with-
out exception. At the same time, however, they have learned
very well to use the freedom of their republican insti-
tutions to enlighten and organise the wide mass of the
workers.

The fruits of their work were clearly revealed during the
general strike in Zurich on July 12 (June 29, old style).
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This is how it came about. The painters and fitters in
Zurich had been on strike for several weeks, demanding
higher wages and shorter hours. The enraged employers de-
cided to break the resistance of the strikers. The government
of the bourgeois republic, eager to serve the capitalists,
came to their aid, and began to deport foreign strikers!
(There are many foreign workers, particularly Italians, who
go to Switzerland to work.) But the use of brute force did not
help. The workers held their ground as one man.

Then the capitalists resorted to the following method.
In Hamburg, Germany, there is a firm, owned by Ludwig
Koch, which specialises in supplying strike-breakers. The
Zurich capitalists—patriots and republicans, don’t laugh!—
had that firm send in strike-breakers, who they knew inclu-
ded all sorts of criminals convicted in Germany for pan-
dering, brawling, etc. The capitalists supplied this riff-raff or
gang of convicts (lumpenproletarians) with pistols. The bra-
zen band of strike-breakers filled the taverns in the workers’
district and there engaged in unheard-of hooliganism. When
a group of workers gathered together to eject the hooligans,
one of the latter shot down a worker who was on strike.

The workers’ patience was exhausted. They beat up the
murderer. It was decided to make an interpellation in the
Zurich City Council on the hooligans’ outrages. And when
the city authorities, in defence of the capitalists, prohibited
strike picketing, the workers resolved to protest by a one-
day general strike.

All the trade unions declared unanimously for the strike.
The printers were the only sad exception. They declared
against the strike, and the meeting of 425 representatives
of all the Zurich workers’ organisations replied to the print-
ers’ decision with a stentorian cry of “Shame!” The strike
was decided on, even though the leaders of political organ-
isations were against it (the same old spirit of the philistine,
opportunist Swiss leaders!).

Knowing that the capitalists and the management would
try to wreck the peaceful strike, the workers acted according
to the wise maxim, “In war as in war.” In war-time one does
not tell the enemy when an attack will take place. The work-
ers purposely declared on Thursday that the strike would
take place on Tuesday or Wednesday, whereas in reality
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they had fixed it for Friday. The capitalists and the man-
agement were taken by surprise.

The strike was a signal success. Thirty thousand leaflets
in German and Italian were circulated early in the morn-
ing. Some 2,000 strikers occupied the tram depots. Every-
thing stopped. Life in the city came to a standstill. Friday
is a market day in Zurich, but the city seemed dead. The
consumption of spirits (all alcoholic drinks) was prohibited
by the strike committee, and the workers strictly obeyed
this decision.

An imposing mass demonstration took place at 2 p.m.
When the speeches were over, the workers dispersed peace-
fully, and without singing.

The government and the capitalists, who had hoped to
provoke the workers to violence, saw their failure and are
now beside themselves with rage. Not only strike picketing,
but also open-air meetings and demonstrations have been
prohibited by special decree throughout the Zurich Canton.
The police occupied the People’s House in Zurich and arrest-
ed a number of the workers’ leaders. The capitalists an-
nounced a three-day lock-out by way of avenging themselves
for the strike.

The workers are keeping calm; they scrupulously observe
the boycott of spirits and wine, saying among themselves:
“Why shouldn’t a working man rest three days a year, since
the rich rest all the year round?”

Pravda No. 63, July 12, 1912 Published according
Signed: B. Z. to the Pravda text
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DEMOCRACY AND NARODISM IN CHINA

The article by Sun Yat-sen, provisional President of the
Chinese Republic, which we take from the Brussels social-
ist newspaper, Le Peuple, is of exceptional interest to us
Russians.

It is said that the onlooker sees most of the game. And
Sun Yat-sen is a most interesting “onlooker”, for he appears
to be wholly uninformed about Russia despite his European
education. And now, quite independently of Russia, of
Russian experience and Russian literature, this enlightened
spokesman of militant and victorious Chinese democracy,
which has won a republic, poses purely Russian questions.
A progressive Chinese democrat, he argues exactly like a
Russian. His similarity to a Russian Narodnik is so great
that it goes as far as a complete identity of fundamental
ideas and of many individual expressions.

The onlooker sees most of the game. The platform of the
great Chinese democracy—for that is what Sun Yat-sen’s
article represents—impels us, and provides us with a con-
venient occasion, to examine anew, in the light of recent
world events, the relation between democracy and Naro-
dism in modern bourgeois revolutions in Asia. This is one
of the most serious questions confronting Russia in the rev-
olutionary epoch which began in 1905. And it confronts
not only Russia, but the whole of Asia, as will be seen from
the platform of the provisional President of the Chinese Re-
public, particularly when this platform is compared with
the revolutionary developments in Russia, Turkey, Persia
and China. In very many and very essential respects, Russia
is undoubtedly an Asian country and, what is more, one of
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the most benighted, medieval and shamefully backward of
Asian countries.

Beginning with its distant and lone forerunner, the no-
bleman Herzen, and continuing right up to its mass repre-
sentatives, the members of the Peasant Union of 1905 and
the Trudovik deputies to the first three Dumas of 1906-12,
Russian bourgeois democracy has had a Narodnik colour-
ing. Bourgeois democracy in China, as we now see, has the
same Narodnik colouring. Let us now consider, with Sun
Yat-sen as an example, the “social significance” of the ideas
generated by the deep-going revolutionary movement of
the hundreds of millions who are finally being drawn into
the stream of world capitalist civilisation.

Every line of Sun Yat-sen’s platform breathes a spirit of
militant and sincere democracy. It reveals a thorough un-
derstanding of the inadequacy of a “racial” revolution. There
is not a trace in it of indifference to political issues, or even
of underestimation of political liberty, or of the idea that
Chinese “social reform”, Chinese constitutional reforms,
etc., could be compatible with Chinese autocracy. It stands
for complete democracy and the demand for a republic. It
squarely poses the question of the condition of the masses,
of the mass struggle. It expresses warm sympathy for the
toiling and exploited people, faith in their strength and in
the justice of their cause.

Before us is the truly great ideology of a truly great people
capable not only of lamenting its age-long slavery and dream-
ing of liberty and equality, but of fighting the age-long
oppressors of China.

One is naturally inclined to compare the provisional
President of the Republic in benighted, inert, Asiatic China
with the presidents of various republics in Europe and Amer-
ica, in countries of advanced culture. The presidents in
those republics are all businessmen, agents or puppets of a
bourgeoisie rotten to the core and besmirched from head to
foot with mud and blood—not the blood of padishahs and
emperors, but the blood of striking workers shot down in
the name of progress and civilisation. In those countries
the presidents represent the bourgeoisie, which long ago
renounced all the ideals of its youth, has thoroughly pros-
tituted itself, sold itself body and soul to the millionaires
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and multimillionaires, to the feudal lords turned bourgeois,
etc.

In China, the Asiatic provisional President of the Re-
public is a revolutionary democrat, endowed with the no-
bility and heroism of a class that is rising, not declining, a
class that does not dread the future, but believes in it and
fights for it selflessly, a class that does not cling to main-
tenance and restoration of the past in order to safeguard
its privileges, but hates the past and knows how to cast off
its dead and stifling decay.

Does that mean, then, that the materialist West has hope-
lessly decayed and that light shines only from the mystic,
religious East? No, quite the opposite. It means that the
East has definitely taken the Western path, that new hun-
dreds of millions of people will from now on share in the
struggle for the ideals which the West has already worked
out for itself. What has decayed is the Western bourgeoisie,
which is already confronted by its grave-digger, the prole-
tariat. But in Asia there is still a bourgeoisie capable of
championing sincere, militant, consistent democracy, a wor-
thy comrade of France’s great men of Enlightenment and
great leaders of the close of the eighteenth century.

The chief representative, or the chief social bulwark, of
this Asian bourgeoisie that is still capable of supporting a
historically progressive cause, is the peasant. And side by
side with him there already exists a liberal bourgeoisie whose
leaders, men like Yian Shih-kai, are above all capable of
treachery: yesterday they feared the emperor, and cringed
before him; then they betrayed him when they saw the
strength, and sensed the victory, of the revolutionary
democracy; and tomorrow they will betray the democrats to
make a deal with some old or new “constitutional” emperor.

The real emancipation of the Chinese people from age-
long slavery would be impossible without the great, sin-
cerely democratic enthusiasm which is rousing the working
masses and making them capable of miracles, and which is
evident from every sentence of Sun Yat-sen’s platform.

But the Chinese Narodnik combines this ideology of mili-
tant democracy, firstly, with socialist dreams, with hopes of
China avoiding the capitalist path, of preventing capitalism,
and, secondly, with a plan for, and advocacy of, radical
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agrarian reform. It is these two last ideological and political
trends that constitute the element which forms Narodism—
Narodism in the specific sense of that term, i.e., as dis-
tinct from democracy, as a supplement to democracy.

What is the origin and significance of these trends?

Had it not been for the immense spiritual and revolution-
ary upsurge of the masses, the Chinese democracy would have
been unable to overthrow the old order and establish the
republic. Such an upsurge presupposes and evokes the most
sincere sympathy for the condition of the working masses,
and the bitterest hatred for their oppressors and exploiters.
And in Europe and America—from which the progressive
Chinese, all the Chinese who have experienced this upsurge,
have borrowed their ideas of liberation—emancipation from
the bourgeoisie, i.e., socialism, is the immediate task.
This is bound to arouse sympathy for socialism among Chi-
nese democrats, and is the source of their subjective socialism.

