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PREFACE

Volume Seventeen of Lenin's works covers the period
December 1910 to April 1912.

‘The principal contents of the volume are writings reflect-
ing the struggle for the Party, against the liquidators and
their accomplices—renegades from the revolution.

In the articles “The State of Affairs in the Party”, “Those
Who Would Liquidate Us (Re: Mr. Potresov and V.
Bazarov)”, “The Social Straucture of State Power, the Pros-
pecls and Liquidationism”, “Wreckers of the Party in the
Role of ‘Wreckers of Legends™, “A Conversation Between a
Legalist and an Opponent of Liquidationism”, “A Liberal
Labour Party Manifesto”, “From the Camp of the Stolypin
‘Labour’ Party”, Lenin uncovers the ideological roots and
cssence of liquidationism and exposes the liquidators’ Sys-
tematic wrecking of the work of the leading Party bodies.

The article “The New Faction of Conciliators, or the Vir-
tuous” shows the unprincipled shifts of the conciliators to
the side of the liquidators.

In the articles “The Cadets and the Octobrists”, “First
Exposure of Cadet Negotiations with the Cabinet”, “Politi-
cal Parties in the Five Years of the Third Duma”, “The Bloc
of the Cadets with the Progressists and Its significance”,
Lenin illustrates the class nature of the party of counter-
revolutionary liberalism-—the Cadet Party.

The elections to the Fourth State Duma are dealt with
in “The Election Campaign and the Election Platform”,
“I'he Campaign for the Elections to the Fourth Duma”,
“Fundamental Problems of the Election Campaign”.

A considerable part of the volume is taken up by docu-
tnents which throw light on the significance of the Praguc
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Party Conference which played an outstanding role in
building the Bolshevik Party, a party of a new type. These
documents include the article on “The Climax of the Party
Crisis”, “Draft Resolution on Liquidationism and the Group
of Liquidators”, the resolutions of the Prague Conference,
“Report to the International Socialist Bureau on the All-
Russian Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.”, the pamphlet “The
Anonymous Writer in Vorwdrts and the State of Affairs in
the R.S.D.L.P.”, “A Letter to Huysmans, Secretary of the
International Socialist Bureau”.

Lenin’s famous article “Certain Features of the Histori-
cal Development of Marxism” is included in this volume.

In this edition two letters to the Russian Collegium of the
C.C. of the R.S.D.L.P. (1910-11) are included in the Collect-
ed Works for the first time. In these letters Lenin shows
how the liguidators, otzovists, Vperyod group, and Trotsky-
ites wrecked the work of the Party, and puts forward the task
of uniting Party forces in the struggle for the restoration of
the Party. The following arc also included in Lenin’s Collect-
ed Works for the first time: the note “Judas Trotsky’s Blush
of Shame”; materials relating to the June Meeting of the
members of the C.C. in 1911: “Letter to the Meeting of the
C.C. Members of the R.5.D.L.P. Abroad”, “Summary (Plan)
for Report by Three Bolshevik Members of the C.C. to a
Private Meeting of Nine Members of the Central Committee”,
“Draft Resolution Defining Terms of Reference”; the
articles “The Social-Democratic Group in the Second
Duma”, “Agency of the Liberal Bourgeoisie”; documents of
the meeting of the Bolshevik groups abroad: “Draft Reso-
lution on the Report *State of Affairs in the Party’”, “Reso-
lution on the Russian Organising Commission for the Con-
vening of a Conference”; the documents of the Prague Con-
ference: draft resolutions on the constitution of the Confer-
ence, on the tasks of the Party in the present situation, on
the tasks of Social-Democrats in the struggle against the
famine, “The Election Platform of the R.S.D.L.P.”, letter
“To the Editorial Board of Zwvezdae”, and the article “Put
Your Cards on the Table”.
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- LETTER TO THE RUSSIAN COLLEGIUM
OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF TIE R.S.D.L.P.

Recent events in the life of the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Labour Party abroad clearly show that the “unity
crisis” of the Party is coming to a head. I, thercfore, consid-
er it my duty, solely by way of information, to lel you know
the significance of recent happenings, the denouement that
may be expected (according to this course of events) and the
position adopted by orthodox Bolsheviks.

In Golos, No. 23,2 Martov in his article “Where Have We
Landed?” gibes at the Plenary Meeting, 3 at the fact that the
Russian Collegium of the Central Committee has not met
once during the year, and that nothing has been done to
carry out the decisions. He, of course, “forgets” to add that
1t 18 precisely the liguidator group of Potresovs that has
sabotaged the work of the Russian Central Committee: we
know of the non-recognition of the Central Committee by
Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri,? and their statement that its
very existence is harmful. The C.C. in Russia has been
Wrecked. Martov rejoices at this. It stands to reason that
the Vperyod group® also rejoices, and this is reflected in the
Vperyod symposium, No. 1. In his glee, Martov has blurted
Ot his views prematurely. He screams with delight that
“legality will finish them” (the Bolsheviks or the “Polish-
Bolshevik bloc™), By this he means thal thanks to the ob-
Struction of the Central Commitlee's work by the liquidators,
there is ng way out of the present situation that would be
legal* from the Party point of view. Obviously, nothing
l-‘--_---_-"_"‘—————-—.

¥ See footnote to p. 29.—T7r.
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18 V. I. LENIN

pleases the liquidators more than a hopeless situation for !

the Party.
But Martov was in too much of a hurry. The Bolsheviks

still have at their disposal an archi-legal means of emerg- |
ing from this situation as foreseen by the Plenary Meeting |

and published in its name in No. 11 of the Cenfral Organ.®

This is the demand for the return of the funds, becausc the |
GGolos and Vperyod groups obviously have not abided by the
terms agreed on—to eliminate factions and to struggle .
against the liquidators and the otzovists.” Il was precisely |

on these conditions, clearly agreed to, that the Bolsheviks
handed over their property to the Central Committee.

Then, on the Hth December, 1910 (New Style), the Bolshe-
viks, having signed the conditions at the Plenary Meeting?® |
applied for the return of the funds. According to legal pro- |

cedure this demand must lead to the convening of a plenary
meeting. The decision of the Plenary Meeting states that
“should it prove impossible” (literally!) for a plenary meet-

ing to take place within three months from the date of the

application, then a commission of five members of the C.C, —
three from the national, non-Russian, partics, one Bolshevik
and one Menshevik—is to be set up.

Immediately, the Golos supporters revealed themselves in
their true colours, The Golos supporter Igor,” a member of
the Central Committee Bureau Abroad,'® conscious of the
policy of the Russian liquidators, handed in a statement
that he was against holding a plenary meeting, but was in
favour of a commission. The violation of legality by the
Golos group is thus apparent, since a plenary meceting may
be convened before the conclusion of the three-month pe-
riod. Once such a request has been made it is not even per-
missible to raise the question of a commission,

The liquidator Igor, true servant of the Party traitors,
Messrs. Potresov and Co., calculates quite simply that the
plenary meeting is a savereign body and consequently its

session would open the door to a solution of the whole Party |

crisis. A commission, however, is not a sovereign body and

has no rights apart from the investigation into the claim |

put forward in the application. (Three Germans are now
considering this claim.) Hence, having obstructed the
Russian Central Committee, the liquidators (and their lack-
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eys abroad, the Golos group) are now trying to prevent any-
thing in the nature of a Central Committee from working.,
We shall yet see whether this attempt succceds. The Poles
in the Central Commitice Bureau Abroad' are voting for
the plenary meeling. It now all depends on the Latvians and
the Bund members,'* from whom so far no reply has been
received, Our representative in the Bureau Abroad has sub-
mitted and distributed a firm protest against Igor. (Copies
of Igor's statement and this protest are attached here-
with.)

It has become clear that the struggle for the plenary
meeting is a struggle for a legal way out, a struggle for the
Party. The fight of the Golos group against the plenary
meeting is a fight against a way out of the Party crisis, is a
fight against legality.

Plekhanov and his friends,” whom we kept informed of
every step, are in complete agreement with us on the necegsi-
ty for a plenary meeting. They, too, are in favour of it:
Lhe draft of our joint statement on this matter is now beiné
c-ons_lder_ed, and in the near future we shall either come for-
ward with a statement together with Plekhanov’s group,
E}r we shall publish an article on the question in the Central

rgan.

Fl.,ll‘thel'._. on the 26th November (N.S.), 1910, Trotsky
Efllrl‘led th_rough a resolution in the so-called Vienna Party
a5 o) i a1 S i b
I append this Joaflog e published as a separate leaflet,
Galzzr ;l}lf {EZOIE;J?H’ 4{:1fp~91;1 war is declared on Rabochaya
Zrons ’Thl gan of the Bolshevﬂfs and Plekhanov's
Choap: © arguments are not new. The statement that
e eG UE}E(; .Illl?zlvVno es;entlal grounds” for a struggle against
h}’pﬂcriayl waegy?] g]ioups is the height of absurdity and
beople Lad o :i{tu 3; nm?s that Lhe Golos and Vperyod
that the forp inten ls\pn 0 dlspersmg‘ thf;ll‘ factions and
and Co. 1o, ti 13 reality support th‘e liquidators, Potresov
abrond (usin e fietiyﬂd fgfﬂup organised t}l@: factional school
teach Mach, g hn.s of well-known origin), where they

cRism, where they teach that otzovism is a “legal

Sh.‘;lde . vy )
etc, etif_ opimion™ (taken literally from their platform),

pL
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Trotsky's call for “friendly” collaboration by the Party |
with the Golos and Vperyod groups is disgusting hypocrisy j

and pbrase-mongering. Everybody is aware that for the
whole year since the Plenary Meeting the Golos and Vperyod

groups have worked in a “friendly” manner against the Party |
(and were secretly supported by Trotsky). Actually, it is §

only the Bolsheviks and Plekhanov's group who have for a |

whole year carried out friendly Party work in the Central }

Organ, in Rabochaye Gazeta, and at Copenhagen,’® as well |
as in the Russian legal press.

Trotsky's atlacks on the bloc of Bolsheviks and Plﬁkh{l-
nov's group arc not new; what is new is the outcome of his §
resolution: the Vienna Club (read: “Trotsky”) has organised }

a “general Party fund for the purpose of preparing and |
convening a conference of the R.S.D.L.P.”.

This indeed is new. It is a direct step towards a split. |
It is a clear violation of Party legality and the start of an §
adventure in which Trotsky will come to grief. This is ob-
viously a split. Trotsky’s action, his “fund”, is supported |
only by the Golos and Vperyod groups. There can be no]
question of participation by the Bolsheviks and Plekhanov’s |
group. That the liquidators (of Golos) in Zurich have already
supported Trotsky is comprehensible. It is quite possible |
and probable that “certain” Vperyod “funds” will he made
available to Trotsky. You will appreciate that this will
only stress the adventurist character of his undertaking.

It is clear that this undertaking violates Party legality,
since not a word is said about the Central Committee, which
alone can call the conference. In addition, Trotsky, having
ousted the C.C. representalive on Pravda'® in August 1910,
himself lost all trace of legality, eonverting Pravda from an
organ supported by the representative of the C.C. into al
purely factional organ. '

Thus, the whole matter has taken on definite shape, the
situation has clarified itself. The Vperyod group collected
“certain funds” for struggle against the Party, for support of§
the “legal shade of opinion” (otzovism). Trotsky in the last|
number of Pravde (and in his lecture in Zurich) goes all out to |
flirt with Vperyod. The liquidators in Russia sabotaged the
work of the Russian Central Commitiee. The liquidators

abroad want to prevent a plenary meeting abroad--in other |
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words, sabotage anything like a Central Committee. Taking
advantage of this “violation of legality”, Trotsky seeks an
organisational split, creating “his own” fund for “his own”
conference.

The roles have been assigned. The Golos group defend
Potresov and Co., as a “legal shade of opinion”, the Vperyod
group defend otzovism, as a “legal shade of opinion”. Trot-
sky seeks to defend both camps in a “popular fashion”, and
to call his conference (possibly on funds supplied by Vpe-
ryod). The Triple Alliance (Potresov--Trotsky+Maximov)
against the Dual Alliance (Bolsheviks--Plekhanov’s group).
The deployment of forces has been completed and battle
joined.

You will understand why I call Trotsky’s move an adven-
ture; 1t is an adventure in every respect.

It is an adventure in the ideological sense. Trotsky groups
all the enemies of Marxism, he unites Potresov and Maxi-
mov, who detest the “Lenin-Plekhanov” bloc, as they like
to call it. Trotsky unites all to whom ideological decay is
dear, all who are not concerned with the defence of Marxism -
all philistines who do not understand the reasons for the
struggle and who do not wish to learn, think, and discover
the ideological roots of the divergence of views. At this
time of confusion, disintegration, and wavering it is casy
for Trotsky to become the “hero of the hour” and gather all
t.h_e shabby elements around himself. The more openly
this attempt is made, the more spectacular will be the
defeat,

It is an adventure in the party-political sense. At present
Everythmg goes to show that the real unity of the Social-
anogn{:ﬂfg&xfi}grii?yr;ﬁfigz m:}flyl'nn_t]he.bagis of a sincere
vism. I i o]y re 0 of liquic ationism and otzo-
M car that Potresov (together with Golos) and the
efm%md group have renounced neither the one nor the oth-
i.n.g t}gitﬁ%'%’dr;l;lt?néh%m, basely lglcwiving h_imsulf, dem_aiv-
Trotsky wil 1Ehiev e{%{f}l_\flng the proletariat. In reality,
of Pt , a © nolhing more than the strengthening

otresov's and Maximov's anti-Part Th -
lapse of this adventure is inevi Y BTONPS: o col

Finally, it is an orza:fistﬂ?;;l?lbga%ntur A f

: 1 0 nture. A conference
held with Trotsky's funds”, without the Central Committee,
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is a split. Let the initiative remain with Trotsky. Let
his be the responsibility,

Three slogans bring out the essence of the present situa-
tion within the Party:

1. Strengthen and support the unification and rallying
of Plekhanov's supporters and the Bolsheviks for the
defence of Marxism, for a rebuff to ideological confusion,
and for the battle against liquidationism and otzovism,

2. Struggle for a plenary meeting—for a legal solution to
the Party crisis.

3. Struggle against the splitting tactics and the unprin-
cipled adventurism of Trotsky in banding Potresov and
Maximov against Social-Democracy.

Written 1n mid-December 1910

First published in 1941 in
Proletarshaya Revolulsia, No, 1

Published according
to a typewritten copy

23

THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY

The question of the crisis in our Party has again been
given priority by the Social-Democratic press abroad, leading
to stronger rumours, perplexity and vacillation among wide
Party circles. It is, therefore, essential for the Central Organ
of the Party to clarify this question in its entirety. Martov's
article in Golos, No. 23, and Trotsky’s statement of Novem-
ber 26, 1910 in the form of a “resolution” of the “Vienna Club”,
published as a separate lcaflet, present the question to the
reader in a manner which completely distorts the essence
of the matter,

Martov's article and Trotsky’s resolution conceal dofi-
nite practical actions—actions directed against the Party.
Martov’s article is simply theliterary expression of a campaign
launched by the Golos group to sabotage the €Central Com-
mittee of our Party., Trotsky's resolution, which calls upon
organisations in the localities to prepare for a “general Party
conference” independent of, and against, the Central Commit-
tee, expresses the very aim of (he Golos group—to destroy
the central bodies so detested by the liquidators, and with
them, the Party as an organisation. It is not enough to lay
bare the anti-Party activities of Golos and Trotsky; they
must be fought. Comrades to whom the Party and its reviv-
al are dear Imust come out most resolutely against all
th“-‘-‘*’{* Whﬁ_, guided by purely factional and narrow circle
considerations and interests, are striving to destroy the
Party.
disl,wiﬁngs arl?::.le “Where TTave We Landed?” is poorly
thﬂgre}{e}jc;ﬁﬂﬂ EIY lt{f the Plenary Meeting’s erisiorls and

Y the P tg ol a lqmdatpr over the adversities suffered
¢ Farty. “Not once did they succeed in convening in
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Russia the Collegium of the Central Committee although

it consists of only a few members”—this is how Martov
writes, using italies, as if bubbling over with the pleasure
all liquidators will derive from the publication of this
fact.

Unfortunately, what Martov says is truec. The Russian
Central Committee has not succceded in meeting. But Mar-

tov is mistaken if he thinks that he can evade the question ':'

as to who sabotaged the work of the Central Committee in

Russia. It was not only the police who hindered the holding |
of the meeting, in addition 1o the police there was one ob-

stacle of a political nature. That obstacle was the well-

known refusal by Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri to attend a :.
meeting of the Central Committee even if only to co-opt |
new members, and their statement that they “consider the

very existence of the Central Committee harmful”,

1t cannot be denied that refusal to attend even one meet- J
ing for the purpose of co-option, refusal to attend at the j

invitation of people who carry on their work amid a host

of obstacles placed in their way by the police, means sabotag- |
ing the work of the Central Committee. Nor can it be denied |
that this political act, accompanied by a statement (hat §
ils motives were matters of principle, was carried out by |
members of the group of “most prominent” Golos contribu- |
tors in Russia (the letter of the sixfeen'® in Golos, |

No. 19-20), who are also members of the liquidationist legal
groups of Potresov and Co. All these are facts. The group
of independent legalists, the enemies of the Social-Democratic
Party—these are the people who sabotaged the work of the
Central Committee in Russia.

When Axelrod asserts (in Golos, No. 23) that the “label” |

of liquidator is tacked on “indiscriminately”, when he stoops
even to such nonsense as to state that we are capable of call-

ing a liquidator someone who is physically tired or ¢rushed |
by the struggle for his daily bread; when, indulging as he }
does in this kind of infantile twaddle, he maintains silence |
about that particular group and those very groups of liqui- |

dators who have been menlioned in the Central Organ of the
Party by name, then there is no need to prove the unserupe-
lousness of such subierfuges. When Martov and other Golos

people pretend to “argue” in Golos against the liquidators |
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in Russia, declaring that their acts are “frivolous” (!}, and
«exhorting” them to wait a little longer (Martov on Levitsky
in No. 23), and at the same time work hand in glove with
them, and, together with them, form a separate faction
abroad for the purpose of fighting the Party and lending
support to its enemies, such as Mr. Potresov, we can see in
this but one of many manifestations of political hypecrisy.
No politically-minded person will say that Mr, Milyukov
is seriously fighting the Vekhi'® writers when he “argues”
with them, declares them to be “frivolous”, and at the same
time works hand in glove with them politically. Everyone
will see that this only proves Mr. Milyukov’s hypocrisy,
and by no means disproves his political solidarity with
Vekhi, No politically-minded person will say that Mr. Sto-
Iypin and his government are seriously fighting the Black
Hundreds®*® when he “argucs” with them (in Rossiya®'),
accuses them of “frivolity”, but at the same time works
hand in glove with them, Everyone will sce that Mr, Stoly-
pin and the tsar’s government thereby prove nothing but
their bhypoerisy, that this by no means disproves the
f:s}mt of their political solidarity with the Purishkevi-
ches,

But if everyone is clear about 1.:he political hypocrisy
of Golos, Martov’s hint that “legality finishes” the official
representatives of the Party cannot be clear to 999 out
EEMLOOO readers, because it is a deliberately vague

It is !;he duty of the Central Organ to disperse any haze
enveloping our Party affairs, so that the substance of the
differences may become clear to everyone.

Ce‘r?;?;lt glartojf meanﬁ is t.}}at, apart from a decision of the
e wouﬁmémtftee, there is no uth{sr way out of the crisis
the 1iqllidat0:sn _OI'HPI{ t.?.-.Pa}fty legality. Consequently, since
work of the Ce;ﬁr* ll_ltéald ave succeeded in sabotaging the
tors abroad Succeed% OH?THIT:J[GB there (and if thq liguida-
meeting ooen outsid;nﬁpur?'entm}? the (E’entml Committee from
of the situation, And B'I;;‘{izy,vtre?e' Nt 1110 198'3'1 e Con
tral Committes. e sé. : ¢ ejotces in ac vance: the Cen-

: y$, has been completely wrecked, there

IS no legal way out, and the ligy: 1 ed
won their game, he liquidators, he thinks, have
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Martov was in too much of a hurry. He has blurted out
too soon what Mr. Potresov and the other encmies of the
Party have kept to themselves.

Yes, Martov is right! The Central Committee alone can
find the way out of the crisis in the Party. Hence, if, on
account of police obstacles, and on account of the above-

mentioned political obstacles, the Central Committee is

prevented from meeting in Russia, it must be convened
abroad. This is the only way of approaching a solution to the
crisis. The Bolsheviks, one of the Party trends that con-
cluded at the last Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee
the agreement which provided for joint Party work out-
side the factions, took measures to hasten the only possible
solution to the Party crisis. The representatives of the Bol-
shevik group placed its property at the disposal of the Party,
on condition that simultaneously with the dissolution of

its own group centre, those of the Mensheviks (the Golos ]

group) and the otzovists (the Vperyod group) would also
be dissolved. This kas not beern done. What is more, Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata (the leading organ of the Golos group),
has deliberately taken under its wing and protection the
enemies within the Party, whom the Plenary Meeting of
the Central Committee unanimously instructed us to fight
most resolutely, as representing bourgeois and anti-Party
deviations from Social-Democracy. In view of this obvious
violation of the terms of the agreement concluded at the
Plenary Meeting between all the Party trends and groups,
in view of the obvious anti-Party policy of one of the parties
to the agreement, the Bolsheviks thought it necessary to
demand the return of the funds which a year before they had
placed at the disposal of the Party on definite conditions.
On December 5, 1910, they filed an application to this
effect with the Central Committec Bureau Abroad. Wheth-
er the Bolsheviks were right or wrong in acting as they
did will be determined by the body appointed by the Ple-
nary Meeting. The point is that now, since the representa-
tives of the Bolshevik trend have filed their application, it
1s imperative to convene a plenary meeting of the Central
Committee abroad, and not only for the purpose of finding
a way out of the internal crisis in the Party; it is imperative
as a step dictated to all the trends and groups which conclud-
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ed the agreement of January G, 1910, according to the obli-
gation they themselves assumed, in the resolution which they
them selves adopted unanimously.* The convocation of a ple-
nary meeting of the Central Committee has become not only a
necessity in the interests of the Parly, it has become a
juridical obligation. We see again that there can be no legal
way out of the situation, other than the convening of a plenary
meeting of the Central Committee....

It is on this point that the policy of the Golos group im-
mediately revealed itself.

It would appear that, according to the clear and unequi-
vocal decision of the Central Committee, the only thing
for its Bureau Abroad to do, in view of the application
filed by the Bolsheviks, was to call a plenary meeting; and
only if the attempts to convene it in the course of three
months failed, was the Bureau to resort to the other method
of settling the question as provided by the Central Committee.
But the Golos group acted differently.

On December 12, Igorev of Golos, a member of the Central
Committee Bureau Abroad, filed a written statement in
which he declared that he was against calling a plenary meei-
ing and would agree only to a-commission.

It is obvious wherein lies the rub: a plenary meeting is
a sovereign body and, if it were convened, could find a legal
way out of the crisis, a legal way out of the impossible
state of affairs in Russia. A commission on the other hand,
15 nof a sovereign body, it has no rights (except that of exam-
ining the Bolsheviks' claim to their funds); it cannot find
any legal way out of the crisis.

* At the_filenary Meeiing, the Central Committee entered into an
agreement with certain representatives of the Boishevik trend, provid-
ing for the conditional transfer of their funds to the Party. This agree-
m‘ent was recognised as Party lqw, as the source of Party legality. It
was puhhshgd in the Central Organ (No. 11), together with the entire
procedure _Stlﬂ)“mtﬂf_l by the Meeling in connection with the agreement.
ting Pflmﬂ%PH rovision was, that if the Bolsheviks filed an applica-
amalsa OWII:I']g that the Golos apd Vperyod trends violaled the terms of
sion grjl:li? :101_1, Q@ Pfﬁnary meeting was _m he called (abruad). The deci-
im Dgﬂihl] & fm NU; 11 of the Central Urgan, states: “Should it prove
¢ I;pee . ﬂEt} or lfﬂl'lU‘H'S reasons 1o arrange a p]gnary HlEEtng within
Ned t}l'I*] s after the representatives of the Bolshevik trend have
leir application”, a Specral commission “is to be set up”.
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The saying has proved true—he who diggeth a pit shall
fall into it.

The kind-hearted Martov had hardly shown the Party
the “pit” of the allegedly hopeless, from the legal point of
view, siluation in which the liquidators would be so happy
to see the oflicial Party, when Igorev of Golos found himself
in that very pit!

The Russian liquidators have sabotaged the work of the
Central Commitlee in Russia. Now the liquidators abroad
are trying to prevent the meeting of the Central Committee
outside Russia, The liquidators are happy in anticipation
of that greatest of joys (for Stolypin and for the liquidators)—
the absence of any Central Committee. What a boon that
would be for the Potresovs and for the Vperyod faction!

We shall not dwell here on the subterfuges of lgorev of
the Golos group and on their refutation in the counter-state-
ment filed by a Bolshevik member of the Central Committee
Bureau Abroad.* We shall only note the fact that Igorev
of Golos obligingly and bluntly declared that he would
protest against a plenary meeting even if it were convened
in conformity with the general Rules (for which a unanimous
decision of the Central Committee Bureau Abroad is re-
quired), and not by the adoption of a special decision hased
ot an application. In the opinion of Igorev of Golos a plenary
meeting is “unwieldy”, ete. Naturally—since for the liquida-
tors the very existence of our illegal Party is too “unwieldy”,
The other “reason” advanced by Igorev is that the plenary
meeting would be made up mostly of exiles. But this does
not prevent the Golos group from lending every support
to Trotsky’s purely émigré plan of calling a “general Party”
conference independently of, and against, the Central Com-
mittee....

The Golos group have decided to disrupt any and every
attempt to convene the Central Committee.

Further, we must draw the attention of Party members to
a more general problem—the state of affairs in the R.S.D.L.P.
Like every revolutionary party, our Party can exist
and develop only if there is at least an elementary desire

* In a letler addressed to the Central Organ this comrade requests
us to help him inform the Party of the Golos group’s attempts to pre-
vent the plenary meeting.
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on the part of revolutionaries to help one another in car-
rving oul common WOrkK. o o .
"If the Party Rules and decisions (the Party's “legality”)
do not serve to facilitate this joint work, but are used as
retexrts for people in some of the most important Party
bodies to hamper this work from within, then Party xjmrk
hecomes an indignified farce. In any other party the difficul-
ties attending the convening of the Central Commlt-‘t-ee
would have led at once to dozens of ways and means being
found to circumvent police obstacles, they would have pro-
duced a host of new methods of work. We, however, find
factionalists inside the Party, some of whom serve the Po-
tresovs, and others the out-and-out otzovisls and semi-anarch-
ists, outside the Party. In the hands of pcople like Igorevlaf
Golos, “legality” 1is converted into an ilzlstru_ment for
damaging the Party from within, for hampering its jnr‘nrl«':,
for helping the Potresovs to destroy the Party.® This is
an impossible siluation. And it will not be remedicd by
“well-meaning resolutions” which Martov legitimately ho_lds
up to ridicule. In order to help matters, we must, first
of all, understand them. We must understand why it is
absurd, unbecoming, and ridiculous to concocl well-meaning
resolutions about joint work with gentlemen like Potresov
and Co. Once the Party realises that we have here iwo
incompatible policics, that it is a queslion of Social-Democ-
racy versus liberalism, it will rapidly find a way out. Then
we shall succeed in creating a “legality” which the liquida-
tors will be urnable to use as a means of tripping up the Party.
It must be admitted that Mr. Potlresov and his friends,
as well as Igorev of Golos, deserve our thanks for the success-
ful way in which they are helping the Party to realise this.
Troisky's statement, though outwardly entirely uncon-
nected with Martov’s jeering at the adversities of the Party,
and with the attempts of the Golos supporters to sabotage
the Central Committee, is actually connected with the one

—

. When Martov jeers at official Party institutions, saying that
IEQE‘IEW finishes them”, he is right insofar as the fruitiulness of the
work is killed by such“legal” (i.e., created in accordance with the Party
Rules or by decisions of the Plenary Meeting) forms of these insti-
tutlons as permit Mikhail, Roman, Yuri, the Golos group (as repre-
sented by Igorev), ete., to hamper Lhe work.
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and the other by inseverable ties, by the ties of “interest”, !
There are many Party members who still fail to see this con- |

nection. The Vienna resolution of November 26, 1910, will

undoubtedly help them understand the cssence of the mat- }

ter. |
The resolution consists of three parts: (1) a declaration

of war against Fabochaya Gazeta (a call to “rebuf] it resolute- |

ly” as one of the “new factional group undertakings”,
using Trolsky's expression); (2) polemics against the line
of the Bolshevik-Plekhanov “bloc”; (3) a declaration that
the “mecting of the Vienna Club [i.e., Trotsky and his
~circle]* resolves: to organise a general Party fund for the
purpose of preparing and convening a conference of the
R.S.D.L.P.”.

We shall not dwell on the first part at all. Trotsky is quite
right in saying that Rabochaya Gazeta is a “private undertak-
ing”, and that “it is not authorised to speak in the name of
the Parly as a whole”,
~ Only Trotsky should not have forgotten to mention that
he and his Pravde are not authorised to speak in the name
of the Party either. In saying that the Plenary Meeting
recognised the work of Pravda as useful, he should not havae
forgotten to mention that it appointed o representative of
the Central Committee to the Kditorial Board of Pravda.
When Trotsky, in referring to the Meeting's decisions on
Pravda, fails to mention this fact, all one can say about it
is that ke is deceiving the workers. And this deception on the
part of Trotsky is all the morc malicious, since in August
1910 Trotsky removed the representative of the Central Com-
mittee from Pravda. Since that incident, since Pravda has
severed its relations with the Central Committee, Trotsky's
paper is nothing but a “private undertaking”, and one,
moreover, that has failed to carry out the obligations it
assumed. Until the Central Committee meots again, the
only judge of the relations between Pravda and the Central
Committee is the Central Committee representative appoint-

ed by the Plenary Meeting who has declared thai Trotsky
behaved in a manner hostile to the Party.

* Interpolations in square brackets (within Ipassages quoted by

Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—
fd.
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That is what emecrges from the question, so oppmrt'unely

» r Trotsky, as to who is “authorised to spcak in the
[*albﬂ'd b} : ¥, "
ne of the DParly as a whole”. ‘
ﬂ.Nur is that all. Inasmuch as (and so long as) the 'legah'st
li(iuidator—indepundents obstruct the Central Committee in
Russia, and inasmuch as (apd so long as) the Golosigrqup
obstruct the Central Committee abroad, the sole }JD,{, }{1 d;ll-
thorised “to speak in the name of the Party as a whole” is the

rgan.

Cgfll‘}tlii‘{afgf we declare, in the name of the 'Pariy asa w!w%e,
that Trotsky is pursuing an a.ntkParty policy; that, by _fall—
ing to make the least mention of the Central Commlttge
inbhis resolution (as if he had already come to an underst:an -
ing with Golos that the work of the Central Commnte?
would be sabotaged), and by announcing in the name o
one group abroad the “organisation of a fund Eor thl? purpose
of convening a conference of the H:S.D.L.P. , he is contra-
vening Party legality and is embarking on the path of adven-
turism and a split. 1f the efforts of the liquidators to sabotage
the work of the Central Commitice meet with success, we,
as the sole body authoriscd to speak in the name of the
Party as a whole, will immediately deplarg that we take
no part whatever in Trotsky’s “fund” or in his venture, and
that we shall recognise as a general Party conierence only
one convened by the Central Organ, not one convenced by
Trotsky’s circle.*

But };0 long as events have not brought_abm:lt the final
wrecking of the Central Committee, there is still hope for
a4 way out that is entirely legal from ihe Parly point of
view,

While calling upon Party members to fight resolutely
for this solution based on Party legality, we shaill try to
investigate “the fundamental principles” of the differences
which the Golos group and Trotsky are in a hurry to carry
to the point of a split—the former, by ohstructing the
work of the Central Committee, and the latter, by ignoring
1t and “organising a fund” for the purpese of convening a

N——

* That a general Party conference, one convened by the Central
Commitiee of the Party, i really needed and should be called as soon as
possible—of that there can be no question.
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“conference of the R.S.D.L.P.” (no joke!) by Trotsky's
circle.

Trotsky writes in his resolution that at present “there
is no basis for the siruggle on principle” being waged by the
“Leninists and Plekhanovites” (in thus substituting person-
alities for the trends of Bolshevism and pro-Party Men-
shevism, Trotsky aims at disparagement, but succeeds only
in expressing his own lack of understanding).

It is to investigate these fundamental principles that the
Central Organ calls upon Social-Democrats throughout
Russia—examine this very interesting question while the
“uninteresting” struggle over the convocation of the plenary
meeting 1s still going omn.

We quote in full the reasons given by Trotsky for his
statement that the struggle of the -Central Organ is not
justified by any basic difference of principle.

“The conviction has taken firm root among all [Trotsky's italics]
Party trends, that it is necessary to restore the illegal organisation,
to combine legal with illegal work, and to pursue consistent Social-
Democratic tactics. These fundamental directives were unanimously

adopled by the last Plenary Meeting.

“The difficulty now, a year after the Meeting, is not the proclama-
tion of these truths, bul their application in practice. The way to
achieve this is by harmonious work carried on jointl by all sections of
the Party—the ‘Golos', ‘Plekhanov’, ‘Leninist’, and ‘Vperyod' groups,
and the non-faclionalists. The Party has already spiritually outgrown
the period of its infancy, and it is time that all its members felt and
acted as revolutionary Social-Democrats, as patriots of their Party and
not as members of factions. This co-operation must take place within
the framework of the Party as a whole, not around factional bodies.”

That is an example of how fine words are worn into shreds
by phrase-mongering intended to disguise a monstrous
untruth, a monstrous deception both of those who revel in
phrase-mongering and of the whole Party.

It is a plain and crying untruth that all Party tronds are
convinced of the need to revive the illegal organisation,
FEach issue of Golos shows that its writers regard Mr. Potre-
sov's group us & Party trend, and that not only do they
“regard” it as such but that they systematically take part in
its “work”, Is it not ridiculous, is it not disgraceful today,
a year after the Plenary Meeting, to play at hide and seek,
to deccive oncself and deceive the workers, to indulge in
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verbal tricks, when it is a question, not of empfty phrases,
but of “application in practice”?

Yes or no? Does Trotsky regard the Potresovs who were
specifically mentioned in the Central Organ, as a “Party
trend” or nol? This is precisely a question of the “applica-
tion in practice” of the decisions of the Plenary Mecting, and
it is now @ year since it was posed by the Central Organ
clearly, bluntly, and unambiguously, so that there could
he no evasions!

Trotsky is Irying again and again to evade the question
by passing it over in silence or hy phrase-mongering; for he
15 concerned to keep the readers and the Party ignorant of
the truth, namely, that Mr. Potresov’s group, the group of
sixteen, etc., are absolutely independent of the Party, rep-
resent expressly distinct factions, are not only doing nothing
to revive the illegal organisation, but are obstructing its
revival, and are not pursuing any Social-Democratic tactics.
Trotsky is concerned with keeping the Party ignorant of
the truth, namely, that the Golos group represent a faction
abroad, similarly separated from (he Party, and that they
actually render service to the liquidators in Russia.

And what about the Vperyod group? Trolsky knows per-
fectly woll that ever since the Plenary Meeting they have
bpen strengthening and developing their separate faction,
disposing of funds independently of the Party, and main-
laining a separate factional school in which they teach, not
‘_‘cumistent Social-Demoeratic tactics”, but that “otzovism
's a legal shade of opinion”; in which they teach otzovist
views on the role of the Third Duma, views expressed in the
factional platform of Vperyod.

Trotsky maintains silence on this undeniable truth,
becguse the truth is detrimental to the rea/ aims of his
policy. The real aims, however, are becoming clearer and
nore obvious even to the least far-sighted Party members.
I'hey are: an anti-Party bloc of the Potresovs with the Vpe-
'yod group—a bloc which Trotsky supports and is organising.
The adoption of Trotsky’s resolutions (like the “Vienna”
one) by the Golos group, Pravda’s flirtation with the Vperyod
aloup, Pravda’s allegations that only members of the Vpe-
Tyod group and Trotsky’s group are active in the localities
In Russia, the bublicity given by Pravda to the Vperyod
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“conterence of the R.5.D.L.P.” (no jokel!) by Trotsky’s
circle.

Trolsky writes in his resolution that at present “there
is no basis for the struggle on principle” being waged by the
“Leninists and Plekhanovites” (in thus substituting person-
alities for the trends of Bolshevism and pro-Party Men-
shevism, Trotsky aims at disparagement, but succeeds only
in expressing his own lack of understanding).

It is to investigate these fundamental principles that the
Central Organ calls upon Social-Democrats throughout
Russia—examine this very interesting question while the
“uninteresting” struggle over the convocation of the plenary
meeting 1s still going on,

We quote in full the reasons given by Trotsky for his
statement that the struggle of the -Central Organ is not
justified by any basic difference of principle.

“The conviction has taken firm root among all [Trotsky's italics]
Parly trends, that it is necessary to restore the illegal organisation,
to combine legal with illegal work, and to pursue consistent Social-
Democratic tactics. These fundamental direclives were unanimously

adopted by the last Plenary Meeting.

“The difficulty now, a year after the Meeting, is not the proclama-
tion of these truths, but their application in practice. The way to
achieve this is by harmonious work carried on jointly by all sections of
the Party—the *Golos’, ‘Plekhanov’, ‘Leninist’, ang ‘Vperyod’ groups,
and the non-factionalists, The Party has already spiritually outgrown
the period of its infancy, and it is time that all its members felt and
acteg as revolutionary Socigl-Democrats, as patriots of their Party and
not as members of factions. This co-operation must take place within
the framework of the Party as a whole, not around factional bodies.”

That is an example of how fine words are worn into shreds
by phrase-mongering intended to disguise a monstrous
untruth, a monstrous deception both of those who revel in
phrase-mongering and of the whole Party.

It is a plain and crying untruth that all Party trends are
convinced of the need to revive the illegal organisation.
Each issue of Golos shows that its writers regard Mr. Potre-
sov's group as a Party trend, and that not only do they
‘regard” it as such but that they systematically take part in
its “work”, Is it not ridiculous, is it not disgraceful today,
a year after the Plenary Meeting, to play at hide and seek,
to deceive oneself and deceive the workers, to indulge in
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verhal tricks, when it is a question, not of empty phrases,
but of “application in practice’?

Yes or no? Does Trotsky regard the Potresovs who were
specilically mentioned in the Central Organ, as a “Party
trend” or not? This is precisely a question of the “applica-
tion 1n practice” of the decisions of the Plenary Meeting, and
it 15 now a year since it was posed by the Central Organ
clearly, bluntly, and unambiguously, so that there could
be no evasions!

Trotsky is trying again and again to evade the question
by passing it over in silence or by pPhrase-mongering; for he
is concerned to keep the readers and the Party ignorant of
the truth, namely, that Mr. Potresov’s group, the group of
sixteen, etc., are absolutely independent of the Party, rep-
resent expressly distinct factions, are not only doing nothing
to revive the illegal organisation, but are obstructing its
revival, and are not pursuing any Social-Democratic tactics,
Trotsky is concerned with keeping the Party ignorant of
the truth, namecly, that the Golos group represent a faction
abroad, similarly separated from the Party, and that they
actually render scrvice to the liquidators in Russia.
~ And what about the Vperyod group? Trotsky knows per-
icctly well that ever since the Plenary Mecting they have
bfﬁﬂl’l strengthening and developing their scparate faction,
dlspOSing of funds independently of the Party, and main-
laining a separate factional school in which they teach, not
“consistent Social-Democratic tactics”, but that “otzovism
18 a legal shade of opinion”; in which they teach otzovist
Views on the role of the Third Duma, views expressed in the
factional platform of Vperyod.

Trotsky maintains silence on this undeniable truth,
becguse the truth is detrimental to the real aims of hig
policy. The real aims, however, are becoming clearer and
more obvious even to the least far-sighted Party members.
They are: an anti-Party bloc of the Potresovs with the Vpe-
rvod group—a bloc which Trotsky supports and is organising.
The adoption of Trotsky's resolutions (like the “Vienna”
one) by the Golos group, Pravda’s flirtation with the Vperyod
stoup, Pravda’s allegations that only members of the Vpe-
ryod group and Trotsky’s group arc active in the localities
In Russia, the publicity given by Pravda to the Vperyod
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factional school, Trotsky's direet assistance to this school,
these are all facls which cannot long remain concealed.
Murder will out,.

The substance of Trolsky's policy is “harmonious work”
carried on by Pravda together with the faclions of the
Potresovs and Vperyod. The various roles in this blee have
been clearly cast: Mr. Potresov and Co. are continuing
their legalistic work, independently of the Party, work of
destroying the Social-Democratic Party; the Golos group rep-
resent the foreign branch of this faction; and Trotsky has
assumed the role of attorney, assuring the naive public
that “consistent Social-Democratic tacties” has taken “firm
root among all Party trends”. The Vperyod group also en-
joy the services of this attorney, who pleads their right to
maintain a factional school and resorts to hypocritical and
formal phrases in order to gloss over their policy. Naturally,
this bloc will support Trotsky’s “fund” and the anti-Party
conference which he is convening, for here the Potresovs
and the Vperyod group are getting what they want, namely,
freedom for their factions, blessings of the confercnce f{or
those factions, a cover for their activity, and an altorney
to defend that activity before the workers.

Therefore, it is from the standpoint of “fundamental prin-
ciples” that we must regard this bloc as adventurism in the
most literal meaning of the term. Trotsky does not dare
to say that he seesin Potresov and in the otzovists real Marx-
ists, real champions of loyalty to the principles of Social-
Democracy. The essence of the position of an adventurer
is that he must forever resort to cvasions. For it is obvious
and known to everyone that the Polresovs and the otzovists
all have their own line (an anti-Social-Democratic line)
and that they arc pursuing it, while the diplomats of Golos
and Vperyod only serve as a screen for them.