They are subjectively socialists because they are opposed
to oppression and exploitation of the masses. But the objec-
tive conditions of China, a backward, agricultural, semi-
feudal country numbering nearly 500 million people, place
on the order of the day only one specific, historically dis-
tinctive form of this oppression and exploitation, namely,
feudalism. Feudalism was based on the predominance of
agriculture and natural economy. The source of the feudal
exploitation of the Chinese peasant was his attachment
to the land in some form. The political exponents of this
exploitation were the feudal lords, all together and individu-
ally, with the emperor as the head of the whole system.

But it appears that out of the subjectively socialist ideas
and programmes of the Chinese democrat there emerges in
fact a programme for “changing all the juridical founda-
tions” of “immovable property” alone, a programme for the
abolition of feudal exploitation alone.

That is the essence of Sun Yat-sen’s Narodism, of his pro-
gressive, militant, revolutionary programme for bourgeois-
democratic agrarian reform, and of his quasi-socialist theory.

From the point of view of doctrine, this theory is that of
a petty-bourgeois “socialist” reactionary. For the idea that
capitalism can be “prevented” in China and that a “social
revolution” there will be made easier by the country’s back-
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wardness, and so on, is altogether reactionary. And Sun
Yat-sen himself, with inimitable, one might say virginal,
naiveté, smashes his reactionary Narodnik theory by admit-
ting what reality forces him to admit, namely, that “China
is on the eve of a gigantic industrial [i.e., capitalist] de-
velopment”, that in China “trade [i.e., capitalism] will
develop to an enormous extent”, that “in fifty years we shall
have many Shanghais”, i.e., huge centres of capitalist
wealth and proletarian need and poverty.

But the question arises: does Sun Yat-sen, on the basis of
his reactionary economic theory, uphold an actually reaction-
ary agrarian programme? That is the crux of the matter,
its most interesting point, and one on which curtailed and
emasculated liberal quasi-Marxism is often at a loss.

The fact of the matter is that he does not. The dialectics
of the social relations in China reveals itself precisely in
the fact that, while sincerely sympathising with socialism
in Europe, the Chinese democrats have transformed it into
a reactionary theory, and on the basis of this reactionary
theory of “preventing” capitalism are championing a
purely capitalist, a maximum capitalist, agrarian pro-
gramme!

Indeed, what does the “economic revolution”, of which
Sun Yat-sen talks so pompously and obscurely at the begin-
ning of his article, amount to?

It amounts to the transfer of rent to the state, i.e., land
nationalisation, by some sort of single tax along Henry
George lines. There is absolutely nothing else that is real
in the “economic revolution” proposed and advocated by
Sun Yat-sen.

The difference between the value of land in some remote
peasant area and in Shanghai is the difference in the rate
of rent. The value of land is capitalised rent. To make the
“enhanced value” of land the “property of the people”
means transferring the rent, i.e., land ownership, to the
state, or, in other words, nationalising the land.

Is such a reform possible within the framework of capi-
talism? It is not only possible but it represents the purest,
most consistent, and ideally perfect capitalism. Marx point-
ed this out in The Poverty of Philosophy, he proved it in
detail in Volume III of Capital, and developed it with partic-
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ular clarity in his controversy with Rodbertus in Theories
of Surplus Value.

Land nationalisation makes it possible to abolish abso-
lute rent, leaving only differential rent. According to Marx’s
theory, land nationalisation means a maximum elimination
of medieval monopolies and medieval relations in agri-
culture, maximum freedom in buying and selling land, and
maximum facilities for agriculture to adapt itself to the
market. The irony of history is that Narodism, under the
guise of “combating capitalism” in agriculture, champions
an agrarian programme that, if fully carried out, would mean
the most rapid development of capitalism in agricul-
ture.

What economic necessity is behind the spread of the most
progressive bourgeois-democratic agrarian programmes in
one of the most backward peasant countries of Asia? It is
the necessity of destroying feudalism in all its forms and
manifestations.

The more China lagged behind Europe and Japan, the
more it was threatened with fragmentation and national
disintegration. It could be “renovated” only by the heroism
of the revolutionary masses, a heroism capable of creating
a Chinese republic in the sphere of politics, and of ensuring,
through land nationalisation, the most rapid capitalist
progress in the sphere of agriculture.

Whether and to what extent this will succeed is another
question. In their bourgeois revolutions, various countries
achieved various degrees of political and agrarian democ-
racy, and in the most diverse combinations. The decisive
factors will be the international situation and the alignment
of the social forces in China. The emperor will certainly try
to unite the feudal lords, the bureaucracy and the clergy
in an attempt at restoration. Yiian Shih-kai, who represents
a bourgeoisie that has only just changed from liberal-
monarchist to liberal-republican (for how long?), will pursue
a policy of manoeuvring between monarchy and revolution.
The revolutionary bourgeois democracy, represented by Sun
Yat-sen, is correct in seeking ways and means of “renova-
ting” China through maximum development of the initia-
tive, determination and boldness of the peasant masses in the
matter of political and agrarian reforms.
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Lastly, the Chinese proletariat will increase as the number
of Shanghais increases. It will probably form some kind
of Chinese Social-Democratic labour party which, while
criticising the petty-bourgeois utopias and reactionary
views of Sun Yat-sen, will certainly take care to single out,
defend and develop the revolutionary-democratic core of
his political and agrarian programme.

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 17, Published according to
July 15, 1912 the text in Nevskaya Zvezda
Signed: VI. Ilyin
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THE ITALIAN SOCIALIST CONGRESS

A few days ago the Thirteenth Congress of the Italian
Socialist Party came to a close in the town of Reggio Emilia.

The struggle within the Italian Socialist Party has as-
sumed particularly sharp forms in recent years. Originally
there were two basic trends: revolutionary and reformist.
The revolutionaries upheld the proletarian character of the
movement and combated all manifestations of opportunism,
i.e., the spirit of moderation, deals with the bourgeoisie
and renunciation of the ultimate (socialist) aims of the
working-class movement. The cardinal principle of this
trend and the basis of its views are the class struggle.

The reformists, in fighting for reforms, i.e., individual
improvements of political and economic conditions, kept
forgetting the socialist character of the movement. They
advocated blocs and alliances with the bourgeoisie to the
point of socialists entering bourgeois ministries, of renounc-
ing consistently republican convictions (in monarchical
Italy, republican propaganda in itself is not considered
unlawful), of defending “colonial policy”, the policy of
seizing colonies, of oppressing, plundering and exterminating
the natives, etc.

These two basic trends, which exist in one form or another
in all socialist parties, gave rise in Italy to two further
extreme trends that deviated completely from socialism and
tended therefore to dissociate themselves from the workers’
Socialist Party. One of these non-socialist extremes is
syndicalism, which became “fashionable” in Italy at one
time. The syndicalists inclined towards anarchism, slipped
into revolutionary phrase-mongering, destroyed the disci-
pline of the working-class struggle and opposed the use of
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the parliamentary platform by socialists, or upheld such
opposition.

Anarchist influence is feeble everywhere, and the wor Ing-
class movement is rapidly ridding itself of this sickness.

The Italian syndicalists (led by Arturo Labriola) are
already outside the Socialist Party. Their role in the working-
class movement is negligible. The Marxist revolutionaries
in Italy, as in other countries, do not in the least indulge
in anarchist sentiments and trends, which disrupt the pro-
letarian movement.

The reformists are less staunch with regard to the extreme
Right reformists who, by drifting to a liberal labour policy,
pass completely into the liberal camp and desert to the bour-
geoisie. That is why the removal of these traitors to the
working-class cause from the Socialist Party seldom takes
place without the Marxist revolutionaries having to wage
a most bitter struggle against all reformists. This was the
case in France, for example, where Millerand, an opportun-
ist and reformist, ended by a deal with the bourgeoisie
and entered a bourgeois Ministry.

The same is true of Italy. There the reformists have split
into Left reformists (led by Turati) and Right reformists
(led by Bissolati). The Reggio Emilia Congress marked the
last act of this split.

There were three trends at the Congress: (1) the revolu-
tionaries (they had about 12,500 votes at the Congress, ac-
cording to the number of their supporters in the Party);
(2) the Left reformists (about 9,000), and (3) the Right re-
formists (about 2,000). The revolutionaries moved for ex-
pelling Bissolati and another three extreme Right reformists
from the Party. As for the Left reformists, one-third of
them also favoured expulsion, but they wanted the reason
for it to be expressed in “milder” terms, while two-thirds
were against expulsion and for a mere censure.

The revolutionaries, who were in a majority, as the above
figures show, gained the upper hand, and Bissolati and Co.
were expelled.

What were Bissolati’s views and actions which necessi-
tated his expulsion from the Party? Bissolati, in the face
of numerous decisions of the Party, went so far in backing
the bourgeois Ministry as to almost become a minister
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without portfolio” himself (that is, not being a minister, he
behaved like a supporter and member of the bourgeois
Ministry).

Despite republican convictions, which Italian socialists
strictly adhere to, Bissolati began to make trips to the
Quirinal, where he visited the king and held negotiations
with him! He went as far as to defend Italy’s present war
against Turkey, although the entire Party has emphatically
condemned the war as shameless bourgeois plundering and
a dirty business—massacring African natives in Tripoli by
means of improved deadly weapons.

Following the expulsion of Bissolati and Co., all the
Right reformists left the Party and founded a party of their
own, which they named the Socialist Reformist Party.
Behind that facade is in reality a “party” of liberal-mon-
archist labour” politicians.

A split is something distressing and painful. But some-
times it becomes indispensable, and then all weakness, all
“sentimentality” (a term used in Reggio by a compatriot
of ours, Balabanova), is a crime. The leaders of the working
class are not angels, saints or heroes, but people like anyone
else. They make mistakes. The Party puts them right. The
German Workers’ Party sometimes had to correct the oppor-
tunist errors of even such great leaders as Bebel.

But when someone persists in an error, when, to defend
an error, a group is formed that spurns all the decisions of
the party, all the discipline of the proletarian army, a split
becomes indispensable. And the party of the Italian social-
ist proletariat has taken the right path by removing the
syndicalists and Right reformists from its ranks.

Pravda No. 66, July 15, 1912 Published according to
Signed: I. the Pravda text
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“FREEDOM OF SPEECH” IN RUSSIA

The newspaper At Your Service, Sir, commonly known as
Novoye Vremya, has reprinted a report received by its worthy
colleague, Peterburgskiye Vedomosti, from Ivanovo-Voz-
nesensk.

“In our industrial town,” says the report, “foul language in the
street has supplanted human speech. It is used by factory workers
and cabbies and well-dressed people, and by policemen performing
their official duties.”

Commenting on this picture of mores, Novoye Vremya
remarks:

“A lucky workers’ town, where the most daring Social-Demo-
cratic expectations of completely unrestricted freedom of speech have
been realised.”

How very instructive, this caddish sally, isn’t it?

Surely it is common knowledge, gentlemen of the editorial
board of a newspaper loyally serving the government, that
freedom of speech with regard to foul language has been
“realised” in the Third Duma precisely by those Right-wing
parties closest to the government. Surely everyone knows
that the Purishkeviches, Markovs and their colleagues have
become famous for this throughout Russia.

It is imprudent of Novoye Vremya to talk like that, very
imprudent indeed. Why, it could have played its servant’s
role much more adroitly. Yet here is a paper, one sincerely
devoted to the government, suddenly reminding us of the
kind of “freedom of speech” that Purishkevich and Co.
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practise and the kind practised by the Social-Democratic
deputies to the Duma.

Freedom of speech for the Purishkeviches in a landlord
Duma, and freedom of speech at workers’ meetings.... It is
an excellent pre-election topic brought up by Novoye Vremya,
which is so clumsy in its zealous servility!

Pravda No. 66, July 15, 1912 Published according
Signed: V. to the Pravda text
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HOW P. B. AXELROD EXPOSES THE LIQUIDATORS

I

P. B. Axelrod is destined to play an original role in the
development of the opportunist trend among the Marxists.
His idea of a “labour congress”, for example, once made quite
a stir. A certain number of workers were attracted and carried
away by his propaganda. But the more widespread that
propaganda became and the nearer the idea drew to being
put into effect, the clearer became the spurious character
of the scheme, which fizzled out of itself. Experience con-
firmed what the Bolsheviks had pointed out more than once,
namely, that Axelrod’s “ideas™ are an invention of the oppor-
tunist intelligentsia, a dream of how to “bypass” grim class
and political struggles.

Exactly the same story has now been repeated with regard
to the idea of a workers’ publishing house and a “non-fac-
tional” workers’ newspaper. Any St. Petersburg worker will
recall how much the liquidators made of that idea until
very recently, how they tempted the workers with the dream
of “bypassing” all struggle among the worker democrats,
and how comically they fumed against Zvezda because it
showed that the issue of a liberal labour policy (think of
the bakers’ decision®’) cannot be bypassed and that all
talk about workers’ control over a non-factional newspaper
is sheer demagogy.

And now Axelrod, writing in the liquidationist Nevsky
Golos No. 6, has excellently exposed—has had to expose—
the demagogy of his own friends. Demagogy means lavishing
promises that cannot be fulfilled. The idea of a broad labour
congress, a legal workers’ publishing house and a non-
factional workers’ newspaper is tempting. But the point is
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that these tempting things cannot be achieved without first
waging a stubborn and difficult struggle for political liberty
in general, for the victory of Marxism among the worker
democrats, etc. Demagogic promises are easy to give. But
life soon shows that they cannot be fulfilled, and exposes
the opportunism of “rosy dreams”.

In Nevsky Golos No. 6, Axelrod dishes up an amazing
amount of empty declamation, asserting, for instance, that
he and his friends are “progressive spokesmen of the Party”,
while their opponents are “reactionaries”. Of course, Axel-
rod likes very much to think so, and the liquidators like
to print what he thinks. Only, what cheap talk it is! Praising
himself for his “progressive” attitude.... Would it not be
better to explain the substance and meaning of the diver-
gencies?

“The idea of a non-factional Social-Democratic (genuinely Social-
Democratic, without inverted commas) organ is utopian at present
and, moreover, a utopia that objectively runs counter to the interests
of the Party’s political development and the organisational unifi-
cation of the proletariat under the banner of Social-Democracy.
Drive Nature out of the door and she will fly in through the window
and the cracks.”

That is what Axelrod writes. Those are not bad ideas at
all. They are perfectly sound in principle. They show that
Axelrod’s liquidationist friends were quite wrong when
yesterday they were still putting out among the mass of
the workers the very idea which Axelrod now condemns. Only,
we cannot regard the lavishing of unrealisable promises as
a “progressive” attitude.

“We may be said to have no factions that have taken shape organi-
sationally,” writes Axelrod. “Instead, we have various circles and
small groups, of which some hold more or less definite political, tac-
tical and organisational views, while the others waver in various
directions, getting in the way of the former.”

The first sentence is not entirely correct. Axelrod knows
very well that there is something which has fully taken
shape organisationally—as far as that is possible nowadays.
But the second is correct: there are many small groups that
are wavering and are getting in the way of the others. By
stating this truth under the compulsion of events, Axelrod
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exposes his friends again. Everyone is aware that what Axel-
rod’s friends are just now making a display of is ostentatious
“unification” on paper of the wavering little groups. Do
they not promise this fictitious “unification” of all the liqui-
dators and all the waverers in the very same No. 6 of Nevsky
Golos?

“The focal point and main source of the discord,” Axelrod con-
tinues, “is, on the one hand, the difference in the attitude of the
various Party circles to the new, open Social-Democratic labour
movement [shouldn’t you have said to the open Party, esteemed
P. B. Axelrod? It is a bad thing to distort the essence of the diver-
gency!] and, on the other hand, substantial differences over imme-
diate political tasks and the political tactics of the Russian Social-
Democratic movement. The requirements of both these categories
are becoming particularly burning and topical issues just now when
a new social and political movement is beginning. And it is over
them that the Russian Social-Democrats have split into two main
camps. The question arises whether the projected labour newspaper
will be able to take a neutral position between these two opposed
camps, and whether such a position is permissible in principle. Ob-
viously not.”...

A very correct conclusion. Axelrod has given a good thrash-
ing not only to those of his friends who yesterday were
clamouring for a neutral and non-factional newspaper,
but also to those who today are assuring naive people of
their “agreement”, “unity”, solidarity, and so on, with the
neutral little groups.

There are indeed two main camps. One of them has com-
pletely taken shape organisationally. Its answers to all the
questions listed by Axelrod are quite formal, precise and
definite, unlike the desultory and contradictory little arti-
cles of certain writers. As for the other camp, i.e., the lig-
uidationist camp, to which Axelrod belongs, it has admit-
tedly not taken shape organisationally (what we have in-
stead is only hollow promises of an open labour party, only
talk about open political societies of the workers, which
are even less feasible than a labour congress would have been
in 1906-07), nor can it answer, in specific and precise terms,
the questions listed by Axelrod himself (what we have in-
stead of specific answers is only the journalistic exercises
of Yezhov, Levitsky, Klenov, Chatsky, and others).

“As soon as a working group of publishers and journalists makes
up its mind to put forward a specific programme of action, to take
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a definite stand on questions relating, say, to the election campaign,
to put particular tasks and slogans before the workers in the campaign
and declare itself for a particular tactic towards the different politi-
cal parties—as soon, I say, as a publishing association decides to lend
its publication the character of an essentially proletarian political
organ, it will be faced with the same vexed questions and differences
that worry and rend asunder the Russian Social-Democracy. And
then it may happen that that association itself will become a new
source of the same kind of discord, unless its members come to terms
and reach agreement on these questions beforehand.”

Axelrod hits out at the liquidators very correctly and
very well. What the “association” needs, Nasha Zarya and
Nevsky Golos need still more badly. Then why cannot they
come to terms on the vexed questions and differences? Why
cannot they give precise answers at least to the more impor-
tant questions listed by Axelrod (the attitude to different
parties, the tasks, slogans and tactics)?

“Physician, cure thyself.” Axelrod has so well explained
to the workers the need for clear and precise answers to the
“vexed questions” that the writers of Nasha Zarya and
Nevsky Golos (and, perhaps, not only Nevsky Golos) ought
to heed his words. One cannot do without precise and clear
answers to the “vexed questions”, cannot confine oneself
to articles—that would indeed be the circle spirit. Deci-
sions—precise, formal, well-considered, and definite deci-
sions—are needed. After all, it is not for nothing that Axel-
rod speaks—and very aptly!—of a specific programme of
action, of tasks and slogans, etc.

Incidentally, the reason why the liquidators are called
liquidators is that, while they have rejected the old, they
offer nothing new. That an open party is useful, and that
open political societies are necessary, is something which
all liquidators have been dinning into our ears. But this
talk of theirs is not all that is required, and as for action,
there is no evidence of it, none whatsoever. There is no
evidence of precisely what Axelrod demands from the work-
ers!

In the Nevsky Golos feuilleton, below the dividing line,
Axelrod has given excellent evidence exposing the liquida-
tors who write above the dividing line, in the editorial section
of the paper. Read Axelrod’s feuilleton carefully and you
will see that it is deception and self-deception for the
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liquidators to shout about “agreement” concerning an
election platform, a “single” platform, etc.

“A Zvezda Supporter” has already exposed this deception
in Nevskaya Zvezda No. 16. But the exposure provided by
Axelrod goes even deeper and is still more valuable because
it comes from Axelrod.

We are entirely in favour of a single platform—namely,
the one which the Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks
adopted long ago, and are putting into effect, as “A Zvezda
Supporter” justly points out. We are entirely in favour of a
single election campaign precisely on that platform, on the
basis of these same decisions, of definite and precise answers
to all the “vexed questions”.