The most profound reason why this blo¢ is doomed to
failure—no matter how great its success among the philis-
tines and no matter how large the “funds” Trotsky may
succeed 1n collecting with the assistance of Vperyod and
Potresov's “sources”—is that it is an unprincipled bloc.
The theory of Marxism, “the fundamental principles” of our
entire world outlook and of our entire Party programme and
tactics, is now in the forefront of all Parly life not by mere
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chance, but beeause it is inevitable. Tt was no mere chance
that since the failure of the revolution, all classes of society
the widest sections of the popular masses, have displayed :.-;
fresh interest in the very fundamentals of 1he world outlook
in{'_’.lu(jlil']g the questions of religion and philosophy, and t-ht;
principles of our Marxist doclrine as a whyle: that was
inevitable. It is no mere chance that the masses ,whom the
rem_lution drew into the sharp struggle over qfuestiona of
tactics, have subsequently, in the period characterised by
the uh.l%ence of open struggle, shown a dosire for general
theorelical knowledge; that was inevilable, We must again
explain the fundamentals of Marzism to these massey: Lhe
d{ffenc-gjnf Marxist theory is again on the order of the,day
When Trotsky declares that the rapprochement between the;
pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks 18 “devoid of
pnhtm_al content” and “unstable”, he is thereby merely
revealing t}w depths of his own ignorance, he is thereby
demonstrating his own complete emptiness. For it is precisely
the fundamental principles of Marxism that have triumphed
as a result of the struggle waged by the Bolsheviks against
the non-Social-Democratic ideas of Vperyod, and as a rusult
of the struggle waged by the pro-Party Mensheviks against
the Potresovs and Golos. 1t was preciscly this rapproche-
ment on the question of the fundamental principles of Marx-
iﬁﬂktﬁm constituted the real basis for really harmonious
dont ili]weun} the pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks
o Fg t. e w mlg year fol]owmg the Plenary Meeting, This
1;1tiora?’ _th words, nor promises, nor “well-meaning reso-
shevi]:;S . ?d no matter fvhat‘ differences divided the Men-
o] S E}I]{ the Bolsheviks in the past, and will divide
e “Im‘]utrtl're (only 'adventurers are capable of attracting
aSideJ W }W:ch promises that I;}‘Ee differences would be set
I'tasi:::h;i;f t ath_t.hey would be “liquidated” by this or that
aly iL_hjrn)j—t is fact camnot be expunged froin history,

fféerrasef-ye lr?terna] t?evulopment of the principal factions
via t-hees, un‘ly their own ideological evolution, can pro-
ishod o agr?mlmu? thflt the 'factions will really be abol-
of thei 1 r;;mi E‘ts f _{thmg‘ drawing close‘r together, as a result
hary M‘mﬁf‘ Wt‘fcllrn joint work, This began after the Ple-
betyeer ; S We have so far not seen harmonious work
1 Potresov and the Vperyod group and T rotsky; all
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we have seen is group diplomacy, juggling with words, soli-
darity in evasions. But the Party has seen the pro-Party
Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks work in harmony for a whole
year, and anyone who is capable of valuing Marzism, any-
one who holds dear the “fundamental principles” of Social-
Democracy, will not doubt for a moment that nine-tenths
of the workers belonging to both groups will be fully in
favour of this rapprochement,.

It is precisely from the standpoint of “fundamental prin-
ciples” that Trotsky’s bloc with Potresov and the Vperyod
group is adventurism. And it is cqually so from the stand-
point of the Party's political tasks. These tasks were indeed
pointed out by the Plenary Meecting unanimously, hui that
does not mean that they can be reduced to that banal
phrase—combining legal with illegal work (for the Cadets®®
also “combince” the legal Rech** with the illegal Central
Committee of their party)—which Trotsky deliberately uses
in order to please the Potresovs aud the Vperyod group,
who do not object to hollow phrases and platitudes.

«Ihe historical circumstances in which the Social-Democratic
movement finds itself in the period of bourgeois counter-revolution,”
the resolution of the Plenary Meeting states, “inevitably beget—as a
manifestation of bourgeois influence upon the proletariat—on the one
hand, the repudiation of the illegal Social-Democratic Parfy, the belit-
tling of its role and importance, attempts to curtail the programmatic-
al and tactical tasks and slogans of revolutionary Social-Dewocracy,
ete.: and, on the other hand, repudiation of Social-Democratic work
in the Duma and of the utilisation of opportunities for legal work,
failure to appreciate the importance of the one and the other, inability
to adapt revolutionary Secial-Democratic tactics to Lhe peculiar his-
torical conditions of Lthe present moment, etc.”.

After @ year's experience, no one can evade a direct an-
swer to the question as to the real meaning of these points.
Nor must it be forgotten that at the Meeting all the repre-
sentatives of the non-Russian nationalities (joincd at the
time by Trotsky, who is in the habit of joining any group
that happens to be in the majority at the moment) declared
in a written statement that “in point of fact it would be
desirable to describe the trend mentioned in the resolution
as liquidationism, against which it is essential to fight”.

The experience of the year since the Plenary Meeting
has shown in practice that it is precisely Potresov groups
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and the Vperyod faction that are the embodiment of this
hourgeois influence upon the proletariat. The ewvasion of
this obvious fact is what we call adventurism, for so far
nobody has dared to say openly that the line of Potresov
and his friends is nof liquidationism, or that recognition
of otzovism as “a legal shade of opinion” conforms to the
Jine of the Party. The year that followed the Meeting has
not been wasted on us. We have enriched our experience.
We have seen the practical manifestation of the tendencies
noted at the time. We have seen factions arise that embody
those tendencies. And words about the “harmonious work”
of these anti-Party factions in an allegedly “Party” spirit
can no longer deceive any large sections of the workers,
Thirdly and lastly, Trotsky’s policy is adventurism in
the qrgafaisational sense; for, as we have already pointed
oul, it violates Party legality; by organising a conference in
the name of one group abroad (or of a bloc of fwo anti-Party
factions—the Golos and Vperyod factions), it is directly
making for a split. Since we are authorised to speak in the
name of the whole Party, it is our duty to uphold Party
lugah‘ty to the end. But we by no means want the Party mem-
bership to sce only the form of “legality” and to overlook the
essence of the matter. On the contrary, we draw the main
altention of social-Democrals to the essence of the matter
which consists in the bloc formed by the Golos and Vperym%
groups—a bloc which stands for full freedom for Potresov
and his friends to engage in liquidationist activity and for
the otzovists to destroy the Party.
P‘:ﬁe ?E}M ll_lpon aIl_Sncial—Demgcrats to fight resolutely for
t}ix %7 legality, to flght‘the anti-Party bloc, for the sake of
e ulhdan_flental principles of Marxism, and in order to
burge Social-Democracy of the taint of liberalism and
anarchism,

tiul?}' (Sd.‘l‘lgle publication of the above article in a special edi-
30:{11-:;1:? cd on by the' vole of a majority of the Editorial
rep o t-w? T];‘B[}I'eseﬂtil_tl‘i{es of the Bolshevik trend and one
tot (p 111113:]1'“118 of the Polish organisation} has led to a pro-
ﬂlherpm 1sb edﬁ as a separate l‘eaﬂet) on the part of the two
Gotos | embpers of the Kditorial Board whe belong to the

rend., The authors of the leaflet do not deal with the
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contents of the article, The State of Affairs in the Party,
on their merits, but accuse the majority of the Editorial
Board (1) of violaling their formal righls as co-editors, and
(2) of commitlting an act of “police informing”. Since the dis-
pute is not conducled on the plane of principles and tactics
but along the lines of an organisational squabble and per-
sonal attacks, we consider that the most proper procedure
is to refer if entircly to the Central Committee. We believe
that, even before the Centra! Committee comes to a deci-
sion on this question, all Parfy comrades will be able to
form a proper opinion of the “polemical” methods of the two
members of the Editorial Board—Martov and Dan.

Puklished on December 23 or 24, 1910 Published according

{January & or 6, 1911) to the text of the reprint
As a reprint from the supplement to verified with the text
Svisial-Demokrat, No. 19-20 in the supplement
to Solsiel-Demokrat,
No, 19-20
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CERTAIN FEATURES
OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM®*

Our doctrine—said Engels, referring to himself and his
famous friend—is not a dogma, but a guide to action.
This classical statement stresses with remarkable force and
expressiveness that aspect of Marxism which is very often
lost sight of. And by losing sight of it, we turn Marxism into
something one-sided, distorted and lifeless; we deprive it
of 115 life blood; we undermine its basic theorctical founda-
tions—dialectics, the doctrine of historical development,
all-embracing and full of contradictions; we undermine its
connection with the definite practical tasks of the epoch,
which may change with every new turn of history.

Indeed, in our time, among those interested in the fate
of Marxism in Russia, we very frequently meet with pcople
who lose sight of just this aspect of Marxism. Yet, it must
be clear to everybody that in recent years Russia has under-
gone changes so abrupt as to alter the situation with
unusual rapidity and unusual force—the social and political
sttuation, which in a most direct and immediate manner
determines the conditions for action, and, hence, its aims.
I am not referring, of course, to general and fundamental
aims, which do not change with turns of history if the fun-
damental relation between classes remains unchanged. It
IS perfectly obvious that this general trend of economic
(and not only economic) evolution in Russia, like the fun-
_dﬂn_'lental relalion hetween the various classes of Russian
S0clety, has not changed during, say, the last six years.

But the aims of immediate and direct action changed
very sharply during this period, just as the actual social
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and political situalion changed, and consequently, since
Marxism is a living doctrine, various aspects of it were bound
to become prominent.

In order to make this idea clear, let us cast a glance at
the change in Lhe actual social and political situation over
the past six years. We immediately differentiate two three-
year periods: one ending roughly with the summer of 1907,
and the other with the summer of 1910. The first three-ycar
period, regarded from the purely theoretical standpoint,
is distinguished by rapid changes in the fundamental fea-
tures of the state system in Russia; the course of these
changes, moreover, was very uneven and the oscillations in
both directions were of considerable amplitude. The social and
economic basis of these changes in the “superstructure” was
the action of @/l classes of Russian society in the mos? di-
verse fields (activity inside and outside the Duma, the press,
unions, meetings, and so forth), action so open and impres-
sive and on a mass scale such as is rarcly to be observed in
history.

The second three-year period, on the contrary, is distin-
guished—we repeat that we confine ourselves to the purely
theoretical “sociological” standpoint—by an evolution so
slow that it almost amounted to stagnation. There were no
changes of any importance to be observed in the state system.
There were hardly any open and diversificd actions by the
classes in the majority of the “arenas” in which these actions
had developed in the preceding period.

The similarity between the two periods is that Russia
underwent capitalist cvolution in both of them. The contra-
diction between this economic evolution and the existence
of a number of feudal and medieval institulions still re-
mained and was not stifled, but rather aggravated, by the
fact that certain institutions assumed a partially bourgeois
character.

The difference between the two periods is that in the first
the question of exactly what form the above-mnentioned
rapid and uneven changes would take was the dominant, his-
tory-making issue. The content of these changes was bound
to be bourgeois owing to the capitalist character of Russia’s
evolution; but there are different kinds of bourgeoisie. The
middle and big bourgeoisic, which professes a more or less
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moderate liberalism, was, owing to its very class position,
afraid of abrupt changes and strove for the retention of
large remnants of the old institutions hoth in the agrarian
system and 1n the political “superstructure”. The rural
pbtty hourgeoisie, interwoven as it is with the peasants
who live “solely by the labour of their hands”, was hound
to strive for bourgeois reforms of a different kind, reiorms
that would leave far less room for medicval survivals. The
wage-workers, inasmuch as they consciously realised what
was going on around them, were bound to work out for them-
selves a definite attitude towards this clash of two distinct
tendencies. Both tendencies remained within the frame-
work of the bourgeois system, determining entirely differ-
ent forms of that system, entirely different rates of its
development, different degrecs of its progressive influence.

Thus, the first period necessarily brought to the fore—
and not by chance—those problems of Marxism that are
usually referred to as problems of tactics. Nothing is more
crroneous than the opinion that the disputes and differ-
ences over these questions were Jdisputes among “intellectu-
als”, “a struggle for influence over the immature proletari-
at”, an expression of the “adaptation of the intelligentsia
to the proletariat”, as Vekhi followers of various hues think,
On the contrary, it was precisely because this class had
reached maturity that it could not remain indifferent to the
clash of the two different tendencies in Russia’s bourgeois
development, and the ideologists of this class could not avoid
providing theoretical formulations corresponding (directly
or indirectly, in direct or reverse reflection) to these differ-
ent tendencies.

In the second period the clash between the different ten-
dencies of bourgeois development in Russia was nrot on the
order of the day, because both these tendencies had been
crushed by the “diehards”, forced bhack, driven inwards
and, for the time being, stifled. The medieval diehards®®
not only occupied the foreground but also inspired the
broadest sections of bourgeois society with the sentiments
propagated by Vekhi, with a spirit of dejection and recanta-
tion. It was not the collision between two methods of
reforming the old order that appeared on the surface, but a
loss of faith in reforms of any kind, a spirit of “meekness”
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and “repentance”, an enthusiasm for anti-social doctrines,
a vogue of mysticism, and so on.

This astonishingly abrupt change was neither accidental
nor the result of “external” pressure alone. The preceding
period had so proloundly stirred up sections of the popula-
tion who for generations and centuries had stood aloof
from, and had been strangers to, political issues that it was
natural and inevitable that there should emerge “a revalua-
tion of all values”, a new study of fundamental problems, a
new interest in thcory, in elementals, in the ABG of poli-
tics. The millions who were suddenly awakened from their
long sleep and confronted with extremely important prob-
lems could not long remain on this level. They could not
continue without a respite, without a return to elementary
questions, without a new training which would help them
“digest” lessons of unparalleled richness and make it possi-
ble for incomparably wider masses again to march forward,
but now far more firmly, more consciously, more confidently
and more steadfastly, :

The dialectics of historical development was such that in
the first period it was the attainment of immediate reforms
in every sphere of the country’s life that was on the
order of the day. In the second period it was the eritical
study of experience, its assimilation by wider sections,
its penetration, so to speak, into the subsoil, into the back-
ward ranks of the various classes,

It is precisely because Marxism is not a lifeless dogma,
not a completed, ready-made, immutable doctrine, but a
living guide to action, that it was bound to reflect the
astonishingly abrupt change in the conditions of social
life. That change was reflected in profound disintegration and
disunity, in every manner of vacillation, in short, in a very
serious inlernal crisis of Marxism. Resolute resistance to
this disintegration, a resolute and persistent struggle to uphold
the fundamentals of Marxism, was again placed on the order
of the day. In the preceding period, extremely wide sections
of the classes that cannot avoid Marxism in formulating
their aims had assimilated that doctrine in an extremely
one-sided and mutilated fashion. They had learnt by rote
certain “slogans”, certain answers tlo tactical questions,
without having understvod the Marxist criteria for these
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answers, The “revaluation of all wvalues” in the various
spheres of social life led to a “revision” of the most abstract
and general philosophical fundamentals of Marxism. The
influence of bourgeois philosophy in its diverse idealist
shades found expression in the Machist epidemic that broke
out among the Marxists. The repetition of “slogans” learnt
by rote but not understood and not thought out led to the
widespread prevalence of empty phrase-mongering. The
practical expression of this were such absolutely un-Marx-
ist, petty-bourgeois trends as frank or shamefaced “otzo-
vism”, or the recognition of otzovism as a “legal shade” of
Marxism.

On the other hand, the spirit of the magazine Vekki,
the spirit of renunciation which had taken possession of
very wide sections of the bourgeoisie, also permeated the
trend wishing to confine Marxist theory and practice to
“modcrate and carcful” channels, All that remained of Marx-
ism here was the phraseology used to clothe arguments
about “hierarchy”, “hegemony” and so forth, that wcre
thoroughly permeated with the spirit of liberalism.

The purpose of this article is not to examine these argu-
ments. A mere reference to them is sufficient to illustrate
what has been said above regarding the depth of the crisis
through which Marxism is passing and its connection with
the whole social and economic situation in the present pe-
riod. The questions raised by this crisis cannot be brushed
aside, Nothing can be more pernicious or unprincipled than
attempts to dismiss them by phrase-mongering. Nothing
1s more important than to rally a/l Marxists who have real-
ised the profundity of the crisis and the necessity of combat-
@Ilg i1t, for defence of the theoretical basis of Marxism and
its fundamental propositions, that are being distorted from
diametrically opposite sides by the spread of bourgeois
influence to the various “fellow-travellers” of Marxism,

The first three years awakened wide sections to a conscious
Participation in social life, sections that in many cases
are now for the first time beginning to acquaint themselves
With Marxism in real earnest. The bourgeois press is creat-
tng far more fallacious ideas on this score than ever before,
and is spreading them more widely. Under these circum-
Stances disintegration in the Marxist ranks is particularly
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dangerous, Thercfore, to understand the reasons for the
inevitability of this disintegration at the present time and to
close their ranks for consistent struggle against this disin-
tegration is, in the most dirccl and precise meaning of the
term, the task of the day for Marxists.

Zvezda, No. 2, December 23, {810 Published according
Signed: V. Ilyin to the Zverdu text

JUDAS TROTSKY’S BLUSH OF SHAME

At the Plenary Meeting Judas Trotsky made a big show
of fighting liquidationism and otzovism. He vowed and
swore that he was true to the Party. He was given a
subsidy,

After the Meeting the Central Committee grew weaker,
the Vperyod group grew stronger and acquired funds. The
liquidators strengthened their position and in Nasha Zarya®®
spat in the face of the illegal Party, before Stolypin's very
eyes.

Judas expelled the representative of the Central Commit-
tee from Pravde and began to wrile liquidationist ar-
ticles in Vorwdrits.®™ In defiance of the dircet decision of
the School Commission™ appointed by the Plenary Meeting
to the effect that no Party lecturer may go to the Vperyod
factional school, Judas Trotsky did go and discussed a plan
for a conference with the Vperyod group. This plan has now
becn published by the Vperyod group in a leaflet,

And it is this Judas who beals his breast and loudly pro-
fesses his loyalty to the Party, claimirg that he did not
grovel before the Vperyod group and the liquidators.

Such is Judas Trotsky’s blush of shame,

Written carly in 1911

First published on January 21, Published aeccording
1942, in Pravde, No. 21 to the manuscript
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THE CAREER OF A RUSSIAN TERRORIST

The above is the subtitle of an article on the death of
Karaulov, which Mr. Rubanovich, representative of the
Socialist-Revolutionary Party,* published in the French
socialist newspaper L'Humanité.** 1t is, indeed, an
instructive carecr,

After the events of March 1, 1881, Karaulov arrived in
Paris and offered his services to the head of the Narodnaya
Volya® to put the organisation on its feet again. The edi-
tor of the Vestnik Narodnoi Voli,** the future rencgade
Tikhomirov, gave him permission. Karaulov returned to
Russia with Lopatin, Sukhomlin, and others. In 1884 he
was arrested in Kiev and sentenced to four years’ penal ser-
vitude, although his colleagues reccived death sentences or
penal servitude for lifc.

How is this “strange [in the words of Mr. Rubanovich]
clemency” to be explained? Rumour had it, Mr. Rubanovich
informs us, that the President of the military court was
amazep by the resemblance Karaulov bore to his son, who
had died in tragic circumstances, But, Mr. Rubanovich adds,
“other explanations of this strange clemency” are current.
However, he does not tell us what they are.*

But there are no doubts as to Karaulov's most recent
“career”. In 1905 he came out so brazenly against the revo-
lutionaries, that the voters repudiated him in the elections
to the First and the Second State Dumas. “If I have to choose
between two camps,” Karaulov said at a meeting (according
to a report in Birzheviye Vedomosti®®), “one of which is made

* He apparently refers to the current suspicion that K araulov
“made a clean breast of it” at the investigation.
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np of government iroops, and the other of revolulionaries
with the notorious slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat,
I should not hesitate to join the former against the latter.”
No wonder Witte interceded on behalf of this man for the
reinstatement of his rights. No wonder that Karaulov gained
prominence in the Third Duma as one of the most despicable
counter-revolutionary Cadets, one of those who always had
some hypocritical phrase ready,

The surprising thing is that there are people who consider
themselves sympathisers of democracy, and who today, on
the occasion of Karaulov's death, extol him as a “democrat”,
a “flighter”, etc,

The surprising thing is that Mr. Rubanovich, who re-
prescnts the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, can write in a
French socialist organ that “much will be forgiven this
former Socialist-Revolutionary who went over to the camp
of the moderates, because he could strike the proper chord”
(the reference is to the sitting of the Duma at which the
Rights called Karaulov a jail-bird, and he retorted that
he was proud of the fact).

To “forgive” a renegade his career because of an elfective
phrase is fully in the spirit of the Socialist-Revolutionaries.
There are renegades from all revolutionary parties in all
countries, and there are always some among them who are
past masters in the art of playing for effect. But it is not
often that revolutionaries, representatives of “revolution-
ary” parties, openly declare: “Much will be forgiven” a rene-
gade for clever repartee. For such things to happen, it is
necessary that the “revolutionary” party should include an
enormous proportion of liberals with bombs. For such things
to happen, it is necessary that these liberals, now left with-
out bombs, should fcel at home in “revolutionary” parties
that do not in any way concern themselves with upholding
revolutionary principles, revolutionary tradition, revolu-
Lionary honour and duty.

There is yet another and more profound lesson to be drawn
from “the carcer of a Russian terrorist”. It is a lesson of the
class struggle; it shows that in Russia at present only revo-
lutionary classes can serve as a prop for parties which are
to any real extent revolutionary. Not Karaulov alone,
but the mass of the bourgeois intelligentsia, which until
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recently was democratic and even revolulionary-minded, has
now furned its back on democracy and the revolution. There
is nothing accidental in this; it is the inevitable result of
the development of class-consciousness on the part of the
Russian bourgcoisie which has realised through experience
how close is the moment when the “camp” of the monarchy
and the camp of the revolution will confront each other
and has realised through experience which side it will have
to choose when that moment comes.

Those who want ito learn from the great lessons of the
Russian revolution must realise that only the development
of the class-consciousness of the proletariat, only the organ-
isation of fhis class and ihe exclusion of petty-bourgeois
“fellow-travellers” from its party, and the elimination of the
vacillation, weakness, and lack of principle, characteristic
of them, can again lead, and surely will lead, to new victo-
ries of the people over the monarchy of the Romanovs,

Published accordi ng

Sotsial-Demohrat, No. 19-20,
to the Sotsial-Demohrat text

January 13 (26), 1911

LEY TOLSTO1 AND HIs EPOCH

The epoch to which Lev Tolstoi belongs and which is
veflected in such bold relief both in his brilliant literary
works and in his teachings began after 1861 and lasted
until 1903. True, Tolstoi commenced his literary career
earlier and it ended later, but it was during this period,
whose transitional nature gave rise to all the distinguishing
features of Tolstoi’s works and of Tolstoi-ism, that he fully
matured both as an artist and as a thinker.

Through Levin, a character in Anna Karenina, Tolstoi
very vividly expressed the nature of the turn in Russia’s
history that took place during this half-century.

“Tulk about the harvest, hiring labourers, and so forth, which,
as Levin knew, it was the custom to regard as something very low,
.. now seemed to Levin to be the only important thing. ‘This, per-
bhaps, was unimportant under serfdom, or is unimportant in England.
In both cases the conditions are definite; but here today, when every-
thing has been turned upside down and is only just taking shape again,
the question of how these conditions will shape is the only important
question in Russia’, mused Levin.” (Collected Works, Vol. X, p. 137.}

“Here in Russia everything has now been turned upside
down and is only just taking shape”,—it is difficult to im-
agine a more apt characterisation of the period 1861-1905.
What “was turned upside down” is familiar, or at least
well known, to every Russian. It was serfdom, and the whole
of the “old order” that went with it. What “is just taking
shape” is totally unknown, alien and incomprehensible
to the broad masses of the population, Tolstoi conceived
this bourgeois order which was “only just taking shape”
vaguely, in the form of a bogey—England. Truly, a bogey,
because Tolstoi rejects, on principle, so to speak, any at-
tempt to investigale the features of the social system in

349
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this “England”, the connection between this system and the
domination of capital, the role played by money, the rise
and development of exchange. Like the Narodniks,*® he
refuses 10 see, he shuls his eyes Lo, and dismisses the thought
that what is “taking shape” in Russia is none other than the
bourgeois system. -

[t is truc that, if not the “only important” question,
then certainly one of the most important from the stand-
point of the immediate tasks of all social and political
activitics in Russia in the period of 1861-1905 (and in our
times, too), was that of “what shape” this system would take,
this bourgeois system that had assumed extremely varied
forms in “England”, Germany, America, France, and so forth.
But such a definite, concretely historical presentation of
the question was something absolutely foreign fo Tolstoi.
He reasons in the abstract, he recognises only the stand-
point of the “eternal” principles of morality, the eternal
truths of religion, failing to realise that this standpoint is
merely the ideological reflection of the old (“turned upside
down”) order, the feudal order, the way of the life of the
Oriental peoples,

In Lucerne (written in 1857), Tolstoi declares that to re-
gard “civilisation” as a boon is an “imaginary concept”
which “destroys in human nature the instinctive, most bliss-
ful primitive need for good”. “We have only one infallible
guide,” exclaims Tolstoi, “the Universal Spirit that per-
meates us.” (Collected Works, 11, p. 125.)

In The Slavery of Our Times (written in 1900), Tolstoi,
repeating still more zealously these appeals to the Univer-
sal Spirit, declares that political economy is a “pseudo sci-
ence” because it fakes as the “pattern” “little England,
where conditions are most exceptional”, instead of taking
as a pattern “the conditions of men in the whole world
throughout the whole of history”. What this “whole world”
is like is revealed to us in the article “Progress and the Def-
inition of Education” (1862). Tolstoi counters the opinion
of the “historians” that progress is “a general law for man-
kind” by referring to “the whole of what is known as the
Orient” (IV, 162), “There is no general law of human prog-
ress,” says Tolstoi, “and this is proved by the guiescence
of the Oriental pcoples.”
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Tolstoi-ism, in its real historical conlent, is an ideoclogy
of an Oriental, an Asiatic order. Hence the asceticism, the
non-resistance to evil, the profound notes of pessimism,
the conviction that “everything is nolhing, everything is
a material nothing” (“The Meaning of Life”, p. 52), and faith
in the “Spirit”, in “the beginning of everylhing”, and that
man, in his relation to this beginning, is mercly a “labourer

. allotted the task of saving his own soul”, ete. Tolstoi is
(rue to this ideology in his Kreutzer Sonata too when he
says: “the emancipation of woman lies not in colleges and
not in parliaments, but in the bedroom”, and in the article
written in 1862, in which he says that universities train
only “irritable, debilitated liberals” for whom “the people
have no use at all”, who are “uselessly torn from their for-
mer environment”, “find no place in life”, and so forth (IV,
136-37).

Pessimism, mnon-resistance, appeals to the “Spirit” con-
stitute an idcology inevitable in an epoch when the whole
of the old order “has been turned upside down”, and when
the masses, who have been brought up under this old order,
who imbibed with their mother’s milk the principles, the
habits, the traditions and beliefs of this order, do not and
cannot see what kind of a new order is “taking shape”, what
social forces are “shaping” it and how, what social forces are
capable of bringing release from the incaleculable and excep-
tionally acute distress that is characteristic of epochs of
“upheaval”,

The period of 1862-1904 was just such a period of up-
heaval in Russia, a period in which, before everyone's eyes
the old order collapsed, never to be restored, in which the
new system was only just taking shape; the social forces
shaping the new system first manifested themselves on a
broad, nation-wide scale, in mass public action in the most
varied fields only in 1905. And the 1905 events in Russia
were [ollowed by analogous events in a number of countries
In that very “Orient” to the “quiescence” of which Tolstoi
referred in 1862. The year 1905 marked the beginning of
the end of “Oriental” quiescence. Precisely for this reason
ﬂfat year marked the historical end of Tolstoi-ism, the end
of an epoch that could give rise to Tolstoi's teachings and
In which they were inevitable, not as something individual,

3*
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not as a caprice or a fad, but as the ideology of the condi-
tions of life under which millions and millions actually
found themselves for a certain period of time.

Tolstoi’s doctrine is certainly utopian and in content
is reactionary in the most precise and most profound sense
of the word. But that certainly does not mean that the doc-
trine was not socialistic or that it did not contain critical
elements capable of providing valuabie material for the
enlightenment of the advanced classes.

There are various kinds of socialism. In all countries where
the capitalist mode of production prevails there is the
soclalism which expresses the ideology of the class that is
going to take the place of the bourgeoisie; and there is the
socialism that cxpresses the ideology of the classes that are
going to be replaced by the bourgeocisie. Feudal socialism,
for example, is socialism of the latter type, and the nature
of this socialism was appraised long ago, over sixty years
ago, by Marx, simultaneously with his appraisal of other
types of socialism.®® |

Furthermore, critical elements are inherent in Tolstoi’s
utopian doctrine, just as they are inherent in many utopian
systems. But we must not forget Marx's profound obser-
vation to the effect that the value of critical elements in
utopian socialism “bears an inverse relation to historical
development”. The more the activities of the social forces
which are “shaping” the new Russia and bringing release
from present-day social evils develop and assume a definite
character, the more rapidly is critical-utopian socialism
“losing all practical value and all theoretical justification”.

A quarler of a century ago, the critical elements in Tol-
stoi’s doctrine might at times have been of practical value
for some sections of the population in spite of its reactionary
and utopian features. This could not have been the case
during, say, the last decade, because historical development
had made considerable progress between the eighties and the
end of Lhe last century. In our days, since the series of events
mentioned above has put an end to “Oriental” quiescence,
in our days, when the conseciously reactionary ideas of Vekhi
(reactionary in the narrow-class, selfishly-class sense) have
become so enormously widespread among the liberal bour-
geoisie and when these ideas have infected even a section of
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those who were almost Marxists and have created a liquida-
tionist trend—in our days, the most direct and most pro-
found harm is caused by every attempt to idealise Tolstoi's
doctrine, to justify or to mitigate his “non-resistance”, his
appeals to the “Spirit”, his exhortations for “moral self-per-
fection”, his doctrine of “conscience” and universal “love”,
his preaching of asceticism and quictism, and so forth,

Zrverda, No, 8, January 22, 1944 Published according to
migned: V. Iyin the Zrvezda text




MARXISM AND NASHA ZARY A

In a review of the press appearing in Zwvezda, No. 4, it
was correctly stated that at the present moment all Marxist
circles are interested in the question of liquidationism and
in assessing the problem of the hegemony of the proletariat;
and that if the polemics over this important question are to
bear fruit, they must deal with principles, they must not be
the “ad hominem and malicious polemics carried on by Nasha
Zarya”.

I fully share this opinion and shall, therefore, pass over
in complete silence the (ricks resorted to by that magazine
to imply that one can understand only whom the controversy
is about, but not what it is ahout (Nasha Zarya, No. 11-12,
p. 47). 1 shall take Nasha Zarya itself for a year—just ap
to its first anniversary and try to examine what it is about
and what the magazine has to say on this score.

The first issue of Nasha Zarya appeared in January 1910,
In the second issue, which appeared in February, Mr.
Potresov already declared that the controversy between the
Machians and the Marxists, and the question of liquidation-
ism were included among the “trivialities”. “I ask the
reader,” wrote Mr. Potresov, “whether it is possible that
there can exist, in this year of 1909, as something that
is actually real and not a figment of a diseased imagi-
nalion, a liquidationist tendency, a tendeney to liguidate
what 1s already beyond liguidation and actually no
longer exists as an organised whole” (p, 61).

By this unsuccessful attempt to evade the issue, Mr.
Potresov supplied the bhest corroboration, one startling in
its Herostratean boldness, of the view which he intended to
refute. In January and February 1910, Mr. Potresov must
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have known that his opponents would not agree with his
appraisal of the actual state of affairs. Consequently, it
could not be dismissed as something “which no longer exists”
sinte the nou-existent cannot be appraised. The question is
not whether 1n actual practice one-tenth, or one-twentieth,
or one-hundredth, or any other fraction equals nought, it is
whether there exists a trend which regards that fraction ag
superlluous. The question is whether there is a difference
in principle as to the significance of the fraction, what
attitude should be taken toward it, should it be increased,
etc. By replying to this question that there is “nothing”,
“nought”, and that “nought is but nought”, Mr. Potresov
tully expressed the liquidationist trend whose existence he
denies. His sally wasremarkable only for its particular “mal-
ice” (as it was aptly put in the press review in Zzezda, No, 4,
for its lack of straightforwardness and journalistic clarity.
But it is precisely because it is not a matter of personali-
tics, but of a trend, that Moscow rushed to the assistance of
ot. Petershurg, The Moscow Vozrozhdeniye,® No. 5, of March
30, 1910, quoted Mr. Potresov approvingly and added on its
own behalf: “There is nothing to liquidate and for ourselves
we may add, the dream of resuscitating that hierarchy, in
its old”, etc., “shape is nothing but a harmful, reactionary
ulopia” (p. 51).

It is quite obvious that it is not a question of the old
shape, but of the old substance. It is quite obvious also
Lh_at the question of “liquidating” is inseparably connceted
with the question of “resuscitating”. Vozrozhdeniye went just
one little step farther than Mr. Potresov; it expressed the
same idea a little more clearly, more straightforwardly and
more honestly. It dealt with trends and not with personali-
ties. Persons may be evasive rather than straightforward,
but trends are certain to rteveal themselves in the most
Varr‘ied circumstances, shapes and forms.

Fake, for instance, Mr. Bazarov, who was a Bolshevik
bhce and perhaps slill considers himself one—all kindz of
S{r-t‘ange things happen in our days. In the April issue of
Nasha Zarya he refuted Mr. Potresov, and did this so success-
hully, so fortunately (for Potresov) that he declared liter-
ally that “the notorious question of hegemony” is “the big-
ge¢st and yeb most trivial misunderstanding” (p. 87). Note:
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Mr. Bazarov refers to that question as “notorious”, l.e., one
that had been raised before, that was already known in
April 1910! We note this fact, it is very important. We
note that Mr. Bazarov's statement that “there will be no
question of hegemony” (p. 88) if among the petty bourgeoi-
sie in town and countryside there is “a sufficiently radical
sentiment against political privileges”, ete., and if it is
“permeated with a strongly nationalistic spirit”, actlually
amounts to a complete failure to understand the ideca of
hegemony and to a renunciation of this idea. It is precisely

the concern of the leader to fight “nationalism” and to drive

it out of those “sentiments” of which Bazarov speaks. The
success of this work cannot be measured by immediate,
direct results achieved today. There are times when the
results of the resistance {o nationalism, of resistance to the
spirit of decay, and of resistance to liquidationism—which,
incidentally, is as much a manifestation of bourgeois intlu-
ence on the proletariat as is the nationalism which at times
affects a section of the workers—there are times when these
results begin to tell only after years, perhaps even after very
many years. It happens that a spark merely smoulders for
many vears, a spark which the petty bourgeoisie regard and
proclaim as non-existent, liquidated, extinguished, etc.,
but which actually lives and feeds the spirit of resistance
to despondency and renunciation, and manifests itself after
a protracted period of time. Everywhere and always, oppor-
tunism clutches at the mipute, at the moment, at today,
for it is unable to appreciate the connection between
“yesterday” and “tomorrow”. Marxism, on the other hand,
demands a clear awarcness of this connection, an awareness
that expresses itself not in words along but in deeds. That
is why Marxism cannot be reconciled with the liquidation-
ist trend in general, and particularly with the denial of
hegemony.

St. Petersburg is followed by Moscow. The Menshevik,
Mr. Potresov, is followed by the former Bolshevik, Mr. Ba-
zarov. Bazarov is followed by Mr. V. Levitsky, who is a more
straightiorward and honest opponent than Mr. Potresov.
In the July issue of Nasha Zarya, Mr. V. Levitsky writes:
“Whereas the previous [form of organisation of the class-
conscious workers] was the leadership in the national
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struggle for political freedom, the coming one will be the
class |Mr. Levitsky's emphasis] parly of the masses
who have embarked wupon their historic movement”
(p. 103).

This one sentence represents a remarkably apt and con-
centrated expression of the spirit of all the writings of the
Levitskys, Potresovs, Bazarovs, of the whole of Vozrozhde-
niye, the whole of Nasha Zarya, and the whole of Dyelo
7hizni.?® The above-quoted passage from Mr. Levitsky
could be supplemented, replaced, enlarged upon and illus-
trated by hundreds of other quotations. It is just as “classi-
cal” a phrase as Bernstein’s famous: “The movement is every-
thing, the final aim is nothing™*—or like Prokopovich’s
(in the Credo of 1899)*°: the workers should confine them-
sclves to the economic struggle, leaving the political strug-
gle to the liberals.

Mr. Levitsky is theoretically incorrect when he contrasts
hegemony with a class party. This contrast alone furnishes
sufficient grounds for saying that the party which Nashe
Zarya is in actual fact following is not based on Marxism but
on liberalism. Only the theorcticians of liberalism through-
out the world (recall Sombart and Breutano) conceive of a
class labour party in the way Mr. Levitsky “conceives” of
it. From the standpoint of Marxism the class, so long as
it renounces the idea of hegemony or fails to appreciate it,
is not a class, or not yet a class, but a guild, or the sum
total of various guilds.

But while Mr. Levitsky is unfaithful to Marxism, he is
quite faithful to Nashka Zarya, i.e., to the liquidationist
trend. What he said about the substance of this trend isthe
honest truth. In the past (as far as the followers of this
trend are concerned) there was “hegemony”; in the future
there will not be, nor should there be, any. And what about
the present? At present there is the emorphous agglomera-
tion which represents the circle of writers and reader friends
of Nasha Zarya, Vozrozhdeniye and Dyelo Zhizni, who are
engaged, at present, in this year of 1911, in advocating
the necessily, the inevitability, the usefulness and the logic
of a transition from the past concept of the hegemony of
the proletariat to the idea of a class party in the Brentano*
sense (or, for that matter, in the Struve or lzgoyev sense)
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in the future. The fact that amorphism is one of the
principles of liguidationism was stated by its opponents
In so many words as far back as 1908, i.c., a year hefore
Nasha Zarya came into cxistence. Since Mr. Mayevsky*?
asks, in December 1910, what is liquidationism, we can
refer him to the answer given otficially exactly two years ago.
In that answer he will find an exact and complete characte-
risation of Nasha Zarya, although the latter came into
existence a year after that, How was this possible? It was
possible because it was not, nor is it, a gquestion of person-
alities, but of a trend, which became apparent in 1907 (sec,
if you must, the concluding part of the pamphlet by Mr,
Cherevanin himself, wherec he deals with the events of the
spring of 1907%), found patent expression in 1908, was
appraised by its opponents at the end of 1908, and in 1910
founded for ilself an open press organ and organs.

When you say: in the past there was hegemony, but in
the future there ought to be a “class party’—you thereby
glaringly show the connection between Hquidationism and
the renunciation of hegemony, and confirm the fact that
this trend has broken with Marxism. Marxism maintains:
since there was “hegemony” in the past, consequently, the
sum of trades, specialitics, guilds gave rise to the class:
for it is the consciousness of the idea of hegemony and its
implementation through their own activities that converts
the guilds as a whole into a class. And once they have grown
to the level of a “class”, no external conditions, no burdens,
no reduction of the whole to a fraction, no rejoicing on the
part of Vekkzi, and no pusillanimity on the part of the oppor-
tunists, can stifle this young shoot. Even if it is not
“seen” on the surface (the Potresovs do not see it, or pretend
not to see it, because they do not care to see it), it is alive;
it lives, preserving the “past” in the present, and carrying
it into the future. Because there was hegemony in the past,
Marxists arc in duty bound—despite all and sundry renuncia-
tors—to uphold its idea in the present and in the future;
and this ideological task fully corresponds to the material
conditions which have created the class out of guilds and
which continue to create, extend and consolidate it, and
which lend strength to its resistance to all “manifestations
of bourgeois influence”,
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The magazine Nasha Zarya, how?ver, in the 155uesfpub~
lished during the year, represents‘, in a concenlrated lorm,
that very expression of bourgeois influence on the pro etaf—
iat. Liquidationism exists not only as a treynd_ of people
who profess to be the supporters of a given clasg. 1t rfegre-
cents onc of the minor streams in that Wldg torrent of “re-

ression” which has swept up several classes, is characteristic
of the three years 1908-10 and, perhaps, will remain charac-
teristic of a few more years. In the present article I had }to
confine myseclf to a definition of this minor aiat.rﬁeam c}n the
basis of quotations from Nasha Zarya, Nos. ‘Z—r. In future
articles I expect to dwell on Nos. 10, 11, and 12 of that mag-
azine, as well as to prove in greater detail that the mu}i?;:
stream of liquidationism is but a part of the torrent of Vekhi
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THOSE WHO WOULD LIQUIDATE US

RE: MR, POTRESOV AND V. BAZARQV«

~We sometimes come across literary efforts whose only
sl'gmﬁcance lies in their Herostratean nature. A most or-
dinary literary work, as, for instance, Eduard Bernstein's
well-known The Premises of Socialism, assumes outstanding

political significance and becomes the manifesto of a trend
amongst Marxists, although it departs from Marxism all
along the line. Similar outstanding significance, by reason
of their Herostratean nature, undoubtedly attaches to Mr
Potresov’s article on trivialities in last year's Fehruary:
1ssue of Nasha Zarya, and V. Bazarov's article in reply to
it in th:ras April Nasha Zarya. To be sure, the questions dis-
cussed in these articles are far from being so profound or
of such wide scope, and have not the same international sig-
miycance, as the questions raised by Bernstein (or, rather
which he put forward alter the bourgeoisie had already done
s0), but for us Russians, in the period of 1908-9-10-?. these
are questions of tremendous and cardinal importance’. That
is why Mr. Potresov’s and V. Bazarov's articles are not out
of date, and it is necessary, it is our duty, to deal with them.

|

Mr. Potresov, who is fond of artificial, flowery and la-
boured expressions, devotes his article to “the contemporary
Eirama of our social and political trends”, Actually, there
is not the slightest trace of the dramatic in what h:a Says
or can say, of the post-revolutionary cvolution of liberalism,
Narodism and Marxism, which he took it upon himself tt;
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discuss. But you cannot get away from the comic in Mr.
Potresov's reflections.

“{t is precisely liberalism as an ideological trend,” writes
Mr. Potresov, “that presents a picture of the greatest degen-
eration and the greatest helplessness. We need only consider
the widening gulf between practical liberalism and theoris-
ing liberalism”—between the “empiricism” of Milyukov's
Rech and the theories of Vekhi.

Tut, tut, my dear sir! The gulf is widening betwecn what
you and semi-liberals like you said and thought of the
Cadets in 1905-6-7 and what you are compelled to admit,
stuttering and contradicting yourself, in 1909-10. The con-
tradiction between the “empiricism” of the practical liber-
als and the theories of gentlemen a la Struve was fully ap-
parent even before 1905, Just recall how the Osvobozhdeniye®
of those days blundered in literally every one of its attempts
at “theorising”. Since you are now beginning to put two and
two together, and find that liberalism “seems” to be “broken
up” (this is yet another of your verbal tricks, an empty
phrase, for Vekhi has rot broken with Rech, or vice versa;
they have been, are, and will go onliving in perfect harmony
with each other), that it is “sterile”, “suspended in mid-air”,
and represents but the “least stable” (sic!) “section of bour-
geois democrats”, who are “not bad as voters”, etc.—your
cries about the “drama” of liberalism merely signify the
tragicomedy of the collapse of your illusions. It is not at
the present time, not during the three years 1908-10, but in
the preceding three-year period that the liberals “seemed”
to be the least stable section of bourgeois democrats. The
“least stable” are those quasi-socialists who serve mustard
to the public after supper. The distinguishing feature of
the previous three-year period (insofar as the question
examined by Mr. Potresov is concerned) was liberalism
“suspended in mid-air”, “sterile”, “voting”, etc., liberalism,
At that time it was the political duty of the day to
recognisc the nature of liberalism for what it was; it was
the urgent duty, not only of socialists, but also of consistent
democrats, to warn the masses of this. March 19006, not
February 1910--that was the time when it was important
to sound the warning that the liberalism of the Cadets was
suspended in mid-air, that it was sterile, that the objcctive
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conditions reduced it to nothingness, to the farce of being
“not bad as voters”; that the victories of the Cadets repre-
sented an unstable zigzag between the “serious” constituliona-
lism (read: sham constitutionalism) of the Shipovs or Guch-
kovs and the struggle for demoeracy waged by those elements
that were not suspended in mid-air and did not confine
themselves to the fond contemplation of ballots. Just call
to mind, my dear sir, who it was that spoke the truth
about the liberals at the proper time, in March 1906, %

The distinguishing feature, the peculiar characteristic
of the three-year period (1908-10) under discussion is by no
means the “sterility” of liberalism “suspended in mid-air”,
etc. Quile the contrary, Nothing has changed in the class
impotence of the liberals, in their dread of democracy, and
in their political inanity; but this impotence reached its
height at a time when there were opportunities to display
strength, when conditions made it possible for the liberals
to hold full sway in at least a certain field of action. Thus,
for instance, at the time the Cadets had a majority in the
First Duma, they were in a position to use their majority
either to serve democracy or 1o hamper the cause of demoo-
racy, to render assistance to ¢emocracy (even if only in
such a small matter, as, let us say, the organisation of local
land committees) or to stab democracy in the back. And
that period was characterised by the Cadets bei ng “suspended
in mid-air”, and those who were “not bad as voters” proving
to be nothing but inventors of instructions for the subse.
quent Octobrist*” Duma.

In the three-year period that followed, the Cadets, while
remaining true to themselves, were less “suspended in mid-
air” than before. You, Mr. Potresov, resemble that hero of
popular lore who loudly voices his wishes and opinions at
Iappropriate times. The 1909 Vekhi group is less “suspended
in mid-air” than Muromisev was in 1906, for it is of real
use and renders practical service to the class which represents
a greal power in Russia’s national economy, namely, the
landowners and capitalists. The Vekhi group helps these
worthy gentlemen collect an armoury of weapons for their
ideological and political struggle against democracy and
socialism. This is something that cennot be destroyed by
dissolutions of the Duma or, in general, by any political dis-
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turbances occurring under the existing social and economic
system. As long as the class of landed proprietors and capi-
talists exists, their hack journalists, the lzgoyevs, Struves,
Franks and Co., will also exist. As far as the “work” of the
Muromtsevs and, in general, of the Cadets in the First Duma
is concerned, it could be “destroyed” by the dissolution of
the Duma (for, in point of fact, they did not do any work;
they only indulged in words which, far from serving the
people, corrupted them).

The Cadets in the Third Duma are the same party, with
the same ideology, the same policy, and to a large degree
even the same people, as those in the First Duma. And that
is precisely why the Cadets in the Third Duma are less
“quspended in mid-air” than they were in the First Duma.
Don’t you understand this, my dear Mr, Potresov? You were
wrong in undertaking a discussion of “the contemporary
drama of our social and political trends”! Let me tell you,
in strict confidence, that in the future, too, and probably
for quite some time to come, the political activity of the
Cadets will not be “sterile”—not only because of the reaction-
ary “fecundity” of Vekhi, but also because so long as there
are political minnows in the ranks of democracy, there will
be food for the big fish of liberalism to thrive on. So long as
there is the kind of instability in the ranks of the socialists,
the kind of flabbiness among the representatives of democra-
cy so vividly exemplified by figures like Potresov, the skill
of the “empiricists” of liberalism will always prove sutlicient
to catch these minnows. Don’t worry, Cadets: you’ll have
plenty to feed on so long as the Potresovs existl

Il

Mr. Potresov’s arguments dovetail even less when he dis-
cusses Narodism. The Cadets he calls “former democrats”
and cven “former liberals”; of the peasantry he says: “By
entering political life, the peasantry [in Mr, Potresov's
opinion, they have not yet entered political life]l would
usher in an entirely new chapter in history, that of peasant
democracy, which would spell the end of the old, intellce-
tual, Narodnik democracy”.
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So the Cadets are former democrats and the peasantry
are future democrats. But who, then, are the present
democrats? Was there no democratic, no mass democratic,
movement in Russia in 1905-07? Was there none in 1908-10?
Potresov resorts to “round-about” phrases, to phrases that
evade the essence of the matter, in order to throw a veil
over the present. The direct and plain recognition of what
indubitably exists at present flies in the face of the whole
liquidationist philosophy of the Potresovs, for it would
mean the plain and direct recognition of the now indubitable
historical fact that the Cadets never represented any more
or less mass democratic movement in Russia, that they never
pursued a democratic policy, whereas the peasantry, the very
same “peasant millions” of whom Mr. Potresov also speaks,
did and do represent this bourgeois democratic movement
(with all its limitations). Mr. Potresov evades this cardinal
question precisely in order to save the liquidationist phi-
losophy. But he cannot save it!

In trying to ignore the past and the present of the peas-
ant democralic movement, Mr. Potresov again misses the
mark when he confidently discusses the future. Late again,
my dear sir! You yourself speak of the “possible conse-
quences of the law of November 9"*%; hence, you yourself
admit the possibility (purely abstract, of course) of its
success. But as a result of this success the “new chapter in
history” may prove to be a chapter not only in the history
of peasant democracy, but also in the history of peasant
agrarians.

The development of peasant farming in Russia and,
consequently, of peasant land tenure and peasant politics
cannot proceed along any other but capitalist lines. In its
essence, the agrarian programme of the Narodniks, as for-
mulated, for instance, in the well-known Platform of the
104* (in the First and Second Dumas), far from contradict-
ing this capitalist development, implies the creation of
conditions for the most widespread and most rapid capital-
ist development. The agrarian programme now in operation,
on the other hand, implies the slowest and most narrow
capitalist development, one most impeded by the survivals
of serfdom. Objeclive historical and cconomic conditions
have not yct provided an answer to the question—which

THOSE WHO WOULD LIQUIDATE US (7

of these programmes will, in the final analysis, determine
the form bhourgeois agrarian relations will assume in the
new Russia,

Such are the plain facts which the liquidators find it
necessary to confuse.

“In face of all the changes,” writes Mr. Potresov, referring to the
changes in the ranks of lhe inlellectual, Narodnik democratic move-
ment, “one thing has remained unchanged: so far [!| the real peasantry

have not introduced any corrections of their own into intellectualist
ideology with ils peasant trimmings.”

‘This is a statement of the purest Vekhi type and it is
absolutely false. In 1903, the “real” peasant masses, the rank
and file themselves, acted in the open historical arena, and
introduced quite a number of “corrections” into the “intel-
lectualist ideology” of the Narodniks and the Narodnik par-
ties. Not all of these corrections have been undersiond by
the Narodniks, but the peasantry did iniroduce them. In
1906 and in 1907, the very “real” peasantry created the
Trudovik®® groups and the Draft Platform of the 104,
thereby introducing a number of corrections, some of which
even the Narodniks noted. It is generally recognised, for
example, that the “real” peasantry revealed their economic
aspirations, and approved private and co-operative land
lenure in place of the “commune”.

The Vekhi people who are purging liberalism of democ-
racy, systematically converting it into a servant of the
money-bags, are properly performing their mission in his-
tory when they declare that the movement of 1905-07 was
one of intellectuals, and assert that the recal peasantry
introduced no corrections of their own into the inlellectu-
alist ideology. The tragicomedy of liquidationism is
1ts failure to notice that its assertions have been and are
simply a rehash of the Vehki ideas.

1T

This transformation becomes even more obvious when Mr.
Potresov proceeds to discuss Marxism. The intelligentsia,
he writes, “... by its organisation of party circles ... overshad-
owed the proletariat”. You cannot deny the fact that it is
the bourgeoisie that has widely circulated this idea through
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Vekhi and through the entire liberal press, and has used it
against the proletariat. In the essay in which he formulat-
ed this idea, Axelrod wrote that “history in a prankish mood”
could provide bourgeois democracy with a leader from the
Marxist school. History in a prankish mood made use of
the pit which Axelrod obligingly threatened to dig for the
Bolsheviks, and has put Axelrod himself in it!

[f you turn to the objective facts of history, you will find
that a/l of them, the ¢ntire period of 1905-07, even the clec-
tions to the Second Duma (to cite as an example one of the
simplest, though not one of the most important, facts),
proved conclusively that “the organisation of party circles”
did not “overshadow” the proletariat, but developed directly
into the organisation of the parties and trade unions of the
proletarian masses,

But let us pass on to the main, or “central”, point of
Mr. Potresov’'s Herostratean effort. He claims that Marxist
thought “is doping itself with the hashish of trivialities”—the
struggle against Machism and the struggle against liquida-
tionism, “debating anything and everything ... other than
those things that constitute the nerve of a social and polit-
ical trend like Marxism, anything but questions of econom-
ics and questions of politics”. And what a host there is of
such questions! exclaims Mr. Potresov. “How is the economic
development of Russia proceeding, what realignments of
forces does this development effect under the cloak of reac-
tion, what is going on in the countryside and in the cities,
what changes does this development introduce in the social
composition of the working class of Russia, etc., etc.? Where
are the answers, or even the initial attempts at answers,
{o these questions, where is the economic school of Russian
Marxism?"

The answer, or at any ralc an initial attempt at an answer,
is to be found in the very “hicrarchy”, whose existence Mr.
Potresov maliciously and hypocritically denies. The devel-
opment of the Russian state system during the past three
centuries shows that its class character has been changing
in one definite direction. The monarchy of the seventeenth
century with the Boyars’ Duma did not resemble the bu-
reaucratic-aristocratic monarchy of the eighteenth century.
The monarchy of the first half of the nineteenth century was
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not the same as the monarchy of 1861-1904. [n the 1908-10
period a new phase was clearly outlined, marking one more
step in the same direction, which may be described as the
direction leading towards a hourgeois monarchy. The char-
acter of the Third Duma and the present agrarian policy
are closely connected with this step. The new phase, there-
fore, is not an accident but represents a specific stage in the
capitalist evolution of the country. This new phase does not
solve the old problems, nor can it do so; consequently, since
it isunable to eliminate them, it calls for the use of new
methods of approach to old solutions of old problems. That
is the peculiar feature of this cheerless, gloomy, difficult
peried, which, however, has proved to be inevitable, The par-
ticular economic and political characteristics of this period
have given rise to the distinctive features of the ideological
alignments in the ranks of the Marxists, Those who recog-
nise the new methods of approach to the old selution of
old problems are finding a common ground in their present
joint practical tasks, although they are still divided as to
how the old solutions should have been applied or advanced
at one juncture or another during the preceding period.
Those who deny (or who do not understand) the new methods
of approach, or that we are confronted with the old problems
and are heading towards the old solution of these problems,
are in fact deserting Marxism, are in fact surrendering to
the liberals (as Potresov, Levitsky, and others have done)
or to the idealists and the syndicalists (as V. Bazarov and
others have done).

Since they have surrendered themselves to alien people and
alien ideas, both Potlrcsov and Bazarov, as well as those
who share their views, inevitably lose their bearings and find
themselves in a most comical and false position. Mr.
Potresov beats his breast and shouts: “Where is the initial
attempt at an answer, and what is that answer?” Martov, who
knows the answer just as well, tries to assure the public
that that answer recognises “the bourgeoisie in power’—a
common trick whereby liberals take advantage of the tem-
Porary enforced silence of their opponents! At the same time
they ask us with an offended air: “What do you mean by
liquidationism?” This very trick, most worthy gentlemen,
IS one of the methods of liquidators (if not of-rénegades);
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Vekhi and through the entire liberal press, and has used it
against the proletariat. In the essay in which he formulat-
ed this idea, Axelrod wrote that “history in a prankish mood”
could provide bourgeois democracy with a leader from the
Marxist school. History in a prankish mood made use of
the pit which Axelrod obligingly threatened to dig for the
Bolsheviks, and has put Axelrod himself in it!

[f you turn to the objective facts of history, you will find
that a/l of them, the cntire period of 1905-07, even the clec-
tions to the Second Duma (to cite as an example one of the
simplest, though not one of the most important, facts),
proved conclusively that “the organisation of party circles”
did not “overshadow” the proletariat, but developed directly
into the organisation of the parties and trade unions of the
proletarian masses,

But let us pass on to the main, or “central”, point of
Mr. Potresov’s Herostratean effort. He claims that Marxist
thought “is doping itself with the hashish of trivialities”—the
struggle against Machism and the struggle against liquida-
tionism, “debating anything and everything ... other than
those things that constitute the nerve of a social and polit-
ical trend like Marxism, anything but questions of econom-
ics and gquestions of politics”. And what a host there is of
such questions! exclaims Mr. Potresov. “How is the economic
development of Russia proceeding, what realignments of
forces does this development effect under the cloak of reac-
tion, what is going on in the countryside and in the cities,
what changes does this development introduce in the social
composition of the working class of Russia, etc., ctc.? Where
are the answers, or even the initial attempts at answers,
to these questions, where is the economic school of Russian
Marxism?”

The answer, or at any ratc an initial attempt at an answer,
is to be found in the very “hicrarchy”, whose existence Mr.
Potresov maliciously and hypocritically denies. The devel-
opment of the Russian state system during the past three
centuries shows that its class character has been changing
in one definite direction. The monarchy of the seventeenth
cenlury with the Boyars’ Duma did not resemble the bu-
reaucratic-aristocratic monarchy of the eighteenth century.
The monarchy of the first half of the nineteenth century was
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not the same as the monarchy of 1861-1904. [n the 1908-10
period a new phase was clearly outlined, marking one more
step in the same direction, which may be described as the
direction leading towards a hourgeois monarchy. The char-
acter of the Third Duma and the present agrarian policy
are closely connected with this slep. The new phase, there-
fore, is not an accident but represents a specific stage in the
capitalist evolution of the country. This new phase does not
solve the old problems, nor can it do so; consequently, since
it isunable to eliminate them, it calls for the use of new
methods of approach to old solutions of old problems. That
is the peculiar feature of this cheerless, gloomy, difficult
period, which, however, has proved to be inevitable, The par-
ticular economic and political characteristics of this period
have given rise to the distinctive features of the ideological
alignments in the ranks of the Marxists, Those who recog-
nise the new methods of approach to the old selution of
old problems are finding a common ground in their present
joint practical tasks, although they are still divided as to
how the old solutions should have been applied or advanced
at one juncture or another during the preceding period,
Those who deny (or who do not understand) the new methods
of approach, or that we are confronted with the old problems
and are heading towards the old solution of these problems,
are in fact deserting Marxism, are in fact surrendering to
the liberals (as Potresov, Levitsky, and others have done)
or to the idealists and the syndicalists (as V. Bazarov and
others have done).

Since they have surrendered themselves to alien pcople and
alien ideas, both Polrcsov and Bazarov, as well as those
who share their views, inevitably lose their bearings and find
themselves in a most comical and false position. Mr.
Potresov beats his breast and shouts: “Where is the initial
attempt at an answer, and what is that answer?” Martov, who
knows the answer just as well, tries to assure the public
that that answer recognises “the bourgeoisie in power’—a
common trick whereby liberals take advantage of the tem-
Porary enforced silence of their opponentls! At the same time
they ask us with an offended air: “What do you mean by
liquidationism?” This very trick, most worthy gentlemen,
I ong of the methods of liquidators (if not of-rénegades);
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people claiming allegiance to a “whole™* take advantage of
its loss of strength to assure the public that there is no
“answer”, although the answer has already been given by
“the whole”.

Liguidationism, writes Mr. Potresov, is “a figment of a

diseased imagination”, for you cannot liquidale “what is
already beyond liquidation and actually no longer exisls as
an organised whole”,

I am not in a position fully to convey to the rcader my
opinion of these lines; but in order to convey an approxi-
mate idea of it, let me ask the reader: What should we call
a person whose closest associates and colleagues accept
proposals favourable to them made by the “whole” (pre-
cisely as a “whole”) and who the following day declares in
the press that therc is no “whole”?

But, enough of that.

The following question of principle is involved: ean the
view on the necessity for the old solution of the old problems
change according to the degree of disintegration of the “whole”?
or even, if you like, with its disappearance? It is obvious
to everyone that it cannot. If the objeclive conditions, if
the fundamental economic and political fealures of the pres-
ent epoch, demand the old solution, then the greater the
disintegration, the less there is left of the “whole”, the more
one must be concerned about, and the more ardently must
the publicist speak about the need for the “whole”. As we
have already pointed out, we must recognise the new meth-
ods of approach; but whois to apply them? Obviously the
“whole”, Obviously, the tasks of the publicist as seen by those
who understand the importance of the period we are passing
through and its basic political features, are diametrically
opposed to the entire line of the Potresovs. Certainly, no
one can even seriously think of denying the connection be-
tween the “answer” which 1 outlined above (to the question
of the economics and politics of the present period) and anti-
liquidationism.

Let us now turn from the gencral principles involved
in the presentation of the question to its concrete historical
aspect. That trend in Marxism which advocales the necessity

i

* l.e., the Party.—Tr,
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of the old solution and pursues its line accordingly has fully
taken shape in the 1908-10 period. Another trend has also
taken shape, one which during all these three years has
opposed the recognition of the “old solution” and the res-
toration of the old fundamental forms of the whole. It
would be ridiculous to deny this fact. And a third irend
which has taken shape has failed during all these three years
to understand the new forms of approach, the importance
of work in the Third Duma, etc. Such people have recog-
nised the old solution only in words, as one that has been
learned by rote but not understood, as words repeated by
force of habit but not epplied consciously and intelligently
to the changed circumslances (changed at least in the sphere
of work in the Duma, but, of course, not only in that sphere).

The connection hetween liquidationism and the general
philistine mood of “weariness” is obvious. The “weary”
(particularly those weary as a result of doing nothing)
are making no effort to work out for themselves an exact
answer to the question of the economic and political apprais-
al of the current moment: they all disagree with the above
appraisal, formally accepted by all as the appraisal given
on behalf of the whole; but Lhey all fear even to think of
opposing to it their own cxact viewpoint, for instance that
of the collaborators of the liquidationist Nashka Zarya,
Zhizn*' etc. The “weary” insist: the old no longer exists,
it has lost its vitality, it is lifeless, etc., cte.; but they have
not the slightest intention of racking their brains for an
answer, a purely political and precisely formulated answer,
to the unavoidable question (unavoidable for every honest
Publicist): what exactly should be substituted for the old,
and whether it is necessary to restore “what is {allegedlyl
beyond liquidation, since it is already liquidated” (according
to Potresov). For three years they have been abusing the old,
reviling it—especially from such platforms as are barred
to the advocates of the old—and now, falling into the arms
of the Tzgoyevs,* they exclaim: What nonsense, what a

figment of the imagination all that talk about liquidationism
is!
T

* Bee his article in Russkaya Mysl,%* 1910, on Dotresov the
Supporter of Vekhi ideas. From such embraces Polresoy will never
wazh himself clean.




72 V. I. LENIN

-

Of such “weary” people, of Mr. Potresov and Co., one
cannot say in the well-known verses of the poet: “... No
traitors they—just weary carrying their cross; the fire of
anger and of sorrow, while mid-way still, they lost” *®

“Weary” persons of this kind, who ascend the rostrum
of the publicist and from it justify their “weariness” of the
old, their unwillingness to work on the old, belong to the
category of people who are not just “weary”, but are treach-
erous as well,

Iv

~ The philosophical struggle of the materialists, the Marx-
ists, against the Machists, i.e., against the idealists, is
al_so clagsed by Mr. Potresov as “triviality”. Mr. Potresov is
highly indignant over the “orgy” of philosophising (“Oh
my friend Arkady Nikolayevich, spare me your eloqueﬂ{:e!”“i
and, in this connection mentioning Plekhanov and myself
as representing the materialists, he describes us as “political
figures of yesterday”. 1 had a good laugh over this expression
There is so much obvious and amusing boasting in this that
our hare really deserves a bit of the bear’s ear.* Plekhanov
and others—“political figures of yesterday”! The political
figures of foday are apparently Potresov and his “gang”
Charming and frank, .
Whenever Arkady Nikolayevich accidentally speaks with-
out cccentricity or grimaces, he defeats himself superbly,
Just make a little effort, Arkady Nikolaycevich, and try
to think: you deny the existence of liquidationism as a
political trend, as a trend which distinguishes, no¢ Menshe-
vism from Bolshevism, but Potresov and Co. from Plekhanov
and the Bolsheviks jointly. And yet, while you deny this
you at the same time describe Plekhanov and myself as
“political figures of yesterday”. Look how clumsy you are:
Plekhanov and I together may be called political figures
of yesterday, precisely because we think that the organisa-
tion of yesterday, as a form of yesterday's movement (yes-
terday’s in its principles) is necessary Loday. Plekhanov and

* The alluston is to I. A. Krylov’'s [able “I'he are :
_ . . s Jare at the H i
in which the hare boasts about how “we” killed the bae-.au*.—E’I’Jr-.unt ’

THOSE WHO WOULD LIQUIDATE US 73

e ——

[ diffcred sharply, and we still differ on questions of what
steps that organisalion of yesterday, working on the basis
of that movement of yesterday, should have taken at one
juncture or another; but we are drawn together by the
struggle against those who foday deny the very principles of
yesterday’s movement (this includes also the question of
hegemony; of which more later), deny the very foundations
of yesterday’s organisation.

Well, Arkady Nikolayevich, are you still unable to un-
derstand what is meant by liquidationism? Do you still
think that Plekhanov and I have been drawn together by
some Machiavellian plot or by a malicious desire to substi-
tute a “struggle on two fronls” for the “defeat” ol liquida-
lionism?

But, to return to the “orgy of philosophising”.

“We know,” writes Mr. Potresov, “what a deep impression
on the consciousness of German Social-Democracy was made
at the time by Engels’s struggle against Dithring, and how
theses, seemingly most abstract, were actually of vital and
concrete significance to the German working-class move-
ment....” The most abhstract theses were of vital and concrete
significance! Another bit of phrase-mongering and nothing
else! Try to cxplain, if you “know”, what was the “vital
and concrete significance” of Engels’s thesis that Dihring's
philosophical reflections on time and space were wrong!
The trouble with you is that, like a schoolboy, you learned
by rote, that “Engels’s controversy with Dibring was of
great sigmificance”; but you have not thought about its mean-
ing, and therefore you repeat what you have learned by
rote in a wrong and utterly distorted form. It is wrong to
say that “the most abstract theses [of Engels against Dih-
ring] were actually of vital and concrete significance to the
German working-class movement”, The significance of
Engels's most abstract theses was that they explained to the
ideologists of the working class what was erroneous in the
shift from materialismm towards posilivism and idealism.
If, instead of high-sounding, but hollow, phrases about
“a deep impression” or the “vital and concrete significance”
of “the most abstract theses”, you had given such an exposi-
lion (that is, one more or less definitive from the philosoph-
ical standpoint) of Engels’'s views, you would have seen
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at once that the reference to Engels’s controversy with
Dihring goes against you.

“We know,” Mr. Potresov continues, “what part the strug-
gle against subjective sociology played in the history of
the formation of Russian Marxism.” ... And what about
the part played by Lavrov’s and Mikhailovsky’s positivist
and idealist doctrines in the errors of subjective sociology?
Every shot of yours, Arkady Nikolayevich, misses its mark.
If you cite an historical parallel, you must single out and
point out exactly what is similar in the different events;
if not, what you get will not be an historical comparison but
words cast to the winds. If we take the historical parallel
you cite, we must ask: would the “formation” of Russian
Marxism have been possible without Beltov’'s® cxplanation
of the principles of philosophical materialism and of their
Importance in refuting Lavrov and Mikhailovsky? There
can only be one answer to this question, and that answer,
if we are to use the historical parallel in order to draw conclu-
sions wilh regard to the controversy with the Machists—goes
against Mr. Potresov.

..." But precisely because we know all this [why, of course!
haven’t we just seen what it amounts to when Mr. Potre-
sov writes: “We know all this"?], we want to sec a living

and real connection established at last between the philo- r.

sophical controversy we are dealing with, and the Marxist
social and political trend, its problems and requirements.
Meanwhile”—here follows a refcrence to Kautsky’s letter
in which it was said that Machism is a Privatsache (a private
affair), that the controversy over it is a “fata morgana”, etc,

The reference to Kautsky is typical of philistine judge-
ment. The point is not that Kautsky is “unprincipled”, as
Mr. Potresov remarks sarcastically (@ la Izgoyev), but that
Kautsky does not know, nor does he claim to know, the state
of affairs in regard to Russian Machism. In his letter Kautsky
admits that Plekhanov is well versed in Marxism, and ex-
presses his own conviction that idealism cannot be reconciled
with Marxism, and that Machism is not idealism (or that
not every form of Machism is idealism). It is obvious that
Kautsky is mistaken on the last point, particularly as re-
gards Russian Machism. But it is a pardonable mistake on
his part, for he has never studied Machism as a whole, and
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‘. opinion was expressed in a private letter Iﬂbviousl_y writ-
];;n ?1[;12 warning against exaggerating the diife‘rences. Bu't a
Russian Marxist writer, who, under sqcih .clrcum‘stm‘l‘wbE
refers to Kaulsky, merely betrays a philistine laziness o
mind and cowardice in the fight, In 1908:, when th_e !etter
was written, Kautsky may have hoped ‘thai’;’ in a certain 111'1;91'-
pretation Machism could be HI'{ECUI}{:HBE[' Wlth' mater:r.:llasr{z.
Dut to refer to Kautsky in conncction with this question in
Russia in 1909-10 means fo undertake ﬂw‘ta‘sk of recpncll—
ine the Russian Machists with the matenahs_ts. DDGE& Mr,
Ptthro,sov or anybody else really undertake this task in all

rionsness?

Eull(oallut.gky is not unprincipled; _but Potre_sgv and Co., who
want to proclaim Machism “a .prlvate ajifau' , are a model ]ff
unprincipledness among Russian Mqrx{st.s today. Kau%@ogy
was (uite sincere and not a hit unpr}nclpled wh_en, in 1908,
never having read the Russian Machists, he_adwsed‘.them Lg
seek peace with Plekhanov as a man versed in Marx'lsm, an

as a materialist; for Kautsky has always declared in favour

of materialism and against idealism, and he expressed t]}e
sume opinion in his letter. But Potresov anfl CU". th in
1609-10 hide behind Kautsky, have rot a grair of sincerity,
not a trace of respect for principles. o

You say, Mr. Potresov, that you fail to see any living
and real connection between the philosophical controversy
and the Marxist trend? Well, permit me, a political figure
of yesterday, most respectiully to pmnt'out to you at lea}?t
the following ecircumstances and considerations: (1) The
controversy over the question as to v_vhat is philosophical
materialism and why deviations from it are CITONEOUS, dan-
gerous and reactionary always has “a real and living con-
nection” with “the Marxist social and Pohtlcal trend” —
otherwise the latter would not be Marxist, would not be
social and political, would notbe a trend. Only n_arrow-—mmded

“realistic politicians” of reformism or anarchism can deny
the “reality” of this connection. (2) Considering Lhe weglth
and many-sidedness of the ideological content of Marxism,
there is nothing surprising in the fact that in Russia, just
as in other countries, various histarical_ periods give promi-
nence now lo one, now to another partlc}ilar aspect of Ma_rxa
ism. In Germany before 1848, the philosophical forming
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of Marxism was the aspcect particularly stressed; in 1848
it was the political ideas of Marxism: in the fiftics and six-
ties it was the economic doctrine of Marxism. In Russia
before the revolution, the aspect that was particularly stressed
was the application of the economic doctrine of Marxism
to Russian reality; during the revolution, it was Marxist
politics; since the revolution it is Marxist philosophy.
b his does not mean that any of the aspects of Marxism may
at any time be ignored; it only means that the prevalence
of interest in one aspect ar another does not depend on sub-
jective wishes, but on the totality of historical conditions.
(3) It is not by mere chance that the period of social and
political reaction, the period when the rich lessons of the
revolution are being “digested”, is also the period when the
fundamental theoretical, including the philosophicall, prob-
lems are of prime imporlance to any living trend. (4) The
progressive trends of Russian thought cannot fall back upon
a great philosophical tradition, such as that connected with
the Encyclopaedists of the eighteenth century in France,
or with the epoch of classical philosophy from Kant to
Hegel and Feuerbach in Germany. That is why it was nec-
essary for the advanced class of Russia to sort out its phi-
losophy, and there is nothing strange in the fact that the
belated “sorting-out” came about after this advanced class
had, during the recent great events, fully matured for
its independent historical role, (5) This philosophic “sorting-
out” had been ripening for a long time in other countrics
as well, because modern physies, for instance, had posed a
number of new questions which dialectical materialism had
to “cope with”. In this respect, “our” (to use Potresov’s
expression) philosophical controversy is of more than just
a certain, i.e,, Russian, signilicance. Europe provided
material for a “freshening” of philosophical thought; and
Russia, which was lagging behind, scized upon this material
with particular “eagerness” during the period of enforced
lull in 1908-10. (G) Belousov recently said of the Third Duma
that it is a sanctimonious body. He grasped correctly the
class characteristic of the Third Duma in this respect and
justly branded the hypocrisy of the Cadets.

Not accidentally, but of nrecessity, have our reactionaries
in general, and the liberal (Vekhi, Cadet) reactionaries in
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particular, “pounced on” religion. The sj;ic.lc and knout alqne
are not sufficient to serve the purpose; in any case .t.he stick
is cracked. Vekhi is helping the advanced bourgeoisie to find
a new, ideological stick, a spiritual stick. _Machlsm, as a
specics of idealism, is objectively a weapon in the handg of
the reactionaries, a vehicle of reaction. The struggle against
Machism “at the bottom” is therefore not acm‘dental bu;r;
inevitable in an historical period (1908-10) when “at the top
we se¢ not only the “sanctimonious Duma” of the Octobrists
and Purishkeviches, but also sanctimonious Cadets and a
sanctimonious liberal bourgeoisie. )

Mr. Potresov made the “reservation” that he was Il{if;
at present touching” upon the subject of “god-building”.
That is precisely what distinguishes the unprincipled and
philistine publicist Potresov from Kautsky. Kautsky knew
nothing either of the god-building of the Machists or of the
god-worshipping Vekhi people, and lhf-:-:refor.e h_e cm{,ld afford
to say that not every type of Machlsm. is idealism. Bl:lt
Potresov knows all this, and by “not 'fouckmg” upon the main
thing (the main thing to persons with a rarrow “publicist
approach) acts the hypocrite. By proclaiming the struggle
against Machism “a private affair” Mr. I’otl_'es_:mv,fmd his like
are abetting Vekhi in the “social and pelitical” sense.

V

In passing from Mr. Potresov to Bazarov, we must note,
to begin with, that, as regards the philosophical controversy,
our answers to the former also hold good for 1‘ihe latter.
There is only one point to be added: one can quite unde{'—
stand V. Bazarov's tolerant attitude to Mr. Potresov, his
insistence on finding “some truth” in Potresov's arguments,
for Mr. Potresov (like all the liquidators), while disavowing
Machism formally and in words, yields to it, as a matter of
fact, on the mosl essential point, The Machists as reEreser}t—
atives of a trend, and as a group with a “platform’ of its
own, have never reilly dared to demand anything more
than that their departure from Mafxismil?e regarded as
“a private affair”! It is therefore not surprising that Potre-
sov and Bazarov are ogling cach other. The group of liquida-
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tionist writers and the group of Machist writers are, in our
period of disintegration, indeed at one in defending the “free-
dom of disintegration” from the adherents of Marxism. from
the champions of the theoretical foundations of ]\1&1;'){1811’1
And, as even Bazarov has proved by his article, this soli:
darity is nof confined to questions of philosophy.

1 say “even”, for Bazarov, in particular, has always been
distinguished for his very thoughtful attitude to serious
political problems. This fact must be mentioned if we are
to appreciate Lthe meaning of the incredible vacillations of
this man, and not merely for the purpose of stressing the
very useful past activity of a writer who is now out to earn
the laurels of Herostratus.

Bazarov, for instance, made the following statement of
a Herostratean nature: “In my opinion, the higgest and
yet most trivial misunderstanding of our times is the noto-
rious question of the hegemony of the working class”. There
secems to be some fate pursuing the Machists in our midst
Some of them defend the “freedom of disintegration” declar-
ing that otzovism is a legal shade of opinion; Uthérs who
see th(} folly and harm of otzovism, frankly hold out’t.heir
hands to the liquidators in the sphere of politics. It is
the liquidators in Nasha Zarya, and in Zhizn, and in The
Social Movement,”” who are waging a direct and indirect
struggle against the idea of this hegemony. We are SOrry
to state that Bazarov has joined their camp.

‘What are his arguments on the substance of the matter?
Fiw_fe years ago such hegemony was a fact. “At present foir
quite obvious reasons, that hegemony has disappe;;red
More—it has turned into its direct opposite.” The proof:
“!n our days, in order to become popular in demoﬂrati(;
circles of society, it has become a necessity to kick at
Marxism”. Example: Chukovsky.,

You read these lines and you can hardly believe your
eyes. Bazarov, who claimed to be a Marxist, has turned into
a has-becn, into one capable of flirting with the Potresovs

You have no fear of God in you, V. A. Bazarov. Chukovsk),;
and other liberals, as well as a host of Trudovik democrats
h'avu always “kicked” at Marxism, and particularly eve;'
since 1900; but was not “hegemony” a fact in 19062 Get out
of your liberal-journalistic cubby-hole, consider at least
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the attitude of the peasant deputies in the Third Duma to
the working-class deputics. The mere juxtaposition of the
anquestionable facts of their political behaviour during the
past three years, even a mecre comparison between their
formulations of motions for next business and the Cadct
formulations, to say nothing of a comparison between the
political declarations made in the Duma and the conditions
under which the large masses of the population have been
living during this period, proves incontrovertibly that even
today hegemony is a fact. The hegemony of the working
class is the political influence which that class (and its rep-
resentatives) exercises upon other sections of the population
by helping them to purge their democracy (where there is
democracy) of undemocratic admixtures, by criticising the
parrowness and short-sightedness of all bourgeois democ-
racy, by carrying on the struggle against “Cadetism” (mean-
ing the corrupting ideological content of the speeches and
policy of the liberals), etc., etc. There is nothing more char-
acteristic of our present times than the fact that Bazarov
could write such incredible things, and that a group of jour-
nalists who also consider themselves friends of the workers
and adherents of Marxism patted him indulgently on the
back for this!

“It is absolutely impossible to foretell what will be the state of
affairs at the moment of the coming revival,” Bazarov assures the read-
ers of the liquidationist magazine. “If the spiritual character of urban
and rural democracy is approximately the same as it was five years
ago, then the hegemony of Marxism will again become a fact.... But
there is ahsaluteﬁr nothing out of the way in the supposition that the
character of democracy will undergo a substantial change. Imagine,
for instance, that among the petty bourgeoisie of the Russian villages
and cities a sufficiently radical sentiment exisls against the political
privileges of the ruling classes, that it is sufficiently united and active,
but is permeated with a strongly nationalistic spirit. 8ince Marxisis
cannot think of any compromises with nationalism or anti-Semitism,
it is obvious that under such circumstances there will not be even a
trace of hegemony.”

In addition to being wrong, all this is monstrously absurd.
If certain sections of the population combine hostility to
privilege with nationalist sentiments, surely it is the duty
of the leader to explain to them that such a combination
hinders the abolition of privilege. Can the struggle against
privilege be waged unless it is combined with the struggle
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of the pelty bourgeois who suffer from nationalism, against
the pelly bourgeois who gain from it? Every struggle of
gvery petty bourgeois against every kind of privilege al-

ways bears the imprint of petty-bourgeois narrow-minded-
ness and half-heartedness, and it is the business of the

“leader” to combat these qualities. Bazarov argues like the
Cadets, like the Vekhi writers. Or, more correctly, Bazarov

has joined the camp of Potresov and Co., who already have |

been arguing this way for a long time,.

What cannot be seen on the surface does not exist. What
the Chukovskys and Potresovs do not see is not real. Such
are the premises of Bazarov's arguments, which fly in the
face of Marxism. Marxism teaches us that so long as capital-
ism exists the petty-bourgeois masses must inevitably suffer
from undemocratic privileges (theoretically, such privi-
leges are “not indispensable” under pure capitalism, buf the
purification of capitalism will continue until its death),
that they must suffer from economic oppression. Therefore,
so long as capitalism exists it will always be the duty of the
“leader” to explain the source of these privileges and this
oppression, to expose their ¢lass roots, to provide an example
of struggle against them, expose the falsity of the liberal
methods of struggle, etc., etc.

That is how Marxists think. That is how they regard the
duties of the “leader” in the camp ol those whose condition
does not permit any reconciliation with privilege, in the
camp, not only of the proletarians, but also of the semi-
proletarian and petty-bourgeois masses. The Chukovskys,
however, think that once that camp has suffered reverses,
has been hard-pressed and driven underground, “hegemony
has disappeared”, and the “question of hegemony has
become a most trivial misunderstanding”.

When 1 see Bazarov, who says such disgraceful things,
marching hand in hand with the PPotresovs, Levitskys and
Co., with those who assure the working class that what it
needs is not the leadership, dut a class party; when, on
the other hand, I see Plekhanov starting (to use the contemp-
tuous expression of the magnificent Potresov}) “a row” at
the slightest indications of serious vacillation in the guestion
of leadership, 1 say to myself, the Bolsheviks would indeed
be the wild fanatics obsessed by factionalism their enemies
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represent them to be, if, the circumstances being as they
are, they wavered even for a moment, if they doubted even
for one second that their duty, the duty emanating from all
the traditions of Bolshevism, from the very spirit of its teach-
ings and policies, is to hold out their hands to Plekhanov
and to express their full comradely sympathy with him.
We differed, and still differ, on the questions as to how the
lcading classes (“hegemons”) should have acted at onc time
or another in the past. But in the present period of disinte-
gration, we are comrades in the struggle against those to whom
the question of hegemony is nothing but “a most trivial
misunderstanding”. As for the Potresovs, Bazarovs, etc.,
they are strangers to us, no less strangers than the Ghukov-
skys.

iet this be taken note of by those good fellows who think
that the policy of rapprochement with Plekhanov is a nar-
row policy that “smacks of factionalism”; who would like
to “extend” the policy to include a reconciliation with the
Potresovs, Bazarovs, etc.; and who absolutely refuse to
understand why we regard such “conciliationism” as cither
hopeless stupidity or abject intrigue-mongering.
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THE CADETS ON “TWO CAMPS”
AND “SENSIBLE COMPROMISE”

The answer given by Rech to the semi-official organ of

the Cabinet on the question of the “slogan” for the elections 4
to the Fourth Duma and on the present-day political align- '3
ment represents an interesting and significant phenomenon.

Rech agrees with Russkiye Vedomosti®® that “the elections 8

to the Fourth Duma will be a contest between two camps

only: the Progressislts and the Rights”. “Votes will have §
to be cast not for parties, nor for individual candidates,
but for or against the consolidation of the constitutional -’3
system in Russia. [“Consolidation” is a very charming way §

of putting it!] The political meaning of this slogan ... is
an objective acknowledgement of the indisputable fact that
the line pursued by the government has again united the
entire opposition, both to the right and to the left of the

Cadets.” The Cadets will constitute “the centre of this polit-

ically heterogencous group”, and, although they form part
of it, “will renounce their former programme and tactics

just as little as did -the Social-Democrats when they joined = i

the pre-October alliances” (the editorial, January 21).
“Gentlemen, we can say in reply to the semi-official and
official press, it is you yourselves who have been instrumen-
tal in uniting us.... At present political trends in Russia are
merging to an ever greater extent in two big camps—for and
against the Constitution.... Our task at present is the same,
again the same, just as it was before October 17...” (ibid.).
In assessing these observations we must distinguish be-
tween the conditions attending the elections to the Fourth
Duma and the social and political meaning of the changes
under discussion (the “slogan” and the alignments). The
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circumstances of the elections in gencral, in the provinces
in particular, will certainly compel the “opposition” to
resort to the vague non-party term “Progressists”® on an even
wider scale than before. The refusal to legalise even such
partics as the Cadets will inevitably lead to this, and the
hewilderment of the semi-official organ of the Cabinet on
this score is, of course, nothing but sheer hypocrisy. In the
hig cities, for instance, as the Cadets themselves admit in
that very same editorial, independent candidates of “groups
more to the left” (to use the expression of Russkiye Vedomosti)
will stand for election. This alone shows that there can be
no question of just fwe camps.

Further, Hech thought it best completely to forget the
existence of a worker curia, as provided by the present elec-
tion laws. Finally, with regard to the elections in the villages
(the peasant curia) it must be said that here even the word
“Progressists” will undoubtedly be avoided; but it will
probably not be the Cadets who will constitute the actual
“centre” of the “politically heterogeneous” or politically
undefinable groups.

What, then, does the talk about fwe camps amount to?
To the fact that it pleases the Cadets, in speaking of the pres-
ent political situation, to narrow down their ficld of vision
to include only those elements that constitute the majority
in the Third Duma. The Cadet gentlemen are willing to
recognise as political “camps” only that insignificant sec-
tion of the population represented by these elements, Hith-
crto the main division in this small corner c¢reated by the
coup d’état of June 3 has been: the Rights, the Octobrists,
the Cadets, (It is well known that the character of the Third
Duma was determined, in the final analysis, by two majori-
ties: the Rights with the Octobrists and the Octobrists
with the Cadets.) Now (according to the forecast of Russkiye
Vedomosti, with which Rech is in agreement) these three
elements will be divided into two “camps™ the Rights and
Progressists.

We fully admit that these predictions of the liberals
are based not on the wishes of the liberals alone, but on
ohjective facts as well—on the changes in the political
situation and in the political sentiments of the Russian bour-
geoisie. It would be impermissible, however, to forget that

41‘
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one can speak of two camps only when the field of observa- -3
tion is limited to the majority in the Third Duma. It would
be impermissible to forget that the actual meaning of all g
this talk is nothing more than the tendency on the part of 3§
the Octobrist and the Cadet “camps” to draw closer _t{]geth-
er, merge and unite in the Progressist “camp’ (w1th‘ the 3
tacit understanding, of course, that a more or less consider- 4
able section of the Octobrist camp will defect to the camp 3§

of the Rights). When the Cadets say: “we” have been united,

¥ 44 17 73
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again “we” have one task, etc., these words “we”, “us”, “our” 3

actually mean nothing more than the Octobrists and the
Cadets.

Now, what has united “them”? What is “their” task? 4
What is “their” slogan for the clections to the Fourth Duma? 3
“The consolidation of the Constitution”, reply Russkiye §
Vedomosti and Rech. This reply is only seemingly definite; 3

actually, it defines absolutely nothing; it amounts to the
same, absolutely meaningless, reference to some indefinite
“mean” between the Octobrists and the Cadets. For both
Milyukov and Guchkov agree that “Thank God, we have a

Constitution”, but when they dream of making common
cause, it is for the purpose of “consolidating”, not what “we” 3

have, but what we have not. It is also a dream, and not a

very sensible one at that, that Milyukov and Guchkov, the

Cadets and the Octobrists of today, and the “Progressists”
of tomorrow, could agree on a definition of what should
he included in the desired Constitution. They would be una-
ble to agree either on the legal formulations expressing the
Conslitution, or on defining what real interests of what
actual classes this Constitution should meet and safeguard.
Hence, the rea! meaning of this joint slogan amounts to
this: while they are being drawn more closely together by
“a negative aim—that of the struggle against the common

enemy” (as Rech puts it in the same editorial), the Octobrists

and the Cadets cannot define their positive tasks, cannot
find in their camps the forces that would be capable of
emerging from the deadlock. _

The observations of Rech on the subject of a “sensible
compromise” in connection with another matter are a very
clearly expressed admission that they are indeed in a state
of deadlock, that it is necessary to emerge from this state,
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{hal this is necessary for both the Octobrists and the Cadets,
and that, after they have emerged, both will be absolutely
impotent by themselves.