By shouting about “unity”, the liquidators seek to carry
away ignorant workers by the mere sound of the word.
“Unity” is agreeable, “non-factional newspapers” are more
attractive! But read Axelrod at¢ least, and he will make
it clear to you that non-factionalism is impossible, that
it is utopian; that there are two camps among the worker
democrats, and that these two camps are opposed.

What now? Are the liquidators by any chance going to
defend a “platform” in order to conceal their views?—a
diplomatic platform, such as the bourgeoisie likes so much?—
a platform that does not furnish any answers to the “vexed
questions” but is “simply” and “merely” concerned with
“getting into the Duma”?

That would be the height of unprincipledness. But the
workers would never accept it. Such platforms, no matter
how “open”, could not hold their own even for a single day.

Yes, we have had enough of self-deception. It is time we
faced up to the truth, which this time has also been plainly
acknowledged by the leader of the liquidators, Axelrod. If
you, liquidator gentlemen, choose to insist on a platform
of your “own” (although you have yet to put it forward,
and we do not believe in platforms concocted six weeks
before elections!), if you choose to insist on tactics of your
“own” (although so far you have nowhere stated them
precisely, formally, in a manner befitting a party!), then
you alone are to blame. Then it is you who violate the
unity that is there already. Then it is you who will be held
entirely responsible for that violation.
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Yes, we have had enough of self-deception. Liquidationist
cries about “unity” are no more than a blind. Knowing
very well that the workers are against them, the liquidators
are equally well aware what a complete, shattering defeat
their separate action would bring them. That is why they
are willing to promise anything as long as they are elected
to the Duma.

That will not do. Only the bourgeois behave in that way.
Worker democrats believe only in programmes, decisions,
tactics and slogans that have been put into effect for years
before the elections and are merely repeated for the hun-
dredth time during the elections. As for those who make up
meaningless “platforms” without such decisions, just for the
elections, they deserve no confidence whatever.

Axelrod’s feuilleton is useful as a means of destroying all
self-deception, of enlightening the various concocters of
“new”, “open”, “common” platforms.

II

The closing part of Axelrod’s article, of which we spoke in
Nevskaya Zvezda No. 18, has now appeared in Nasha Zarya.
Taken as a whole, that final part has fully borne out our
appraisal, and we can merely repeat that Axelrod’s article
is useful as a means of destroying all self-deception, of re-
vealing the real nature of liquidationism, of appreciating
the sheer inanity of the vaunted “non-factionalism” which
today is being made so much of, and so very uselessly, in
certain quarters.

Axelrod hits out at Trotsky, who is now in alliance (is it
a stable one?) with the liquidators, in a particularly elo-
quent and convincing fashion. “The ideological and organi-
sational union of the progressive elements into an independ-
ent faction,” writes Axelrod, who amuses himself by calling
the liquidators Party progressives and calling us Party
reactionaries, “is—in view of the present state of affairs—
their direct duty and pressing task.” “In this situation in
the Party, to talk of ‘non-factionalism’ as the sole remedy
means behaving like the ostrich, which buries its head in
sand at the approach of danger; it means deceiving oneself
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and others as to the actual state of affairs among the Social-
Democrats.” (Nasha Zarya No. 6, p. 15.)

Poor Trotsky! It is downright cruel and ungracious of
Axelrod to inveigh against a true friend of the liquidators
and a contributor to Nasha Zarya in this way. What are we to
expect now? Will Trotsky come out with a devastating article
against the factionalist Axelrod, or will Martov reconcile
the conciliator Trotsky with the factionalist Axelrod by
pasting together, as usual, what is falling apart with a dozen
plastering reservations?

Really, how can anyone speak seriously now of the vaunted
bloc* of Trotsky, and the Lettish and Jewish near-
Marxists, etc., with Axelrod?

Axelrod’s article contains a point that is worthy of serious
analysis, namely, the one on the “Europeanisation” of our
Social-Democratic movement. But before passing to that
point, it is necessary to say a few words about one of the
methods of the liquidators.

One page in Axelrod’s article (16) is a collection of the
strongest, most vicious and choicest terms of abuse, against
the anti-liquidators in general and this writer in particular.
It would not be worth replying to abuse at all (a person in
Axelrod ‘s position can do nothing but revile and curse)
but for documentary evidence indicating that some delib-
erately use such abuse while others are embarrassed by it.

Mr. Chernov, for example, replying in Zavety®® to what
Kamenev says to prove that he, leader of the “Left” Narod-
niks, is drifting from democracy to liberalism, selects a
bunch of the most abusive expressions of the liquidators and
anti-liquidators, chuckling as he does so. Mr. Chernov’s
method is so despicable that it suffices to point to it and
pass on.

No struggle over principles waged by groups within the
Social-Democratic movement anywhere in the world has
managed to avoid a number of personal and organisational
conflicts. Nasty types make it their business deliberately to
pick on “conflict” expressions. But only weak-nerved dilet-
tanti from among “sympathisers” can be embarrassed by

* Axelrod’s article is dated May 17, 1912, or five months after
the solemn formation of the Trotskyist and liquidationist bloc to
fight the anti-liquidators under the banner of “non-factionalism”!
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these conflicts, can shrug them off in despair or in scorn, as
if to say “it is all a squabble!” Those who take a serious
interest in the working-class movement always learn—it is
possible and necessary to learn it, is only by studying the
historical role of the great leaders of the working-class
movement—to distinguish between the “conflict” aspect of
the struggle of ideas, of the struggle of trends, and that aspect
of it which is a matter of principle. People will always be
people, and no historical clash between the Marxist and the
anarchist trends (Marx and Bakunin), between the Guesdist
and the Jauresist, between the Lassallean and the Eisenach
trends, etc., has ever managed to do without “conflict” ma-
terial, without “squabbles”.

There still exists a nasty type of writers who deliberately
select “from those days” bunches of accusations of a thousand
and one dishonesties, etc. But there are serious Social-Demo-
crats who lay bare the ideological roots of the differences,
which in the splits of particular groups, in the circumstances
of political exile, etc., inevitably took the form of conflicts
in the nature of desperate squabbles.

Let the reader not imagine that we want to frighten anyone
away from studying the data to which Axelrod alludes—
merely alludes—in the more abusive passages of his article.
Quite the reverse. We invite those who want to know every-
thing about the Social-Democratic movement to study
those data. They are available in complete form abroad, and
they include not only passionate accusations, but also doc-
uments and evidence by neutral persons. A study of those
documents and that evidence will supply an answer to the
question why the attempt to establish complete peace be-
tween the liquidators and the anti-liquidators, made in Janu-
ary 1910, ended in failure.

One of the more interesting passages of fundamental
importance in Axelrod’s article is the following:

“To organise and unite as a faction is a direct obligation and
pressing task of the advocates of a reform, or rather [listen to this!]
revolution, in the Party, for this is the only way in which they will
be able to accomplish their task—to Europeanise, i.e., radically
change the character of, the Russian Social-Democratic movement
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as it took shape in the pre-revolutionary period and developed fur-
ther in the revolutionary period, and organise it on the same principles
on which the European Social-Democratic party system is based.”

And so, the liquidators advocate a revolution in the Party.
This exceptionally truthful statement of Axelrod’s is worthy
of note, for the bitter truth is more useful than deceit that
“uplifts us”,?? and more valuable than diplomatic quibbles
and reservations. Try to carry out a revolution in the Party,
esteemed P. B. Axelrod! We shall see whether you and
your friends will be more successful than those “revolution-
aries” who only a short time ago tried to accomplish
a “revolution” (against the republic) in Portugal.'’

But the chief thing in the statement just quoted is the
vaunted “Europeanisation”, which is being talked about
in every possible tone by Dan and Martov and Trotsky and
Levitsky and all the liquidators. It is one of the main points
of their opportunism.

“To Europeanise, i.e., radically change the character
of, the Russian Social-Democratic movement....” Think over
these words. What determines the “character” of any Social-
Democratic movement and radical changes in it? The gen-
eral economic and political conditions of the country con-
cerned, without a doubt. And there is no doubt that the char-
acter of the Social-Democratic movement of a people can be
radically changed only if those conditions undergo radical
changes.

These are all most elementary and indisputable truths.
But it is these truths that expose Axelrod’s opportunist
error! The trouble with him is that he wants to bypass a
stubborn and grim struggle for a radical change in Russian
political conditions, which has not yet taken place, by
dreaming of a radical change in the “character of the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic movement”.

Just as the Cadets, who readily talk about Europeanisa-
tion (the liquidators have borrowed both the Cadets’ catch-
word and their ideas), by means of this loose term push
into the background an exact concept of the solid founda-
tions of political liberty and “play” at “constitutional oppo-
sition”, so the liquidators play at “European Social-Democ-
racy’, although—in the country where they amuse them-
selves with their game—there is as yet no constitution, as
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yet no basis for “Europeanism”, and a stubborn struggle has
yet to be waged for them.

A naked savage who put on a top-hat and imagined him-
self therefore to be a European would look rather ridicu-
lous. Milyukov, a supporter of the bourgeoisie, reminds
one of just such a savage when he asserts in the Third Duma
that “we have a constitution, thank God”, and so does
Axelrod, a supporter of the workers, when he puts on a top-
hat inscribed “I am a European Social-Democrat”. Both of
them—Milyukov as well as Axelrod—are ridiculous in their
naiveté. They are both opportunists, for, by uttering dreamy
phrases about “Europeanism”, they evade the difficult and
urgent question of how a particular class, in non-European
conditions, ought to act for a stubborn struggle to secure
a basis for Europeanism.

Axelrod has proved by his article that the result is evasion
of a vital and urgent matter by means of dreamy phrases.
Trotsky has prepared a perfectly European—yes, truly and
perfectly European—plan for setting up a “press committee”
as an “elected collective control body” of the workers for
working-class newspapers (p. 18 of Axelrod’s article). Trots-
ky probably even consulted “European Social-Democrats”
about this and received their blessing as a gift—a blessing
which he makes a great deal of.