«During the debate in the Duma on the St. Petershurg
sewerage system,” we read in an editorial in Hech of January
20, “the wunhealthy undercurrent of the controversy was
sornewhat lessened, and even the Centre [i.e., the Oclobrists]
found it possible to accept the sensible compromise which
the people’s freedom group proposed and the municipality
accepted; but the interference of P. A. Stolypin rudely tore
away the veil [you, Messrs. Cadets, would like vexed ques-
tions to remain hidden under a wveil, wouldn't you?] and
revealed the same old background, with which everyone has
been disgusted for some time-—that of the political struggle
of the state against the municipality.”

The liberal bhourgeoisie in the guise of an innocent—oh,
how innocent!—person dreaming of “sensible compromises”
on a businesslike, non-political basis, and the representa-
tives of the old, “non-constitutional”, principles in the role
of political cducators who tear down thce veils and reveal
the class background! A sensible compromise, the liberal
muses, means that what the Cadets, the Octobrists and the
non-party bigwigs of capital (the St. Petersburg municipal-
ity) have agreed upon may be conceded. There is nothing
sensible in the idea of our yieiding to you, the government
replies; the only sensible thing is that you yield to us.

The minor question of the sanitation of 5t. Petershurg,
of the distribution of the responsibilities and rights between
local self-government and autocratic government, becamc
the oceasion for the elucidation of truths of no mean impor-
tance, What, indeed, is more “sensible” —the wishes, dreams
and demands of the whole bourgeoisie, or the power of,
say, the Council of the United Nobility®®?

In the eyes of Rech, as well as of the whole Cadet Party,
the criterion of the “wisdom” of a compromise is in its approv-
al by men of affairs, businessmen, bigwigs, the Octobrists
themselves, the wire-pullers of the St. Petersburg munici-
pality themselves, But the actual state of affairs—no matter
how it is furbished up with phrases like “Thank God, we have
a Constitution”-—unmasks these compromises and tears
away these veils rather rudely,
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To sum up: “You have been instrumental in uniting us”,
Rech says to the semi-official organ of the Cabinet. Who

do they mean by “us”? It appears that they mean the Octob-

rists and the Cadets. What have they united for? For a com-
mon task, the consolidation of the Constitution. And what

are we to understand by the Constitution and its consolida- _.'1:5‘._

tion? A sensible compromise between the Octobrists and the
Cadets. What is the criterion of the wisdom of compromises
of this kind? Their approval by the worst representatives of
Russian “Kolupayev” capitalism,*' such as the St. Peters-
burg municipal councillors. And what is the practical
result of these sensible compromises? The result is thaf
P. A. Stolypin, or the Council of State, or Tolmachov,** etc.,
“rudely unmask” these compromises..,. Oh, these practical
politicians!

But will there not be a third camp at the elections to the
Fourth Duma—one that realises how scnseless, ridiculous
and naive is the Cadet policy of “sensible compromise”?
What do yvou think of that, gentlemen of Rech and Russkiye

Vedomosti?

Zvezda, No. 8, February b, {914 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Zvezda text

TIIE FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY
OF THE FALL OF SERFDOM

February 19, 1911, marks the fiftieth anniversary of
the fall of serfdom in Russia. Everywhere preparations
are under way to celebrate this jubilee. The tsarist gov-
ernment is taking every precaution to ensure that only the
most reactionary views regarding the so-called “emancipa-
tion” of the peasants are put forward in the churches and
schools, in the barracks and at public lectures. Circular
letters are being rushed from St. Petersburg to all parts
of Russia, instructing all and sundry institutions not to
order for distribution among the people any books and pam-
phlets other than those published by the Natiomal Club
Le., by one of the most reactionary parties in the Third
Duma. In some places overzealous governors have even gone
80 far as to dissolve committees organised without police
gu@ance” (for instance, by the Zemstvos*®) for the cele-
I_:-ratlol} of the anniversary of the Peasant “Reform’ they
Ezfldbm;‘lg‘;hdisscih;ed for showing insufficient willingn’ess to

uct the celebrations along the li
Blrack~Hundred government, i nes demanded by the

.J.“he government is worried. It sees that no matter how
downirodden, intimidated, backward and ignorant a worker
?Ili a peasant may be, the mere mention of the fact that
Uty years ago the abolition of serfdom was proclaimed
nevertheless stirs and agitates people repressed by the
Duma of the landlords, of the nobility, pcople who are suffer-
iljg more than ever before from the petty tyrannies, vio-
¢hce and oppression of the feudal-minded landowners and
GfIthe% police and bureaucrats,

i Western Kurope the last survivals of -
abolished by the Revolution of 1789 in Fr{;ncsuer;ggniawaﬁg
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revolutions of 1848 in most of the other countries. In Rus-

sia, in 1861, the people, who had for centuries been kept
in slavery by the landowners, were unable to launch a wide-

spread, open and conscious struggle for freedom. The peas- 3

ant revolts of those days remained isolated, scattered,
spontancous “riots”, which were casily suppressed. The abo-
lition of serfdom was effected, not by an insurrectionary

people, but by the government, which realised after its 3
defeat in the Crimean War** that it was no longer possible 3

to maintain the system of serfdom.

It was the landowners themselves, the landowning gov-
ernment of the autocratic tsar and his oflicials, that “eman-
cipated” the pcasants in Russia. And these “emancipators”

manipulated matters in such a way that the peasants entered
“freedom” stripped to the point of pauperism; they were '3
released from slavery to the landowners to fall into bondage 3

to the very same landowners and their flunkeys.

The noble landowners “emancipated” the Russian peas- $
ants in such a way that more than a fifth of all the peasant 4§
land was cut off and taken away by the landlords. The peas-
ants were compelled to pay redemption money, i.e., tributeto K

the former slaveholders, for their own peasant land drenched
with their sweat and blood. The peasanls paid hundreds
of millions of rubles in such tribute to the feudal lords,
thus lapsing into ever greater poverty. Not content with

grabbing peasant land and leaving to the peasants the worst

and sometimes entircly worthless land, the landowners
frequ ently laid traps for them—they divided up the land in
such a way as to leave the peasants either without pastures,
or without meadows, forests, or water for their animals.
In most of the gubernias* of Russia proper the peasants,
after the abolition of serfdom, remained in the same old

state of hopecless bondage to the landowners, After their

“emancipation” the peasants sLill remained  the “lower”
s ocial-cstate, tax-paying catile, the common herd over whom

* Gubernia, uyezd, ol osi— Russian administrative-territorial nnits.
The largest of these was the gubernia, which had its subdivisions in
uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts, This system of
districting continued under the Soviet power until the introduction
of the new system of administrative-territorial division of the country
in 1929-30.— £d.
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the authorities set up by the landowners lorded it at will,
iromm whom they exacted taxes, whom Llhey flogged with
Lirches, manhandied, and humiliated.

In no other country in the world has the peasantry, after
-1 “emancipation”, experienced such ruination, such pover-
ty, such humiliations and such oulrageous treatment as in
Russia.

But the fall of serfdom stirred up the whole people,
awakened it from age-long slumber, taught it to seek its
own way out, to wage its own fight for complete freedom.

The fi#ll of serfdom in Russia was followed by an increas-
ingly rapid development of cities, and factories, mills and
railways were built. Capitalist Hussia was advancing to
replace feudal Russia. The settled, downtrodden serf peas-
ant who stuck firmly to his village, had implicit faith
in the priests and stood in awe of the “authorities” was
gradually giving way to a new generalion of peasants, peas-
ants who had worked as seasonal labourers in the eities
and had learned something from their bitter experience of
a life of wandering and wage-labour. The number of workers
in the big towns, in the factories, was constantly on the
increase. Gradually the workers began to form associations
for their common struggle against the capitalists and the
government. By waging this struggle the Russian working
class helped the peasant millions to rise, straighten their
backs and cast off serf habits.

In 1861 the peasants were only capable of “riots”. In the
decades that followed the Russian revolutionaries who made
heroie efforts to rouse the people to struggle remained isolat-
ed figures and perished under the blows of the autocracy,
By 1905 the Russian working class had gained strength and
had matured as a result of the years of strike struggles and
the years of propaganda, agitalion and organisation carried
on by the Social-Democratic Party. And the Russian
working class led the whole people, the millions of peasants,
into revolution.

The Revolution of 1905 undermined the tsarist autoc-
racy, Out of a mob of muzhiks repressed by feudal slavery
of accursed memory, this revolution created, for the lirst
time in Russia, a people beginning to understand its rights,
beginning to realise its strength. For the lirst time, tho
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Revolution of 1905 showed the tsarist government, the
Russian landowners and the Russian bourgeoisic that mil-
lions and tens of millions of people were becoming citizens,
were becoming fighters who would no longer permit anyons
to treat them like cattle, treat them as a mob. The real
emancipation of the masses from oppression and tyranny
has nowhere in the world ever been effected by any other
means than the independent, heroic, conscious struggle of
the masses themselves.

The Revolution of 1905 only undermined the autocracy;
it did not destroy it. Now the autocracy is venting its
rage on the people. The landowners’ Duma serves only to
oppress and repress the people all the more. Discontent and

anger are again rife everywhere. That first step will be fol-

lowed by asecond. The beginning of the struggle will have its
continuation. The Revolution of 1905 will be followed by a
new, a second, revolution. The anniversary of the fall of
seridom serves as a reminder of, and a call for, this second
revolution,

The liberals whine: we need “another February 19”. That
is not true, This kind of talk is worthy only of bourgeois
cowards. No second “February 19” is possible after 1905.
There can be no “emancipation from above” of a people which
has learned (and is learning—from the experience of the
landowners’ Third Duma) to fight from below. There can be
no “emancipation from above” of a people which has
been led, even if but once, by the revolutionary prole-
tariat.

The Black Hundreds understand this, and that is why
they are afraid of the anniversary of 1861. As Menshikov,
that faithful watchdog of the tsar’s Black Hundreds, wrote
in Nowoye Vremya: “The year 18061 jfailed to prevent
1905,

The Black-Hundred Duma and the fury with which the

tsarist government is persecuting its enemies is not prevent-
ing but hastening the new revolution, The grim experience
of 1908-10 has taught the people to take up the fight again.
The workers’ summer strikes (in 1910) have been followed
by the students’ winter strikes. The new struggle is gaining
momentum perhaps more slowly than we would wish, but
surely and inevitably. |

THE FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE FALL OF SERFDOM 91

——

The revolutionary Social-Democratic movement, while
purging jtself of the sceptics who have turned thfm‘ backs
on the revolution and the illegal party of the working (:15}55,
is mustering its ranks and welding its forces for the im-

pending great battles.

Published according to
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PAUL SINGER

DIED JANUARY 18 (31), 1911

On February 5, this year, the German Social-Democratic
Party buried Paul Singer, one of its oldest leaders. The
entire working-class population of Berlin, many hundreds of
thousands of people, responded to the call of the Party and
marched in the funeral procession; they came to honour
the memory of a man who had devoted all his slrength and
all his life to the cause of the emancipation of the working
class. Berlin, with its three-million population, had never
seen such a multitude—at least a million people marched
in or watched the procession. Never had any of the mighty
of this world been honoured with such a funeral. Tens of
thousands of soldiers can be ordered to line the strects
during the funeral of some monarch or a general famous for
the slaughter of external and internal enemies; but if the
working people in their millions were not attached heart
and soul to their leader, to the cause of the revolutionary
struggle of these very masses against the oppression of the
government and Lhe bourgeoisie, it would be impossible to
rouse the population of a huge city.

Paul Singer came of bourgeois stock, from a family of
merchants, and for quite a long time was a wealthy manu-
facturer. At the beginning of his political career he was
associated with the bourgeois democrats. But, unlike the
bulk of bourgeois democrats and liberals, who very soon
forget their love of liberty out of fear of the successes of the
labour movement, Singer was an ardent and sincere demo-
crat, fearless and consistent to the end. Tle was nolt caught
up by the vacillations, cowardice and lreachery of the bour-
geois democrats which aroused in him only a feeling of
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repulsion and strengt}lened his mlmvict.ioﬂ 1§hat only the
party of the revolutionary working clz_iss i Gapablg of
pursuing the great struggle {or liberty to ils consummation.

In the sixties of the past century, when the cowardly Cr_er-
man liberal bourgeoisie turned its back on the growing
revolution in their country, was bargaining with the gov-
ernment of the landowners and becoming reconciled to the
unlimited power of the monarchy, Singer turned resolutely
oward socialism. In 1870, when the entire hourgeoisie was
intoxicated by the victories over France, and when the
broad masses of the population fell under the spell of the
vile. misanthropic, “liberal” propaganda of nationalism
and chauvinism, Singer signed a protest against the annexa-
tion of Alsace and Lorraine from France. In 1878, when
the bourgeoisie helped Bismarck, that reactionary, land-
lords’ (“Junkers’™, as the Germans say) minister, to prminul-
gate the Anti-Socialist Law,** to dissolve the workers' unions,
ban working-class newspapers, and shower persecution upon
the class-conscious proletariat, Singer finally joined the
Social-Democratic Parly.

Since then the history of Singer’s life is inseparably bound
up with that of the German Social-Democratic Party. He
devoled himself heart and soul to the difficult task of build-
ing up the revolutionary organisation. He gave the Party
all his energy, all his wealth, all his remarkable abilities as
an organiser, all his talent as a practical worker and leader,
Singer was one of those few, we might say, one of tho
extremely rare cases of socialisis of bourgeois origin whom
the long history of liberalism, the history of the treachery,
cowardice, deals with the government, and sycophancy of
the bourgeois politicians does not enervate and corrupt;
but it steels and converts them into stalwart revolutionaries.
There are few such socialists of bourgeois origin, and the
proletariat should trust orly these rare people, people who
have been tested in the course of many years of struggle, if
it desires to forge for itself a working-class party capable
of overthrowing contemporary bourgeois slavery. Singer
was a ruthless enemy of opportunism in the ranks of the
German workers' party, and to the end of his days remained
undeviatingly faithful to the uncompromising policy of
revolutionary Social-Democracy.,




04 V. I. LENIN

Singer was not a theoretician, or a writer, or a brilliant
orator. He was first and foremost a practical organiser of the
illegal party during the period of the Anti-Socialist Law,

and a member of the Berlin Municipal Council and, after

the repeal of that law, of the Reichstag. And this practical
organiser, who spent most of his time in minor, everyday,
technical parliamentary and every kind of “executive” activ-

ity was great for the reason that he did not make a fetish

of details, he did not yield to the quite usual and quite phi-
listine tendency to keep out of any sharp struggle on ques-
tions of principle, allegedly for the sake of this “executive”
or “positive” activity. On the contrary, every time a ques-
tion arose concerning the fundamental nature of the revolu-
lionary party of the working class, its ultimate aims, blocs
(alliances) with the bourgeoisie, coneessions to monarchism,
ete., Singer, who devoted all his life 1o this practical activ-
ity, was always to be found at the head of the staunchest
and most resolute fighters against every manifestation of
opportunism, During the operation of the Anti-Socialist
L.aw, Singer together with Engels, Liebknecht and Bebel was
in the fight on two fronts: against the “young”,®® the semi-
anarchists, who repudiated the parliamentary struggle, and
against the moderate “legalists at any price”. In later years,
Singer fought just as resolutely against the revisionists.
He earned the hatred of the bourgeoisie, and it followed
him to the grave. Singer’s bourgeois cnemics (the German
liberals and our Cadets) now point out with malicious glee
that his death means the passing away of one of the last rep-
resentatives of the “heroic” period of German Social-Democ-
racy, that is to say, the period when its leaders were imbued
with a strong, fresh, unqualified faith in revolution and cham-
pioned a principled revolutionary policy. According to these
liberals, the rising generation of lcaders, those who are
coming to replace Singer, are moderate, punctilious “revision-
“ists”, men of modest pretensions and petty calculations.
It is true that the growth of the workers' party often attracts
- many opportunists to its ranks. It is also true that in our
day socialists of bourgeois origin most often bring to the
proletariat their timidity, narrow-mindedness and love of
phrasc-mongering rather than firmness of revolutionary con-
victions. But the ‘rejoicing of the cnemies is premature!

PAUT. SINGER a5

-——'-__.-__

The masses of workers in Germany, as well as in other coun-
tries, are becoming welded ever more strgngly into anha:rmy
of revolution, and this army will dpploy 1ts‘fqrces in the not
far distant future—for the revolution is gaining momentum
hoth in Germany and in other countries.

The old revolutionary leaders are passing away; }Jut the
young army of the revolutionary proletariat is growing and

gaining strength.

Published according to
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COMMENTS
MENSHTKOV, GROMOBOI, IZGOYEV®

The statement®® made by sixty-six Moscow industrial-

ists—who, according to the calculations of a certain Moscow M

newspaper, represent capital amounting to five hundred
million rubles—has given rise to a number of exiremely

valuable and characteristic articles in various newspapers.

In addition fo casting an uncommonly glaring light on the
present political situation, these articles furnish interesting
material on many fundamental questions of principle relat-
ing to the entire evolution in twentielth-century Russia.

Here is Mr. Menshikov of Nowoye Vremya, setting forth
the views of the Right parties and of the government:

“How is it that all these Ryabushinskys, Morozovs, et
al., fail to understand that should there be a revolution they
will all hang or, at best, become paupers?”

Mr. Menshikov says (Novoye Vremya, No. 12549) that he
quotes “these vigorous words” “from the letter of a student
of a very revolutionary institute”. And to this Mr. Men-
shikov adds his own observations:

“Despite the grim warning of the year 1905, the upper
classes of Russia, ineluding the merchant class, are extreme-
ly hazy about the impending catastrophe.... Yes, Messrs.
Ryabushinsky, Morozov, and all others like you! Despite
the fact that you are flirting with the revolution, and
despite all the testimonials of liberalism which you are
hastening to earn, it is you who are going to be the first
victims of the revolution now brewing. You will be the
first to hang, not for any crimes you may have committed,
but for something which you consider a virtue, merely for
possessing those five hundred million rubles you brag so
much about..., The liberal bourgeoisie, with the middle sec-
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COMMENTS 7

tions of the nobility, the civil service, and the merchant
class together with their titles, ranks and capital are heedless-
ly heading towards the brink of the revolutionary precipice.
Il the liberal instigators of revolution live to see the day
al last when they are dragged to the gallows, let them then
recall their indulgent treatment by the old state power,
how considerately it listened to them, how it humoured
them, and how few were the claims it madc upon their
empty heads, On that very day, which will be a black day
for them, let them compare the blessings of the radical
regime with the old, patriarchal order.”

That is what the unofficially semi-official organ of the
government wrote on February 17—the very same day that
Rossiya, the officially semi-official organ of the government,
was doing its utmost to prove, with the assistance of Golos
Moskvy,* that the “escapade” of the sixty-six “cannot be
considered as expressing the opinion of the Moscow mer-
chants”. “The Congress of the Nobility,” Rossiya says, “is
an organisation; whereas the sixty-six merchants who say that
they acted as private individuals are not an organisation.”

It is embarrassing to have two semi-official organs! One
refutes the other. One is trying to prove that the “escapade”
of the sixty-six cannot be regarded as the expression of the
opinion even of the Moscow merchants alone. At the same
time the other is trying to prove that the “escapade” is of
much wider significance, since it expresses the opinioa,
not only of the Moscow merchants, and of the merchant class,
but of the whole of Russia's liberal bourgeoisie in general.
On behalf of “the old state power”, Mr. Menshikov has un-
dertaken to cautien this liberal bourgeoisie: it's your in-
terests we have at heart!

There is probably not a single country in Europe in which
this call “not to instigate” addressed to the liberal bourgeoi-
sie by the “old state power”, the nobilily and the reactionary
publicists, did notl resound hundreds of times in the course
of the nineteenth century.... And never were thesc calls of
any avail, even though the “liberal bourgeoisie”, far from
wanting to “instigate”, fought against the “instigators”
with the same energy and sincerity with which the sixty-
siXx merchants condemn strikes. Both condemnations and
calls are powerless when all the conditions of social life
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make one class or another feel thal the situation®is intol-
erable, and compel it to voice its feeling. Mr. Menshikov 7
correctly expresses the interests and the point of view of "

the government and the nobility when he tries to irighten
the liberal bourgeoisie with revolution and accuses 4t of

being frivolous. The sixty-six merchants correctly express

the interests and the point of view of the liberal bourgecoisie
when they accuse the government and condemn the “sirik-

ers”. But these mutual accusations are only a sure symptom . 3

testifying to serious “deficiencies in the mechanism”, to the
fact that, despite all the willingness of “the old state power”
to satisfy the bourgeoisie, to meet it half-way and to reserve
for it a very influential place in the Duma, and despite the
very strong and sincere desire on the part of the bourgeoisie
to settle down, establish good relations, come to terms and
adjust itself, despite all this, the “adjustment” does not
make any headway! This is the substance of the matter,
this is the background; the mutual accusalions are nothing
but trimmings.

Mr. Gromoboi, writing in Golos Moskvy, addresses “a
necessary warning” to “the government” (Golos Moskvy, No.
38, of February 17, in an article entitled “A Necessary Warn-
ing”). “No displays of ‘firm’ rule,” he writes, “no volitional
impulses will give the country peace unless they go hand
in hand with reforms which are long overdue.” {(Mr. Gro-
moboi is not very literate in his writings, bul the meaning
of his words is nevertheless quite clear) “And the unrest
caused by the protracted crisis cannot be given as a force
majeure reason for not honouring promissory notes.” (This
is an awkward comparison, Mr. Publicist of the Octob-
rist merchanls. In the first place, the notes happen to be
unsigned; secondly, even if they were signed, where is the
commercial court to which you could appeal and where is
the sheriff, etc., who would enforce the judgement? Think
it over, Mr. Gromoboi-—-you will see that not only the Oe-
tobrists, but the Cadets too, are a party of spurious promis-
sory notes in politics.) “In such a case unrest will only
increase ... the student riots will be followed by much that
has been experienced before. lf you turn the ship round you
are bound to see its wake.... The bet on the weak was lost;
now it may turn out thal the bel on the strong will also be

+ COMMENTS 49

lost. The government will have nothing to show. Its hopes
that the unrest will subside may vanish like smoke no mat-
ter what kind of elections take place.” (Mr. Gromoboi is
referring to the clections to the Fourth Duma.) “If the
caravans of the opposition begin to move over those cliffs
where only the mists of government hovered before, if the
government alienates the moderate elements and remains
in isolation, the clections will turn into bitter defeat, and
the entire system will be shaken bhecause it is not a system
hased on law.”

Menshikov accuses the bourgeoisie of “instigating” “rev-
olution”; the bourgeoisie accuses the Menshikovs of leading
to an “increase of unrest”. “It is an old story, but ever new.”

In dealing with the same subject in the Cadet Rech the
renegade lzgoyev attempls to draw some séciological con-
clusion—not realising what a rash thing it is for Cadets
in general, and renegades in particular, to undertake such
a lask, In an article entitled “Juxtaposition” (in the issue
of February 14), he draws a comparison between the Congress
of the United Nobility and the statement of the sixty-
siXx Moscow merchants. “The United Nobility,” he says, “have
sunk to the level of Purishkevich: the Moscow industrial-
ists have begun to talk the language of statesmen.” In the
past, Mr. Izgoyev goes on to tell us, “the nobility rendered
the people great services in the cultural field”, but “only a
minority engaged in cultural activity, while the majority
kept the people down.... But such, in general, is the law of
histn}’y that only the minority of a given class acts in a pro-
gressive way'.

__Very, very fine. “Such, in general, is the law of history.”
Uhis is what the Cadct Rech says through the mouth of
Mr. Tzgoyev. On closer examination, however, we discover to
our amazement that the “general laws of history” do mnot
tiold good beyond the confines of the feudal nobility and the
tiberal bourgeoisie. Indeed, let us recall Vekhi, to which the
same Mr. Izgoyev contributed, and against which the most
prominent Cadets carried on a polemic, but in such a way
15 to deal only with details, without touching upon fun-
damentals, principles, cssentials. The cssential view set
forth in Vekhi—one shared by all the Cadets and ex pressed
& thousand times by Messrs. Milyukov and Co.—is (hat,
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except for the reactionary nobility and the liberal bourgeoi-
sie, each class in Russia has revealed itself (in the first
- decade of the preseni century) by the actions of a minority
who succumbed to the “intoxication”, were swept along by
“intellectual leaders”, and are unable Lo rise to a “statesman-
like” view of things. “We must have the courage to admit,”
wrote Mr. Izgoyev in Vekhi, “that the vast majority of mem-
bers of our State Dumas, with the exception of thirty or
forty Cadets and Oclobrists, have not shown themselves to
possess the knowledge required to undertake the job of
governing and reconstructing Russia.” Everybody will
understand that this refers to the peasani deputies, the
Trudoviks, and the workers’ deputies.

Consequently, it is “in general, the law of history” that
“only the minority of a given class acts in a progressive way'.
If it is the minority of the bourgeoisie that acts, then it is
a progressive minority, justified by the “general law of his-
tory”. “Once the minority obtains an opportunity to act,
moral prestige extends to the entire class,” Mr. lzgoyev
informs us. But if it is a minority of peasants or of workers
that acts, then this by no means corresponds to “the law of
history”, this is by no means “the progressive minority of
the given class”, this minorily by no means possesscs the
“moral prestige” enabling it to speak on behalf of the “en-
tire” class—no, nothing of the kind: this is a minority led
astray by “intellectuals”, it is not, according to Vekhi,
statesmanlike, it is anti-historic, has no roots, elc.

It is a risky business for Cadets in general and for Vekhi
writers in particular to indulge in generalisations, because
every attempt they make at generalisations inevitably
exposes the inherent affinity between the arguments of the
Cadets and those of Menshikov.

Rossiya and Zemshchina™ argue: the sixty-six merchants
are a minority by no means representing the class, they have
not shown themselves to possess either the knowledge or
the ability “Lo govern and reconstruct Russia”; moreover,
they are not even merchants, but “intellectuals” who have
been led astray, ctc., cle.

The lzgoyevs and the Milyukovs argue: the Trudoviks
and the workers' deputies in our State Dumas, for example,
are minorities which by no means represent their classes
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(i. e., nine-tenths of the population); they have been led
astray by “intellectuals”™, have not shown themselves to
possess cither the knowledge or the ability to “govern and
reconstruect Russia”, elc., ete.

How is this inherent affinity between the arguments of
Rossiya and Zemshchina, on the one hand, and those of Itech
and Russkiye Vedomosti on the other, to be accounted for?
The reason is this: despite the differences in the classes
represented by these two groups of newspapers, neither ¢lass
is any longer capable of any material, independent, creative
and decisive historical action that is progressive. Nol merely
the first but the second group of newspapers, not only the
reactionaries, but the liberals, too, represent a class that
is ajraid of historical, independent action on the part of
other, broader, sections, groups or masses of the popula-
tion, of other numerically stronger classes.

Mr. Izgoyev, as a renegade “Marxist”, will certainly see
a crying contradiction in this: on the one hand, we recognise
Russia's capitalist development and, consequently, its in-
herent tendency towards the fullest possible and purest
possible rule of the bourgeoisie both in the economic and in
the political sphere; on the other hand, we declare that the
Jiberal bourgeoisie is no longer capable of independent,
creative historical action!

This “contradiction” exists in real life, and is not the result
of fanlty reasoning. The inevitabilily of bourgeois rule does
not in the least imply that the liberal bourgeoisie is capable
ol such displays of historical independent activity as might
frece it from its “enslavement” to the Purishkeviches.
In the first place, history does not move along a smooth and
easy road, such as would imply that every historically ripe
change means ipso facto that precisely the class which stands
to profit most by it, is mature and strong enough to carry
this change into effect. Secondly, in addition to the liberal
hourgeaisie, there is yet another bourgecisie; for instance,
the entire peasantry, taken in the mass, is nothing but the
democratic bourgeoisie. Thirdly, the history of Europe
shows ns that some changes, hourgeois in their social sub-
stance, were accomplished by elements whose background
Was by no means bourgeois. Fourthly, we see the same thing
iIn the history of Russia during the past hall-century.,




102 V. 1. LENIN

When the ideologists and leaders of the liberals begin i
to argue the way the Karaulovs, the Maklakovs, the Milyy- 3
kovs and the Vekhi writers do, that means that a number of 3§
historical factors have caused the liberal bourgeoisie to i
exhibit such a pronounced tendency to “beat a retreat” and %
to show such dread of moving forward, that this forward ;3%
movement will pass them by, will go beyond them, in spite. .8
of their fears. And an altercation such as mutual accusa«’§
tions of being responsible for “increasing unrest” hurled. :ig
by Gromoboi at Menshikov and by Menshikov at Gromoboi,*
is but a sign that this historical movement forward is begin-

ning to be felt by all....

“Contemporary society,” says Mr. Izgoyev in the same
article, “based on the principle of private property, is a
class society, and for the time being it cannot be anything

else. Whenever one class is tottering another class is always 3

striving to step into its place.”

“What a clever chap,” Mr. Milyukov must think when he '§
rcads such tirades in his Rech, 1t is rather pleasant to have 4
a Cadet who was a Social-Democrat at the age of twenty- %

five and by the time he reached thirty-five had “come to
his senses” and repented of his errors.

It is rash on your part, Mr, Izgoyev, to dabble in gener-
alisations. Contemporary society is admittedly a class soci-
ety. Can there be a party in a class society which does not
represent a class? You have probably guessed that there
cannot be. Then why make such a fauz pas, why do you prate
about a “class society” in the organ of a party which prides
itself on, and sees its merit in calling itsclf a non-class
party? (Other people who, not only in words, not merely
for the sake of journalistic prattle, recognise contemporary
sociely as a class society, regard such talk as hypocrisy or
short-sightedness.)

When you turn your face to the United Nobility or to

the liberal Moscow merchants you shout that contemporary

society 1s a class society. But when yvou have to, when
unpleasant (ah, how terribly unpleasant!) events compel you
to turn around, even if for a brief moment, to face the peas-

* By the liberal merchants at the nobility and by the nobility at
the liberal merchants.

*

e
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ants or the workers, you begin to rail at the narrow, lifeless,
fossilised, immoral, malerialist, godless and unscientific
«doctrine” of the class struggle. You would surely do better,
Mr. lzgoyev, not to tackle any sociological gencralisations!
Don't ask for trouble,

“Whenever one class is tottering another class is always striv-
ing to step into its place.”

Not always, Mr. Izgoyev. It happens at times that the
two classes, the one that is tottering and the one that “is
striving”, are both in an advanced stage of decay — one more,
the other less, of course, but both are in an advanced stage
of decay. 1t happens that, fecling its decay, the class that
“is striving” forward is afraid of taking a step forward, and
when it does take such a step il is sure to lose no time in
taking two steps back. It happens that the liberal bourgeoi-
sie (as was the case in Germany, for instance, and particu-
tarly in Prussia) is afraid to “step into the place” of the Lotter-
ing class, but exerts every effort to “share the place” or,
rather, to obtain any kind of place, even if it be in the ser-
vants' hall—anything rather than step into the place of the
“tottering”, anything rather than bring matters to the point
where the toltering would “fall”. Such things happen,
Mr. lzgoyev.

In historical periods when such things do happen, the
liberals, if they succeed in passing themselves off as demo-
crats, are liable to bring (and they do bring) the greatest
harm to the entire causc of social development; for the differ-
ence between the liberals and the democrats is precisely
that the former are afraid “to step into the place”, while the
latter are not. Both the former and the latter are engaged
in accomplishing the historically ripe bourgeois change;
but the former are afraid to accomplish it, are hindering it
by their fear, while the latter, although they often share
many illusions on the results that will derive from the bour-
geois change, put all their strength and their very soul
Itto its accomplishment.

In illustration of thesc general sociological reflections,
[ shall take the liberty of citing one example of a liberal
Who does not strive, but is afraid to “step into the place” of
the tottering class, and who is, therefore (consciously or
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unconsciously, that makes no difference), most flagrantly -§

deceiving the population when he calls himself a “democrat”.
This liberal is the landlord A. Y. Berezovsky the First,
Member of the Third Duma, a Cadet. During the debate in
the Duma on the agrarian question (in 1908) he delivered
the following speech, which was approved of by the leader
of the Party, Mr. Milyukov, who described it as “splendid”.
In view of the forthcoming elections, we make bold-to think
that it will not be amiss to recall that speech.

“... It is my profound conviction,” Mr. Berezovsky said
in defending the Agrarian Bill before the State Duma on
October 27, 1908, “that this Bill is much more advantageous
to the landowners, too, and I am saying this, gentlemen,
as one who knows farming, since I own land and have en-

gaged in it all my life.... You must not seize upon the bare

fact of compulsory alienation, wax indignant over it and de-
clare that it would be an act of violence; you must examine
what this proposition amounts to, what, for instance, the
Bill of the 42 members of the First State Duma proposed.
That Bill contained only the recognition of the necessity of
alienating in the first place the land that is not exploiled
by the owncers themselves, that is cultivated by peasants
using their own implements and animals, and, finally, land
that is let out to tenants. Furlher, the party of people’s
freedom supported the proposal that committees be organ-
ised in the localities, which, after working for some time,
perhaps even for a number of years, were to ascertain which
land was subject to alienation, which was not, and how much
land was needed to satisfy the peasants. The committees
were to be so constituted that half their membership would
have heen made up of peasants, and the other half of non-peas-
ants; and it seems to me that in the general aclual situa-
tion which would thus have been created in the localities,
it would have been possible to ascertain properly both how
much land there was that could be alienated and how much
land was needed for the peasants; and, finally, the peasants
would have seen for themselves to what extent their just
demands could be satisfied and to what extent their desire
to get a lot of land was often wrong and uujustified, Then
this material would have been referred to the Duma for fur-
ther elaboration, after which it would have bheen referred to

-
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the Council of State, ™ and, finally, jt would have been
-ubmitted to the tsar for his sanction. 'l ha1{ , properly speak-
ing, was the method of procedure at wh1ph, for some un-~
known reason, the government took fright, dissolved ‘the Dlil-*
ma, and thus brought about the present state of affairs. This
systematic work would undoubtedly have had as its result,
the satisfaction of the true needs of the pogulatmn and"cqnse-
quently, its pacification, and the preservation of the efficient-
ly run estates, which the party of people's freedom never
“tended to destroy unless there was an extreme need for
this.” (Verbatim Reports, p. 398.)

When Mr. Izgoyev, who belongs to the sam_e.pa,}'ty as
Mr. Berezovsky, writes in his article “Juxtaposition that
“Russia is a democratic country and will not tolerate any
oligarchy, either new or old”, we can see quite clearly what
this kind of talk really means. Russia is by no mcans a
democratic country, nor will she ever become one so long' as
fairly large sections of the population regard a party like
the Cadets as a democratic party. This bitter truth is a thqu-
sand times more vital to the people than the honeyed _lles
dispensed by the ropresentatives of the hali-hearted, spine-
less, and unprincipled liberal oligarchy, the Cadets. The
more such “altercations” as those between the Menshikovs
and the sixty-six and Gromoboi become the order'ﬂf the day
the more necessary it is to remind people of this bitter truth,
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unconsciously, that makes no difference), most flagrantly
deceiving the population when he calls himself a “democrat”,
This liberal is the landlord A. Y. Berezovsky the First,
Member of the Third Duma, a Cadet. During the debate in
the Duma on the agrarian question {in 1908) he delivered
the following speech, which was approved of by the leader
of the Party, Mr. Milyukov, who described it as “splendid”.
In view of the forthcoming elections, we make bold-to think
that it will not be amiss to recall that speech,

“... It is my profound conviction,” Mr, Berezovsky said
in defending the Agrarian Bill before the State Duma on
October 27, 1908, “that this Bill is much more advantageous
to the landowners, too, and I am saying this, gentlemen,
as one who knows farming, since I own land and have en-
gaged in it all my life.... You must not seize upon the bare
fact of compulsory alienation, wax indignant over it and de-
clare that it would be an act of violence; you must examine
what this proposition amounts to, what, for instance, the
Bill of the 42 members of the First State Duma proposed.
That Bill contained only the recognition of the necessity of
alienating in the first place the land that is not exploited
by the owners themselves, that is cultivated by peasants
using their own implements and animals, and, {inally, land
that is let out to tenants. Further, the party of people’s
freedom supported the proposal that committees be organ-
ised in the localities, which, after working for some time,
perhaps even for a number of years, were to ascertain which
land was subject to alienation, which was not, and how much
land was needed to satisfy the peasants. The committees
were to be so constituted that half their membership would
have been made up of peasants, and the other half of non-peas-
ants; and it seems to me that in the general actual situa-
tion which would thus have been created in the localities,
it would have been possible to ascertain properiy both how
much land there was that could be alienated and how much
land was needed for the peasants; and, finally, the peasants
would have seen for themselves to what extent their just
demands could be satisfied and to what extenl their desire
to get a lot of land was often wrong and unjustified. Then
this material would have been referred to the Duma for fur-
ther elaboration, after which it would have been referred to
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the Council of State,”” amnd, finally, it would have been
submitted to the tsar for his sanction. Thal, properly speak-
ing, was the method of procedure at which, for some un-
known reason, the government took fright, dissolved .the Du-
ma, and thus brought about the present state of aifairs. This
systematic work would undoubtedly have had as its result,
the satisfaction of the true needs of the population and conse-
quently, its pacification, and the preservation of the efficient-
ly run estates, which the party of people’s freedomn never
ntended to destroy unless there was an extreme need for
this.” (Verbatim Reports, p. 398.)

When Mr. Izgoycv, who belongs to the same party as
Mr. Berezovsky, writes in his article “Juxtaposition” that
“Bussia is a democratic country and will not tolerate any
oligarchy, either new or old”, we can sec quite clearly what
this kind of talk really means. Russia is by no means a
democratic country, nor will she ever become one so long as
fairly large sections of the population regard a party like
the Cadets as a democratic party. This bitter truth is a thou-
sand times more vital to the people than the honeyed 'hes
dispensed by the representatives of the half-hearted, spine-
less, and unprincipled liberal oligarchy, the Cadets. The
more such “altercations” as those between the Menshikovs
and the sixty-six and Gromoboi become the order of the day
the more necessary it is to remind people of this bitter truth.
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TO THE RUSSIAN COLLEGIUM OF THE C.C.

In view of the possibility and likelihood of the Central
Committce being convened in Russia, we consider it our

duty to outline our views on several important questions

affecting our position as pcople responsible to the Party.

(1) At the January 1910 Plenary Meeting, we, responsi-

ble representatives of the Bolshevik irend, concluded an
agreement with the Central Committee, published in the

Central Organ, No. 11. Our application, submitted by three

officials, with power of attorney from Meshkovsky,? is a
formal cancellation of this agreement owing to the non-ful-
filment of its clearly-defined conditions by the Golos and
Vperyod groups. Naturally, it is understood that we, al-
though compelled to submit this application because no func-
tioning Central Committeo actually exists and there is
the beginning of a split abroad, will willingly withdraw
it, or agree to a review of the agreement, if the Central Com-
mittee succeeds in meeting and in re-establishing Party
work and the Party line violated by the afore-mentioned
factions,

(2) The Party line was clearly defined by the Plenary
Meeting, and it is useless for the Golos group and Trotsky and
Co. to try to confuse the issue. The line consists in recognis-
ing that both liquidationism and otzovism are bourgeois
theories having a fatal influence on the proletariat. After
the Plenary Meeting, in violation of jts decisions, these two
trends have developed and taken shape in anti-Party fac-
tions—the Potresov and Golosgroups on the one hand, and the
Vperyod group on the other, Among the Mensheviks, support
for the Party line laid down by the Meeting was forthcoming
from only the so-called pro-Party or Plekhanov group, those
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who have been and Sti”da[g ;esotlute(lly conducting a struggle
air resov and Golos trends. *
ag:(i:;;lS%{}ll‘:l Bt.lﬂgtruason, as representatives of the Balshew,k
rrend, we emphatically protest against tpe Golos grm;p;;
attack on Innokenty ?® for having refused, in the surﬁm};he-
1910, to recognise as candidates for co-option fa‘hose {; he-
viks who remained true to Golos or \{.rhose actions we }'—:nno‘
fully indicative of their Party affiliation. In df];mg_ SU,diﬁer-
kenty, the chief representative of a trend in Bols e‘{ltstm fler
ing from ours, acted correctly, and we have u&rz hen lgart
that precisely as its representative he d{}ﬁne tfe thﬂ
principle uniting all Bolsllllewks, before witnesses from
S.D.,* in the manner shown. |
P-El@) The attempt of the Golos group, in the nam{ia ?E hthi Sp\irﬁ”
ting faction of émigres, to pi'hopoéecfrc;g}nig:oﬂe regs;d ;}d v
andidates for co-option to the G.L. ‘
3?11;'%111(}3; but an unheard-of affront. While atsthe Pllen.sli)ri
Meeting there may have been p_eople who sincere gt he-
lieved the pledges of the Mlmzshew{;ks. tﬂqﬂ:;tigilli :rga;ﬁ;t the
iquidators, now, a year later, 1t 1S _
ltigi}lsdpeople cannot be trusted on this questmal.fWe Il);‘{?;cieos:;
resolately against candidates _bemg put forwar c(nir , E ction
by the émigré faction of liquidators, :smd deman‘ ad b
khanov's followers in Russia be circularised, they can :ﬁ[a 0 v
edly provide candidates from among the pro-Party Menshe
“1((;) The splitting moves of the Golos and Vperyiad Ermtl}[l)s
and of Trotsky are now fully recognised, not on yb E{ 13
Bolsheviks and the Poles (in the Central Organ), k}? a .'::S
by Plekhanov’s group (see the Paris resolution of Pled anm;‘t
group). We assert that the first decisive step towar sha‘ 5p2;
was the announcement made by Trotsky on November 27,
1910, without the knowledge of the .G.C., of the co_nvenlljng
of a conference and of the “fund” for it. Qur ﬂppll(}atlﬂllk(‘ E-
cember 5, 1910) was the reply we were forced to make n:f:
that announcement. The Vperyod school has become one o
the centres of this split; Trotsky took part in 1t ‘m.deﬁa{;;e
of the clear decision of the Party School _C_om:ms:.amnil IB
were blamed in print by Golos for “disorganising” this school.

—

* Dolish Social-Democrats.—£4d,
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Considering it our duty to disorganise anti-Party émigrg

factions, we demand the appointment of a commission to
investigate the “funds” of this school and the help given iy

by Trotsky and Golos. By shouting about expropriation,
which we put an end to once and for all at the Plenary Meet-

ing, the Golos group are not only blackmailing, but are

covering up their moral (and not only moral) support of the
violators of the resolution of the Meeting.

(6) Olgin,’™ a follower of Plekhanov, has disclosed that

Dan frankly explained the desire of the Golos group to trans

fer the C.C. to Russia as being due to the probability (or

inevilability) of its failure. The Party tribunal will have
to make a pronouncement on this. Anyone who has followed
the Golos group’s policy over the past vear will have no
doubt that in actual fact they have been splitting the C.C.
and hampering its work. The London candidates of Golos
are not only alive, but carry out political work in an anti-
Party spirit both in the workers' unions and in the press.
By absenting themselves from the C.C. meeting, they con-
firm their liquidationism. For this reason we are in duty
bound to warn the comrades on the C.C. in Russia, who are
working under desperately difficult conditions (since they
are all known to the police), that they arce also threatened
by an internal enemy inside the Party. We cannot nianage
without some sort of base abroad unless we are prepared
to run the risk of a single failure on our part freeing the
hands of the disruptive Polresovs. The Central Committee
Bureau Abroad, which is now carrying out a policy of aid
to the Vperyod and Golos groups and to Trotsky, cannot be
allowed to remain abroad. We cannot rely on the pledged
word or the “signing” of a resolution. We must, if we wish
to be realistic politicians who are not deluded by mere for-
malities, study the ideological-political trends emanating
from the working-class movement and from the counter-
revolutionary influence on it.