And now the “European Social-Democrat” Axelrod, after
waiting two months or so, during which Trotsky plagued all
the St. Petersburg Social-Democrats with his letters about
“elected collective control bodies”, making everyone laugh,
has at last taken pity on Trotsky and explained to him that
a “press committee” is no good and is impossible, and that
what is needed instead is an “agreement” between the workers
and the liquidationist Zhivoye Dyelo (pp. 18 and 19 of Axel-
rod’s article)!!

This is a small example, and we must unfortunately con-
fine ourselves to it. But it is a very typical one. The laugh-
able result produced by Trotsky’s “European” plan for a
“press committee” is also being produced by the “European”
plans of all the liquidators for an “open workers’ party” or
“legal political societies of the workers”, for a “campaign”
for “freedom of association”, etc.

The only result of Trotsky’s “European” plans for a “press
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committee”, an “elected collective control body” for the
working-class newspaper “of all the working-class organi-
sations that have taken shape”, etc., is that the legalist
game of a “workers’ publishing house” has taught the workers
a special lesson, while the liquidators have in fact failed to
produce either a “press committee” or a working-class press!
These are the facts.

The “press committee” was a dream of the opportunist
intellectual who, ignoring the difficult non-European con-
ditions of the working-class movement in Russia, drew up a
splendid European plan and took advantage of the occasion
to boast of his “Europeanism” to the whole world.

This bitter lot of the liquidators is not accidental, it is
inevitable. As soon as their “European” plans come near
to being realised, they turn out to be soap bubbles, inven-
tions of opportunist intellectuals. This was the case with the
labour congress, the “press committee”, the workers’ legal
political society (the confused little reservations by which
Martov seeks to “rescue” that “plan” in Nasha Zarya No. 5
do not improve matters in the least) and the campaign for
freedom of association.

The liquidators describe as “Europeanism” the conditions
in which the Social-Democrats have been active in the prin-
cipal countries of Europe since 1871, i.e., precisely at the
time when the whole historical period of bourgeois revolu-
tions was over and when the foundations of political lib-
erty had taken firm shape for a long time to come. The
“change in the character” of the Social-Democratic movement
in those countries occurred, firstly, after a radical change in
political conditions—after a definite constitutional system
had been firmly established, comparatively speaking;
secondly, that change was only a temporary one, for a definite
period (which has lately been nearing its end, as is general-
ly acknowledged by the most cautious Social-Democrats of
Europe).

In these conditions of fully established bourgeois consti-
tutionalism, a campaign for, say, freedom of association or
universal suffrage, and for constitutional reforms in general,
could be, under certain circumstances, a campaign of the
working class, a real political campaign, a real struggle for
constitutional reforms.
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In our country, however, opportunist intellectuals trans-
plant the slogans of such “European” campaigns to a soil
lacking the most elementary foundations of European con-
stitutionalism, in an attempt to bypass the specific historical
evolution which usually precedes the laying of these foun-
dations.

The difference between the reformism of our Axelrod and
his friends, who pose as “European Social-Democrats™,
and the reformism of Bissolati, that genuine European, is
that Bissolati sacrifices the principles of the class struggle
and of consistent Marxist theory and practice for the sake of
reforms which are really effected (with certain curtailments)
by the really dominant liberal bourgeoisie. Axelrod, how-
ever, makes the same sacrifice as Bissolati for the sake of
reforms which impotent, light-minded, dreamy liberals
merely prattle about.

The liberal bourgeoisie here in Russia will become a real
force only when the development of the country overcomes
the liberals’ timidity and their conciliatory, half-hearted
slogans. That is how it has been everywhere. Liberals become
a power only when the democracy has won in spite of the lib-
erals.

Written late in July 1912

Published in Nevskaya Published according to the
Zvezda Nos. 18 and 19, newspaper text verified against

July 22 and 29, 1912 the text in the collection
Signed: V. I. Marxism and Liquidationism,

Part II, St. Petersburg, 1914
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THE RESULTS OF SIX MONTHS’ WORK"

By founding a workers’ daily newspaper, the workers
of St. Petersburg have accomplished a major feat, one that
without exaggeration can be called historic. The workers’
democratic movement has rallied together and consolidated
itself in incredibly difficult conditions. Of course, it is not
possible to talk of the stability of the workers’ democratic
press in our country. Everyone knows very well the perse-
cution to which working-class newspapers are subjected.

For all that, the founding of Pravda is an outstanding
proof of the political consciousness, energy and unity of
the Russian workers.

It is useful to look back and note some results of the six
months’ work of the Russian workers for founding a press of
their own. Since January of this year the interest shown by
working-class circles of St. Petersburg in their press has
become fully evident and a number of articles dealing with
a workers’ daily has appeared in newspapers of all shades
that come into contact with the world of labour.

I

Data on who founded a daily working-class press in Russia
and how it was founded are, fortunately, available in a
comparatively full form. They are the data on the collec-
tion of funds for a workers’ daily newspaper.

Let us begin with the funds with which Pravda was
brought into being. We have the accounts of Zvezda, Nevskaya
Zvezda and Pravda for the period from January 1 to June
30, or exactly six months. Publicity ensured the absolute
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accuracy of the accounts, accidental errors being corrected
immediately on indications from those concerned.

What is of the greatest importance and interest to us is
not the sum total of the funds collected, but the composition
of the givers. When, for example, Nevskaya Zvezda No. 3
gave the total contributions for a workers’ daily newspaper
as 4,288 rubles 84 kopeks (from January to May 5, exclusive
of the donations which from April 22, the day when Pravda
first appeared, came directly to that newspaper), we were at
once prompted to ask: what was the role which the workers
themselves and groups of workers played in collecting this
sum? Does it consist of large donations by sympathisers?
Or did the workers themselves show in this case a personal
and active concern for the working-class press and make
up a large sum out of donations from a large number of
workers’ groups?

From the point of view of the initiative and energy of
the workers themselves, it is much more important to have
100 rubles collected by, say, 30 groups of workers than
1,000 rubles collected by some dozens of “sympathisers”.
A newspaper founded on the basis of five-kopek pieces col-
lected by small factory circles of workers is a far more
dependable, solid and serious undertaking (both financially
and, most important of all, from the standpoint of the de-
velopment of the workers’ democratic movement) than a news-
paper founded with tens and hundreds of rubles contributed
by sympathising intellectuals.

To obtain exact data on this fundamental and most
important matter, we have performed the following opera-
tion with regard to the figures on collections published in
the three newspapers mentioned. We have singled out only
the donations stated to have been made by groups of fac-
tory or office workers.

What we are interested in at the moment is the contri-
butions made by the workers themselves—moreover, not by
individual ones, who may have come across a collector by
chance, not being linked with him ideologically, i.e., in
terms of their views and convictions; we mean groups of
workers, who must no doubt have discussed beforehand
whether they should donate any money, whom they should
give it to and for what purpose.
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Each report by Zvezda, Nevskaya Zvezda or Pravda which
indicated that the money contributed for a workers’ daily
came from a group of factory or office workers, we assumed
to be a group contribution by the workers themselves.

How many such group contributions by workers were
there in the first half of 1912?

Five hundred and four group contributions!

More than five hundred times, groups of workers made
contributions for the founding and maintenance of their
paper, either donating what they had earned in one day, or
making a single contribution, or contributing repeatedly
from time to time. In addition to individual workers and
sympathisers, 504 groups of workers took a most active part
in founding their newspaper. This figure is an unquestion-
able indication that a deep and conscious interest in a
workers’ newspaper has been aroused among the mass of
the workers—and not just in any workers’ paper, but in a
workers’ democratic paper. Since the masses are so politi-
cally conscious and active, no difficulties or obstacles can
frighten us. There are not, and cannot be, difficulties or
obstacles which the political consciousness, activity and
interest of the mass of the workers would be unable to
overcome in some way or another.

Those 504 group contributions break down by months
as follows:

January 1912 . . . . . . . . . . . 14
February > . . . . . . . . . . . 18
March O | ¢
April P L. e e 22T
May O 2 151
June - 7

Six-month total . . . . . . . . 504

This little table makes clear, incidentally, the great
importance of April and May as a period of radical change.
From darkness to light, from passivity to activity, from
action by individuals to action by the masses.

In January and February group contributions by the
workers were as yet quite insignificant. Obviously, the ac-
tivity was only just beginning. March showed a noticeable
and substantial rise. Seventy-six group contributions by
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workers in one month—this indicates at all events a serious
movement among the workers, a tenacious effort by the
masses to have their way at all costs, undeterred by having
to make donations. This speaks of the workers’ deep confi-
dence in their own strength and in the undertaking as a whole,
in the trend of the projected newspaper, and so on. In March
there was as yet no workers’ daily, which means that groups
of workers were collecting money and giving it to Zvezda,
as it were, on credit.

April brought an enormous leap that decided the matter.
Two hundred and twenty-seven group contributions by
workers in one month, an average of over seven contribu-
tions a day! The dam had been broken, and the founding of
a workers’ daily paper was assured. Every group contri-
bution means not merely the sum of five-kopek and ten-
kopek pieces, but something far more important—the sum
of combined, massed energy, the determination of groups to
support a workers’ newspaper, to disseminate and guide
it, to bring it into being through their own participation.

The question may arise: were not the April contributions
greatest after the 22nd, i.e., after Pravda had appeared?
No, they were not. Before April 22, Zvezda reported 188 group
contributions. Between the 22nd and the end of April, Pravda
reported 39 group contributions. This means that during
21 days of April, before Pravda had appeared, there was an
average of nine contributions a day, while the last nine days
of April saw only four contributions a day by groups.

Two important conclusions follow from this:

Firstly, the workers were particularly active before the
appearance of Pravda. By giving money “on credit”, showing
their confidence in Zvezda, the workers expressed their de-
termination to have their way.

Secondly, it is seen that it was the April effort of the work-
ers that brought the workers’ newspaper, Pravda, into
being. There can be no doubt as to the closest connection
between the general upswing of the working-class movement
(not in a narrow guild, narrow trade union sense, but with a
scope affecting all the people) and the founding of the daily
newspaper of the St. Petersburg worker democrats. We
need something more than trade union publications, we
need a political newspaper of our own—this is what the
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masses realised more and more in April; what we need is
not just any political workers’ newspaper, but a newspaper
of the foremost worker democrats; we need a newspaper not
only to promote our working-class struggle, but also to
provide a model and a beacon for the whole people.

In May the upswing was still very marked. Group con-
tributions averaged more than four a day. On the one hand,
it was an indication of the general upswing in April-May.
On the other, the mass of the workers realised that, al-
though the publication of a daily newspaper had already
begun, its position would be particularly difficult at first
and group support particularly necessary.

In June the number of group contributions fell below the
March figure. Of course, the fact has to be taken into con-
sideration that after the workers’ daily newspaper had
begun to appear another form of assistance to the newspaper
arose and acquired decisive significance, namely, subscrip-
tion to it and its circulation among fellow-workers, acquaint-
ances, countrymen, etc. The politically-conscious friends
of Pravda do not limit themselves to subscribing to the paper
but pass it on or send it to others as a sample, to make it
known at other factories, in neighbouring flats or houses,
in the countryside and so on. Unfortunately, we have no way
of obtaining complete statistics on this kind of group as-
sistance.

II

It will be most instructive to see how those 504 contri-
butions by groups of workers are distributed among towns
and factory localities. In what parts of Russia and how read-
ily did the workers respond to the appeal to help in found-
ing a workers’ daily newspaper?

Fortunately, data on this are available for all of the work-
ers’ group contributions reported by Zvezda, Nevskaya
Zvezda and Pravda.

In summing up these data, we must first of all single out
St. Petersburg, which naturally has taken the lead in the
matter of founding a workers’ newspaper, then fourteen
towns and factory localities which sent in contributions
from more than one group of workers, and lastly, all the
other towns, thirty-five in all, which sent in only one group
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contribution each during the six months. This is the picture
we obtain:

Total of group

contributions
St. Petersburg . . 412
14 towns with 2 to 12 group contrlbutlons
each . 57
35 towns w1th 1 group contrlbutlon each 35
Total for 50 towns . . . . . . . . 504

This shows that almost the whole of Russia took an active
part, to some extent or another, in founding a workers’
daily. Considering the difficulties which the circulation of
the workers’ democratic press encounters in the provinces,
it is amazing that so large a number of towns should have
responded within six months to the appeal of the St. Pe-
tersburg workers.

Ninety-two group contributions by workers in forty-nine
towns of Russia,* besides the capital, is a very impressive
figure, at least for a beginning. There can be no question
here of chance, indifferent, passive givers; these are un-
doubtedly representatives of the proletarian masses, people
united by conscious sympathy for the workers’ democratic
movement although scattered throughout Russia.

We note that the list of provincial towns is headed by
Kiev with 12 group contributions, then comes Yekaterino-
slav with 8, while Moscow with 6 is only in the fourth place.
This lag of Moscow and its entire area can be seen still more
clearly from the following summary data on all the areas
of Russia:

*Here is a complete list of the towns and localities: Vicinity of
St. Petersburg: Kronstadt, Kolpino and Sestroretsk. South: Khar-
kov, 4 group contributions; Yekaterinoslav, 8; Ananyev, 2; Lugansk,
3; Kherson, Rostov-on-Don, Pavlograd, Poltava; Kiev, 12; Astrakhan,
4, Chernigov; Yuzovka, 3; Minakovo, Shcherba Mine, Rykov Mine,
Belgorod, Yelisavetgrad, Yekaterinodar; Mariupol, 2; Nizhne-Dne-
provsk and Nakhichevan. Moscow area: Rodniki, 2; Ryazan; Tula,
2- Bezhetsk, 2. North: Archangel, 5; Vologda. West: Dvinsk, Vilna,
Gomel, Riga, Lepaya and Miihlgraben. Urals: Perm, Kyshtym, Mi-
nyar and Orenburg. Volga region: Sormovo and Balakovo Village.
Caucasus: Baku, 2; Grozny and Tiflis. Siberia: Tyumen and Blagovesh-
chensk. Finland: Helsingfors.
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Number of group contributions by workers for a workers’
daily newspaper during six months—January to June 1912

St. Petersburg and V1c1n1ty O 3
South . . . . . . O 4 |
Moscow and its area. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
North and West . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o .. 12
Urals and Volga region. . . e e e e e e e e e e e e 6
Caucasus, Siberia and F1n1and e e e e e e e e e e e 7

Total for Russia. . . . . . . « « « « « « « « . . . b04

These data may be interpreted as follows:

In terms of renewed activity of the worker democrats
in Russia, proletarian St. Petersburg has already awakened
and is at its glorious post. The South is awakening. Mother
Moscow, however, and the rest of Russia are still asleep.
It is time she awoke too.

The lag of the entire Moscow area becomes obvious when
that area is compared with the other provincial areas. The
South is farther from St. Petersburg, much farther away
than Moscow. Nevertheless, the South, which has fewer
industrial workers than the Moscow area, exceeds that area
almost fourfold in the number of group contributions by
workers.

Moscow seems to be lagging behind even the Urals and the
Volga region, for the number of workers in Moscow and its
area exceeds their number in the Urals and the Volga region
not twice, but many times over. Yet Moscow and its area
made only 13 group contributions against 6 in the Urals
and the Volga region.

There are probably two special reasons for the lag of Mos-
cow and its area. Firstly, the dominant industry here is the
textile industry, in which the economic situation, i.e.,
market conditions and conditions for a more or less consider-
able increase in production, has been worse than, say, in
metallurgy. That is why textile workers participated less
in strikes and showed less interest in politics and in the
workers’ democratic movement. Secondly, in the Moscow
area there are more factories scattered over out-of-the-way
localities and therefore less accessible to newspapers than
in the big city.
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In any case, we must undoubtedly draw a lesson from the
data cited above. The closest attention must be paid to the
circulation of the workers’ newspaper in Moscow. We cannot
put up with the lag of Moscow. Every politically-conscious
worker realises that St. Petersburg without Moscow is like
one hand without the other.

The bulk of Russia’s factory workers is concentrated in
Moscow and its area. In 1905, for instance, according to gov-
ernment statistics, there were 567,000 factory workers
here, i.e., more than one-third of Russia’s total (1,660,000),
and many more than in the St. Petersburg area (298,000).
The Moscow area is therefore destined to take the first
place for the number of readers and friends of a workers’
newspaper, for the number of politically-conscious repre-
sentatives of the workers’ democratic movement. Moscow
will, of course, have to have a workers’ daily newspaper of
its own.

Meanwhile St. Petersburg must help it. Every morning
the readers of Pravda should tell themselves and their friends:
“Workers, remember the Muscovites!”

ITI

The above data should draw our attention from yet an-
other standpoint, one that is very important and urgent as
regards our practical tasks. Everyone realises that a political
newspaper is one of the basic conditions for the participation
of any class of modern society in the political affairs of the
country in general and in an election campaign in particular.

Thus, a newspaper is required by the workers in general,
and for carrying out elections to the Fourth Duma in partic-
ular. The workers know very well that they can expect
no good either from the Third or from the Fourth Duma.
But we must take part in the elections, firstly, to rally and
politically enlighten the mass of the workers during the
elections, when party struggles and the entire political life
will be stimulated and when the masses will learn politics
in one way or other; and, secondly, to get our worker depu-
ties into the Duma. Even in the most reactionary Duma,
in a purely landlord one, worker deputies have done, and can
do, a great deal for the working-class cause, provided they
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are true worker democrats, provided they are connected with
the masses and the masses learn to direct them and check
on their activity.

In the first half of 1912 all the political parties in Russia
began, and virtually completed, what is known as the
pre-election mobilisation of the party forces. Mobilisation
is a military term. It means putting the army in a state of
readiness for action. Just as an army is put in a state of
readiness before a war, the reserves being called up and arms
and ammunition distributed, so, before an election, all
parties sum up their work, reaffirm their decisions on party
views and slogans, rally their forces and prepare to fight
all the other parties.

This work, we repeat, is virtually completed. The
elections are only a few weeks off. During this time we can
and must bend our energies to increase our influence on the
voters, on the masses, but if a party (the party of any class)
has not got ready in six months, nothing can help it any
longer, for it is already a zero in the elections.

That is why the six months which our statistics cover are
six months of decisive mobilisation of the workers’ forces
prior to the Fourth Duma elections. They have been six
months of mobilisation of all the forces of the worker demo-
crats—of course, not only with regard to the Duma campaign,
but we are for the moment devoting our attention to the
latter.

A question arises at this point, a question raised recently
by Nevskaya Zvezda No. 16, and Pravda No. 61. It concerns
the so-called liquidators, who since January 1912 have been
publishing the newspapers Zhivoye Dyelo and Nevsky Golos
in St. Petersburg. The liquidators, who have their own sep-
arate newspapers, say that “agreement” has to be reached
with them, the liquidators, if there is to be “unity” of the
worker democrats in the elections, otherwise they try to
frighten us with the prospect of “duplicate candidates™.'%?

It seems that these attempts at intimidation have so far
had very little success.

And this is quite understandable. How could anyone
seriously take into account people who have rightly earned
the name of liquidators and advocates of a liberal labour
policy?
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But perhaps there are, nevertheless, many workers who
follow the erroneous, un-Social-Democratic views of this
group of intellectuals? If so, ought we not to pay special
attention to these workers? We now have objective, open
and quite precise data for an answer to this question. As
we know, throughout the first half of 1912 the liquidators
showed particular vigour in attacking Pravda, Nevskaya
Zvezda, Zvezda, and all opponents of liquidationism in
general.