These trends have grown and developed since 1908, They
have brought Plekhanov’s group and the Bolsheviks closer
together, and have created a bloc between the Golos and Vpe-
ryod groups and Trotsky, who support the split while endcav-
ouring to hide its existence. The immediate future of our
Party (and it is useless closing our eyes to this) will inevi-

.
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tably be determined by the struggle along thﬁ'?f 111}19'5‘; 11113;
the desires of individuals or groups, but t E.OJ]LF I‘ihe
conditions of the epoch, as tsh?ﬁrn l?rtlézlé'eaolut-lon of t

Meeting, give rise to the strn . _ _
Pl%Illliryrepresentgati%es of the Bulshevik trend, mgnatnrlei
to the agreement with the C.C. in January 193150 (three, an
on the authority of the fourth, Meshkovsky).

Wwritten in February 1911

Firgt published in 1931
in Lenin Misceliany XVIII

Published according
to thie manuscript
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APROPOS OF AN ANNIVERSARY

The ﬁftietlt_l anniversary of the so-called Peasant Reform
raises many interesting questions. Here we ean touch only
upon some of the economic and historical issues, deferring
pubh:clst topics in the narrewer sense of the term to another
occasion,

About ten or fifteen years ago, when the controversies
between the Narodniks and the Marxists were first brought
before the general public, the diffcrence in the appraisal of
the so-called Peasant Reform emerged time and again as
one of _the most important issues of that controversy. The
theoret:cian{; of Narodism, for instance, the well—knowr; Mr
V. V., or Nikolai —on,’ regarded the basic features of the
Peasant Relorm of 1861 as something fundamentally differ-
ent irom, and hostile to, capitalism, They said that the Reg-
ulations of February 197" legalised the “endowment of the
produce!‘ with means of production” and sanctioned “people’s
production” as distinct from capitalist production. They
regarded the Regulations of February 19 as an earnest of the
non-capitalist evolution of Russia.

Even then the Marxists opposed a fundamentally different
view to this theory. The Regulations of February 19 were one
of the episodes in the replacement of the serf (or feudal) mode
of production by the bourgeois {or capitalist) mode. Accord-
ing to t];us view, the Regulations contain no other historico-
economic elements. “The endowment of the producer
w1t‘h means of production” is an empty, sentimental phrase
which glosses over the plain fact that the peasants, who
are small producers in agriculture, were being converted
from producers engaged primarily in natural economy into
producers of commodities. The precise extent to which com-
modity production had developed in peasant economy in
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«arious parts of Russia during that epoch is another question.
But it is beyond doubt that the “cmancipated” peasant was
enitering the sphere of commodity production and none oth-
or. “Free labour” in place* of serf labour thus meant noth-
ing more than the frec labour of the wage-worker or small
independent producer under the conditions of commodity

roduction, i.c., of bourgeois social and economic relations.
The land redemption payments brought out this nature of the
Reform in even bolder relief, for they lent a stimulus to
mobnetary economy, i.e., they increased the peasant’s de-
pendence on the market.

The Narodniks saw in the emancipation of the peasants
with the provision of land allotments a non-capitalist prin-
ciple, the “genesis” of what they called “people’s produc-
tion”. In the emancipation of the peasants without land
{hey saw the capitalist principle. The Narodniks (particu-
larly Mr. Nikolai —on) based this view on the teachings of
Marz, citing in its justification that the freeing of the work-
or from the means of productiom is a fundamental con-
dition of the capitalist mode of production. A singular phe-
nomenon: beginning with the eighties (if not still earlier)
Marxism was already such an indisputable, actually dominat-
ing force among the progressive social doctrines in Western
Kurope, that for a long time in Russia theories hostile to
Marxism could not be openly expressed. These theories made
sophistry of Marxism and falsified it (sometimes unconscious-
ly): they appeared to be Marxist and, “by referring to Marx”,
tricd to deny the application of Marx’s theory to Russial
The Narodnik theory of Mr. Nikolai —on claimed to be
“Marxist” (in the 1880s and 1890s); subsequently the liberal-
bourgeois theory of Messrs. Struve, Tugan-Baranovsky and
Co. began by “almost” fully accepting Marxism, these gen-
tlemen developed their views and preached their liberalism
under the guise of “the further critical development” of
Marxism., We shall probably have more than one occasion
to return to this singular feature of the development of Rus-
sian social theories since the end of the nineteenth century
(up to and including contemporary opportunism—liquida-

* Insofar as this replacement was going on in actual fact, we shall
see further that it was a more complicatea process than would appear
on the surface.
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various parts of Russia during that epoch is anQ’t’,her question.
put it is beyond doubt that the “emancipgtcd peazsant was
entering the sphere of commodity production and none oth-
or. “Free labour” in place* of serl labour thus meant noth-
ing more than the free labour of the wage-worker or small
independent producer under the conditions of _comqulty
production, i.c., of bourgeois social and economic relations,
The land redemption payments brought out this nature of the
Reform in even bolder relief, for they lent a StlIﬂlﬂ}lS to
monetary ecconomy, i.e., they increased the peasant's de-
pendence on the market. ‘

The Narodniks saw in the emancipation of the peasants
with the provision of land allotments a non—capit?hst prin-
ciple, the “genesis” of what they called “peopl‘e s produec-
tion”. In the emancipation of the peasants \}rlthout l.and
they saw the capitalist principle. The Narodniks (pgrtwu—
larly Mr. Nikolai —on) based this view on Ethe teachings of
Marz, citing in its justification that the freeing of the work-
er from the means of productiom is a fundamental con-
dition of the capitalist mode of production. Asingular phe-
nomenon: beginning with the eighties (if not still earlier)
Marxism was already such an indisputable, af::tuall_y dominat-
ing force among the progressive social doctrines 1n Western
Europe, that for a long time in Russia theories hostile to
Marxism could not be openly expressed. These theories qlade
sophistry of Marxism and falsified it (sometimes unconscious-
ly); they appeared to be Marxist and, “by referring to Marz:: :
tried to deny the application of Marx’s theory to Russial
The Narodnik theory of Mr. Nikolai —on claimed to be
“Marxist” (in the 1880s and 1890s); subsequently the liberal-
bourgeois theory of Messrs. Struve, Tugan—li_’.aranovsky and
Co. began by “almost” fully accepting Marxism, these gen-
tlemen developed their views and preached their llbera}}sm
under the guise of “the further critical development ~of
Marxism. We shall probably have more than one occasion
{0 return to this singular feature of the development of Rus-
sian social theories since the end of the nineteenth century
(up to and including contemporary opportunism—liquida-
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on in actual fact, we shall

* Tnsofar as this replacement was goin
process than would appear

see further that it was a more complicate
on the surface.
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lionism, which clings to Marxist ferminology in order to
cover up its anti-Marxist substance).

What interests us at the present moment is the Narod-
nik appraisal of the “great Reform”. It is a radical mistake
to think that the striving to deprive the peasants of land in
1861 represented a capitalist tendency, whereas the striving
to endow them with land was anti-capitalist, socialist (the
best among the Narodniks saw in the term “people's produc-
tion” a pseudonym for socialism, a pseudonym imposed by
censorship restrictions). This view is a great sin against his-
torical truth; it transfers Marx’s “ready-made” formula (a
“formula” which is applicable only to highly developed com-
modity production) to the conditions of serfdom. Depriving
the peasants of land in 1861 in most cases actually meant
the creation, not of a free labourer in capitalist production,
but of a bonded (i.e., in fact a semi-serf or even almost serf)
tenant on the same land that belonged to the “master”, the
landowner, Actually, the “allotments” of 1861 meant in
most cases the creation, not of a free and independent farm-
er, but of a tenant bound to the land and in fact compelled
to perform the same old corvée by cultivating the landlord’s
land with his own farm equipment, in payment for pas-
ture, for meadows, for the neccssary arable land, etc.

The peasant entered the sphere of bourgeois social rela-
tions to the extent to which he was actually, and not merely
nominally, emancipated from serf relations (the essence of
these relations was “labour-rent”, i.c., the labour performed
for the landowner by a peasant endowed with an allot-
ment of land). But this real emancipation from feudal rela-
tions was muchmore complicated thanthe Narodniks thought.
At that time the struggle hetween those who were in favour
of depriving the peasants of land and those in favour of “en-
dowing” them, often expressed mercly a struggle between
two feudalist camps, a dispute over the guestion as to whether
it was more advantageous to the landowner to have a tenant
(or a peasant rendering laboar service) without any land or
with an “allotment”, i.e., one bound to the locality,
bound by a patch of land insufficient to provide for his
living and therefore compelling him to hire himself out

fora “livelihood” (selling himself into bondage to the
landowner), |
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On the other hand, there is no doubt that the greater the
amount of land the peasants received upon their emanci-
f;atinn, and the cheaper the price they had fo pay for it,
the more rapidly, fully and freely would capitalism have
developed in Russia, and the sooner would the survivals of
serfdom and bondage have disappeared, the larger the homs
market would have become, and the more certain would the
development of towns, industry and trade have been.

The Narodniks made the mistake of dealing with the
problem in a utopian manner, in the abstract, unrelated to
the actual historic circumstances. They declared that the
“allotment” was the basis for independent small-scale far‘m-
ing. Insofar as this was true, the peasant “endowedi with
land” became a commodity producer and found himself
in the conditions of bourgeois society. Actually, however,
the “allotment” was too often so small, so burdened with
cxcessive payments, situated so unfavourably for the peas-
ant and so “fortunately” for the landlord, that the “allot-
ment” peasant inevitably found himself in a position of
unredeemable bondage, his status remained, in faect, the
same as under the relations of serfdom; he performed the
same old corvée service (in the form of labour-service, etc.).

Thus, two tendencics were latent in Narodism, which
the Marxists defined even then, when they referred to the
liberal-Narodnik views, the liberal-Narodnik appraisal,
cte. Insofar as the Narodniks painted the Reform of 1861
in bright colours, forgetting that in the majority!of cases
“epdowment” actually meant that the landlords  estates
were ensured a supply of cheap slave labour, a supply of
cheap hands tied to the place of residence, they desgend_ed
(often without being aware of it) to the point of view of
liberalism, the point of view of the libéral bourgeois, or
even of the liberal landowner; objectively they became the
advocates of the type of capitalist evolution which is most
hurdened with landowner traditions, is most bound up
with the fcudal past, of which it is ridding itself most slowly

and with the greatest difficulty.

The Narodniks, however, were bourgeois democrats to
the extent that they did not idealise the Reform of 1861,
but fought ardently and sincerely for the smallest paymenis
and the largest “allotments”, for “allolments” without any
5=-12
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restrictions, with the utmost ecultural, legal, etc., inde- 3
pendence for the peasant. Their only shortcoming was that 3§
their democracy was by no means always consistent and *
determined and that, moreover, they failed to realise that 1
it was of a bourgeois nature. Incidentally, it may be said 3
that the most “Left” of our Social-Narodniks even to this 3
day often conceive of the word “bourgeois” in this connota-
tion as smacking of “politics”, whereas, in point of fact, g
the term bourgeois democracy represents the only exact

scientific definition from the Marxist point of view,

These two tendencies in Narodism—the liberal and the |
democratic—were already quite clearly indicated at the time 3
of the Reform of 1861, We cannot dwell here in greater 3
detail on an analysis of these tendencies, particularly on %
the connection between utopian socialism and the second of
these tendencies. We shall merely mention the difference 3
-between the ideological and political trends of, say, Kavel-

in, on the one hand, and Chernyshevsky, on the other.

When we contemplate, in a general way, the change in 3

the entire system of the Russian state in 1861, we are bound
to admit that that change was a step in the transformation
of feudal monarchy into a bourgeois monarchy. This is true
not only from the economic, but also from the political
point of view. We need only recall the nature of the reforms
in the sphere of the judiciary, administration, local self-
government, etc., which followed the Peasant Reform of
1861, to see the correctness of this statement. One may
argue whether this “step” was a great or a small one, whether
it was quick or slow, but the direction in which this step was
taken is so clear, it has been made so clear by all the subse-
quent events, that there can hardly be two opinions about
it. It is, howevcer, all the more necessary to stress this direc-
tion because of the more frequent half-baked opinions we
hear nowadays to the effect that “steps” in the transforma-
tion into a bourgeois monarchy in Russia have been taken
only in very recent years.

Of the two Narodnik tendencies referred to, the demo-
cratic tendency, the tendency not based on the intelligence
and initiative of landowning, bureaucratic and bourgeois
circles, was extremely weak in 1861. That is why matters
went no further than a very small “step” in the transforma-
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tion into a bourgeois monarchy. Stili, this weak tendency
xisted even then. It showed itself subsequently too,
cometimes more strongly and sometimes more feebly, hqth
in the sphere of social ideas and in the sphere of the social
movement characteristic of the entire post—RefurH} period.
This tendency grew with each decade of the period, nur-
tured by each step in the economic evolu:r,ion of th? country
and, consequently, also by the combination of social, jurid-
ioal and cultural conditions,

These two tendencies, which were only just beginning
to emerge in 1861, found a fairly full and open expression
forty-four years after the Peasant Reform, in the most varied
spheres of social life, in the various twistsand turnsof the
social movement, in the activity of large masses of the popula-
tion and of important political parties. The Cadets and the -
Trudoviks—taking each of these terms in its broadest mean-
ing—are the direct descendants and successors, the actual
vehicles of the two tendencies which were already taking
shape half a century ago. The connection between 18:61
and the events that took place forty-four years later is in-
disputable and obvious. And the fact that both tendencies
have survived during half a century, that they have grown
stronger, developed and expanded, unquestionably testifies
lo their strength; it shows that they are deeply rooted in
the entire economic structure of Russia,

Menshikov, the Nowvoye Vremya writer, expressed this
connection between the Peasant Reform and the events of
the recent past in the following singular tirade: “The year
1861 failed to prevent 1905—hence, why shout about the
greatness of a reform which has failed so miserably?” (Nowvoye
}/I‘Bmyﬂ,“ No. 12512, of January 11, “An Unnecessary Jubi-
ce”.)

With these words Menshikov inadvertently touched upon
exXtremely interesting scientific problems of history; [irst,
the interrelation between reform and revolution in general,
and, secondly, the connection, interdependence, and affinity
between the socio-historical trends, strivings and tenden-
cies of 1861 and the 1905-07 period.

The concept “reform”, is undoubtedly the opposite of
the concept “revolution”. Failure to remember this con-
trast, failure to remember the line that divides these two

S
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concepts, constantly leads to very serious mistakes in al}
historical discussions. But this contrast is not somethin
fibsolute, this line is not something dead, but alive and chang%
ing, and one must be able to define it in cach particular 4
Y

case. The Reform of 1861 remained but a reform owing to

Y
By

the extreme feebleness, ignorance and lack of cohesion 3

hetween_the social elements for whom change was essential.
That is the reason for such marked feudal features in this

reform, that is why it was so full of bureaucratic monstros- -}

ities and brought the peasants such untold misfortunes.

Our peasantry has suffered much more from the inadequate
development of capitalism than it has from capitalism . 4

itself.

Although this reform remained nothing but a reform

because of the weakness of certain social elements, it created
despite all obstacles and hindrances, conditions for the furth«a-m11
development of those elements; these conditions expanded
the area in which the old contradictions came into play
and extended the number of groups, strata and classes of the
population that took aconscious part in“the play” of contradic-
tions. That is why the followers of the democratic tendency
that was hostile to liberalism at the time of the 1861 Reform
those who then (and for a long time after) appeared to be
Imere individuals with no ground under their fect—that
is why those people proved actually to be on incomparably

more solid ground when the conditions that had been little .

more than embryonic in 1861 grew to maturity. Those par-

ticipants in the Reform of 1861 who regarded it as nothing -

more than a reform proved to be on more solid ground than
!;he l}beral reformists, The former will forever be remembered
in history as the advanced representatives of their epoch;
}vherelast the Iati(ter ;Tlld:_l be remembered as people who weré
irresolute, weak-willed and im '
prosolute, woak-willed ¢ potent in face of {he forces
In their theories, the Narodniks, beginning with 1861
(and their forerubners even prior to 1861), have, through-
out more than half a century, always advocated a different
i.c., non-capitalist, path for Russia. History has fullj;
refuted their error. History has fully proved and the events
of @905-07, the action of the various classes of Russian
society at that time, have graphically confirmed that Russia is

e
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developing along capitalist lines, and that there can be no
other path for her development. But he would be a poor
Marxist indeed who to this day failed to learn from the
history of this hali-century the real meaning of aspirations
expressed in the course of half a century and embodied in
an erroneous ideology, in an endeavour to plot a “different”
path for the fatherland to travel.

A comparison between 1861 and 1905-07 makes it perfect-
ly clear that the real historical meaning of the Narodnik
ideology consisted in contrasting #wo paths of capitalist
development: one path involving the adaptation of the new,
capitalist Russia to the old, the subordination of the for-
mer to the latter, thus impeding the course of develop-
ment: the other—the path of supplanting the old by the
new, of entirely removing the obsolete that is obstructing
the new: of accelerating the course of development. The
programmes of the Cadets and the Trudoviks—the former
liberal, and the latter democratic—while inconsistent and
at times confused and betraying a lack of understanding,
represent a vivid expression of the actual paths of this
development—both within the framework of capitalism—
which have been steadfastly pursued for more than half a
century,

The present period imperatively demands of us that we
have a clear understanding of the conditions of these two
paths, that we have a clear idea of the two tendencies of
1864 and of their subsequent evolution. We are witnessing
a further change in the entire system of the Russian state,
one more step in its transformation into a bourgeols mon-
archy. This new step, which is just as hesitant, just as
vacillating, just as ill-chesen and just as unsound as the
previous one, confronts us with the old problems. History
has not yet decided which of the two paths of Russia's capi-
talist development will finally determine her bourgeois sys-
tem: the objective forces on which the decision depends
are not yet exhausted. We cannot tell beforehand what the
decision will be, before we have the expericnce of all the
friction, clashes and conflicts that make up the life of so-
ciety. We cannot iell beforehand what will be the resultant
of the two tendencies that have been making themselves
felt ever since 1861. But we can, and must, insist on a clear
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understanding of both tendencies, insist that Marxists (and < 3
this is one of their duties, in their capacity of “leaders”, -4
in the period of disintegration, confusion, scepticism and  §
worship of momentary success) should contribule their activ-" 3
ity to this resultant—not in a negative form (like liquida- : ‘§
tionism or, in general, helpless drifting after one decadent : 3

mood or another), but in a positive form, in the form of up-

holding the interests of evolution in its entirety, its funda- )

mental and most essential interests.

The representatives of the democratic tendency, while i
marching toward their goal, continually waver and are sub- -
ject to the influence of liberalism. To prevent these waver- - 4
ings and to end this subjection is one of the most important

historical tasks of Marxism in Russia,

Mysl, No. 3, Febrnary 19011
Signed: V. Iyin to the Mys! text

Published according - ¥

“THE PEASANT REFORM"
AND THE PROLETARIAN-PEASANT REVOLUTION

The celebration of the jubilee, so much feared by the
Romanov monarchy, and over which the Russian liberals
have gushed so sentimentally, is over. The tsar’s government
celebrated it by assiduously circulating “among the people”
the Black-Hundred jubilee pamphlets issued by the “Nation-
al Club”, by wholesale arrests of all “suspects”, by hannin.g
meetings at which speeches of even the slightest democratic
tinge might be expected, by hning and suppressing news-
papers, and by persecuting “subversive” cinemas.

The liberals celebrated the jubilee by weeping buckets
of tears about the necessity of “a second February 19" (Vest-
nik Yevrory™), by expressing their allegiance (the tsar's
picture appearing prominently in Rech), and by indulging
in talk about their civic despondency, the fragility of the
native “Constitution”, the devastating “break-up” of the “time-
honoured principles of land tenure” hy Stolypin’s agrarian
policy, and so on, and so forth.

In an edict addressed to Stolypin, Nicholas II declared
that Stolypin’s agrarian policy was the final stage of “the
great Reform” of February 19, 1861, i.e., the surrender of
peasant Jand to be plundered by a handiul of bloodsuckers,
kulaks, and well-to-do peasants, and the surrender of the
countryside to the rule of the feudal landowners.

It must be admitted that Nicholas the Bloody, Rus-
s1a’s premier landowner, is nearer to the historical truth
than our amiable liberals. The biggest landowner and the
chief feudal lord is aware of, or rather has learned from the
exhortation of the Council of the United Nobility, the
maxim of the class struggle according to which “reforms”
that are carried out by feudal lords must of necessity be
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feudal in every aspect, must of necessity be accompani::
by a regime of out and out violence. Our Cadets, and oug
liberals in general, fear the revolutionary movement of thef

e

i

masses, which alone is capable of wiping the feudal land«<3
owners and their unlimited power in the Russian state
the face of the earth; and this fear prevents them from
appreciating the truth that so long as the feudal land owners§
have not bLeen overthrown, every reform—and, particular-§
ly, every agrarian reform—is bound to be feudal in its aspect3
and nalure, and in its mode of application. To fear revolu-4§
tion, to dream of reform, and to snivel because in practiced
“reforms” are applied by the feudal lords in a feudal way, s’}
the height of baseness and stupidity. Nicholas II is much
more straightforward and does more to teach the Russian-j
people sense when he clearly “offers” them the plain choice:}
either feudal “reforms” or the overthrow of the feudal land-:§
owners by a people’s revolution. -

The Reform of February 19, 1861, was a feudal reform'}
which our liberals are able to dress up and represent as a 3
“peaceful” reform only becausc at that time the revolution=7§
ary movement in Russia was so weak as to amount to noth-3
ing, and, as for a revolutionary class, there existed none 3
among the oppressed masses of those days. The decree of 3
November 9, 1906, and the law of June 14, 1910, are feudal -]
reforms with as much bourgeois content as the Reform of 3
1861; but the liberals cannot represent these as “peace-?
ful” reforms, they cannot dress them up so easily (although
they are already beginning to do so, as for instance, in §
Russkaya Mysl), for the few isolated revolutionaries of 3
1861 may be forgotten, but the Revolution of 1905 cannot 3
be forgotten, The year 1905 saw the birth of a revolutionary 3
class in Russia, the proletariat, which succeeded in rousing 3
the peasant masses to the revolutionary struggle. And once %
a revolutionary class has been born in any country it cannot :
be suppressed by any amount of persecution; it can only
perish if the whole country perishes, it can only die, after
it has attained victory,

5
4

[.et us call to mind the basic features of the Peasant
"Reform of 1861. The noterious “emancipation” meant the
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anscrupulous robhery‘of the peasants and_ their shlhjectio‘ﬂ
1o an endless succession of tyrannies and insults. “Emanci-
\ation” was seized upon as a pretext to cut off part of the
pgaqant.s’ land. In the black-earth gubernias these cut-off
Fﬂ;léls amounted to more than one-fifth of the total held by
peasants; in some gubernias the land that was cut off, taken
away from the peasants, amounted to one-third or even
two-fifths of all the peasants’ land. As a result of “emanci-
pation” the peasants’ land was 8o divided from the landed
oslates as to compel the peasants to settle on “bad }and",
and the landed estates were wedged into the peasants’ land
1o make it casier for the noble lords to enslave the peasants
and to lease land to them on usurious terms. As a result qf
«omancipation”, the peasants were forced to “redeem” their
awn land, moreover, they were forced to pay double or treble
ity real price. The overall result of the whole “epoch of
reforms” which marked the 1860s was that the peasants
remained poverty-stricken, downtrodden, ignorant, and
subject to the feudal landowners in the courts, in the organs
of administration, in the schools, and in the Zemstvos.

The “great Reform” was a feudal reform; nor could it be
anything else, for it was carried out by the feudal landown-
ers, But what was the force that compelled them to resort
to reform? It was the force of economic development which
was drawing Russia on to the path of capitalism. The
feudal landowners could not prevent the growth of trade
between Russia and Europe; they could not bolster up the
old, tottering forms of economic life.The Crimean war dem-
onstrated the rottenness and impotence of feudal Russia.
The peasant “riots”, which had been growing in number and
intensity in the decades prior to emancipation, compelled
Alexander II, the country’s biggest landowner, to admit
that it would be better to emancipate from above than to
wait until he was overthrown from below.

“The Peasant Reform” was a bourgeois reform carried
out by feudal landowners. It was a step in the transiorma-
tion of Russia into a bourgeois monarchy. In substance
the Peasant Reform was a bourgeois measure. The less the
amount of land cut off from the peasants’ holdings, the
more fully peasant lands were separated from the landed
estates, the Jower the tribute paid to the feudal landowners
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by the peasants (i. e., the lower the “redemption” payments)
and the greaterthe extent the peasants in any locality were ablg i
to escape the influence and pressure of the feudal landown<#
ers-——the more obvious was the bourgeois essence of the{§
Reform. To the extent that the peasant extricated himself-&]
from the clutches of the feudal landowner, he became s

slave to the power of money, found himself living in the#
conditions of commodity production and dependent on ris- 4
ing capitalism. After 1861 capitalism developed in Russia 11
at such a rapid rate that in a few decades it wrought a trans.
formation that had taken centuries in some of the old coun- #
trics of Europe.

The celebrated struggle between the feudal landowners 43
and the liberals, which our liberal and liberal-Narodnik *3
historians have praised and made so much of, was a struggle -+
waged within the ruling classes, a struggle waged for the 3
most part within the ranks of the landowner class, a struggle 4
waged ezclusively over the extent and the forms of the pro- 3
posed concessions. The liberals, like the feudal landowners, *3
upheld the property rights and rule of the landowners, and
indignantly denounced all revolutionary ideas about abolish- 4
ing those property rights, about completely overthrowing - 1
that rule.

Such revolutionary ideas could not but ferment in the 7§
minds of the serf peasants, The peasant masses, however, = J
were so crushed and stupefied by centuries of slavery that 3§
at the time of the Reform they were incapable of anything
more than scattered, isolated rebellions, or rather “riots”,
devoid of any political purpose. Nevertheless, even then
there were revolutionaries in Russia who took the side of
the peasaniry, who saw how limited, how poverty-stricken
was the over-advertised “Peasant Reform”, and who recognised
its true fcudal nature. These revolutionaries of whom there
were extremely few at that time werc headed by N. G. Cher-
nyshevsky.

February 19, 1861, heralded the birth of the new, bour-
geois, Russia which had been growing out of the cra of
serfdom. The liberals of the 1860s, on the one hand, and
Chernyshevsky, on the other, were the representatives of
two historical tendencies, of two historical forces which
to this day have been determining the issue of the struggle
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for the new Russia. That is why on the occasion of the fiftieth
uhnivursary of February 1Y, it is nccessary for the class-
conscious proletariat to form as clear an idca as possible of
the substance and interrelation of these two tenden-
ies.

’ The liberals wanted to “emancipate” Russia “from above”,
taking care not to destroy either the monarchy of the tsars,
or the property rights and the rule of the landowners, pre-
vailing upon them only to make “concessions” to the spirit
of the times. The liberals were, and still are, the ideologists
of the bourgeoisie, which cannot reconcile itseli to seridom,
but is afraid of revolution, is afraid of the mass movement

- which would be capable of overthrowing the monarchy

and abolishing the rule of the landowners. That is why the
liberals confine themselves to a “struggle for reforms”, a
“struggle for rights”, that is to say, a struggle for a divi-
sion of power hetween the feudal landowners and the bhour-
gaoisie. As long as that is the relation of forces, there can be
ro “reforms” save those carried out by the feudal landown-
ers, and no “rights” save those limited by the tyranny of
the feudal landowners,

Chernyshevsky was a utopian socialist, who dreamed of
a transition to socialism through the old, semi-feudal peas-
ant village commune.®® He did not see, nor could he see in
the sixties of the past century, that only the development
of capitalism and of the proletariat could create the material
conditions and the social force for the achicvement of so-
cialism. But Chernyshevsky was not only a utopian social-
1st; he was also a revolutionary democrat, he approached all
the political events of his times in a revolutionary spirit
and was able to exercise a revolutionary influence by adyo-
caliig, in spite of all the barriers and obstacles placed in
his way by the censorship, the idea of a peasant revolutlion,
the idea of the struggle of the masses for the overthrow of
all the old authorities. In speaking of the “Peasant Reform”
of 1861, which the liberals at first tried to whitewash and
subsequently even glorified, he deseribed it as wile, for he
clearly saw its feudal nature, he clearly saw that the liber-
al emancipators were robbing the peasants of iheir last
ﬁhl}‘t- Chernyshevsky spoke of the liberals of the sixties as
windbags, braggarts and fools”,*' for he clearly saw thetr
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dread of revolution, their spinelessness and their servility;
before the powers that be.

These two historical tendencies have continued develop:
ing in the course of the half-century that has elapsed sincgl
February 19, 1801, diverging ever more clearly, definitelps
and decisively. The forces of the liberal-monarchist bourd]
geoisie, who preached that “educational” activity was
that was needed, and who fought shy of the revolutionasy}
underground, grew stronger. On the other hand, the forced
of democracy and socialism also became stronger, at firsiy
merging into one in utopian ideology and in the intellectualé§
ist struggles of the Narodnaya Volya and the revolutionarys
Narodniks. However, since the early nineties, with the trans§
sition from the revolutionary strugols of terrorists and indi<
vidual propagandists to the struggle of the revolutiona
classes themselves, these forces di.erged. 3

The decade preceding the Revolution—from 1895 tg'§
1904—was marked by open action of the proletarian masses]
and by their steady growth, by the growth of the strike?
struggle, of Social-Democratic working-class propagandaf
and organisation, and of the Social-Democratic Labour¥
Party. Following the lead of the socialist vanguard of the®
proletariat, the revolutionary-democratic peasantry has also
embarked upon mass struggle, particularly since 1902. 7}

The two tendencies, which in 1861 had just emerged and §
had begun to appear in literature in bare outline, developed A
and grew in the Revolution of 1905, and found reflection |
in the movement of the masses and the struggle carried 3
on by political parties in the most varied fields of activity, #
in the press, at mass meetings, in unions, in strikes, in
uprisings, and in the State Dumas.

The liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie established the Cadet 3
and Octobrist parties that at first (until the summer of
1905) worked together in one liberal Zemstvo movement, 3
and subsequently split into two separate parties fiercely 3
competing with each other (and still doing so), the one
putting forward primarily its liberal, the other primarily %
its monarchist, “face”—but always agreeing on the most
essential issues; they both denounce the revolutionaries, i
disparage the December uprising, and honour as their flag
the “constitutional” fig-leaf of absolutism. Both parties }
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have professed and still profess “strictly constitutional”
inciples, that is to say, they confine themselves to the
principles, - .
limited field of activity which the Black—l_r{undred.ts.jar and
the feudal landowners could concede without giving up
power, without relinquishing their autocratic .rule,’ without
cacrificing a single kopek of revenues, “sanctlﬁedi b]{ ages
of slave-holding, or parting with the least of their “justly
acquired” privileges. |

The democratic and the socialist trends separated from
the liberal trend, and drew a line of demarcation hetween
thomselves. The proletariat organised and acted indepe:nd-
ently of the peasantry, rallying around its own, working-
class, Social-Democratic, party. The organisation of t_he
peasantry in the revolution was incomparably weaker, its
actions were infinitely more scattered and fecble, the level
of its class-consciousness was much lower, and monarchist
illusions (as well as constifutional illusions, which are
closely connected with them) often paralysed its energy,
made it dependent upon the liberals, and sometimes upon
the Black Hundreds and gave rise to empty day—dreams. about
“God-given land” which prevented it from launching an
assault upon the landowning nobility with the object of com-
pletely abolishing that class. By and large, the peasantry
taken as a mass, nevertheless fought the landowners, acted
in a revolutionary spirit, and in ail the Dumas—even in the
Third Duma which was elected on the basis of representa-
tion specifically favouring the feudal landowners—they
created Trudovik groups that represented a genuinely
democratic movement despite their frequent vacillations. In
the mass movement of 1905-07, the Cadets and Trudoviks
represented and politically formulated the position and
trends of the liberal-monarchist and the revolutlonary-
democratic bourgeoisie respectively.

The year 1861 begot the year 1905. The feudal character
of the first “great” bourgeois reform impeded the course of
development, condemned the peasants to a thousand still
worse and more bitter torments, but it did not change the
tourse of development, did not avert the bourgeois revolu-
Lion of 1905. The Reform of 1861 delayed the issue by open-
ing a valve, as it were, by permitting some growth of capi-
talism; but it did not prevent the inevitable issue, which
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in 1905 was fought out in an incomparably wider field, ip 3
the onslaugbt of the masses upon the tsar’s autocracy and
the feudal landowners, The Reform, which the feudal land- ¥
owners granted at a time when the oppressed masses werg 4
completely undeveloped, begot the revolution by the time 4
the revolutionary elements among those masses had reached 3
maturity. S B

The Third State Duma and Stolypin's agrarian policy}
represent the second bourgeois reform carried out by the
feudal landowners. February 19, 1861, was the first step.4§
taken in the transformation of the purely feudal autocracy .3
into a bourgeois monarchy; the period of 1908-10
sents the second step, an even more serious one, along the 3
same road, Nearly four and a half years have elapsed since §
the promulgation of the decree of November 9, 1906; more .4
than three and a half years have elapsed since June 3,3
1907 **; yet today the Cadet bourgeoisie, and to a large .4
extent the Octobrist bourgeoisie, are becoming convinced .3
that the “Constitution” of June 3 and the agrarian policy
of June 3 have proved “unsuccessful”. “The most Right
among the Cadets”, as Mr. Maklakov, that semi-Octobrist,
has been justly dubbed, was fully justified in declaring in 3
the State Duma on February 25, on behalf both of the
Cadets and of the Octobrists, that “today it is the pivotal ele- b
ments of the country who are dissatisfied, those who are most %
anxious for durable peace, who dread a new rise of the tide 1
of revolution”, There is one common slogan: “It is the gener-
al opinion,” Mr. Maklakov went on to say, “that if we
continue on the road along which they are taking us they
will lead us to a second revolution”.

The common slogan of the Cadet and the Octobrist } o ir-
geoisie in the spring of 1911 confirms that the appraisal
of the state of affairs given by our Party in the resolution
- adopted. at its conference in December 1908 was correct.
“The principal factors of economic and political life,” that
resolution stated, “which gave rise to the Revolution of
1905 continue to operate, and, the economic and political
situation being what it is, a new revolutionary crisis is in-
evitably maturing.”

Menshikov, the paid hack of the tsarist Black-Hundred
government, recently declared in Novoye Vremya that the
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Reform of February 19%wasa miserable failure”, because “the

vear 1861 failed to prevent 1901:3". N(ﬁ;} the hi‘rﬁejd 1;:3;:2
.nd parliamentarians of the liberal bourgeoisie Jlecan

that the “reforms” of November Y, 199(1, and of June 3, .
re a failure because these “reforms” lead to a second revo-
mFIl‘Eg'two statements, as well as the qntire histqry of the
liberal and revolutionary movements in ‘Ehe period 1861_-
1905, provide extremely interesting mgterlal for an elu_ch
dation of the very important question of the I:elﬂtl()ll
between reform and revoluti{m and t]]Lle role of reformists and

lutionaries in the social struggle. |

re\%ohe opponents of revolution, some qf.them \?‘:Tlth_ hatred
and a gnashing of teeth, others in a spirit of dejection and
despondency, admit that the “reforms” of 1861 and of 1907-10
have failed in their purpose, because they do not prevent
revolution. Social-Democrals, the representatives of the
only consistently revolutionary class of our times, repl.y:
revolutionaries have played an immense historical role in
the social struggle and in all social crises even when the
immediate result of those crises has been hali-hearted refor_ms.-
Revolutionaries are the leaders of those forces of society
that effect all change; reforms are the by-product of the
revolutionary struggle.

Thetrevolﬂtionafiges of 1861 remained isolated and, on
the face of it, suffered complete defeat. Actually, they were
the great figures of the day, and the further that day re-
cedes, the more clearly do we see their greatness and Lhe'more
obvious is the insignificance and paltriness of the liberal
reformists of those days. o

The revolutionary class of 1905-07, the socialist proletar-
iat, on the face of it, also suifered complete defeat. Both
the liberal monarchists and the liquidators among the pseu-
do-Marxists have been shouting from the house-tops th.?’t
the proletariat went “too far” and resorted to “excesses”,
that it succumbed to the atiraction of “the spontaneous cilass
struggle”, that it let itself be seduced by the pernicious idea
of the “hegemony of the proletariat”, and so on, an_d S0
forth, Actually, the “sin” of the proletariat was that it did
not go far enough, but that “sin” is accounted for by the state
of its forces at that time and is being atoned [or by unre-
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mitting activity, even in times of blackest reaction, on th,ﬁf’_
part of revolutionary Social-Democrats, by their steadf_ast_-;};
struggle against all manifestations of reformism and oppor~id

l"* -
pERE

tunism, Actually, everything that has been won from the

b

Lt

enemies, and everything that is enduring in these gaing, 33
has been won and is maintained only to the extent that thetigl
revolutionary struggle is strong and alive in all spheres of-i'.;
proletarian activity. Actually, the proletariat alone hag;i.#
championed consistent democracy to the end, exposing all'3
the instability of the liberals, freeing the peasantry from:3
their influence, and rising with heroic courage in insur§
rection.

No one is in a position to foretell to what extent really 4
democratic changes will be effected in Russia in the era of .
her bourgeois revolutions, but there can be no shadow of.
doubt that only the revolutionary struggle of the prolctariat: '
will determine the extent and the success of the changes.
Between feudal “reforms” in the bourgeois spirit and the &
democratic revolution led by the proletariat there can only. -8
be the vacillations of liberalism and opportunist reformism— . 3
impotent, spineless, and devoid of ideals.

When we look at the history of the last half-century in- %
Russia, when we cast a glance at 1861 and 1905, we can
only repeat the words of our Party resolution with even
greater conviction: “As before, the aim of our struggle is *&

L
.

to overthrow tsarism and bring about the conquest of power
by the proletariat relying on the revolutionary scctions of -
the peasaniry and accomplishing the bourgeois-democratic
revolution by means of the convening of a popular consti-
tuent assembly and the establishment of a democratic
republic”,
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WRECKERS OF THE PARTY
IN THE ROLE OF “WRECKERS OF LEGENDS”

Exactly a year ago the Central Organ of our Party pub-
licshed the following extremely important letter from the
Central Committee Bureau in Russia to the Central
Commiillee Bureau Abroad:

“We [i.e., the Bureau of the C.C. in Russia] approached
Comrades Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri, suggesting that they
should start work, but we received a reply which stales that,
in their opinion, not only are the decisions of the Plenary
Meeting harmful, but that the very existence of the Central
Committee is harmful. On these grounds, they refuse lv at-
tend evin a single meeting for co-optation.”*

Things could not be clearer. In the persons of Mikhail,
Roman, and Yuri we are dealing with open renegades who
deem it unnecessary to resort to “diplomacy” and wriggling
in the spirit of Golos, and who declare frankly that they have
broken with our PParty. Here we have a clash of two “tactics™
one, that of Martov, Dan and Co., representing an effort to
disintegrate the “old” Party from within, to keep the old
Party in a sickly condition until the Stolypin brand of
“Social-Democrats”, the liquidators, gain a firm foothold;
the other, that of Potresov, Levitsky, Mikhail, Roman,
Yuri, and Co., proceeds from the fact that the game of sap-
Ping the strength of the old Party from within by intrigues
15 not worth the candle and that it is necessary to effect an
oPen break with the R.5.D.L.P. af once.

The publication of the statement by Mikhail, Roman,
and Yuri has badly upset the game of their friends and pa-

——

* Ses present edition, Vol. 16, “Gulos (Voice) of the Liguidators
Against the Party”.— Ed.
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trons of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, But the damage has beep '3
done: Dan, Martov and Co. have been obliged to go on cover- 4
ing up their tracks, and while, “on the one hand”, they take
the part of the three mentioned renegades, “on the other”, §
they make a slight attempt 1o “disavow” them. Martov even 2
mustered up courage—in the last but one, i.e., in the 23rd, i}
issue of Golos, ten months after the publication of the fact
that his three friends had renounced the Party—to chide 3

the three gentlemen for their “thoughtlessness”....

But now the wheel of “history” (the history of liquidation- . &%
ism) has turned once again. A number of circumstances—
primarily the rebuff administered to liquidationism by somei 3
Social-Democratic groups engaged in open activities—has: 3
caused Potresov, Levitsky, Mikhail, Roman, and Co. to; %
slow down a bit and to get closer to the “wise” and more 3
cautious “tactic” of covering up their tracks @ la Dan and:. ¥
Martov. This has made it possible for a “rebuttal” of the, §
decument quoted above to appear—a year later.

Obviously, the “rebuttal” which appeared in Golos under 3
the pompous heading “A Wrecked Legend” is false from begin-; §
ning to end. It seems that in “officially” refusing to join the 3
Central Committee or to attend even one meeting for the 3
purpose of co-opting new members the above-mentioned j
three renegades were actuated by “motives of a personal ;3
nature”. And only “later, in a private [strictly “private”, of %
course] conversation with him [i.e., the representative
of the C.C.] we referred to a number of considerations [in 3
this case, of a political nature] which compel us [i.e., 8
Roman, Mikhail, and Yuril to view with disfavour the i
proposition made to us”. :

Hence, Point 1 in the “rebuttal”: the statement referred
to by the Central Organ was made in “a private conversa-
tion”, after official uniforms had been laid aside. This
extremely “extenuating circumstance” radically alters
matters, doesn’t it?

But what, according to their own testimony, did Mikhail,
Roman, and Yuri say in that “private conversation”? They
did not say that the decisions of the Central Committee
were harmiul; all they did, you see, was to take the liberty
to observe that “the road dictated by the Plenary Meeting
does not strengthen but weakens the position of the C.C.";
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that the recommendation made by the Central Commitice
to the Party about taking advantage of legal oppurtumtle.?
whas meant and means the wrecking of the legal wurker.:;
organisations”; that the very first step taken by the C_L.
along this road (the publication of the resolution dealing
with a conference of the Party) “has supplied the government
with a pretext” for wrecking workers’ organisations. Well,
don’t you think that this is entirely different from what was
stated by the representative of the Central Committee,
according to whom the three liquidators from the candidates
appointed in London “deem the interference of the G.C. in
the spontancous process of the Social-Democratic forces
grouping themselves in legal organisations, as being tanta-
mount to performing an abortion in the second month of
pregnancy”? And that’s what they call a “rebuttal”!

Further it seems that they did not say that the exist-
ence of the C.C. is harmful, God forbid! All they did was
to express the opinion, strictly “privately” of course, that
it would be much better if, instead of the C. C., there exist-
ed an “organising group” which “would not be requested
io show a mandate” (i.e.,a Party mandate), just as, in
their time, the Iskra and Zarya group was never requested
to show one (i.e. a “mandate”).* The main accusation has
thus been “rebutted” by Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri almost
as successfully as their colleague Igorev recently “rebuited”
the charges of plotting againsi the Central Committee and
the Party which the Menshevik pro-Party comrades, Plekha-
nov and A. Moskovsky, ®® preferred against him.... What
15 needed, you see, is not a Central Committec, but an “or-
ganising group”, such as the “Iskra and Zarya group”. To be
sure, the Jskra and Zarya group was a revolutionary Social-
Democratic group, whereas Messrs. Mikhail, Roman, and
Yuri need a liquidationist organising group. But that is
not the point at the moment. The point is that according
to their own testimony, Martov’s and Dan’s three allies
Proposed to replace the C.C. by a private organising group,
whom nobody could request to show a despised “mandate”
and which could do all the “liquidating” it liked. A fine
rebuttal” indeed!...
.