How successful were the liquidators among the workers?
We can judge this from the contributions for a workers;
daily newspaper published in the liquidationist newspapers
Zhivoye Dyelo and Nevsky Golos. The liquidators recognised
the need for a daily very long ago—in 1911 or perhaps even
1910—and advocated the idea most energetically among
their supporters. In February 1912 Zhivoye Dyelo, which
was first issued on January 20, began to carry reports on the
contributions it received for this purpose.

Let us single out from those contributions (which totalled
139.27 rubles in the first half of 1912) group contributions
by workers, just as we did in the case of the non-liquidationist
papers. Let us sum up all the sixteen issues of Zhivoye Dyelo
and the five issues of Nevsky Golos (its issue No. 6 appeared
in July), and even add contributions for the benefit of
Zhivoye Dyelo itself (although we did not take data on such
contributions from the non-liquidationist papers). We
obtain the following data on the total of group contributions
by workers in six months:

Number of group contributions by workers for
a workers’ daily newspaper during the first half of 1912

Non-liqui- Liquida-
dationist tionist
newspapers newspapers

dJanuary . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 0
February. . . . . . . . . . . . 18 0
March. . . . . . . . . . . .. 76 7
April . . . . . . . . . .. .. 227 8
May . . . . . . . . . . ... 135 0
June . . . . . . ... 34 0

Total . . . . . . . . . . . 504 15
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And so, by dint of frantic effort, the group of liquida-
tionist intellectuals succeeded in enlisting the support of
15 groups of workers in all!

Could one imagine a more shattering defeat of the liqui-
dators since January 1912? Could one imagine a more specif-
ic proof of the fact that we are in the presence of a group of
liquidationist intellectuals who are capable of publishing a
semi-liberal magazine and newspaper, but totally lack any
serious support among the proletarian masses?

Here, in addition, are data on the territorial distribution
of the donations sent to the liquidators by groups of work-
ers:

Number of group contributions by workers for
a workers’ daily newspaper during the first half of 1912

Non-liqui- Liquida-

dationist tionist
newspapers newspapers
St. Petersburg and V1c1n1ty .. 415 10
South. . . e 51 1
Moscow and 1ts area. . . . . . . 13 2
North and West . . . . . . . . 12 1
Urals and Volga region . . .. 6 0
Caucasus, Siberia and F1n1and .o 7 1
Total . . . . . . . . . . . 504 15%*

And so, the liquidators’ defeat in the South during the
six-month period is even worse than in St. Petersburg.

These exact workers’ statistics, which were published
openly for as long as six months in newspapers of opposed
trends, definitely settle the question of “liquidationism™.
One may revile the opponents of liquidationism and slander
them as much as one pleases, but these exact data on group
contributions by workers are irrefutable.

It is quite understandable now why neither Nevskaya
Zvezda nor Pravda took the liquidators’ threat of “duplicate
candidates” seriously It would be ridiculous to take seri-
ously threats from people who in six months of open struggle
revealed that they amount to little more than zero. All the
defenders of liquidationism have united in Zhivoye Dyelo

* Moscow, 2; Nakhichevan, Novonikolayevsk and Archangel,
1 each.
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and Nevsky Golos. And it took all of them together six months
to win over fifteen groups of workers!

Liquidationism amounts to nil in the working-class
movement; it is only strong among the liberal intelligentsia.

v

The data in Pravda on all kinds of workers’ contributions
are, generally speaking, extremely interesting. They pro-
vide us, for the first time, with highly accurate data on the
most diverse aspects of the working-class movement and the
life of Russian worker democrats. We hope to return to the
analysis of these data more than once.

At the moment, however, before we finish our survey
of data on the contributions made by groups of workers for
a daily newspaper, we must point out one practical conclu-
sion.

Workers’ groups made 504 contributions to their press,
to Zvezda and Pravda. The workers had absolutely no other
aim in view except the founding and maintenance of their
workers’ press. That is precisely why a simple truthful
summary of these data for six months provides a most valu-
able picture of the life of worker democrats in Russia. The
five- and ten-kopek pieces collected and marked “from a
group of workers of such-and-such a factory” have made it
possible also to appraise the workers’ sentiments, their
class-consciousness, their unity, and their readiness to pro-
mote the working-class cause.

That is why this custom of group collections by the work-
ers, brought into being by the upswing in April and May,
should by all means be continued, developed and expanded,
and it goes without saying that accounts of the collections
are necessary too, such as have always been published in
Pravda.

This custom is of vast importance from the standpoint
of both the stability of the working-class press and the com-
mon interests of the worker democrats.

The working-class press needs to be developed and strength-
ened. And this requires money. Workers’ newspapers
in Russia can be satisfactorily organised through perse-
vering effort only on condition that the workers constantly
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arrange massive collections. There is a workers’ paper in
America (Appeal to Reason'®) which has over half a million
subscribers. That Russian worker, we would say, paraphras-
ing a well-known saying, is a poor worker indeed if he does
not hope to overtake and surpass his American fellow-
workers.

What is very much more important, however, is not the
financial aspect of the matter, but something else. Let us
assume that a hundred workers in different shops of a factory
contribute one kopek each on pay-day to the workers’ news-
paper. That will add up to two rubles a month. Let us
assume, on the other hand, that ten well-paid workers
meeting by chance collect ten rubles at once.

The former two rubles are worth more than the latter
ten. This is so obvious to any worker that it does not have
to be explained at length.

It should be made a custom for every worker to contribute
one kopek to the workers’ newspaper every pay-day. Let
subscriptions to the paper be taken as usual, and let those
who can contribute more do so, as they have done in the
past. It is very important, besides, to establish and spread
the custom of “a kopek for the workers’ newspaper”.

The significance of such collections will depend above all
on their being regularly held every pay-day, without in-
terruption, and on an ever greater number of workers taking
part in these regular collections. Accounts could be pub-
lished in a simple form: “so-and-so many kopeks” would im-
ply that so many workers at the given factory had contributed
to the workers’ paper, and if there were any larger contri-
butions, they could be stated as follows: “In addition, so-
and-so many workers contributed so-and-so much.”

If this custom of a kopek for the workers’ newspaper becomes
established, the workers of Russia will soon raise their pa-
pers to the proper standard. Workers’ papers should give
more information, and of a more varied nature; they should
have Sunday supplements and so on, and should have their
correspondents in the Duma, in all Russia’s towns and in the
major cities abroad. The workers’ newspaper should develop
and improve steadily, which cannot be done unless the great-
est possible number of workers regularly collect money for
their press.
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Monthly reports on the workers’ kopek will show everyone
how the workers throughout Russia are shaking of their
indifference and drowsiness, how they are awakening to
an intelligent and cultured life—not in the official nor in
the liberal sense of the term. It will be possible to see
clearly how interest in the workers’ democratic movement
is growing, and how the time is drawing near when Moscow
and the other big cities will have workers’ papers of their
own.

We have had enough of the domination of the bourgeois
Kopeika!'* That unscrupulous, huckster-minded newspaper
has reigned long enough. In a matter of six months, the work-
ers of St. Petersburg have shown how tremendously suc-
cessful joint collections by the workers can be. May their
example and their initiative not be in vain. May the custom
of a workers’ kopek for the workers’ newspaper develop and
gain strength!

Written on July 12-14 (25-27), 1912

Published in Pravda Nos. 78, 79, 80, 81, Published according to
July 29 and 31, and August 1 and 2, 1912 the newspaper text
Signed: A Statistician
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THE PRESENT SITUATION IN THE R.S.D.L.P."”

The German comrades often have occasion to read re-
ports of bitter struggles and fundamental divergencies
inside the R.S.D.L.P. Unfortunately, such reports originate
from particular groups of political exiles. In most cases
they come from people who are either absolutely unfamiliar
with the actual state of affairs in Russia at the present time
or deliberately seek to mislead the German comrades by
a one-sided presentation of party politics. Every such
group of exiles has its own special “trend”, but in reality
it consists of people who have lost all living contact with
the fighting Russian workers’ Party or have never had such
contact. Unfortunately, one of this kind of “informants”
succeeded in winning the confidence of Vorwdrts. The Central
Organ of the German Social-Democratic Party in a series
of articles opened its columns to a torrent of unheard-of
slander against the Russian Party, poured out from the pen
of that informant and supposed to be derived from “ob-
jective” sources.

Actually, those sources were “subjective” and false through
and through. Since Vorwdrts did not insert our factual
correction, we had to issue a separate pamphlet entitled
The Anonymous Writer in Vorwirts and the State of Affairs
in the R.S.D.L.P.,* which was issued in several hundred
copies and was sent to the executive committees of all the
German Party organisations of any importance and to the
editors of the major organs of the Party press.

As far as the factual evidence of the pamphlet is concerned,
Vorwdrts was unable to raise a single objection, and thereby
tacitly accepted it.

* See present edition, Vol. 17, pp. 533-46.—Ed.
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To enable our German Party comrades to appraise the
authenticity of certain reports reaching them, we quote
here a letter which the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
sent to the Executive Committee of the German Social-Demo-
cratic Party. The Letts had suggested that the Executive
should arrange a joint meeting of eleven “centres” on
the question of material support for the election cam-
paign, whereupon the Executive asked those centres about
their attitude to the matter. The letter is the answer given by
the Central Committee, and it reads as follows:

July 30, 1912*

TO THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
OF THE GERMAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Dear Comrades,

Recently we received a copy of the letter sent to you by
the Committee of the Lettish Social-Democracy Abroad on
June 24. We saw no point in explaining the queer plan of
these Letts to you, as we did not think any well-informed
person would take that plan seriously. But we were sur-
prised to learn from your letter to us of July 22 that you
intend to adopt that plan. This compels us to express our
emphatic protest, which we hereby send you. Objectively,
the intention of the Executive Committee is nothing short
of an attempt to contribute to the split in our Party (the
R.S.D.L.P.) and to the formation of a new party hostile to
us. This is unprecedented in the history of the whole Inter-
national. We shall furnish the German comrades with
accurate data to bear out our assertion.