* See Golos, supplement to No, 24, p. 3.
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One of the “pivots” of the “rebuttal” published by Roman -3
Mikhail, and Yuri is the story that the representative ‘*
the C.C., who invited them to attend “at least one meeting"ff
of the collegium, tried to persuade them by saying that
(i. e., the representative of the C.C.) and other “Bolshevikg 2}
in Russia” were bent on “freeing themselves from the
ing influence of Lenin’s circle”, This statement made
a Bolshevik in Russia, for which we have the evidence of three}
liguidators, is particularly relished by the editors of Golos ¥
who think they can use it to justify somebod y and something .8
It is obvious, however, that the Golos crowd have becom¢
entangled in their own snares and speak against themselves,: %
Just use your brains, esteemed editors of Golos. Let us
sume that the Bolshevik who approached your friends on be- 8
half of the Central Committee was opposed to what you cal
“Lenin’s circle”. So much the worse for you. For it was the. 3
very same Bolshevik who wrote the letter reporting the @
repudiation of the Party by your threc friends, which we T
printed in No. 12 of the Central Organ. If that Bolshevik
is not a follower of what you call “Lenin’s circle”, then you.
must consider his evidence to be all the more unbiased.
us assume that the members of the Central Committee
invited you were opposed to “Lenin’'s circle” —from your
own standpoint that should only aggravate the guilt of 3
the three liquidators who refused to join the Central
tee even under conditions so favourable for them. What:3
has come over the Golos gentlemen? They are generally
clever ... at covering up their tracks. You have made a very
clumsy job of it, gentlemen! More stupid even than the i§
“rebuttals” published by Stolypin’s “Information Bureau®.

£

* Another member of the Central Committee, one of the “Bolshe- &
viks in Russia”, is reproached by Golos with having, you see, placed
“obstacles in the way of co-opling Golos people as members of the Cen-
tral Commiltee, since he declared that the Bolshevik members of the %
G.G. ... would permit the co-option only of such candidates as will
first sign a statement renouncing ‘liquidationism’”. The member of
the C.C. whom the Golos crowd accuse of so terrible a crime is at pres-
ent no? in a pesition 10 answer the liquidationist gentlemen himself.®*
That is why we shall say on his behalf: if what you repert of him were
true, it would only mean that from the standpoint of Lhe Party he was . i8
abselutely right and that he acied fully in tﬁe spirit of the decisions
of the Plenary Meeting. &
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You have had ill luck with your “rl_'-:huttal”, gentlemen '{if
Golos, just as you have had ill luck with your fecent scurn&
ous leaflets. You wanted “to prove too much”, you wanted
to prove that all Eo:ial—DemocI:ats are pro—Partyfa;ﬁ .
that's why you have proved nothmg_. JusP resf{iect a little:
one day you publish the leaflet of the fifty-eight®* (how many
of the fifty-eight are hypocrites and how many have been
hoodwinked?), in which you represent “your” opponents
(“Lenin’s circle”} as arch-monsters, as a gang”, etc. And
the very next day you (the editors of_Gﬂlos_) issue a leaflm‘;
containing a “programme of r'eforms”, in which you declarfla.
everything will be perfect if we (the Golos group) are al-
Jowed represcntation in all central Party institutions on a
basis of eguality with these monsters, with people who are
guilty of a number of “crimes”, etc., fitc. Well, when are
vou acting “for the hensfit of the Party”, and when are you
looking after your own interests, gentlemfm—m the first
or in the second case? Those fragrant-smelling Go!ng bulle-
tins as well as its supplements, in which “everything has
been made use of”, including the Geneva otzovists who style
themselves an “ideoclogical circle of Bolsheviks’, would not
be worth mentioning, if not for the fact that they shed such
glaring light on the entire policy of C{?los....

Try hard, you “wreckers of legends”, do your utmost!
There is one legend which you are indeed helping us to wre:ck
—the legend that you still have something in commeoen with
revolutionary Social-Democracy. -

Published according

Solsial-Demokrai, No. 21-22, to the Soisial-Demokral text
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THE CADETS AND THE OCTOBRISTS

- The notorious “Cabinet crisis” and the elcction of a newd
Chairman of the State Duma® have provided adlitioral§
material on the social nature and political significance of;
the Cadet and the Octobrist parties. For the hundredth or '}
the thousandth time the Russian liberal (save the mark]) 4
bourgeoisie has shown its true colours. From the daily press %
and from the preceding issue of Zwvezda, the reader knows ;3
what these colours are. It may not be superfluous, however, g
to sum up some of the conclusions, in view cf the fact that 3
the Cadet press, which is the most widely circulated, willing- 3
ly “thunders” against the Octobrists, but is very loath ta'_f;;

deil wilh the results of the Cadets’ own actions.

Let us recall the behaviour of the party of “people’s §
freedlom” during the elections of the new Chairman of the i
State Duma. On March 21, Rech hastened to report: “The 3§
people’s freedom group has decided to vote for M. Alexeyenko 3
if he is nominated for the post of Chairman of the State /3
Duma. If, however, Rodzyanko is nominated, the group will i}
vote against him”. The Constitutional-“Democrats” offer 2
their services to the “Left” Octobrists., But that is not all. g
The leading article in Rech of the same date declar(s that
Alexeyenko is “universally respected”, and tries to deal 3

with the matter from the standpoint of the entire State
Duma: if, it says, the Rights support the nominee of the ma-
jority of the Octobrists (i.e., Alexeyenko’s candidacy), then
the State Duma may, perhaps, “regain the unanimity” with
which the nomination of Khomyakov was once accepted.
“This unanimity would show that the entire Duma realises
the exceptional gravity of the situation.”

Thus wrote Hech. “The entire Duma”, nothing more nor
less. This should be recalled as often as possible during the
elections to the Fourth Duma!
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ve perfectly well aware that the Rights, on
Th? )(1];1 d::i '?or apDumanithout rights; that the Natml}al-
i d defend Stolypin and the violation of Article
sts JustLLY B0 [ voting for Alexeyenko
g7. And yet, merely for the sake of voting lo ; ty ‘ '
the Cadets are prepared to forget ever:?rthmg an ho pto
claim the unanimity of “the en tar:e Duma”, alifhough they too
qre fully aware that the workers deputies will Linder no ¢ir-
cumstances allow themselves to be duped by the uIan:'u:]:ni:yf
of the Third Duma, any more than they did at the time o
. rakov’s election.
Mi?i? obvious that, as far as the Cfil.detﬁ are concerned, Ttﬁe
workers’ deputies and the Trudqvlks do not cou_nt.M e
Third Duma without them, but _w11:h _thﬁ B1ght5,‘ with ar-
kov the Second and Purishkevich, is “the erntire D_uma .
That is what the statement of Rech amounts to. And this rea-
soning of Rech correctly draws the line whu_:n many have [slo |
often interpreted wrongly—namely, the line hetwe?‘n. the
feudal landowners and the bourgeoisie (even the most liber-
al”, i.e., the Cadet variety), on the one hand, and the work-
ers and the peasants, i.e., the forces of den{ﬂcracy, on the
other. Without the forces of democracy, but with the Rights,
“we”, say the Cadets, are “the entire Duma”. That means
that when they lay claim to the title of democrats the
Cadets are deceiving the people. That means that, as far as
the Cadets are concerned, “we” implies the feudal landowners
and the bourgeoisie; the rest do not count. _ :
The minor question of the election of a new Chairman o
the State Duma has served to remind us once again of the
essential truth that the Cadets are nof demoargts} th n}‘od-
erate liberal bourgeois, who long for.“t.he unanimity of “the
cntire” parliament of diehard reactionaries and O‘Ftobrlsts;’
Competition with the Octobrists—is all that the struggle
the Cadets are waging against them amounts to. The Cadets
are fighting the Octobrists—there is no doqbt of that. But
they are not fighting them as representatives of a class,
as Tepresentatives of larger sections of the population, and
the aim of their fight is not to remove the old regime to
which the Octobrists are adapting themselves; they are
fighting them as competitors who are anxious to adapt them-
selves to the same regime, to serve the interests of the same
class, and to protect it from the too exacting demands

|
}_
|
!
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i3

of the wider sections of the population (the democratic ele.
ments in general and of the proletariat in particular), Al
that the Cadets are after is to adapt themselves to the same ;. §
regime, but in a slightly different way: that is the sub- . @
stance of their policy, the policy of the liberal bourgeois, . 3
And it is this competition with the Octobrists, the struggle .8
to step into their shoes, that lends the fight of the Cadets "4
its peculiar “pungency”. This explains the special hostility
of the Rights and the Octobrists towards the Cadets: it 8
is & hostility of a special kind: “these fellows” (the democrats) ¢ @
are out to annihilate them, while “these fcllows” (the Cadets) - 3
want to force them down one rung of the ladder; the first ..
prospect calls for an irreconcilable struggle as a matter of '3
principle, it calls for a life and death struggle; the second i
prospect implies a fight for the top jobs, a contest in the sphere . 3
of intrigue, rivalry as regards the methods of winning the . ‘3
very same landowning and bourgeois majority, or of earning - 4§
the confidence of the very same old regime.
The picture which the Third Duma presented on the day
of the election of the new Chairman clearly showed this
difference. o
The Cadet recorder of events “in parliamentary circles”  #§
continued to sing the praises of Alexeyenko in Rech of
March 23, describing him as “a man quite independent and
with a strong sense of dignity”, and so on and so forth. . 48
This is said of an Octobrist who delighted in the coup of ‘i
June 3!
Such is the Cadet gauge for strict legality: not to protest =
against June 3, but to protest against March 14. It reminds
one of the American saying: “If you steal a loaf of bread you'll .
surely go to jail, but if you steal a railroad you'll be made a .
senator”,
Mr. Litovtsev, who is responsible for the “In Parliamen- iR
tary Circles” column in Rech, on March 23 wrote that the 3
Left Octobrists and the Cadets “spent a good half of the
day worrying: what if he decides to accept” (meaning
Bed)zyanko who pretended that he was declining nomina- s
tion). .
How could the struggle between the Cadets and their
opponents help being sharp when the matter revolves around
a question so close to and so directly affecting the entire
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Third Duma, namely, “What if Rodzyanko decides to ac-
opt?”!

u%toclzyanko. did decide to accept. What happeped at the
elections was that the Rights and the Nationalists roared
with laughter and applauded for all the‘y were worth; while
the “Left” Octobrists and the Cadets mamtameld a stubbnrn:
syslematic silence: they were beaten at their own gamne;
they could not rejoice; they were forced to maintain
silence. “By way of protest”, the Cadets cast their vote for
the Nationalist Volkonsky. The democrats alone declared
loudly, unequivocally, and clearly tha]; they would tqu,
no part in the election of the new Chairman of the TEII‘
Duma, and that they declined any responsﬂ?ﬂlt}: for “the
entire activity of the Third Duma” (Voiloshnikov's words),

On the day of the elections, at the 86th sitting of the
Duma, the only ones who spoke in the contest between the
competitors were Rodzyanko, the head of t.he Third
Duma, Bulat, and Voiloshnikov. The rest were silent.

Voiloshnikov, speaking on behalf of all the merr{}}ers
of his group, correctly pointed out thz_it the Cg@ets, due
to the peculiar nature of their politlcrfll .pusnmn, hax::a
always placed all their hopes in alliances inside the Duma”,
and he ridiculed them as gullible liberals. _

The Cadets’ political position and its peculiar nature
are to be explained by the class character of this party.
It is an anti-democratic bourgeois-liberal party. That is
why they “always place all their hopes in alliances inside
the Duma”. This is true in two senses: first, in t}le SONSe (:‘.f
contrasting what is going on inside the' Duma with what is
going on outside it; and, secondly, in the sense that it
refers to “alliances” among those social elements, those
classes, which represent the “cntire” Third Duma. .

In connection with the election of Rodzyanko, whlck}
signified a victory for the Nationalists, only the workers
deputies and the Trudoviks came out with statements whlqp
were nof meant to promote any alliances “inside the Duma”,
with statements which explained the attitude of the forces
of democracy in general and of the proletarian forces of
dﬂmocracy in particular, toward the entire Thlreruma,
toward the coup of June 3, and toward the Octobrists and
the Cadets joinlly. These statements represented a proper
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notice served on Rodzyanko and the whole of “his” majorig
ty, a proper warning to the “responsible” liberal “opposj. 3
tion” (responsible to the Third Duma and to the men
g une 3) by political parties “responsible” to certain othgpd
orces. %

. "r.
fin”

Zrezda, No. 16, April 2, {1911

Signed: V. Ilyin Published accordj

to the Zvexda texlt#
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IN MEMORY OF THE COMMUNE

Forty years have passed since the proclamation of the
Paris Commune. In accordance with tradition, the French
workers paid homage to the memory of the men and women
of the revolution of March 18, 1871, by meetings and demon-
strations. At the end of May they will again place wreaths on
the graves of the Communards who were shot, the victims
of the terrible “May Week”, and over their graves they will
once more vow to fight untiringly until their ideas have
triumphed and the cause they bequeathed has been fully
achieved.

Why does the proletariat, not only in France but through-
out the entire world, honour the men and women of the
Paris Commune as their predecessors? And what is the
heritage of the Commune?

The Commune sprang up spontaneously, No one conscious-
ly prepared it in an organised way. The unsuccessful war
with Germany, the privations suffered during the siege, the
unemployment among the proletariat and the ruin among the
lower middle classes: the indignation of the masses against
the upper classes and against authorities who had displayed
utter incompetence, the vague unrest among the working
class, which was discontented with its lot and was striving
f‘{l_l‘ a different social system; the reactionary composi-
tion of the National Assembly, which roused apprehensions
45 1o the fate of the republic—all this and many other fac-
tors combined to drive the population of Paris to revolu-
lion on March 18, which unexpectedly placed power in the
hands of the National Guard, in the hands of the working
class and the petty bourgeoisie which had sided with it.
" _lt was an event unprecedented in history. Up to that
me power had, as a rule, been in the hands of landowners
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and capitalists, i.e., in the hands of their trusted agents ¥
who made up the so-called government. After the revolution
of March 18, when M. Thiers’ government had fled from . 3}
Paris with its troops, its police and its officials, the people .}
became masters of the situation and power passed into the '§
hands of the proletariat. But in modern society, the prole- 3
tariat, economically enslaved by capital, cannot dominate ‘3§
politically unless it breaks the chains which fetter it to %
capital. That is why the movement of the Commune was §
bound to take on a socialist tinge, i.e., to strive to over-
throw the rule of the bourgeoisie, the rule of capital, and to “§
destroy the very foundations of the contemporary social ;g
order. s

At first this movement was extremely indefinite and con- ‘..
fused. It was joined by patriots who hoped that the Commune _:j
would renew the war with the Germans and bring it to 3
a successful conclusion. It enjoyed the support of the small . 4
shopkeepers who were threatened with ruin unless there  ‘§
was a postponement of payments on debts and rent (the gov- . i}
ernment refused to grant this postponement, but they . 3
obtained it from the Commune). Finally, it enjoyed, at first, 3
the sympathy of bourgeois republicans who feared that the ,
reactionary National Assembly (the “rustics”, the savage 3
landlords) would restore the monarchy. But it was of course ;g
the workers (especially the artisans of Paris), amr ong whom %
active socialist propaganda bad been carried on during the ;}§
last years of the Second Empire and many of whom even , i
belonged to the International, who played the principal part = 3
in this movement.

Only the workers remained loyal to the Commune to the . 2%
end. The bourgeois republicans and the petty bourgeoisie . 78
soon broke away from it: the former were frightened off by the :}
revolutionary-socialist, proletarian character of the move- : 4
ment; the latter broke away when they saw that it was doomed - 1}
to inevitable defeat. Only the French proletarians supported -3
their government fearlessly and untiringly, they alone
fought and died for it—that is to say, for the cause of the
emancipation of the working class, for a better future for
all toilers.

Deserted by its former allies and left without support,
the Commune was doomed to defeat. The entire bourgeoisie

IN MEMORY OF THE COMMUNE 141

——

of France, all the landlords, stockbrokers, factgry owners,
411 the robbers, great and small, ali t}li? exploiters joined
torces against it. This bourgeois coalition, supported by
Bismarck (who rcleased a hundred thousand French pris-
oners of war to help crush revolutionary Paris}, succeqd_ed in
rousing the ignorant peasants and the petty bourgeoisie of
the provinces against the proletariat of Paris, and forming
o ring of steel around half of Paris (the other half was besieged
by the German army). In some of the larger cities in
France (Marseilles, Lyons, 5t. Etienne, Dijon, etc.) the work-
ors also attempted to seize power, to proclaim the Commune
and come to the help of Paris; but these attempfis were shqrt—
lived. Paris, which had first raised the banner of proletarian
revolt, was left to its own resources and doomed to certain
destruction, . _

Two conditions, at least, are necessary for a victorious
social revolution—highly developed productive forces and
a proletariat adequately prepared for it. But in 1871 both
of these conditions were lacking. French capitalism was
still poorly developed, and France was at that time mainly
a petty-bourgeois country (artisans, peasants, s!hopkeepers,
etc.). On the other hand, there was no workers party; the
working class had not gone through a long school of struggle
and was unprepared, and for the most part did not even clear-
ly visualise its tasks and the mecthods of fulfilling them.
There was no serious political organisation of the proletar-
iat, nor were there strong trade unious and co-operative
societies. ...

But the chief thing which the Commune lacked was time—
an opportunity to take stock of the situation and to embark
upon the fulfilment of its programme. It had scarcely had
time to start work, when the government enfrenched in Ver-
sailles and supported by the entire bourgeoisie began hostil-
ities against Paris. The Commune had to concentraie pri-
marily on seli-defence. Right up to the very end, May
21-28, it had no time to think seriously of anything else.

However, in spite of these unfavourable conditions, in
Spite of its brief existence, the Commune managed to promul-
gate a few measures which sulficiently characterise ifs
real significance and aims. The Commune did away with
the standing army, that blind weapon in the hands of the
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ruling classes, and armed the whole people. It proclaimedq ; 4
the separation of church and state, abolished state payments.; 8
to religious bodies (i.e., state salaries for priests), made
popular education purely secular, and in this way struck (&
a severe blow at the gendarmes in cassocks. In the purely:ig
social sphere the Commune accomplished very little, buti}
this little nevertheless clearly reveals its character as
popular, workers’ government. Night-work in bakeries wagsu ¥
forbidden; the system of fines, which represented legalised {3
robbery of the workers, was abolished. Finally, there was s
the famous decree that all factories and workshops aban«:%
doned or shut down by their owners were to be turned over tod
associations of workers that were to resume production, And, /8
as if to emphasise its character as a truly democratic, pro-: 3
letarian government, the Commune decreed that the sala-: §
ries of all administrative and government officials, irre-
spective of rank, should not exceed the normal wages of a g
worker, and in no case amount to more than 6,000 francs a7
year (less than 200 rubles a month). | 244
Al these measures showed clearly enough that the Com- -
mune was a deadly menace to the old world founded on the: 3
enslavement and exploitation of the people. That was why" §
bourgeois society could not feel at ecase so long as the Red ~ 4
Flag of the proletariat waved over the Hétel de Ville in :ij
Paris. And when the organised forces of the government:
finally succeeded in gaining the upper hand over the poorly - §
organised forces of the revolution, the Bonapartist gener- : ‘%
als, who had been beaten by the Germans and who showed = &
courage only in fighting their defeated countrymen, those
French Rennenkampfs and Meller-Zakomelskys, *7 organised = .
such a slaughter as Paris had never known. About 30,000 3
Parisians were shot down by the bestial soldiery, and about 3
45,000 were arrested, many of whom were afterwards execut-  °
ed, while thousands were transported or exiled. In all, -
Paris lost about 100,000 of its best people, including some
of the finest workers in all trades. -
The bourgeoisie were satisfied, “Now we have finished
with socialism for a long time,” said their leader, the blood-
thirsty dwarf, Thiers, after he and his generals had drowned :
the proletariat of Paris in blood. But these bourgeois crows
croaked in vain. Less than six years after the suppression

IN MEMORY OF THE COMMUNE 143

———

of the Commune, when many of its ch_ampions were still

iping in prison or in exile, a new Workmg_—class m_ovement
pl.:)l%e in France. A new socialist generation, equcl{ed by
Etll]leL experience of their predecessors and no whit discour-
aged by their deleat, picked up the flag which had fallen
trom the hands of the fighters in the cause of th.e Commune
and bore it boldly and confidently fgrward. Their battle-cry
was: “Long live the social revolution! Long IIV? the Com-
mune!” And in another few years, t}le new workers’ party and
the agitational work launched by it throughout the country
compelled the ruling classes to release Communards who
w re ¢ till kept in prison by the government. _

The memory of the fighters of the Commune is honoured
not only by the workers of France but by the proletariat
of the whole world. For the Commune fought, not for some
local of narrow national aim, but for the emancipation of
all toiling humanity, of all the downtrodden and oppressed.
As a foremost fighter for the social revolution, tl}e Commt‘lne
has won sympathy wherever there is a proletariat suffering
and engaged in struggle. The epic of'lts l{fe and deatl},
the sight of a workers' government which seized the capi-
tal of the world and held it for over two months, the spec-
tacle of the heroic struggle of the proletariat and the torments
it underwent after its defeat—all this raised the spirit gf
millions of workers, aroused their hopes and enlisted their
sympathy for the cause of socialism. The thunder_of the can-
non in Paris awakened the most backward sections of the
proletariat from their deep slumber, and ew_:erywhere gave
impetus to the growth of revolutionary spclahst propagaqda.
That is why the cause of the Commune is not dead. It lives
to the present day in every one of us. _

The cause of the Commune is the cause of the social
revolution, the cause of the complete political and economic
emancipation of the toilers. It is the cause of the proletariat
of the whole world. And in this sense il is immortal.

Published accordlng to

Rabochaya Gazeta No, 4-5, the Rabochaya Gazela text

April 15 (28), 1911
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THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE OF STATE POWER, '
THE PROSPECTS AND LIQUIDATIONISM &

The questions indicated above occupy, from the point of'§
view of their importance, one of the foremost, if not the fore-
most place in the system of views of a Marxist who wishes 3
to -understand the realities surrounding him. The period
1908-10 undoubtedly bears a distinctive character. The social§
structure of society and of state power is characterised
changes, and unless these changes are understood not a single-¥
step can be taken in any sphere of social activity., The s
understanding of these changes determines the prospects for 7
the future, by which we mean, of course, not idle guessi[;g &
‘about things unknown, but the basic trends of economic and 4
political development—those trends, the resultant of which '8
determines the immediate future of the country, those trends<5i8
which determine the tasks, direction and character of the 7
‘activity of every intelligent public man. And this last 3
question of the tasks, direction and character of activity is- 28
most closely connected with the question of liquidationism. s

No wonder then that as far back as 1908, as soon as it 25
had become—or was beginning to become-—clear that we
were confronted with a new, distinctive period in Russian *
history, the Marxists paid particular attention to the ques- @&
tions of the social structure of state power, prospects for the %
future, and liquidationism; they pointed to the inseparable 3%
connection between these questions and systematically dis- g
cussed them. Furthermore, they did not confine themselves ]
to mere discussion, for that would have been “literary .
scribbling” in the worst sense of the word; that would have 32
been possible only in a discussion group of intellectuals nﬂ_rt
conscious of their responsibility and not troubled by poli- ‘g
tics. No, they worked out an exact formulation of the -
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results of the discussion, a formulatim{ that gould Serve as
a'guide, not only for a member of the given literary clrc_le,
10t only for a person connected in one way or another with
a definite intellectualist category, but for any aqd every
conscious representative of the class who regards the ideology
of Marxism as his own. This necessary work was completed
hy the end of 1908. o |

[ have already pointed out the principal results of t}ns
work in No. 2 of our journal. I take the !iberty of quoting
a few lines in order to make further exposition more intelli-
gible. _ _

“The development of the Russian state system during the
past three eenturies shows that its class character has been
changing in one definite direction. The monarchy of the
seventeenth century with the Boyars’ Duma did not resemble
the bureaucratic-aristocratic monarchy of the eighteenth
century. The mounarchy of the first half of the nineteenth
century was not the same as the monarchy of 1361-1904. In
the 1908-10 period a new phasc was clearly outl}ned, mark-
ing one more step in the same direction, which may be
described as the direction leading towards a bourgeois mon-
archy. The character of the Third Duma a'nd the present
agrarian policy are closely connected with thisstep. The new
phase, therefore, is not an accident but represents a s_pemflc'
stage in the capitalist evolution of the country. This new
phase does not solve the old probiems, nor can 1t ‘do 50; con-
sequently, since it is unable to eliminate them, it calls for
the use of new methods of approach to old solutions of old
problems” (No. 2, p. 43). And a few lines further: “Those
who deny (or who do not understand) ... that we are confront-
ed with the old problems and are heading towards the old
solution of these problems, are in fact deserting Marglsm,
are in fact surrendering to the liberals (as Potresov, Levitsky
and others have done)” (p. 44).* ‘

Whatever attitude one may adopt towards the set of ideas
expressed in these propositions, it would hardly be possi-
ble to deny the very close connection and in’gerfelqtmn
existing between the separate parts of this appraisal of the
given period. Take, for instance, the decree of November 9,

—

* See pp. 68-69 of this volume.—Ed,
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‘about things unknown, but the basic trends of economic and
political development—those trends, the resultant of which
determines the immediate future of the country, those trends
which determine the tasks, direction and character of the
activity of every intelligent public man. And this last
question of the tasks, direction and character of activity is
most closely connected with the question of liquidationism.

No wonder then that as far back as 1908, as soon as it
had become—or was beginning to become—clear that we
were confronted with a new, distinctive period in Russian
history, the Marxists paid particular attention to the ques-
tions of the social structure of state power, prospects for the
future, and liquidationism; they pointed to the inseparable
connection between these questions and systematically dis-
cussed them. Furthermore, they did not confine themselves
to mere discussion, for that would have been “literary
scribbling” in the worst sense of the word; that would have
been possible only in a discussion group of intellectuals not
conscious of their responsibility and not troubled by poli-
tics. No, they worked out aun exact formulation of the
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s he discussion, a formulation that could Serve as
resilitcije 0;;& ?}nly for a member of the given literary circle,
aogi; Uﬂlj} for a person connected in one way or another with
;11] definite intellectualist category, but for any aqd e'imry
conscious representative of the class who regards the 1deci ogglI
of Marxism as his own, This necessary work was complete

r g nd of 1908. |
h}ltﬁzvi already pointed out the principgl results of this
work in No. 2 of our journal. I take the ¥1ll}erty of q‘uotlln‘g
a few lines in order to make further exposition more intelli-
gl}‘a%[?}.le development of the Russian state system during the
past three centuries shows that its cl§§s character has beEn
changing in one definite direction, The mqnarchy of tle
seventeenth century with the Boyars’ Duma did not.resemb e
the bureaucratic-aristocratic monarchy of the e%ghteent.h
century. The monarchy of the first half of the .nmetpfnil;h
century was not the same as the monarchy of 18ﬁ61-190 . ‘kn
the 1908-10 period a new phase was'clea*rly outl}ned, mark-
ing one more step in the same direction, which may be
described as the direction leading towards a bourgeois mon-
archy. The character of the Third Duma and the present
agrarian policy are closely connected with thisstep. The Il‘{?\?.
phase, therefore, is not an accident but feprqsents a specilic
stage in the capitalist evolution of the country. This new
phase does not solve the old problemg, nor can it _tio 50; CON-
sequently, since if is unable to eliminate them, it calls for
the use of new methods of approaclh to _old solutmnsﬁof old
problems” (No. 2, p. 43). And a few lines further: 'fI’hose
who deny (or who do not understand) ... that we are con mnti-
ed with the old problems and are heading tm:vards the. ol
solution of these problems, are in fact deserting MaI‘XEIS[H,
are in fact surrendering to the liberals (as Potresov, Levitsky
and others have done)” (p. 44).* |

Whatever attitude one may adopt towards the sot of 1dea§
expressed in these propositions, il wu.uld hardl‘y be possi-
ble to deny the very close connectmn.and 1n!:errelatmn
existing between the separate parts of this appraisal of the
given period. Take, for instance, the decree of November Y,

* Soe pp. 68-69 of this volume,—£4d,
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1906 (the law of June 14, 1910). There can be no ﬂisputingﬁ{.z’"
the fact that each of them bears a clearly expressed bour- ;g
geois character which marks a change of principle in the agrar- %
ian policy long pursued by the “upper” strata towards the
village commune and allotment ownership. But so far, not 3
even the most unprincipled weathercocks such as the Cadets,
have ventured to assert that this change of principle has:3
already settled the question, has already created new foun- 38
dations of capitalist peasant economy, or has already elim-"8
inated the old problems. The connection bctween the law :8
~of June 14, 1910, and the system of elections to the Third. 3
Duma, as well as the social composition of the latter i3
obvious; it would have been impossible to carry out this law, . 3§

M

to take a series of measures to put it into practice other than 3

by establishing an alliance between the central government
and the feudal (let us use this not very exact, general Euro-: '
pean expression) landowners and the upper strata of the com-. }§
mercial-industrial bourgeoisie. We are thus faced with a: 3
distinctive stage in the entire process of capitalist evolution 3§
of the country. Does this stage do away with the retention %
of “power and revenue” (speaking in a sociological sense).
in the hands of the landowners of the feudal type? No, it. 3§
does not, The changes that took place in this, as in all the,.
other spheres, do not remove the fundamental traits of the "}
old regime, of the old relation of social forces. Hence the -7
fundamental task of a politically conscious public man is '§
clear; he must evaluate these new changes, “make use” of .3
them, grasp them, if we may use that expression, and at @
the same time, he must not allow himself to drift helplessly 2
with the stream, he must not throw out the old baggage, he
must preserve the essentials in the forms of activity and not
merely in theory, in the programme, in the principles of
policy.

How then did Potresov and Martov, Dan and Axelrod,
Levitsky and Martynov, the “ideological leaders” who group
themselves round publications of the Vozrozhdeniye, Zhizn,
Dyelo Zhizni, Nasha Zarya, cte., type, react to this defi-
nitely formulated answer to the “vexed questions”, to this 48
direct and clear exposition of definite views? The fact 3§
is that they did not react likepoliticians, “ideclogical lead-
ers”, responsible publicists, but like a literary group,
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like a circle of intellectuals, like free lances of free groups
of the writing fraternity. Like men who. knew how to appre-
ciate the fashion and the spirit of the times as accepted in
liberal parlours, they tittered condescendingly over this
antiquated, out-of-date, eccentric striving to formulate an-
«wers to vexed questions. Why such exactitude, when one
can write wherever one pleases, about anything one pleases,
whatever one pleases, and in any way one pleases,
when the Milyukovs and Struves furnish excellent examples
of all the advantages, conveniences and privileges that
follow from the evasion of direct answers, of an exact enun-
ciation of views, of formulated professions de foi, etc., when
Forgetful Ivans (and especially the Ivans who do not like
to recall the exact formulations of the past) are being
honoured and respected in the broadest circles of “society”?

Thus, throughout the past three years, we have not
observed the slightest attempt on the part of this entire
literary fraternity to present their own formulated answer
to the “vexed questions”. There have been many metaphors
and idle hypotheses, but not a single straight answer. The
distinguishing, characteristic feature of the fraternity under
consideration was their love of amorphism, i.e., of that
symptom which was recognised in the most definite, pre-
cise and unequivocal terms to be an integral part of liquida-
tionism at the very time the direct reply to the vexed ques-
tions was given. To drift aimlessly with the stream, to delight
in one’s amorphism, to “put paid” to that which is contrast-
ed to the amorphous present—this is one of the main fea-
tures of liquidationism. Opportunists always and everywhere
passively abandon themselves to the stream, rest content
with answers “from event to event”, from congress (drunks)
to congress (factory), *® they are satisfied to transfer their
affiliation from one “association” (albeit the most res-
pectable and useful —trade unions, consumers' societies, cul-
tural societies, temperance societies, etc.) to another,
ete. Ligquidationism is the sum total of the tendencies that
are peculiar to all opportunism in general, and reveal
themselves in definite forms in one of our social-political
trends in a certain period of Russian history.

History has preserved only two definite opinions of the
Hquidators on the above “direct answer” (to the vexed ques-

.6%
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tions). The first opinion: the adjective “bourgeois” OUght}"-
to be replaced by the adjective “plutocratic”. Such a sub. §
stitution, however, would be utterly incorrect. The epoch i
of 1861-1904 reveals to us the growth of the influence (and 3
often the preponderating influence) of the plutocracy in 3
the most varied spheres of life, What we see in the 1908-10%
period is no longer plutocracy, but something different— 4
the result of the bourgeoisic having recognised itself as a§
class. 1t is mindful of the lessons received during the pre-'}
ceding three years and is creating an ideology which in prin- §
ciple is hostile to socialism (not to KEuropean socialism, not
to socialism in general, but specifically to Russian social-§
ism) and to democracy. Moreover, the bourgeoisie is organ- 3
ised nationally, that is, as a class, a definite scction of 3
which is permanently represented (and in a very influential 3
way, too) in the Third Duma. Finally, in the agrarian poli- 3
cy of 1908-10, too, there is a system which carrics out the §
definite plan of a bourgeois agrarian regime. To be sure, 4
this plan does not “work” yet; but this failure is the failure "}
of one of the bourgeois systems, while the plutocracy has 3
undoubtedly been “successful” in the villages, i.e., the vil- 3
lage plutocracy is certainly gaining in consequence of the °%
agrarian policy of 1908-10, whereas the bourgeois regime, 4
for which so many sacrifices are made, is still unable to “fit ;3
in”. In a word, the proposed term “plutocratic” is inept in 3
every respect, so much so that the liquidators themselves 3

apparently prefer to forget this proposal. -

Another opinion: the answer outlined above is incorrec
hecause it is equal to the advice to “shove in where we once
met with ...”® bad luck. This brief but encrgetic opinion 18
valuable because it expresses in a striking form the results
of all the literary productions of the liquidators from Po-
tresov’s The Social Movement down to Mr. Levitsky in
Nasha Zarya. This opinion is a purely negative one; it
conlines itself to condemning “shoving” without giving any
positive indication as to where one should “shove”. Swim,
they seem Lo say, as best you can, like “everybody else”, but
do not consider it worlth while to indulge in generalisations
as to where you will or should emorge.

However much the opportunists would like to avoid being
worried by generalisations, to avoid all “unpleasant” talk
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about giving a direct answer to the “vexed questions”—this
.« impossible. Drive Nature out of the door and she will [ly
. through the window. By the irony of history the very
same liquidators who like to pose as “progressives”’, as alien
‘o “conservaiism”, and who in 1908 scornfully turned
up their noses at the suggestions that there was need for
o direct answer, were forced, almost a year and a half later,
a the summer of 1910, to reckon with these suggestions.
And they were forced to do so by events in their own camp.
They had almost completely evaded the direct answer
demanded in certain contemptible, out-of-date, atrophied,
useless, pernicious, “hopeless quarters”, when suddenly, a
year and a half later, a “trend” arises among the liquidators
themselves, which also demands a direct answer and which
challengingly gives a direct answer!

As was to be expected, the role of “challenger” was as-
sumed by Y. Larin; but this time he was not alone. Larin,
we know, is the enfant terrible of opportunism. He is dis-
tinguished by a great fault (from the point of view of the
opportunists); he takes the trends that appear among them
seriously, sincerely and thoughtfully, tries to link them
np into a consistent whole, to think them out to the end,
to obtain direct answers, to draw praclical conclusions.
Those who are familiar with Larin’s book on a broad workers’
party (it appeared three or four years ago) will certainly
remember how he crushed in his fervent embraces Axelrod’s
notorious idea of a labour congress.

In March 1910, Larin began to publish a series of articles
in Vozrozhdeniye on this very question of the social stracture
of state power, the prospects for the future, and ligquidation-
ism. He was joined by Mr. Piletsky. Both writers tackled
these questions, to which they vainly sought a direct answer
in their liquidationist camp, with the zeal of neophytes,
and they began to hit out right and left: no use talking of
serfdom in present-day Russia, the government has already
evolved into a bourgeois government. “Both the first and
the second “elements,” says Larin singling out the noto-
rious “third element”,’® “may sleep in peace; October 1900
is not on Lhe order of the day” (Vozrozhdeniye, No. 9-10,
P. 20). “If the Duma were abolished, it would be restored
more rapidly than in post-revolulionary Austria, which
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abolished the Constitution in 1851 only to recognise it again i
in 1860, nine years later, without any revolution, simplyf
because it was in the interests of the most influential section i3
of the ruling classes, the section whose economy was rup3
on capitalist lines, Eventually, the struggle of the vari-a
ous sections of the ruling classes amongst themselves,
after the social system of bourgeois relations has been extend- %
ed, will force them in our country, as elsewhere, to expand 3§
the framework of the electoral system” (ibid., p. 26). “The §
process of bringing Russia into the capitalist world ... ig '@
being completed in the political sphere as well. This means #
that at the present stage a nation-wide revolutionary move- 4
ment like that of 1905 is impossible” (p. 27).
“Thus, since power [according to Larin’s conclusions]
is not vested ‘almost entirely’ in the hands of the feuda]
landowners, the struggle for power by the ‘capitalists of #
land and factory’ against the feudal landowners cannot be
transformed into a nation-wide struggle against the existing 3
government” (No. 11, p. 9). “... To base one's tactical line A
on the expectation of an approaching ‘nation-wide revival' 3
would mean condemning oneself to fruitless waiting” (ibid., %
p. 11). “One must not sit between two stools. If nothing has 3§
changed in the social nature of the government, then the ;3
tasks and the forms of activity will necessarily prove to ba i
the old ones, and the only thing left to do is ‘fight the liqui- 4
dators’. But if anyone wants to go further, to build the new
to replace, to continue and to raise up the old that is in ruins 'd
and has become useless, then let him be consistent and real- §
ise what the conditions for construction are” (ibid., p. 14). 3
Well, isn't that Larin naive? He demands that the op- 3
portunists be “consistent”, that they should not try “to sit 3
between two stools”, E:
The editors of Vozrozhdeniye were taken aback. In No. j
9-10 they announced that they disagreed with Larin and wrote
that while he revealed “freshness of thought”, Y. Larin's
articles failed to convince us”, In No. 11, apparently on
behalf of the editors, V. Mirov wrote disagreeing with
Larin, and acknowledged that Larin and Piletsky repre-
sented “a definite trend which theoretically has not yet been
definitely established, but which speaks in very clear lan- 3
guage” (the greatest defect from the standpoint of the oppor- E

e
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tunists!). Mr. Mirov wrote: “Larin has touched on another
question of 1iq11id‘ati0nism incifientally and unexpectedly
[just like that! this restless Larin with his “very clear lan-
guage” is always causing annoyance to his friends!], It seems
to us that there is no close connection between the way in
which the Party is to be built up and the nature of the Rus-
sian Government, and we reserve to ourselves the right to
deal separately with this matter” (issue of July 7, 1910,

, 22).

d It was L. Martov in Zhizr, No. 1, of August 30, 1910,
who “dealt separately” with the matter on behalf of that
“we”, He declared (p. 4) that “he could only join” with
V. Mirov and the editors against Larin. Thus the last word
in this entire discussion among the liquidators has been
uttered by L. Martov.

Let us take a close look at this last word of the liquidators.

As usual, Martov tackles the matter in a very lively man-
ner and very ... “dexterously”. He begins by saying that
“a careful search was made for the bourgeoisie in power, or
for the ruling bourgeoisie, immediately after the coup d’état
of June 3, 1907". “The June Third regime is that of the
domination of the Russian trading and industrial bourgeoisie.
This conception was accepted equally by the above-men-
tioned group of Menshevik writers (Larin, Piletsky) and by
their opposites, the orthodox Bolsheviks, who in 1908”
wrote “about the birth of a bourgeois monarchy in Russia”.

Isn't this a priceless gem of “dexterity”? Larin reproaches
Martov for trying to sit between two stools and bluntly
admits, without subterfuges and stratagems, that it is
necessary to fight the liquidators if the answer to the vexed
questions given by the “orthodox” is not to be redrafted.

But Martov “dexterously” turns somersaults in mid-air
and attempts to persuade the readers (who in August 1910
had no opportunity whatever of hcaring the other side)
that “this scheme” “was equally acceptable” to both Larin
and the “orthodox”!!

This dexterity smacks of that of Burcnin or Menshikov *!
for it is impossible to imagine a more shameless ...
deviation from the truth.

) Am‘ung other things, Martov writes in the same article:
In literary discussions people usually forget who really
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'started it’”. True, that happens in discussions among literg- 3
ry men in which there is no question of working out an exact,
properly formulated answer to vexed questions. But it is 3§
precisely not a discussion among literary men and nof just 3
a literary “discussion” with which we are dealing. L. Martov 3

is fully aware of the fact but deliberately misleads the read-
ers of Zhizn. Martov knows perfectly well the nature of the
formulated answer given and supported by the “orthodox”,

Martov knows perfectly well that it is precisely this answer

that Larin is fighting, calling it “ossified routine”, “build-
ing castles in the air”, etc. Martov knows perfectly well

that ke himself and all his adherents and colleagucs rejected 4
the formulated answer given by the “orthodox”. Martov
knows perfectly well “who really started it”, who began (and 4§
finished) the framing of the precise answer, and who confined: 4§
himself to sniggering and expressing dissent, without giving 3

any answer at all.

It is impossible to imagine a more disgusting, a more 3§
dishonest trick than the one plaved by L. Martov! Larin’ 3

by his straightforwardness and outspokenness painfully hurt

the diplomats of liquidationism when he admitted (though.

only after a year and a half) that it was quite impossible

to dispense with a definite answer, They cannot face the 3
truth. And L. Martov tries to deceive the reader by making 4

it appear that Larin accepts a “scheme that is identical”

with that of the orthodox, although in reality the two: 3

schemes are opposed to each other; Larin’s scheme implies

the justification of liquidationism, that of the “orthodox”

implies the condemnation of liquidationism. -
In order to cover up his trick, Marltov picks out from the

“scheme” one little word and distorts its connection with

the context (a moethod worked out to perfection by Burenin

and Menshikov). Martov asserts that the “orthodox” wrote

about the “birth of a bourgeois monarchy in Russia’—

and since Larin writes that there can be no talk of feudal-

ism in Russia, that the government is already bourgeois—
“ergo” the schemes of Larin and of the “orthodox” are “iden-
tical”!! The trick is done; and the reader who believes Mar-
tov is fooled, .
In reality, however, the “scheme”, or, to be more preceise,

the answer of the orthodox, is that the old power in Russia’

THE SOCIAT, STRUCTURE OF STATE POWELR 153

—

is “taking another step in the transformation into a bourgeois
monarchy”; and that the path of capitalist development
_hould be such as would “preserve their power and their
revenue for precisely the feudal type of landowners” and
that as a result: ofthis state of affairs “the basic factors of
sconomic and political life which called forth” the first crisis
in the beginning of the twentieth century “continue to operate”.

Larin says that the government is already bourgeois,
therefore only partisans of “ossificd routine” speak of the
spreservation of power” by the feudal landowners, therefore
the “basic factors” of the former upsurge no longer operate,
therefore it is necessary to build something new “in place
of ‘the old that has become useless’.

The “orthodox” say that the government is taking another
step along the path of transformation into a bourgeois (not
government in general, but) monarchy, while the real power
remains and is preserved in the hands of the feudal land-
owners, so that the “basic factors” of former tendencics, of
the former type of evolution “continue to operate”, and
therefore those who talk of “the old that has become useless”
are liquidators who in reality are captives of the liberals.

The contrast between the two schemes, belween the two
answers is obvious. We have before us two dillerent complete
answers, which lead to different conclusions,

Martov is juggling & la Burenin, alleging Lhat both answers
“speak of" the “birth of a hourgecis monarchy”. One might
with equal justice refer to the fact that both answers recog-
nise the continuing capitalist development of Russial! On
the basis of the common recognition (by all Marxists and by
all those who wish Lo be Marxists) of capitalist development,
¢ dispute is proceeding as to the degree, forms and conditions
of that development. Martov confuses the issue in order to
represent what is beyond dispute as the point at issue. It
1s on the basis of the common recognition (by all Marxists
and by all those who wish to be Marxists) of the development
of the old power along the path of transformation into a bour-
gevis monarchy that the dispute is proceeding as to the de-
gree, forms, conditions and course of this transformation;
and Martov confuses the issue (do the former factors continue
to operate, is it admissible to renounce the old forms, ete.?) in
order torepresent what is beyond dispute as the point at issue!
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That the government of Russia in the nineteenth apgi§
twentieth centuries has been generally evolving “along the %
path of transformation into a bourgeois monarchy” is not de<3
nied by Larin, just as hitherto it has never been denied by
any sane man wishing to be a Marxist. The proposal to sub-§
stitute the word “plutocratic” for the adjective “bourgeois™ 3}
incorrectly appraises the degree of this transformation,§
but it dares not dispute in principle the fact that the actual:#
“path”, the path of real evolution, lies precisely in this. 3
transformation. Let him try to assert that the monarchy §
of 1861-1904 (i.e., undoubtedly a less capitalistic monarchy:§
than the present one) does not represent one of the steps#
“in the transformation into a bourgeois monarchy” when it 3
is compared with the period of serfdom under Nicholas I14

Martov does not try to assert this, but on the contrary, &
“joins” V., Mirov, who, in refutation of Larin, refers to the
- bourgeois character of the Witte reforms and of the reforms.j
of the sixties!®* 3

Now let the reader judge of the “dexterity” of Mirov and
Martov. At first, in opposition to Larin, they repeat the ar-j
guments which a year and a half ago were used by the “or-:3
thodox” against the closest friends, adherents and colleagues ;3
of Martov and Mirov, and then they assure the reader that
the “schemes™ of Larin and of the “orthodox” are identical. -

This is not only an example of “literary scribbling” versus
politics (for politics demands definite and direct answers,
whereas literary men often confine themselves to beating
about the bush); it is more than that—it is an example of
the degradation of literature to the level of Bureninism.

After quoting the above words of Larin that “if nothing
has changed”, etc., “then ... the only thing to do is to fight 3
the liquidators”, Martov replies to him: '

“Hitherto we thought that our tasks were determined by the social
structure of the society in which we act and that the forms of our activ- 3
ity were determined, in the first place, by these tasks and, in the sec-
ond place, by political conditions. The ‘social nature of the govern-
ment' has, therefore, no direct [the italics are Martov's] bearing on
the determination of our tasks and forms of activity.”

This is not an answer, but an empty, evasive phrase.
Martov again attempts to confuse the issue, to shift the
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dizpute to irrelevant ground. The question is not whether
the social nature of the government is directly or indirectly
connected with the tasks and forn}s o‘f' activity. Even if
this connection is an indirect. one it will in no way alter
things once the close and indissoluble connection is recog-
nised. Martov does not venture to say a word against th'e
recognition of this close and indissalul?le connection. His
reference to “political conditions” is nothing but dust thrgwn
in the eyes of the reader. To draw a contrast between “the
social nature of the government” and the “political condi-
tions” is as senseless as if I were to contirast goloshes made
by human hands, to overshoes. Overshoes are goloshes. And
therc are no other goloshes than those made by human hands,
The nature of the government corresponds to the “political
conditions”, And the nature of the government can never
be anything but social.

The sum total of all this is that Martov “beat about the
bush” and evaded a direct answer to Larin. He evaded an
answer because he had no answer to give. Larin is quite
right in stating that views on the “social nature of the govern-
ment” (to be more precise—its economic nature) are closely
and inseparably connected with views on the “tasks and
forms of activity”. Both Larin and the “orthodox” acknowl-
edge and apply this connection. Martov (and his tribe)
displays no such consistency in his views. That is why Mar-
Lov is compelled to wriggle and make shift with “overshoes”.

Listen further.

“There flashed more or less clearly in the minds of these Mensheviks
[Martov is referring to Kogan, Obrazovaniye, 1907, as an example]
the idea of the gradual, so tospeak ‘organic’, entry of the working
class into that ‘legal country’* which received the rudiments o

b .

T ——

* Perhaps not all readers will understand this gallicism which to
Iy mind is an extreme misfit. “Legal country” is a literal translation
of the French pays légal which implies those classes or groups, those
Strata of the population which are represented in parliament and which,
unlike the masses of the people, enjoy constitutional lgrivileges.
Illﬂl_dentally, this is typical and may serve as an appraisal of Martov's’
Yactllations. He does not wani to admit that Russia in 1908-10 took
another step in the transformation into a bourgeois monarchy”. But
e does admit that the “bourgeoisie” (and not the plutocracy) on June 3,

1907, “obtained the rudiments of a constitutional regime”. Who can
Make head or tail of this?
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a constitutional regime, of gradual cxtension of the June Third privi-
leges of the bourgeoisie [not “plutocracy”, ch?} to broad democratic

circles. If such were really the fundamental principles of contemporary ¥

‘liquidationism’ in quotation marks, or of conlemporary ‘legalism’,

we would be conlronted with the actual liquidation of our traditions, .
with aclual legalism elevaled o a principle, with a break in principle: - §

with all our past. We would have to wage a serious struggle with such

liquidationism.... Are we really destined lo see Lhe reformists creeping 7§

into the regime of a renovated Tolmachovism?” Then comes a footnote

by Martov: “Of course [!!] I do not suspect Larin of reformist tenden-- f?.:

cles”,

This long quotation was necessary in order to demon-
strate Martov’s “method” clearly to the reader. He admits
that reformism “flashed more or less clearly” in the mind
of Kogan (a Menshevik who systematically collaborates in

serious “works” with Martov). He admits that if reformism.

were really the fundamental principle of liquidationism it
would be a “break with the past”. He hurls a ringing, noisy,
stinging phrasc at the “reformists” who are “creeping into”,
etc. And he winds up with, what do you think? with an
assurance that he, of course, “does not suspect” Larin of
reformist “tendencies”!

- This is exactly what Eduard Bernstein, Jcan Jaurés
or Ramsay MacDonald say. They all “admit” that in the
minds of certain “extremists” there “flashes” something
that is badi reformism, liberalism. They all admit that
if liberalism were the “fundamental principle” of their poli-
cy, that would be a “break with the past”. They all hurl
ringing, noisy, stinging phrases at the “liberals who are
cringing”, etc. And they all wind up with ... assurances
that they “do not suspecl” the Larins—I beg pardon—they
“do not suspect” their more candid, more “Right” comrades,
adherents, friends, colleagues and collaborators, of liberal-
bourgeois tendencies.

The crux of the matfer is this: in the articles quoted
Larin gave an exposition of the “system” of views of the most
undoubted, most genuine reformism! To deny this means
denying the obvious, robbing the concept reformism of all
meaning. And if you “refute” Larin, “condemn” reformism
as “a principle”, hurl ringing phrases at those who are “creep-.
ing into”, and at the same time positively assert that you
“do not suspect” Larin of reformism, surely you thereby
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X pose yourselves completely! B},T_ tﬁhis you prove t-{)”the Ei1§
{hat your refcrence Lo your hostility “on principle” to “re-
formism as a principle” is the same as the VoW of a pedd‘l%r
who says: “Believe me, upon my oath, 1 paid more for it”.
RBelieve me, upon my oath: 1 condemn refnrnfnsm as a
pri peiple, but 1 do not “suspect” Larin of refnl:mlsm (Lhose
suspicious orthodox people.an‘a rgall:,i tl}sgust.lng.!), and |
am at one with Larin in his liquidationist practice.
guch is the “detailed formula” of present-day Russian
rlunism.
Opgﬁare is an example of the application of this formula by
Martov himself, whom mnaive people (or those unable to
anderstand the depth of the new re-grouping) still regard
as an “undoubted” non-liguidator:

“The tactics which are to be observed in the activities of the so-
called ‘liquidators’,” writes Martov on pp. 9-10, “are those which place
the open workers' movement in the centre, strive to extend it in every
possible direction, and seek within [the ilalics are Marlov s] this open
workers' movement, and only there [note: and only there!], the ele-
ments for the revival of the Party.”

This is what Martov says. And this is nothing but reform-
isin creeping into the regime of a renovated Tohna(:hnvisn_l.”
The italics “ereeping into” 1 have borrowed from Martov him-
self, for it is important to note that it is precisely “creeping
into” that Martov in fact preaches in the words just quoted,
Irrespective of the extent to which such preachings are
accompanied by oaths and imprecations against “reformism
as a principle”, the matfer is not changed one iota. In re-
ality, having said “and only there”, and “in the Gentre”,_ Mar-
tov specifically pursues a reformist policy (in the particular
situation in Russia in 1908-10); and as to the vows, prom-
ises, assurances, oaths—Ilet political babes bhelieve them.

“The disputes between Marx and Wi]lich-Scha%per in the early
filties of the last century hinged precisely [!!] on the question of !;h‘e
importance of secret societies and the possibilily of leading _the politi-
c_&l struggle from within them.... The Blanquisis [in Franﬂe_ in the six-
ties] *prepared’ for these events [the downiall of BUIIHpﬂI‘tlSH‘t‘] by sel-
ting up secret societies and bottling up individual workers in thﬂn},
but the French section of the Marxisls ... went into the labour organi-
sations, founded them and 'i‘ﬂught for legality’ by every means....”
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The cases mentioned are tunes from quite a different,--if
opera. The dispute between Marx and Willich in the
fifties, between the Blanquists®* and the Marxists in the: 3

- = . -
sixties, was not one of whether it was necessary to seek

“clements for the revival of the Party” “only” within “peace- 3
ful, tolerated organisations” (Martov, Zhizn, No. 1, p. 10),
Martov knows this perfectly well and is wasting his time 3
trying to mislead his readers. Neither of these disputes was 3
conducted over the “revival” of the workers’ party; at that -
time it was impossible to dispute about its revival because 3
it had never existed. These two disputes hinged on the ques- -3
tion of whether a workers’ party—a party based on the
working-class movement, a class party—was necessary at
all. That was what Willich denied and the Blanquists of. 3
the sixties again denied, as Martov well knows, although 4
he tries to obscure matters in dispute foday by general talk 3
about what is now indisputable. The view that “only” in &
peaceful and tolerated organisations should one seek ele- 3
ments for the revival or for the birth of the Party was never ]

shared by Marx, either in the fifties or in the sixties: even

at the end of the sevenlties, during an immeasurably higher '£

phase of development of capitalism and bourgeois monarchy,

Marx and Engels declared ruthless war on the German
opportunists who had wiped out the recent past of the Ger-

man party, deplored “extremes”, talked of “more civilised”
forms of the movement (in the language of the present-day
Russian liguidators it is called “Europeanisation”), and advo-
cated the idea that “only” in “peaceful and tolerated” organisa-
tions should one “seek the elements for the revival”, etc.

“To sum up,” writes Martov. “The fact that the present regime is
an inherently contradictory combination of absolutism and consti-
tutionalism, and that the Russian working class has sufficiently matured
to follow the example of the workers of the progressive countries
of the West in striking at this regime through the Achilles heel of its
contradictions is ample material for the theoretical substantiation and

political justification of what the Mensheviks who remain true to
Marxism are now doing.”

Martov's words (“ample material”) are also ample mate-
rial for us to make our summary from. Martov regards as
“ample” what is recognised by both the Cadets and a section

of the Octobrists. In January 1911 ‘it was none other than

.._

£

s
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A
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Rech that formulated the question in the way Mgrtov proposegl
its formulation in August 1910: a contradictory combi-
nation of constitutional.ls_m and antliconst:,ltutlonah_sm; two
camps—for ‘the constitution and against it. Wht_a.t is ample
for Rech is “ample” for Martov. There is not a grain of Marx-
.« in this. Marxism has completely disappeared an(‘l‘ has
been replaced by liberalism, The fact that we havef Con-
tradictory combination” is nof by any means “ample for a
Marxist. Marxism only begins with the begm ning of the real-
isation or understanding that this truth is not enough, that
it contains within itself a spoonful of truth and a barrel
of untruth, that it obscures the depth of the contlradlctmna,
that it embellishes reality and rejects the only possible means
of finding a way out of the situation. ‘

“The contradictory combination” of the old regime and
constitutionalism exists not only in present-day Russia,
but also in present-day Germany and even in present-day
Fngland (the House of Lords; the Crown’s independence of
the people’s representatives in matters of ‘formgn' policy,
etc.). What, then, is the position taken up in reality (i.e.,
irrespective of good wishes and pious speeches) b.y the
politician who declares that it is “ample” for a Russian to
recognisc what is true as regards Germany as well as England?
Such a politician is, in reality, taking the stand of ghbeml,
of a Cadet. Even a more or less consistent bourgeois demo-
crat in our country cannot, and does not, take such astand.
Martov's last word, his concluding formula which sums up
the entire discussion among the liquidators, is a remarka-
bly exact, a strikingly clear and exhaustively complete
expression of liberal views smuggled in under a pseudo-Marx-
15t flag,

Whegn the liberals, not only the Cadets, but also a section of
the Octobrists, say that it is ample for the theoretical substan-
tiation and political justification of our activity to recognise
the inherently contradictory combination of the old regime
and constitutionalism, the liberals are remaining quite true to
themselves. In these words they give a really precise, liberal
formula, the formula of the liberal policy of 1908-10 (if
hot of 1906-10). A Marxist, on the other hand, reveals his
Marxism only when and to the extent that he cxplains the
inadequacy and falsily of this formula, which eliminates
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those specific features which radically and in principle dis. ‘8
tinguish the Russian “contradictions” from those of the Eng. .3
lish and German, The liberal says: “It is ample to admit 9§
that a great many things in our country contradict constj. 3
tutionalism”, The Marxist replies: “Such an admission ig &
altogether inadequate, It must be understood that there ig 3
no elementary, fundamental, cardinal, essential, necessary §
basis for ‘constitutionalism’ et all. The fundamental error §
of liberalism is that it declares that there is such a basis, 4
whereas there is not; and this error accounts for the impo-~ §

tence of liberalism and is itself explained by the impotence 3

of bourgeois altruism”.

Translating this political antinomy into the language 7§
of economics, we may formulate it as follows. The liberal 4
assumes that the path of economic (capitalist) development :§
is already mapped out, defined, completed, that it is now .}
only a matter of removing obstacles and contradictions from §
that path. The Marxist believes that this particular path 4
of capitalist development has not, so far, provided a way
out of the impasse, despite such undoubted bourgeois prog- ‘4
ress in economic evolution as was marked by November 9, 3
1906 (or Junc 14, 1910), the Third Duma, etc.; and he be- %
lieves that there is arnother path which is also a path of capi- 3
talist development, a path that can Iead us on to the high 3§
road, a path which must be pointed out, which must be ex- 3
plained, prepared, insisted upon, pursued, in spite of all the -}

vacillation, lack of faith and faint-hcaricdness of liberalism.

Martov argues with Larin as if he himself were much
more to the “Left” than Larin. Many naive people allow
themselves to be deceived by this and say: certainly, Potre-
sov, Levitsky and Larin are liquidators, certainly, they are
of the extreme Right, something like Russian Rouanet *¢; but
Martov-——Martov is cerlainly no liquidator! In reality, how-
ever, Martov's flamboyant phrases against Larin, against
the creeping reformists, are only a blind, for in his conclu-
sion, in his last word, in his resumé, Martov actually supports
Larin. Martov is not more “Left” than Larin; he is only more
diplomatic, more unprincipled than Larin; he hides himself
more cunningly bencath the gaundy rags of pseudo-Marxist
phrases. Martov's conclusion that recognition of the contra-
dictory combination is “ample”, provides just that corrobo-

Ry or -
~
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~ation of liquidationism {(and liberalism) whi_ch Larin re-
quires. But Larin wants to justify this conclusion, to prove
it, to think it out to the end, to make it a matter of principle.
Aﬁd Martov says to Larin, as Vollmar, Auer and the other
«old birds” of opportunism used to say to the young opporiu-
nist Eduard Bernstein: “Dear Larin—l mean dear Eddyj
vou are an ass! Such things are done, but not talked about”,
iDear Larin, for you and me, liguidationist practice .should
be ‘ample’, the liberal recognition of the cgntrad'wt{on he-
iween the old regime and constitutionalism is ‘ample’; but,
ior God's sake, don’t go any further, don’t ‘deepen’ the ques-
tion, don’t seek clarity and consistency of principles, don’t
make any appraisals of the ‘present situation’, for that would
expose us both, Let us act and not talk.”

Martov teaches Larin how to be an opportunist.

“One must not sit between two stools,” says Larin to Mar-
tov, demanding an explanation and justification of the
liquidator principles so dear to both of them.

“Well, what sort of opportunist are you,” replies Martov,
“if you don't know how to sit between two stools?” What
sort of opportunist are you if you insist on exact, clear and
direct justification of the principles of our practice? It
is the business of a real opportunist to sit between two stools,
he must advocate the “tactics-as-a-process’ ™ (remember Mar-
tynov and Krichevsky in the period of 1901), he must drift
with the stream, cover up his traces, evade all matters of
principle, Take Bernstein, he knows now (aiter the lessons
given him by Vollmar, Auer, etc.) how to he a revisionist
without proposing any amendments to the orthodoz Erfurt
profession de f0oi.>* And we two must also know how to act
as liquidators without proposing any amendments to the
orthodoz formal answer {(of 1908) given to the “vexed ques-
tions” of the day.?” In order to be areal opportunist, my dear,
dear Larin, one must do the creeping in rcality, in one’s
Dractice, in the way one goes about one's work; but, in words,
before the public, in speeches, in the press, one must not
only abstain from secking theories justifying the act of
Creeping, but, on the contrary, one must shout all the more
loudly against those who creep, one must all the more

r———

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 387-97.—Ed.
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assiduously vow and protest that we are not of the creepe_l_
ing kind. -

Larin was silenced. Probably, in the depths of his heari3
he could not help admitting that Martov was a more skil fuli§
diplomat, a more subtle opportunist.

We must examine still another aspect of Martov’s con-%
cluding formula: it is “ample” to recognise the contradie-§
tory nature of the combination of the old regime and con<'%

Y

stitutionalism. Compare this formula with V. Levitsky’'s}
notorious formula—“Not hegemony, but a class party™3
(Nasha Zarya, No. 7). In this formula Levitsky (the Larini
of Nasha Zarya) expressed, only in a more direct, open,:
principled manner, what Potresov confused, glossed over,:¥§
covered up and clothed in pretentious phrases when, under g
the influence of Plekhanov’s ultimatums, he cleaned up:d
and revised the article he wrote egainst the hegemony of g
the proletariat, Y

Martov's formula and that of Levitsky are two sides ¥
of the same medal. The object of the next article will be te .3
explain this circumstance for the benefit of Martov who }
pretends not to understand the connection between the '
idea of the hegemony of the proletariat and the question %
of liquidationism.

P.5. The present article had already been sent to press 3
when we received Dyelo Zhizni, No. 2, containing the con- 3
clusion of Y. Larin’s article “Right Turn and About Turn!” 3
Larin explains reformism, of which L. Martov “of course 3
does not suspect” him, as clearly in- the new ligquidationist 3
magazine as he explained it previously. For the present, we 3
shall confine ourselves to quoting the substance of the re- 3
formist programme:

“A state of perplexity and uncertainty, when people simply do not
know what to expect of the coming day, what tasks to set themselves—
that is what results from indeterminate, temporising moods, from vague
hopes of either a repetition of the revolution or of ‘we shall wait and
see'. The immediate task is, not to wait fruitlessly for something to
turn up, but to imbue broad circles with the guiding idea that, in the
ensuing historical period of Russian life, the working class must organ-
ise itself not ‘for revolution’, not ‘in expectation of a revolation’,
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put simply for the determined and systematic defence of its particular
interests in all spheres of life; for the gatherl_ng_ and training qf its .
sorces for this many-sided and complex activity; for the training
and building-up i::_l this way of SU(}IEI]]SIL consciousness in general; for
acquiring the ability to orientate itself [to find its ]_Jearm%s]—-and to
assert itself—particularly in the complicated relations of the social
clazses of Russia during the coming constitutional reform of the coun-
irv after the economically inevitable self-exhaustion of feudal reac-

tion...” (p. 18}

This tirade cxpresses exactly the entire spirit and meaning
of Larin’s “programme” and of all the liquidationist writings
in Nasha Zarya, Vozrozhdeniye, Dyelo Zhizni, and others,
including L. Martov's “ample” which we have examined
above., It is the purest and most complete reformism,
We cannot dwell on it now; we cannot examine it here in
the detail it deserves, We shall, therefore, confine curselves
to a brief remark. The Left Cadets, the non-party socialisis,
the petty-bourgeois democrats (like the “Popular Social-
ists") and reformists who would like to be Marxists, preach
the following programme to the workers: gather your
forces, train yourselves, learn, defend your interests simply
in order to stand up for yourselves during the coming consti-
tutional reform. Such a programme curtails, narrows and
emasculates the political tasks of the working class in the
period 1908-11 in the same manner as the Economists emas-
culated these tasks in the period 1896-1901. The old Econ-
omists, deluding themselves and others, liked to refer to
Belgium (the predominance of reformism among the Belgians
was recently brought to light by the excellent writings of
de Man and Brouckere: we shall revert to these another
time); the Neo-Economists, i.e., the liquidators, like to
refer to the peaceful way in which a constitution was obtained
In - Austria in 1867. Both the old Economists and our
liquidators choose instances, cases, episodes in the history
of the working-class movement and democracy in Europe
that occurred when the workers, for one reason of another,
were weak, lacked class-conscicusness and were dependent on
the bourgeoisie—and they advance such instances as a model
for Russia. Both the Economists and the liquidators serve
4% conductors for bourgeois influence among the proletariat.

Mysl, No. 4, March 19i1
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POLEMICAL NOTES

In an article entitled “I'he Results of the Artisans’ Con-

gress” in Nasha Zarya, No. 2, Mr. B. Bogdanov formulates "

his conclusions as follows:

“The striving {o break with the old underground and embark upon

really open public and political aclivity—such is the new feature which
also characterises the latest phase of our labour movement.” (P. 73.)

“At a moment ol heightened activity in public life, on the eve of by~ _5_:'."
elections in Moscow and general elections to the Fourth State Duma,. 3

the fact is very keenly {elt thal the politically organised section of the
proletariat exercises no influence. The entire activity of the organised
workers during recent years has been direcled toward the revival of
this independent political force. Consciously or unconsciously, all the
participants of this movement are becoming agents of the reviving
party of the proletariat. But the task of its organised section is not so
much to accelerate this movement, not so much to give it formal shaﬁe
prematurely, as to contribute to its development and lend it the
greatest possible scope by drawing the widest possible masses into it
and by resolutely breaking with the inactivity GIP the underground and
its stupefying atmosphere.,” (P'p. 74-73.)

Only in newspapers of the Nowoye Vremya type, and

possibly also in the writings of embittered renegades to

liberalism like Mr. Struve and Co., have we hitherto met with

such howls about the “stupefying” atmosphere, and similar.

hysterical cries and appeals to “break” with it. Hitherto
it has been therule for that political press which is considered
in any way decent and honest, not to use a particular
platform to attack things that cannot be defended from that
same platform. For over a vear now, however, the crowd of
liquidators, which includes B, Bogdanov, Levitsky, Potre-
sov, and others, has been successfully “overcoming” this
antiquated democratic prejudice, systematically choosing
for their appeals to “break resolutely”, ete., only those plal-
forms which assure them a monopoly in any discussion on
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the point at issue. It only remains for us to place on record
this “well-protected” war waged against the “slupefying
atinosphere” and—to pillory the wasriors,

The Bogdanovs, Levitskys, and Potresovs juggle with
facts when they refer to the workers’ urge to act openly and
then draw their own conclusion that the workers are siriving
to break with the “stupefying atmosphere”, They rely for
the success of their jugglery on its being impossible for us,
the opponents of liquidalionism, to make public the facts,
koown to the Bogdanovs, which testify to the indignation
of the workers who al various congresses come out openly
against intellectuals who advocate “breaking” with the
underground. At the beginning of 1911, the workers, to their
great honour be it said, are siriving to engage in open polit-
ical activily just as encrgetically as they were, for example,
at the beginning of 1905; but neither then nor now have the
workers ever revolted against the “stupefying atmosphere”,
nor have they ever wanted “to break” with it. The only ones
who may be correctly said to be striving to “break resolutely”
are the renegade intellectuals.

Indeed, the reader would do well to reflect on the follow-
ing fact. A group of writers has been vociferating, particu-
larly since January 1910, about a “striving to break with the
old”, and to “embark upon really open political activity”.
During this period alone, this group has published more
than iwenty issues of its own magazines (Nashe Zarya,
Vozrozhdeniye, Zhizn, Dyelo Zhizni), not to mention books,
pamphlets, and articles in journals and newspapers that are
not specifically liquidationist in character. How then,
may it he asked, are we to account for the fact that writers
who have been working so energetically in the journalistic
field, and who speak with so much conviction of the need
Tesolutely to break with the old” and to “embark upon real-
Iy open polilical activity” have so far themselves, in their
vibn group, not ventured, not plucked up the courage to
break resolutely” with “the old” and to “embark upon really
open political activity” with a programme, platform and
1’-.51531-1{35 that would mark a “resolute break” with the “stupe-
ying atmosphere”?

What kind of a comedy is this? What hypocerisy! They
Speak of “the revival of this political force”, rail at “the stupe-
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fying atmosphere”, demand a break with the old, preach -
“really open political activity”, and at the same time re- 3
frain from substituting for it eny programme, any platform, -3
any tactics and any organisation! Why is it that our legal- 3
ists, our would-be Marxists, lack even as much political
honesty as was displayed by the Peshekhonovs and other 13
who began
to speak of the stupefying atmosphere and of the need to

98

publicists contributing to Russkoye Bogatstvo

“embark upon really open political activity” much earlier
(beginning from 1905-06) and who

“open” tactics and an “open” organisation?

Honesty in politics is the result of strength; hypocrisy
is the result of weakness. The Peshekhonovs and Co. are a
force among the Narodniks, therefore they come out really
“openly”. The Bogdanovs, Levitskys, Potresovs and Co.

are weak among the Marxists and at every step are repulsed.

by the class-conscious workers; that is why they play the
hypocrite, take cover and do not venlure fo come out openly
with a programme and tactics of *
activity”.

The Peshekhonovs and Co. are so strong among the
Narodniks that they carry their wares under their own flag.
The Bogdanovs, Levitskys, Potresovs, and Martovs are so
weak among the Marxists that they are compelled to smuggle
in their goods under a forcign flag. In their petty intellec-
tualist magarine (Nasha Zarya) they summon up courage and
shout: there is no “hicrarchy”, we must “resolutely break
with the old” and “embark upon really open political activ-
ity”. But when they face the workers, our liquidators act
according to the saying: A lion among the lambs becomes a
lamb among the lions.

When facing the workers our heroes, who show such
enthusiasm for “open political activity” act anything but
openly and do not offer any open programme, iactics or
organisation. Hence the reason for the wise diplomacy of
Mr. Bogdanov, who, in summarising “the results” of the
artisans’ congress, offers the advice “not ... to accelerate”
the movement for really open political activity, “not ... 10
give it formal shape prematurely”. It looks as if Mr. Bog-

practised what they :
preached, actually “broke resolutely with the old”, actually §
came out with an “open” programme, an “open” platiorm, -

really open political

POLEMICAL NOTES 167

[

danov has tried to give formal shape to his liquidationist
plans, and present them to the workers, but burned his fin-
ors in the attempt. This defecting intellectual met with a
rebufl from the workers who, even when they err, act more
straightforwardly and demand a straightforward answer
(“You want us to break with the old? Well, why not come
out openly and honestly with what you propose in its
place?”). And Mr, B. Bogdanov, like the fox in Krylov’s fable,
consoles himgelf by saying—sour grapes! We must not give
the new a formal shape prematurely; while breaking with
the old we must keep on waving its flag when we go to
the workers—don’t hurry with the new.

You may say that this means sitting between two stools.
But such is precisely the nature of all opportunism. That
is precisely what characterises the bourgeois intellectual
of today who plays at Marxism. Mr. Struve played at Marxism
from 1894 to 1898. The Bogdanovs, Levitskys and Potresovs
have been playing at Marxism from 1908 to 1911, The
liguidators today, like the KEconomists of those days,
scrve as the chanmel for that same bourgeois influence
among the proletariat.

Mysl, No, 4, March 1911 Published according

to the Mysl text
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THE MEANING OF THE CRISIS -

The notorious Cabinet and political crisis of which se
much has been written in the press, poses more profound

questions than the liberals, who are making the most noise 4

about it, think. They say that the crisis confronts us with
the problem of violation of the Constitution. Actually what
the crisis confronts us with is the Cadets’ and the Octobrists’

mistaken conception of the Constitution, the profound

delusion entertained on that score by the two parties. The

more widespread this delusion becomes the more insistently -
must we explain it. The more the Cadets try to use their 3
accusations against the Octobrists as a means of peddling

their wrong ideas about the allegedly “constitutional” char-
acter of the crisis, ideas common to the Octobrists and the

Cadets, the more important it is to explain this community

of ideas now being revealed.

Let us take the receut reflections of Reckh and Russkiye
Vedomosti on the slogan for the elections to the Fourth
Duma. For or against the Constitution—that, say the two
main Cadet publications, is how the question 1s being
and will conlinue to be presented.

Now take a look at the reasoning of the Octobrists. Here
is a typical article by Mr. Gromoboi in Golos Moskvy for
March 30. It is entitled “A Disturbed Ant-Hill”, The Octob-
rist publicist trics to persuade those, in his apinion, con-
scienlious defenders of Mr. Stolypin who “fear the idea of
joining the opposition” by proving to them “that they are
taking the wrong steps”. “To a constitutionalist,” exclaims
Mr. Gromohoi, “there can be no graver sin than the viola-
tion of the Constitution.” What can be said on the
essence of the matter? asks Mr. Gromoboi; and answering,

says:
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“Again the flintlock, nationalism, volitional impulses, state
necessity? Alas, we have heard all that before, and we have also heard
promises that were not justified.”

To the Octobrists (and to the Vekhi writers who under-
stood most deeply and expressed most vividly the spirit of
Cadetism) Stolypin's policy was an attractive “promise”.
This “promise”, the Octobrists confess, was not justified.

What does that mean?

Actually, Stolypin’s policy was not a promise, but has
heen the stark political and economic reality of Russian
life in the last four (or even five) years. Bolh June 3, 1907,
and November 9, 1906 (June 14, 1910), were not promises
but reality. This reality has been put over and enforced by
the representatives of the big landowning nobility and of
the élite of the merchant and industrial capitalists, organ-
ised on a national scale. When today the spokesman of the
Octobrist, Moscow (and, consequently, the all-Russian)
capitalists says—“they have not been justified”—that sums
up a definite phase of political history, a definite system of
attempts to satisfy, through the Third Duma, through Sto-
lypin’s agrarian policy, etc., the demands of the epoch, the
demands of Russia's capitalist development. The Ociobrist
capitalists worked conscientiously and assiduously, sparing
nothing—not even their pockets—to help these attempts;
but now they are obliged to confess that the promise has not
justified itself.

Consequently, it is not a matter of broken promises,
or of “violation of the Constitution”—for it is ridiculous
to dissociate March 14, 19141, from Junc 3, 1907; the point
is that the demands of the epoch cannot be satisfied through
‘E\{hat the Qctobrists and the Cadets call the “Conslitu-
lon”,
~ The “Constitution” which gave the majority to the Cadets
in the First and Second Dumas could not satisfy the demands
of the times, nor can these be satisfied by the “Constitution”
which made the Octobrists the decisive party (in the Third
Duma). When today the Octobrists say—“they have not
he}én justified”, the meaning of this confession, and of the
Crisis which has extorted it, is that the constitutional il-
lusions both of the Cadets and of the Octobrists have again

ten shattered, this time finally and completely.
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The democratic movement jolted the old out of its grogve,
The Cadets deprecated the “excesses” of the democratigs
movement and promised to accomplish the new by peacefu]'j;
“constitutional” means. These hopes were mnot justified.
It was Mr. Stolypin who tackled the job of accomplishing the
new—but in such a way as to ensure that the changed form

would reinforce the old, that the organisation of the diehard
landowners and of the pillars of capital would fortify the #
old, and that the substitution of private ownership of land 3§
for the village commune would create a new stratum of 14
defenders of the old. For years the Octobrists, working hand -3
in glove with Mr. Stolypin, tried to bring this about, “un- ‘38
hampered by the menace” of the democratic movement which
for the time being had been suppressed. 4

These hopes have not been justified.

What has been justificd is the words of those who pointed i
out the futility and harmfulness of constitutional illusions '§
in epochs of rapid and radical changes such as the early twen- /i
tieth century in Russia, |

The three years of the Third, Octobrist Duma, and of -3
its Octobrist “Constitution”, of the Octobrists’ “life of peace ‘3
and love” with Stolypin, have not vanished without leaving
a trace: the country has made further economic progress, ‘{3
and all and sundry “Right” political parties have developed,
grown, shown their worth (and have spent themselves). ko

The agrarian policy of the Third Duma has shown itself §
in operation in most of the villages and in the most out-of- 3
the-way parts of Russia, where it has stirred up the dis- 3%
content that had lain dormant for centuries, unceremoni- '§
ously revealing and accentuating the existing antagonisms, ‘4
emboldening the kulak and enlightening those at the other
end of the scale. The Third Duma has had its effect. And so
have the first two Dumas, which produced so many good,
well-meaning, innocuous and impotent wishes. The collapse
of the constitutional illusions of the years 1906 to 1910,
incomparably more pronounced, has been revealed within the
shell of the “constitutional” crisis of 1911.

In point of fact, both Cadets and Octobrists alike based
their policy on these illusions. They were the illusions of
the liberal bourgeoisie, the illusions of the Centre, and there
iIs no essential diifercnce between the “Left” Centre (the
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Cadets) and the “Right” Centre (the Octobrists), since, owing
to objective conditions, both were doomed to failure. The
old has been jolted out of its groove. But ncither the Left
nor the Right Centre has achieved the new. Who is going
to accomplish this inescapable and historically inevitable
new, and how, that is a moot question. The “constitutional”
crisis is sigoificant because the Octobrists, the masters of
the situation, have admitted that this question is again an
“open” one; they have written “unjustified” across even their
apparently most “valid” aspirations, aspirations which are
valid from the merchant’s point of view, and are commer-
cially sober and modest. The “constitutional” crisis is signif-
icant because the experience of the Octobrists has revealed
the extrome mnarrowness, pove ty and impotence of the
Cadets’ catchword—who is for the Constitution, and who
is against 1t.

The democratic mevement has shown this slogan to be
inadequate. The Octobrist movement has corroborated it by
the experience of yet ancther phase of Russian history. The
Cadets will not succeed in dragging Russia back to the former
nalve constitutional iilusions.

“I'he orthodox Octobrists,” writes Mr. Gromoboi, “arc
having a fit of nerves; they declare that they will resign
from the Bureau, and do not know what to do about their
fellow-constitutionalists. Their agitation is unjustified.
They should remain calm in the knowledge that truth is on
their side, and that this truth is so clementary, so univer-
sally recognised, that it does not need a Copernicus or a
Galileo to prove it. They should go on calmly doing their duty
—declare that unlawful aections are unlawiul, and without
fail, making no compromises, reject the unlawful law.”

That is an illusion, Mr. Gromoboi! You cannot dispense
with “a Copernicus and a Galileo”. Your own efforts have
hll'ought no “justification”, you will not manage without
them,

“When we contemplate this disturbed, teeming ant-hill—
the servile press, servile orators, servile deputies [and, you
ight add, Mr. Gromoboi: the servile, slavish bourgeoisie ] —
We can only out of humanity pity them and gently remind
them that they can no longer serve P. A, Stolypin; they can
ouly cringe before him.”

ki
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But P. A. Stolypiu is not unique—he is typical; he jg
not an isolated individual, but is “hand in glove” with the 3
Council of the United Nobility. The Octobrists have trieq
to live in harmony with him under the new conditions—under
the conditions of a Duma, of a “Constitution”, of the boypr. -3
geois policy of ruining the village commune & la Tolmachov. §
And if they failed in the attempt, it is by no means Stoly- 3

pin’s fault.

“...After all, the cntire strength of people’s representa-
tives is derived from their contact with the people; and if
they [the Right Octlobrists] lose ... their ‘identity’ by the

very fact that they are giving such support Isupport to Sto-

Iypin and his violation of the Constitution], what will they

be worth then?” |
So this is what we have come to! Octobrists speak of

“contact with the people” as the source of “strength of peo- .
Ple’s representatives”™ That is really funny, But no more so §
than the Cadet speeches in the First and Second Dumais

about “contact with the people”. alongside their speeches,
say, against local land committees. The words which sound

funny when uttered by Cadets and Octobrists are by no means

funny in themsclves; they are significant. For—despite the
intentions of those who utter these words today—they ex-

press, once more, the collapse of constitutional illusions— 3

which is a useful by-product of the “constitutional” crisis.

Zvezdn, No. 18, April 16, 1911 Published according 1o
Signed; V. Ilyin the Zvezda text
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CONFERENCE
OF THE BRITISH SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Many European socialist partics have taken advantage
of the Easter holidays (April 16, N, S.) to hold their confer-
ences: the Trench, Belgian, Dutch (its opportunist sec-
lion), the British Social-Democratic Party, and the British
Independent Labour Party. We propose to draw the at-
tention of our readers to some ilems discussed at the con-
ferences of the two last-mentioned parties.

The 31st Annual Conference of the British Social-Deme-
cratic Party (S.D.P.) was held in Coventry. The most inter-
esting item discussed was that of “armaments and foreign
policy”, It is well known that Britain and Germany have
been arming very intensively during the past [ew years.
Competition between these two countries in the world n.lgrket
is becoming increasingly acute. The danger ot| a military
conflict is approaching more and more formidably. The
bourgeois jingoist press of both countries is raining millions
upon millions of inflammatory articles upon the masses,
inciting them against the “enemy”, howling about the inevi-
table danger of a “German invasion” or of a “BI‘ILISh. at.tack. :
and clamouring for increased armaments. The socialists of
Britain and Germany, and also of France (whom Britain
would be particalarly glad to drag into war in order to have a
continental land army against Germany) are devoting much
attention to the threatening war, fighting with might and
Inain against bourgeois chauvinism and armaments, and doing
all they can to explain to the most backward sections of the
Proletariat and of the petty bourgeoisie what misfortunes
ensue from a war which serves execlusively the inferests of
the bourgeoisie.
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There were sad exceptions to this among the socialists, ‘@
several of whom were prominent leaders of the British S.D.P,,
among them Hyndman, The latter allowed himself to he 4
scared by the screams of the British bourgeois press about -3
the “German menace”, and went so far as to assert that Brit-. i
ain had to arm for defence, that she had to have a powerful 3

navy, that Wilhelm was the aggressive party.
True, Hyndman encountered opposition, in fact very

strong opposition, within the S.D.P. itself. A number of
resolutions from the branches were emphatically against 3

him.

had the S.D.P. made a bigger and more terrible mistake
than in identifying the Party with the jingoist warmongers.
As a consequence of this mistake,” said Kahan, “the British
Social-Democrats have placed themselves outside the inter-
national movement.”

The entire Party Executive Committee, including Harry
Quelch—we have to confess with shame—supported Hynd-
man. The “amendment” they moved declared no more nor
less than the following: “This Conference holds that the main-

tenance of an adequate navy for national defence” is an “im-

mediate object”!..., Then, of course, it goes on to repeat all
the “good old words”—about combating imperialist policy,
about war against capitalism, etc, All this honey, of course,
was spoiled by @ spoornful of tar, by the phrase recognising
the need for an “adequate” navy, a phrase that is bourgeois

The Coventry Congress, or Conference—to use the English §
term, which does not correspond in meaning to the Russian #
“konferentsia”—had to settle the issue. A resolution em- i
phatically opposing any kind of jingoist point of view was "
proposed by the Central Hackney branch (Hackney, a dis- 4§
trict in North-East London). In its report on the Conference, &
Justice, the central organ of the S.D.P., quotes only the 3
end of what it terms a “lengthy” resolution, calling for a .2
determined struggle against all increases in armaments, 38
and opposing all colonial and financial aggression. Zelda
Kahan, in supporting the resolution, emphasised that dur- 3
ing the last forty years Dritain had been the aggressor, 7
that Germany would not gain by making Britain a German -3
province; and that no such danger existed. “The British 3§
Navy,” she said,“is kept to maintain the Empire, Never i
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both in its evasiveness and in its pure chauvinism. This is
in 1911, a time when the British naval budget clearly reveals
a tendency to unlimited growlh; this is in a country whose
navy “defends and protects the Empire”, i.e., India included,
with its population of nearly 300,000,000 that is being
plundered and outraged by British bureaucrats, where “en-
lightened” British statesmen, like the liberal and “radical”
Morley, sentence natives to fransportation or inflict corporal
punishment for political offences!

The miserable sophistry Quelch had to resort to may be
scen from the following passage in his speech (as reported in
Justice, which defends Hyndman)!... “If we believe in
national autonomy, we must have national defence and that
defence must be adequate, or it is useless. We are opposed
to imperialism, whether British or German; the small na-
tionalities under Prussian rule hate her despotism, and the
small nations threatened by her regard the British Navy
and German Social-Democracy as their only hope....”

How quickly those who step on the slippery slope of
opportunism slide to the bottom! The British Navy, which
helps to enslave India (not a very “small” nation), is placed
ok a par with German Social-Democracy as a champion of
national liberty.... Zelda Kahan was right when she said
that never yet had British Social-Democracy so disgraced
llself, Tts sectarian character, noted and condemned long
ago by Engels, ** had never before been so clearly revealed
as it was by the ease with which even men like Quelch can
go over to the chauvinists.

The voting on the resolution was evenly divided: 28 for
the Executive Committee and 28 against. In order to win
a deplorable victory—Hyndman and Quelch had to demand
a branch vote, which secured them 47 votes against 33,

Some members of the Social-Democratic Party have voiced
4 most emphatic protest against chauvinism in their ranks;
there has emerged a very strong minority ready to wage a
Serious struggle. The situation in the Independent Labour
Party is worse: there opportunism is no rarity. There the
Question of whether socialists and the workers should sup-
Pott armaments is debated quite calmly in “discussion” ar-
ticles in the official organ of the Party, The Labour Leader
No. 16, April 21, 1911).
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The London correspondent of Vorwdrts justly remarked

that the best eriticism of the position of the 5.D.P. was ap
article in the extremely jingoist Daily Mail which praised
the wisdom of the Social-Democratic leaders. He quotes the

beginning of the article in that newspaper as saying: “It

is encouraging to learn that, however exiravagant some of

the fallacies and impossible some of the ideals of the Social-

Democratic Party in this country, there is at least one su-

premely important question on which that Party is guided

by reason and common sense.”