THE SITUATION IN THE R.S.D.L.P.
SINCE JANUARY 1912

In January 1912 the R.S.D.L.P. held its All-Russia
Conference which was attended by delegates from the organi-
sations of St. Petersburg, Moscow, the Moscow district,

*The letter is quoted here with minor stylistic changes.
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Kazan, Saratov, Tiflis, Baku, Nikolayev, Kiev, Yekaterino-
slav, Vilna and Dvinsk. This Conference restored the Party and
elected a new Central Committee in place of the one destroyed
by the liquidators; furthermore, the Conference was com-
pelled to declare these liquidators to be outside the Party.
(See pamphlet The Anonymous Writer in Vorwirts and the
State of Affairs in the R.S.D.L.P., which was sent to the
Executive Committee; it mentioned the protest of the lig-
uidators and of the national organisations—the Poles,
the Letts, the Bund and the groups abroad.)

In January also a meeting took place with the aim of
setting up an Organising Committee to convene a new confer-
ence—a “general Party conference”, as the liquidators and
their friends called it.

In their letter to the Executive Committee of June 24,
the Letts affirmed that this “Organising Committee” in-
volved the following organisations and trends: the Bund, the
Lettish Social-Democrats, the Caucasian Regional Commit-
tee, the Menshevik Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, the Vienna
Pravda and the Vperyod group.

And so, on one side there is the Central Committee of
the R.S.D.L.P. elected at the Conference by Russian organi-
sations, i.e., organisations working in Russia (the oppo-
nents call it the Leninist trend); on the other side there
is the so-called Organising Committee, which promises to
convene a ‘“general” Party conference.

WHAT IS THE RELATION OF
THE HITHERTO NEUTRAL RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
TO THE SO-CALLED ORGANISING COMMITTEE?

Plekhanov, the best known of the Mensheviks, who had
been waging a determined fight against the destruction of
the Party by the liquidators, did not attend the January
Party Conference, although he was invited. In April 1912
he published his correspondence with the representative of
the Organising Committee (see his Dnevnik Sotsial-Demo-
krata No. 16).

Plekhanov refused to take part in the so-called Organis-
ing Committee because, he said, the Bund was convening
not a conference of the existing Party organisations, but an
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“inaugural” conference, i.e., one that was to found a new
party. The so-called initiating groups, which in reality
are the only groups backing the Organising Committee,
are, according to Plekhanov, liquidationist groups, which
do not belong to the Party and want to form a new party.
In April 1912 Plekhanov wrote: “The new conference is
being called by the liquidators.”

In July this Organising Committee published its Listok
No. 3, which contains not a word, not a hint, of a reply to
Plekhanov. One can judge from this how the Executive
Committee is kept informed by the Letts, those very same
Letts who complain that the “Leninist” Central Committee
does not answer the letters of the Organising Committee.

Is it really so very strange that the Central Committee of
the Party—of the old Party—should not reply to those
who, according to the hitherto neutral Plekhanov, are
founding a new party?

The Organising Committee must first of all prove to the
neutral Plekhanov that it is not forming a new party and
not liquidating the old one.

The Letts who are taking part in the Organising Com-
mittee and who appealed to the Executive Committee on
June 24 should—after six months’ struggle of this Organis-
ing Committee of the liquidators against the Party—have
shown by facts and documents the results of this struggle;
instead, they show the Executive Committee the Potem-
kin villages0¢ of the liquidators.

The Letts proposed that the Executive should convene
eleven “organisational” centres, organisations and factions
of the Russian Social-Democrats. That is literally what they
stated (see p. 4 of the Letts’ letter to the Executive of June
24).

All over the world, parties have so far been formed of
local organisations united by a single central body. But
in 1912 the Russian and Lettish liquidators made a great
discovery. From now on, a party may be formed of “cen-
tres, organisations and factions”.

According to the Letts’ latest liquidationist electoral
geometry, the eleven organisational centres, organisations
and factions include, firstly, the Organising Committee and,
secondly, six factions, or organisations, or centres, which
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form that Organising Committee. The Letts’ letter says in
so many words: “Points 2 to 7 inclusive form the Organis-
ing Committee.”

Thus the intellectualist groups that are liquidating the
Party obtain a treble vote, like the aristocracy in the “rotten
boroughs™:

(1) The Caucasian Regional Committee, a fictitious or-
ganisation;

(2) Ditto, as represented by the Paris Golos, although
Golos has no permanent mandate from the Caucasus;

(3) Ditto, as represented by the Organising Committee.

We maintain that the Russian workers will indignantly
and contemptuously reject the idea of discussing the ques-
tion of duplicate candidates, i.e., the attempt of the liquida-
tors jointly with the insignificant groups abroad to cause
a split, the more so since these groups represent only in-
tellectualist disorganisers.

We wish to point out the fact that not a single one of the
groups abroad that are fighting against the Party has during
the past six months received a mandate from any organisa-
tion in Russia to publish its newspaper or issue leaflets. If
the Letts are trying to prove the contrary to the Executive
Committee, let them name in the Russian press at least
one such mandate prior to July 22.

Golos Sotsial-Demokrata is not the organ of any Rus-
sian organisation.

Nor is Trotsky’s Vienna Pravda the organ of any Russian
organisation. Three years ago Pravda was the organ of the
Ukrainian Spilka!®” (Southern Russia), but the Spilka can-
celled its mandate long ago.

Neither Vperyod, nor Plekhanov, nor the “pro-Party
Bolsheviks™, publish any organs that are Party organs
of any organisation in Russia.

It is very easy to refer to groups which do not exist in
reality. Nor is it difficult to print reports expressing “sym-
pathy”. But to bring out, even for six months, the organ of
an organisation operating in Russia, it is necessary to have
regular contacts, the unqualified confidence of the mass of
the workers in the localities, and unity of views on tactics,
which can be achieved only through joint work over a
long period. The tiny groups abroad which the Lettish
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and Bundist disorganisers are mobilising against the Party
lack all this.

As regards the Polish Socialist Party, we shall say briefly:
it is no Social-Democratic organisation. It has never been
part of the Social-Democratic Labour Party. There is only
one reason for inviting it, namely, it “promises” to become
Social-Democratic and join the liquidators! For the disor-
ganisers and lovers of splits, this, of course, is sufficient! If
the Polish Socialist Party is to be invited to take part in
meetings, why not also invite the Socialist-Revolutiona-
ries, who take part in the Duma elections, the Zionist-So-
cialists, the Lettish Union of Socialist-Revolutionaries,
and other similar “trends”?

THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC GROUP IN THE THIRD DUMA

Among the organisational centres the Executive Commit-
tee has included the little groups abroad; on the other hand,
it has not invited the Social-Democratic group in the Duma.
This is incredible, yet it is a fact. It will be useful for the
Russian workers to know how Trotsky and Co. are mislead-
ing our foreign comrades.

In their letter to the Executive Committee of June 24,
the Letts wrote:

“As regards the Social-Democratic Duma group, there can be no
question of its good offices in the matter of financial assistance to the
election campaign, for the Duma session is drawing to a close and
simultaneously the Duma group is thereby dissolving itself” (p. 2
of the repeatedly quoted letter).

This is either deliberate deception, or boundless political
ignorance, indicating clearly enough how far the Letts in
Brussels are informed about the elections in Russia.

The letter is dated June 24. On June 9, i.e., June 22,
new style, the Third Duma was officially dissolved for an
indefinite period, all the deputies, the Social-Democrats
among them, retaining their mandates. The latter are there-
fore still Duma deputies, which is known to every literate
worker in Russia. But this is unknown to the slanderers
of the Party abroad.
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The only legally existing Social-Democrats in Russia,
who are the only official organisation in whatever part
of the country they may be, are precisely the members of
the Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma.

All the liquidators hate the group. The sheets of the
liquidators (Nasha Zarya) heap abuse and insinuations upon
it, and all the disorganisers abroad spread tittle-tattle about
it. Why? Because the majority of the group, in which pro-
Party Mensheviks have always predominated, have always
fought with determination against the liquidators and
helped to make them quite harmless in St. Petersburg.

In the pamphlet The Anonymous Writer, etc., we pub-
lished an important fact. No one could say a word to refute
it. Only two members of the group regularly contribute to
the liquidationist papers. Eight members of the group
regularly contribute to the anti-liquidationist papers.*

Both the Letts and Trotsky propose that the Executive
Committee should exclude from the meeting this body,
the only all-Russia body to have preserved unity! Even
if the Letts were mistaken and on June 24 did not know what
was known to all the workers in Russia, why did they not
take the trouble prior to July 22, i.e., in the course of a
whole month, to correct their mistake? Some mistakes are
very useful to those who make them.

The intention of the Letts and the liquidators who have
misled the Executive Committee is to impose liquida-
tionist candidates on us, against the majority of the Party
in Russia, of the Social-Democratic group in the Duma, by
means of a bloc of fictitious little groups abroad and to ob-
tain money by fraud from the German workers. Such is the
gist of the long speeches (of the Letts, Bundists, Trotsky
and Co.).

But this deception will not go unpunished.

OFFICIALLY VERIFIABLE DATA
ON THE INFLUENCE OF THE LIQUIDATORS COMPARED
WITH THAT OF THE PARTY

Every sensible person knows that the empty phrases about
what is alleged to be secret “organisations” sympathising
with the liquidators are not to be trusted at all.

* See present edition, Vol. 17, p. 545.—Ed.
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We maintain that all the liquidationist organisations in
Russia are fictitious.

It is difficult for