The really gratifying feature of the Birmingham Con-
ference of the I.L.P. was that from its ranks firm and
determined voices were heard protesting against the oppor-
tunist policy, the policy of dependence upon the Liberals

pursued by this party in general, and by the party leader, 1

Ramsay MacDonald, in particular. In reply to the reproach
that the Labour members say little about socialism in the

House of Commons, MacDonald said with virginal opportun-

ist innocence that Parliament was hardly the place for “prop-

aganda speeches”. “The great function of the House of Com-~
mons,” he said, “is to translate into legislation the socialism J
that is preached in the country,” The speaker forgot all 38

about the diffcrence between bourgeois social reform and

socialism! He was prepared to expect socialism from a bour- 3

geois Parliament,...

Leonard Hall pointed out in his speech that the I.L.P.- i
had been formed in 1892 for the purpose of killing the old

Labour Elcctoral Association which was merely a wing of

liberalism. They had buried the corpse (after killing the
Association), but it seemed to have revived in the Labour 3§
Party. He added that the leadcer of the Party was pursuing -}

this policy in his speeches, letters and books.
Another 1.L.P. member, George Lansbury, M. P., sharply

criticised the policy of the Parliamentary Labour Party for |
its dependence upon the Liberals and its fear of “endanger-

13

ing” the Liberal government, Lansbury said that more
than once he had been so ashamed of the conduct of the
Labour members that he had nearly resigned. He went on
to say that all the time the Liberals tried to keep the House
busy with minor questions and that Labour members were
unable fo win independence for themselves, “I have never
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known a time,” said Lansbury, “when both Liberals and
Tories had not some great question to hide the poverty ques-
tion. 1 am in the House of Commons with the picture before
me of those men and women, who night after night toiled
in the slums of Bow and Bromley [poor districts in the East
End of London) to send me there. They worked for me
hecause they thought I was different from the Liberals and
Tories.... They sent me to face the question of poverty,
poverty, poverty.... I appeal to you,” he said, addressing the
Conference, “to keep a solid party in the House of Commons
absolutely distinct from the convenience of Liberals and
Tories. We must show no more mercy to the Liberals when
they do wrong than to the Tories.... The men and women
who toil and suffer have nothing to hope for from either
Liberals or Tories; their only hope lies in, and salvation
can come from, their organised effort....” Let us “make it
clear to the men and women of the slums that even in Par-
liament we are true to what we say outside, namely, that
Liberals and Tories are the enemies of the people and so-
cialism their only hope”.

Lansbury's speech was interrupted by thunders of ap-
plause, and when he finished he received a real ovation,
In Germany such speeches are an everyday occurrence, In
Britain they are a novelty. And when such specches are
heginning to be delivered, when worker delegates at the Con-
ference of the Independent Labour Party (unfortunately,
very frequently indcpendent of socialism, but dependent
upon the Liberals) applaud such speeches, then we have
the right to conclude that in Britain, too, the spirit of prole-
tarian struggle is gaining the upper hand over the diplomacy
of opportunist parliamentarians like MacDonald. (Let us
add in parenthesis that this MacDonald recently sent the
Italian reformists an expression of his complete sympathy
‘l"‘{]iﬂlftheir readiness to join a bourgeois Cabinet, and his dis-
1ke for “dry theory”.)

The speeches of Hall, Lansbury, and others havenot changed
the policy of the [.L.P. MacDonald remains at the head of
the Party, and its policy will continue to be opportunist.
The hourgeois influence upon the proletariat is strong—
©3pecially in democratic countiries, But these speeches do not
Pass without leaving a trace, they undermine the influence

7 43
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of the bourgeoisie and of the opportunists. When the British

people get a daily newspaper going (and both parties are

by

R

'ﬁ 3

e - |
5.

seriously ihinking about this}, such and only such speeches
will reach the minds and hearts of the working class. The .3
Liberals of all countries, Russia included, are rejoicing and 3

laughing now at the sight of the predominance of opportu-
pism in the British labour movement. But “he laughs best 3

who laughs last”,

Zrezda, No. 18, April 16, 1901t

Signed: V. Iiyin to the Zrezda text
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A CONVERSATION BETWEEN A LEGALIST
AND AN OPPONENT OF LIQUIDATIONISM™®

Legalist: It seems to me that the extreme bitterness
of the struggle and controversy with the liquidators in the
Social-Democratic press has over-inflamed passions and
somewhat obscured the substance of the disagreement.

Anti-liguidator: Isn't it the other way round? Isn’t the
sharpness of the struggle due to the profundity of the ideolog-
ical differences? Or you have, perhaps, also joined the camp
of the “vacillators’—in other words, the “conciliators”—
who are trying to bridge the gulf with hollow phrases and
sweeping platitudes?

Legalist: Oh no! I am not at all inclined to “conciliate”.
On the. contrary. The point I want to make is that the
liquidators have not enough understanding of what they
want and hence are not resolute enough. They are still grop-
ing in the dark and developing spontancously, if one may
put it that way. They are still afraid of pursuing their line
of thought to its conclusion. That is the reason for that
inconsistency, confusion and hesitancy which their opponents
mistake for hypocrisy and for fraudulent methods of struggle
against the illegal party, etc. The result is a free-for-all and
the public at large, for whose benefit the controversy is
being conducted, no longer understands what it is all about.
Had they had fewer smart diplomats and more confidence
in themselves, the liguidators would have proved their
case sponer and smashed you to pieces.

Anti-liquidator: That all sounds very nightmarish.... Still,
it would be interesting to hear your arguments,

Legalist: In my opinion, the liquidators are right, They
ought to adopt the legalist label which has been hurled
at them. We shall adopt it and prove that it is the legal-
ists who give the omly correct answer—correct from the

7%
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standpoint of Marxism—1o the vexed problems of the work-
ing-class movement in Russia today. Do you or do you not
admit that the period we are now passing through represents
in some ways a distinctive stage in the economic and politi-
cal evolution of Russia?

Anti-liguidator: 1 do.

Legalist: You do so only in words, just as your notorious
“December” (1908) resolutions do. Seriously considered,
an admission of this sort means that the open cxistence of,
let us say, the Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma
is not an accident, but an inseparable constituent of “the
present moment”. The sum total of the present political
conditions, the sum total of the conditions obtaining in
the working-class movement, is such that it is possible
and essential to have an open, legal Social-Democratic group
in the Duma, and it is possible and essential to have an open,
legal Social-Democratic workers’ party. |

Anti-liqguidator: Isn’t it rather risky—this jump from a
Social-Democratic group in the Duma to a Social-Democratic
workers’ party?

Legalist: Not in the least. The ouly difference is that
the forms in which the Social-Democratic group in the
Third Duma exists were determined for us from outside;
all we had to do was to accept them, to enter, so to speak,
into previously prepared premises, whereas it is up to us
to find the forms for the existence of a legal workers’ party.
Here we must show initiative, we must fight for new forms.
Those whom you contempluously call liquidators have
embarked upon this fight, have entered on the new path:
but, unfortunately, they have only made the first step. Un-
fortunately, they are still timid about it, keep looking back
and confine themselves to half-measures. This may be in-
evitable at the beginning of the new road: but the beginning
will be followed by further steps. The indecision of the first
steps will disappear, and the mistakes will be rectified,

Anti-liquidator: Excellent. Will you be kind cnough to
explain what these mistakes are and how they will be cor-
rected.

Legalist: With pleasurc! We cannot foretell exactly what
the legal workers’ party of tomorrow will be like, but we
can see the general dircction in which the working-class
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movement is developing. Once we grant that this is the direc-
tion, I can boldly draw a picture of the legal party, knowing
that the actual party may not be exactly like the picture,
but it will be something like it. And in order to draw
this picture for you I don't have to “invent” anything. All
I need is to consider the lessons life teaches us, the experience
of activity under the new, post-revolutionary conditions.
I need only to sum up this experience, disregarding the irrel-
evant details, and following the main thread. The working
class is legally represented in the Duma. There is a legal
Social-Democratic group in the Duma. It is hounded, spied
on; 1t is not allowed to hold meetings, it is deprived of
experienced people; tomorrow it may perhaps be scattered in
prisons and places of exile—a legal party by no means pre-
cludes judicial and police persecution, as your short-sighted
followers believe. But the legal group in the Duma exists
despite the persecutions, There are legal trade unions and
clubs, legal Marxist monthly and weekly journals; they are
even more hounded, they are being suppressed, bled white
by fines, their editors pay perhaps with a month and a half
in prison for each month in the editorial office, the unions
are constantly being disbanded but still they exist. Think
this over. It is one thing when there are no legal trade un-
ions, no legal Marxist press, and no legal Social-Democratic
deputias. That was the position up to 1905. It is a different
thing when they do exist, even if they are hounded all the

time, even if they are constantly being suppressed.

This has been the state of affairs since 1907, This is the new
feature in the situation. It is this “new feature” that we must

be able to turn to account, so as to extend, reinforce, and

consolidate it.

Anti-liguidator: You started with the promise to be a
more courageous and a more consistent legalist than those
whom we have heard before, but so far you have done
nothing but repeat what all the liquidators said long ago.

Legalist: As 1 said before, the picture of a consistent and
convinced legalism follows logically from close observation
of the expericnce provided by life. Actually all the various
elements that go to make up a legal Social-Democratic
workers’ party already exist. We must speak out loudly and
bluntly and call things by their real names. We must fear-
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lessly recognise that these disjointed elements will be, must 8
be, brought together—if not today then tomorrow-—and
such a party will then emerge. [t must be founded, and wilt 4
be founded. It will be persecuted, but nevertheless it will
exist, the years when there was no legal workers’ party will §
be succeeded by years during which a legal workers’ party 3
will lead a precarious existence interrupted by numerous
persecutions; and these years in their turn will be succeeded 3
by years when Russia will have a legal Social-Democratic §
party following the purely European pattern. The years for
a legal Social-Democratic party have already begun and it
is already something more real than your underground organ- §
isation which is ninety-nine per cent demolished. In order
fully to rally the legalists and imbue their activity with §
more confidence, system, and steadfastness, we must not}
be afraid of speaking of things as they are, we must not be ¢
afraid of calling this reality by its real name, we must notg
be afraid of issuing the slogan and raising the banner. What §
if the courts and the police wrench the banner from oury
hands, what if they wrench it from us scores of times—they:s
cannot destroy it, they cannot take it from us for long; forg
it sums up what actually exists, is growing and is bound te?
continue growing,
Anti-liguidator: Keep to the point. Or I may havef
to remind you of the saying: “He sings well, but nobodyi
knows what the end will be”. You promised to speak plainly.#
Well then, make it plain and more concrcte: what are you
going to inscribe on your banner? .
Legalist: That is exactly what I have been leading up to..§
We establish a legally functioning association to promotd:gis
the working-class movement. This association is based 0D
the principles of Marxism. lts aim is to bring about a change §
in the social conditions of life along Marxist lines, to abolish.%
classes, to abolish the anarchy of production, etc. The imme- 3§
diate aim of the legal party, that is to say, of our associa-
tion, is the complete democratisation of the political and S
social system, help in solving the agrarian problem along S
democratic lines, on the basis of Marxist views, and exten-'§
sive labour legislation. Finally, the means by which the 3
new association carries on its activity are all the legal means g4
of propaganda, agitation, and organisation.
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Anti-liqguidator: You don't suppose that our government
will pelrmit such an association to be officially registered,
do you!

Legalist: Don’t worry, [ am not as naive as that. Of course,
our association will not be registered; but neither will
it be right to regard it as illegal—that is the task we set
ourselves, In each gubernia, worker after worker will draw
up the rules of such an association and submit them to the
authorilies for endorsement. That will be a consistent and
unremilting struggle for legality. The founders and members
of such an association will not be liable to prosecution for
the “dreadful” clauses of the programme of what is at pres-
ent our apology for a party; for the R.S.D.L.P, today is
nothing but an apology for a party, and the “dreadful”
clauses of its programme, such as the demand for a republic
and the dictatorship of the proletariat—to say nothing of
the “dreadful” elauses’ in the numerous resolutions about
an armed uprising, etc.—frighten no one, are of no signifi-
Eancc,.and play no role whatever, unless we mean their
role” in causing people to be sent to penal servitude, al-
}Em.ugl_l in actual fact thoy are not guilty of anything illegal.
I'his is the point, this is the tragicomedy of the present
sltuation in the Party. The hand of the dead grips the
living. The obsolete “clauses” of various resolutions and of the
old Party programme--“clauses” which life itself has repu-
diated, which have become useless and have actually been
relegated to the archives—only serve our enemies, only
hfelp them to suppress us, and render no useful purpose,
lone whatsoever, in promoting the real movement of our
days, the actual Social-Democratic work now being carried
on in the Third Duma, in the legally published magazines
anld newspapers, in the legally existing unions, in the legally
faerd congresses, and so on, and so forth, That is why as
tinna?q wetleﬁalgstg' are concerned, the essence of the ques-
lom Lar?c? t Blt.[}bll'ﬁt 1';0 avmd_ the most dangerous persecu-
Saving l};lena ies (as your followers, th}, f'orglve me for
be gbu, ave been coached to hound the liquidators, would
pmf;_e%ared to concludel, but is, first, the importance in
i tai{pi e of an open working-class mm‘.rement, and, secondly,
I‘Egime T:Ig advantage of the contrad}ctions of the present

- Tes, yes, Mr, Orthodox, the principles of Marxism can
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by no means be reduced to a sum of words learned by rota %
or to “orthodox” formulas fixed once and for all; no, they cop., 3
sist in helping the broad working-class movement, in promot.- %
ing the organisation and initiative of the masses. What jf 3
some word or other remains “unspoken”—1 am fully awarg 3
that you and your followers make it a point to “voice” what 3
has been left unsaid by the Social-Democratic group in the #
Duma, by the legally published magazines, etc.; what if}
some words do remain “unspoken”—what of it, the cause 3N
will still go on. Larger sections of the workers wil]
be drawn into the movement. A resolute step will be taken A
towards uniting open actions. Every politically-conscious
worker will strike a blow at the regime which oppresses him, 4
he will aim at the very contradiction most characteristic of 3
that regime at the moment, the contradiction between the$
formal recognition of legality and the actual refusal to grant
it, between “toleration” of the Social-Democratic group inJj
the Duma and the attempts to suppress the Social-Demos}
cratic party, between the recognition of workers’ associations?
in official statements and their persecution in actual fact. 3
To strike a blow at the contradictions of the regime which 4
oppresses the proletariat—that and not dead formulas, ig]
the living soul of Marxism, One of the principal -1 may
even say one of the fundamental—reasons why the German§
Social-Democratic Party has becn successful, is that it has§
always been willing to sacrifice the formula in the interests:§
of the movement. After 1871 it succeeded in creating a party
whose programme recognised only “lawful” methods of polit+:%
ical activity. It succeeded in building up the strongest:
Social-Democratic movement in the world by means of a3
Social-Democratic programme which is much more “legal”
than ours, for it does not contain and never has contained-J
anything about a republic. You, however, are prepared to 3
show the world an example of a “model-radical” Social- §
Democratic programme in the model-radical absence of a #
Social-Democratic mass organisation, of a Social-Democratic g
mass movement,

Anti-liquidator: So far your entire plan reduces itself in g
practice to a “mass movement” of incoming and outgoing
papers in the governmont offices dealing with the affairs j
of associations and unions, assuming that in cvery guber~ g

]
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sia every politically-conscious worker copies your draft
1an for a legal Marxist “association” and submits them
to the authorities for endorsement. Since you, yourself,
cay that this association will not be permitted, that means
thal no open movement, not ¢ven an “UPE’ﬂ” associat_mn: 18
going to be launched anywhc:wm, exce.pt in your legalist im-
agination, But before answering youin detail, T should like
to ask yvou one more question: do you eonceive of this legal
Marxist “association” as existing in place of the old, ie.,
the present Party, or alongside it?

legalisi: That’s just it. You have touched upon a very
interesting point! This is one of the unfortunate errors com-
mitted by the official leaders of liquidationism. They are
afraid of taking a big step forward along the obviously cor-
rect road: but at the same time they are taking a number
of extremely hazardous steps, totally unvecessary for the
canse, in a different direction—namely, that of opportu-
nism. For my part, I would say that one can be a legalist,
without being a liguidator. One should be a legalist,
without being an opportunist. We must accept the legal
forms of the movement, and we must accept them not half-
way, not in words alone, but seriously and in practice, that is
to say, we must immediately set up a legal Marxist workers’
party; but it would be impermissible opportunism to re-
nounce the reveolution. Yet many, if not the majority, of our
liquidators do reveal such a tendency. The denial of the
hegemony of the working class is opportunism, and I roundly
condemn it. There is no need for us torenounce anything, to
liquidate anything. The new, legal party must exist together
with the old, alongside of it. They will reinforce one another.

| see you are smiling. But there is nothing funny in this.
You may say that it is “double-entry bookkeeping”. But,
then, let me ask you this: Is not the joint existence of a
legal and illegal press something fully analogous to my plan,
or rather to the conclusions I draw from all the lessons
of present-day experience? Before 1905, émigrés could not
contribute to the legal press; in those days periodicals were
banned for printing articles written by such émigrés, even
under a nom de plume, but it is typical of our contradictory
€ra, that well-known émigrés sign their own names to articles
aPpearing both in the illegal and legal press. Yel you do not
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object to this instance of “double-entry bookkeeping”| It
causes no “confusion” whatevor. It is force of habit and noth.
ing else that prevents you from realising that this “douhlezg'je
entry bookkeeping” is dictated by all the conditions of 0
epoch, that we must turn its contradictions to account al?;;-
know what action to take in that sphere in which the mogt®
important events of our times are taking place. In wordgs
you all subscribe to the “combination of illegal with legal 3
work”. Then apply it in practice. Having said A, don'td
be afraid to say B. Since you have accepted this fundamental}
thesm for tactics and organisation in general, don't be afrai(f
to accept it for Party organisation. Get rid of the absurcf
anarchist prejudice against legality, can’t you, and do
resolutely, seriously and sincerely, , g

Anti-liquidator: That is just the trouble with you; yg&?
are merely playing at “legality”, pretending “legality”
Wh_ereas the Germans relied on a legality which actuallj:?*
existed. The example of the legal and illegal press is a par-}
ticularly glaring argument against you. When a Social-4
Demf)crat who is working illegally uses the legal press to )
pu}.::hsh what is legally permissible, he is not playing at lo-§
ggllt_y, but is actually taking advantage of a legality that'?}
within certain narrow limits, actually does exist, Ynu;":'
legal workers' party, however, or Marxist association ;T'

*

well as the “open workers” party” of the liquidators from:
wl.mm you do not really differ at bottom) is just a Iegalist‘F
mirage, nothing more; for you, yourself, admit that it will3
not be permitted, that actually these so-called “legal” asso- 3
clations will have no legal existence. Just as the anarcho- 4
syndicalists indulge mainly in “revolutionary acrobatics”,
so all you manage to achieve is “legalistic acrobatics”. The 3
Cadcts have a party that fun. tions legally although.f
1t 1s legally non-existent, not because they have 3
turned _the contradictions to account, but because there 3
15 nojchmg revolutionary in the content of their work,
anq it does not imply any democratic organisational }
actwlty_among the masses. Their work is of a liberal- 3
monarchist nature, and the autocracy can afford to permit
and tolerate political activity of this kind. But the autoc- 3
racy cannot afiord to tolerate the activity of Marxists among ¥
the working class, and it is najve to try to promote the cause
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hy a masquerade. Your “legal association”, as well as the

~open workers' party” of the liquidators, is nothing but a

cham association, a masquerade, for actually you are counting
on the Social-Democrats. ‘The ambiguous and vague formu-
lations which you have chosen to define the aims, platform
and tactics of your “association” are but a verbal disguise,
flimsy defences, the same sort of legalistic acrohaticg. Qur
Party must speak out in the Duma, found legally functioning
irade unions and speak at legally held congresses and it
would be sheer anarchism or intellectualist nihilism to deny
this. It is by recognising this kind of activity that we take
‘to account the new conditions of the new epoch. Bu$
legality for political activity 1s still out of the question
(except for intellectual opportunists), because the conditions
for such legality have not yet been won, and it is a futile
dream to think that you can “creep into” it. In the case of
the Germans, such legality had been fully created by 1871,
the transformation of the country on bourgeois lines had been
completed and the conditions for a directly revolutionary
movement had entirely disappeared. It is these real condi-
tions and not the skill of the German Social-Democrats that
made possible the emergence of a Social-Democratic party
that is really legal and does not play at legality or indulge
in “legalist acrobatics”.

It is a naive dream and a meaningless pastime to try
to copy some of the legal clauses of the programme of such
legal party, some of its resolutions, etc., and transfer this
sort of “legality” to Russia, for you cannot transfer to
Russia the German completion of the bourgeois revolution,
the German history of a democracy that had spent itself,
the German “revolution from above” of the 1860s,'*" and the
actually existing German legality. There are some monarch-
ist countries in which republican parties exist legally;
what legality will actually be like in Russia after her bour-
geois revolutions have been achieved and we have a bour-
geois system similar to that existing in Kurope, remains to
be seen when the future batlles are over; it will be deter-
ruined by their outcome. The task of the Social-Democratic
movement today is to be able to prepare itself and the masses
for revolution under the special conditions of the period of
the June Third regime.
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Under these conditions a legal party of the working g
class, an open workers’ party, is a hollow phrase—it simply 4
conceals the desire for the legalisation of ... a group of legal- §
1st opportunists. This is the kind of legalisation actually “§
enjoyed by the Popular Socialists. This legalisation is ac- 4
tually enjoyed by the group of our legal, liquidationist '3
Journalists. It is not by cliance but of necessity, uot due to §
the “errors” of some liquidators but by virtue of the social 4
composition of all the intellectual-liquidationist groups, .4
that all opportunist elements—all those who nurture the 3
idea of renouncing the revolution and repudiating the hegem- §
ony of the proletariat—gravitate and cannot help gravi-§
tating toward them. The only way in which the legalist 3
may be distinguished from these people is by his good inten- 3
tions; actually, he is indistinguishable. The real conditions
of the present epoch are such that the legalisation of the Pop-
ular Socialists and the legalisation of the group of liquida-~ 7§
tionist writers is possible and inevitable: hut the legalisa-~

tion of a workers’ party is mere words.

The illegal party of the working class exists, and even 4
the fact that it has, in our days, been extremely weakened, 3}
and that most of its organisations have fallen to pieces, %
does not militate against its existence. Again and again the
revolutionary underground is given fresh impetus by newly- 4
emerging study circles and groups. The question reduces
itself to the following: what is the organised force, what is ¢
the ideological tradition, what is the party capable of in- §
fluencing, and which will influence, the open actions of the s
worker deputies in the Duma, of the workers’ trade unions,
of the workers’ clubs, and of the workers’ delegates at vari- 4
ous legally held congresses? The revolutionary proletarian

party, the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, or ihe

opportunist group of liquidationist writers? That is the real ;f
essence of the “struggle against liquidationism”, that is the

real background which creates a gulf between the adversa-
ries in this conflict. And this gulf cannot be bridged by any
good intentions, by any altempts to draw a verbal distinc-
tion between legalism and liquidationism.,

Diskussionny Listok, No. 3,
April 29 (May 12), 1914
Signed: B, V. Kuprianoy

Published according to
the Dishiussionny Listor text
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“‘REGRET” AND “SHAME”

Every crisis reveals the real nalure of phepo_mena or proc-
esses, sweeps away the superficial, the trivial, the extei'—
nal, and demonstrates the more profound fundamentals
of what is taking place. Take, for instance, the most common
and least complicated of crises in the sphere of economic
phenomena, a strike. Nothing serves to reveal more clearly
the actual relationships between classes, the real_ I{aturii
of contemporary society, the fact that the vast majority Dd
the population has to submit to the power of_hungf.:r, an 1
that the propertied minority resorts to organised violence
in order to maintain its rule. Take commerclal_ and indus-
trial crises. Nothing refutes so glaringly the various spcech?’s
of the champions and apostles of “harmonyﬁof interests”,
nothing reveals so vividly and so fully the BIl'l;ll’B:‘ mechamsn;.
of the contemporary, capitalist system, the “anarchy o
production”, the disunity of the producers and the struggle
of each against all and of all against each.‘ Tz}ke,_ las_tly,
such a crisis as war. All the political and social institutions
are tested and verified “by fire and sword™. The strength or
weakness of the institutions and social sysiem of every nation
are determined by the outcome of the war and its conse-
uences, The essential nature of international relgtmns under
capitalism—the open robbery of the weaker—is fully and
clearly exposed by war. ' L

The significance of our notoricus “parhamentary. crisis
ties also in its revelation of the deep-rooted contradictions
of the entire social and political system of Busm_a_. Most
of those participating in and acting out this crisis are,
Unfortunately, not attempting fo explain it, to indicate its
Feal causes and real significance but are doing their best to
obscure it by words, words and more words—some of them are
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Under these conditions a legal party of the working &
class, an open workers’ party, is a hollow phrase —it simply §
conceals the desire {or the legalisation of ... a group of legal-
st opportunists. This is the kind of legalisation actually 3
enjoyed by the Popular Socialists. 7'his legalisation is ac- .4
tually enjoyed by the group of our legal, liquidationist §
Journalists. It is not by chance but of necessity, not due to .3
the “errors” of some liquidators but by virtue of the social.
composition of all the intellectual-liquidationist groups, 3
that all opportunist elements—all those who nurture the
idea of renouncing the revolution and repudiating the hegem- 4
ony of the proletariat—gravitate and cangot help gravi-
tating toward them. The only way in which the legalist 3
may be distinguished from these people is by his good inten-
tions; actually, he is indistinguishable, The real conditions
of the present epoch are such that the legalisation of the Pop-~ 3
ular Socialists and the legalisation of the group of liquida- 3
tionist writers is possible and inevitable; but the legalisa- %

tion of a workers’ party is mere words,

~The illegal party of the working class exists, aund even 4
the fact that it has, in our days, becn extremely weakened, 3
and that most of its organisations have fallen to pieces,
does not militate against its existence, Again and again the
revolutionary underground is given iresh impetus by newly- §
emerging study circles and groups. The question reduces 4
itself to the following: what is the organised force, what is 3
the ideological tradition, what is the party capable of in- §
fluencing, and which will influence, the open actions of the 3
worker deputies in the Duma, of the workers’ trade unions,

- of the workers’ clubs, and of the workers’ delegates at vari-
ous legally held congresses? The revolutionary proletarian
party, the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, or the

opportunist group of liquidationist writers? That is the real

essence of the “struggle against liquidationism”, that is the
real background which creates a gulf between the adversa-
ries in this conflict. And this gulf cannot be bridged by any
good intentions, by any attempts to draw a verbal distine
tion between legalism and liquidationism.
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April 29 (May 12), 1911
Signed: B. V. Kuprianow

Published according to
the Dishussionny Listok text

189

“REGRET” AND “SHAME”

Every crisis reveals the real nature of phepqmena Or proc-
esses, sweeps away the superficial, the trivial, the exter-
nal, and demonstrates the more profound fundamentals
of what is taking place. Take, for instance, the most common
and least complicated of crises in the sphere of economic
phenomena, a strike. Nothing serves to reveal more clearly
the actual relationships between classes, the real‘ nature
of contemporary society, the fact that the vast majority {‘.ldf
thie population has to submit to the power of_ hunger, an
that the propertied minority resorts to {)rga}n_lsed vlfalence
in order to maintain its rule. Take commercial and indus-
trial crises. Nothing refutes so glaringly the various SpGBGh{iS
of the champions and apostles of “harmony‘ of interests”,
nothing reveals so vividly and so fully the BI]tII‘e:‘ mechanism.
of the contemporary, capitalist system, the “anarchy of
production”, the disunity of the producers and the struggle
of each against all and of all against each. Te}ke,_ lastly,
such a erisis as war, All the political and social institutions
are tested and verified “by fire and sword”. The strength or
weakness of the institutions and social system of cvery nation
are determined by the outcome of the war and its conse-
Quences, The essential nature of international relations under
capitalism—the open robbery of the weaker—is fully and
clearly exposed by war. | o

The significance of our notorious “parliamentary _ crisis
lies also in its revelation of the deep-rooted contradictions
of the entire social and political system of Russia. Most
of those participating in and acting out this crisis are,
unfartunately, not attempting fo explain it, to 111fhcate its
eal causes and real significance but are doing their best to
obseure it by words, words and more words—some of them are
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doing so deliberately, others because of their warped judge.
ment or in deference to routine and tradition. The “big day”
in the Third Duma, April 27, the day of the debate with
Stolypin, was a big day of “parlinmentary” phrase-monger- §
ing. But, despite the inordinate torrents of verbiage leot .§
loose by Stolypin himself and by his friends and opponents,
they were unable fo hide the essence of the matter. And the
more the daily press tries to distract the attention of ijts
readers by harping on liberal phrases, details and Juridical 4
formalities, the more appropriate it is to review again the

picture of the crisis which was revealed on April 27.

The keynote of Stolypin’s speech was defence of the “rights
of the Crown” from any “derogation”. “The significance of
Article 87.” said Stolypin, “is that it defines the rights of 3
the Crown, and it cannot be departed from without creating -
an undesirable precedent.” Stolypin cbjects to the attempts. g
“to discredit the right of the supreme authority to invoke. §
Article 87 in an emergency such as had arisen before the pro- 3
rogation of the Chambers”. “This right,” he said, “is incontro-
vertible; it is based on, and rooted in, the conditions of life
itself.” “Any other interpretation of this right is inaccepta- §
ble,” he went on to say; “it would violate the meaning and %
sense of the law, it would reduce to naught the Monarch's §

right to issue emergency decrces.”

All this is very clear, and all this is not mere words, 3
The question is stated in cynically “realistic” terms, The 3
Crown and attempts at its derogation.... If a dispute arises
as to who is ultimately to interpret the meaning of the law,
then force decides the issue. All this is very clear, and is

not mere words.

On the other hand, Maklakov's “ardent, fervent, impas- §
sioned, and sincere” reproaches were nothing but mere words, J
juggling, juridical fictions. “1t was with 5 feeling of pro- 4
found regret and great shame” (report in Rech, April 28, p. 4 #
that he had heard certain references to the Crown. Makla-
kov, who spoke on behalf of the entjre so-called “constitu- 3
tional Centre” (i. e., on behalf of the Cadets and Octobrists), 3

defended the usual fiction of the monarchy being constitu-
tional. But the “defence”, voiced by the Cadets, or by the

Cadets and the Octobrists, consisted of hollow phrase-mon- 3

gering. What has it to do with regret and shame when
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it is a question of force? The hourgeoisie, who would like
to have a constitution, regret the _fac‘t that tjle Crown
refuses to grant a constitution, and is “ashamed” of this.
The Crown is “ashamed” to have anyone impose a c’?nstl-
tution on it, regards it as “derogation ~and regrets” any
and all interpretation of any law that might be intended to
“derogate”.

dLHrﬁfe we have two sides, and two int.erpretatiuns of_ the
law. Regrets and shame on both sides, w1th“the m:,ly differ-
ence that one side does nothing else but regret” and be
“ashamed”; whereas the other side says nothing either about
regretting or about being ashamed—it says only that dero-
gation is “anacceptable”. ) ”

Surely it is obvious that the ones to be ashanlgd ~of
this state of affairs, the ones to be ashamed of their im-
potence, should be the Maklakovs, should be the whole of
our Cadet and Octobrist bourgeoisie. The spokesman of _the
Council of the United Nobility is cynical about the crisis
he cynically engincered, he hurls defiance and draws his
sword. And the liberal bourgeoisie, like a street-trader who
has been scared out of his wits by a police officer, shrinks
back in awe, muttering: I regret, I am ashamed to ... be
treated in this manner! .

“I say,” Maklakov vowed, “that I am a better constitu-
tionalist than the Chairman of the Council of Min_lsters
[I can imagine how Stolypin inwardly, and in the privacy
of his home, laughed at these words; the point, my dear sir,
15 not whether one proclaims onesclf a constitutmnaltlst,
but who possesses the power to determinec whether a constitu-
tion shall exist, and what kind of constitution it shall be!],
but for all that I am no less a monarchist than he. [Stoly-
Din smiles even-more contentedly, so that’s the kind of a
fellow he is—starts off by uttering threats, and winds ug
by offering regrets! He is a great warrior, this Maklakov!]
I consider it lunacy to ereate a monarchy where it has Ro
foots, but just as much lunacy to renounce it where its

storical roots are strong.” ...

Having first uttered some threats, and then offered his
'egrets, he now begins to cite arguments in favour of Stoly-
Pin. Oh, magnificent parliamentarian of the liberals! Oh,
icomparable leader of the “constitutional” (lucus a non




192 V. I. LENIN

lucendo *—“constitutional” though there is no constitution) g
Centre, of the Cadet and Octobrist Centre!

“T'he Chairman of the Council of Ministers”, thunderg
our tribune of “people’s freedom” (read, of the historica) §
slavery of our people), “may still remain in power; he will 3
hold on to it both because of fear of the revolution which
is being engineered by his own agents (shouts from the 4
benches on the right: “Shame!”, tumult) ... and because of 4
the danger of creating a precedent!”

It is a tale about how Ivan Ivanovich cried “shame” 3
upon Ivan Nikiforovich, and Ivan Nikiforovieh cried 7
“shame” upon Ivan Ivanovich.'** “It’s a shame not to observe -}
the common standards of constitutional procedure,” Ivan e
Ivanovich says to Ivan Nikiforovich. “It’s a shame to threat- 3
en a revolution, which you yourself fear, in which you don't .3
believe, and which you don’t help,” Ivan Nikiforovich says §
to Ivan Ivanovich. 4

Well, reader, who do you think had the better of that.
argument? E

The representative of the “constitutional Centre”, Lvov 4
the First, spoke after Gegechkori who had quite correctly.
explained that the liberal press wrongly ropresents the crisis
as being of a “constitutional” nature, that the Cadets “have, 4
through their spokesmen, supported the criminal illusion
about a constitutional Centre”, and that a constitution needs
a certain movement, which is still lacking. (Gegechkori .3
made one awkward slip at the end when he mentioned “an-  §
archy”—that was not the word he should have used.) .

To judge by the speech of Lvov the First, it secmed at
one time that even some of the landowners had learned a 3
thing or two from Gegechkori’s explanations, “All that has
happened,” said Lvov the First, “goes to show indeed that -3
we have no Constitution, and we have no parliamentary .}
system; but neither have we any fundamental laws and, in
general, any organised system [that’s a good one! And what
about the existence of the landowners—doesn’'t that mean
that there is an organised landowners’ system? You let your

* An uniranslatable Latin pun: its meaning is clear from the con-
lext. (Literally “a grove, but not giving light”; lucus—a grove, lucere—
to give light.)— Ed.

|
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tongues run away with you, gentlemen of thu_“ﬂonstitutional
Centre” ]—there is only arbitrary rgle [that is precisely one
of the fundamental and most essential fe,aturus of the organ-
ised landowner system] and demagogy. ’“ o

Judging by the interpretation of the “progressive Jand-
1ord Nikolai Nikolayevich Lvov the :FII'SE, demagogy stands
for something highly unpleasant. Listen furthe.r:

“And the men who are now in office employ this demagogy
in order to enhance their own influence and their own power.
Bul others, too, will make use of this dem_agngy—th_ose who
want to seize power [brr ... what an odious and immoral
desire! Far be it from the Russian liberal bourgeois to
entertain such a desire. It is only in Fhe decadent West
that th: immoral bourgeoisie tries to seize power, and has
cven invented the unnatural doctrine that only the bourgeoi-
sie in power can safeguard a bourgeois constitution. We,
the Russian liberals, have been enlightened by the moral
and idealist sermons of Struve, Berdayev and Co. anf] we
are, therefore, of the opinion that power must remain 1n
the hands of the Tolmachovs, whereas the Maklakovs ought
to be engaged in writing instructions for the truly consti-
tutional application of that powerl... those who are more
proficient in wielding the instrument of _d'emagugj‘y. Fear
this demagogy, for everything will be sacrificed to 1’t: your
dignity, your possessions, your honour, and Russia’s civic
syslem.” _

}Thc “progressist” Nikolai Nikolayevich Lvov th“e First
talks sense. He is even fairly clear when he refers to “posses-
sions”. For instance, if vesterday a landowner owned
10,000 dessiatines, and today he is left with only 50 des-
siatines, it means that 9,950 dessiatines have been “sacri-
ficed” to “demagogy”. That is clear. That is not mere ‘woyds;’
But matters are not so clear when he refers to “dignity
and “honour”. Does our progressist imply that a landlord
¢an be a man of “dignity” and “honour” only when he owns
10,000 dessiatines, and that he is bound to lose both if he
loses 9,950 of his dessiatines? Or does Lvov the First imply
that dignity and honour stand to be sacrificed if the gies_sm—
tines do not fetch a fair price—say, 500 rubles a dessiatine?

On the subject of “Tussia’s civic system” the “progressist”
Lvov the First is somewhat at sea. If it is true, as he said,
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that we have neither a constitution, nor a parliamentary 3

system, nor fundamental laws, that means that we have ngo
civic system either, and what doesn’t exist, cannot be sac-
rificed. If what Lvov the First said is true, this means that
our civic system has been sacrificed to our “organised [land-
owner] system”. Wasn't this a slip of the tongue on the
part of our “progressist”? Didn’t he mean to say that our
organised landowner system would be sacrificed to Russia’s
civic system? Didn’t he imply that it would be demagogy if
events were to take such a hypothetical course? When he
said —“fear this demagogy”—didn’t he imply that the
majority of the Third Duma ought to fear that hypothetical
course of events?

1t is a tale about how Ivan Ivanovich accused Ivan
Nikiforovich of demagogy, and Ivan Nikiforovich accused

Ivan Ivanovich of the same thing: “You are a demagogue,”

said Ivan Ivanovich to Ivan Nikiforovich, “because you are '

in office and you are using it to enhance your own influence

and your own power, while at the same time pretending to
said 3
Ivan Nikiforovich to Ivan Ivanovich, “you are a dema- 3

»

serve the national interests of the population.” “No,

gogue, because you are shouting at the top of your voice and

in a public place, that all we have is arbitrary rule, and that
we have neither a constitution nor fundamental laws; more-
over you are hinting rather impolitely at some sort of sac-

rifice of our possessions.”
We do not know which of them proved, in the long run,

that the other was a demagogue, But we do know that when

thieves fall out true men come into their own.

Zvezda, No. 21, May 7, 1911 Published according
Stgned:. V. Iyin to the Zuezda text
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LETTER TO THE MEETING OF THE C.C. MEMBERS
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. ABROAD %

Igorev's piece of paper dated June 1, 1911, once again
shows the disgraceful game being played around the conven-
ing of the C.C.; that policy of delay and sabotage which
the Central Organ of our Parly has been exposing for a long
time, over a period of several months.

Igorev's assertion that Yudin and Kostrov'®® comprise
a temporary Bureau or even a part of it, is out and out lying.
Over a long period of months, when Makar and Lindov ™
(after Innokenty) constifuted the Bureau organisation, se-
lected agents, arranged a number of visits connected with
the affairs of the central organisation, organised meetings
with agents and candidates for co-option (Makar and Kat-
sap '’ and others, with Milyutin and others), established
contact with the general Party centre for Social-Democrat-
ic work in the Duma, and with the city Social-Democratic
circles at the time of the elections (Moscow), etc., cte., no
such work was carried out either by Yudin or Kostrov.
Precisely none, absolutely none of this kind of activity was
carried out by either one of them. -

Not a single official body of the Party abroad (neither the
Central Organ nor the Central Committee Bureau Abroad)
received a single formal notification of the co-option of
Yudin and Kostrov to the Bureau.

Yor a period of more than two months following the arrest
of Makar and Lindov, not a single piece of paper, not a sin-
gle letter was received and no one heard a sound about Yudin
or Kostrov regarding their work in the Bureau. Not only
Were Yudin and Kostrov not recognised by anyone as mem-

¢rs of the Bureau (as were, without any argument, Makar

3
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and Lindov), but neither did Yudin or Kostrov ask for g
kopek, and, unlike Makar and Lindov, they did not mform

the Central Commititee Bureau Abrﬂad that they cnmprlsed
the Bureau.

In such a state of affairs we maintain that Igorev’s refar..
ence to Kostrov and Yudin comprising the “Burcau” is

oy "B

a mockery of the Party, is deception of the Party. We shall §

expose this deception.

Further, after the experience of Inok, Makar and others, 3
etc., we regard 3
all attempts to revive the Central Committee in Russia §
with the old C.C. members, elected in London, as playing §
right into Stolypin’s hands. We warn the Party against those ¢
who are angling for uninformed people, who send Central §
Commiftec members where conditions are impossible, who 3§
sond them on jobs that cannot be done, straight into the .3
hands of the police.

108

and following the exposure by Olgin,

Finally, as regards the “plan” to call a plenary meeting #
in @ month’s time, announced in Igorev’'s paper of June 1, 3

1911, but of which ke said rothing to the Central Committee -4

bl

Bureau Abroad, we draw the Party’s attention to a new =%
intrigue of the liquidators in connection with the convening 4

of the Central Committee,

No Central Committee can be convened within a month, ::
but it is possible to “bring together” fictitious Central Commit-

tee members—that is the kernel of the Golos intrigue.

Since the Plenary Meeting, four Bolshevik members of 3
the Central Committee (Meshkovsky-|-Innokenty-{-Makar-{- &
-+Lindov) have been lost while engaged in the Central Com- %
mittee work. The Menbheviks have not lost one member, for 3

not one of them has been working!!

And so now, the Golos group dare to propose a period of
a month calﬁu]atlng on bringing in such individuals as j

109

Pyotr'®® who, for a whole year and a half (since the Plenary

Meetmg) has not done a single stroke of work, who not once "f\.
put in an appearance at Lhe Bureau. The Gaios group know 3

that within a month it is not possible to “bring together”
Bolsheviks who are in exile either following a trial or by
administrative decision.

They sent the Central Committee to Russia
that it might be destroyed there”)

“in order
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They lived to see the day when all the Bolsheviks had
heen arrested,

They were able to save all the fictitious Menshevik members
who had been iInactive.

They want to fix a period of one month in which ficticious
Central Committee members like Pyotr could be brought
there, and Bolsheviks who were working could not even be
nolified!

They are wrong if they think that the game the liquida-
tors are playing with the convocation of a plenary meeting
will not be disclosed to the Parly!

written between May 19 and 23
{June { and 5), 1911




200 V. 1. LENIN
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SUMMARY (PLAN) FOR REPORT
BY THREE BOLSHEVIK MEMBERS OF THE C.C.
TO A PRIVATE MEETING
OF NINE MEMBERS OF TIIE CENTRAL COMMITTEE

1. History of attempts to restore the Central Committee
in Russia,

Two periods:
(a) I. 1910-August (or September) 1910.
Two Bolshevik members of the Central Committee arrested

fnllm.ving attempts to convene the Committee. Arranged C.C.
meetings many times. Not once did Mikhail-|-Yuri+Roman, 3

not a single Menshevik, put in an appearance.
(b) End of 1910-spring 1911,
New Bureau formed by two Bolshevik members of the

Central Commitiee. Not a single Menshevik participated in -

their work (contact with agents, with the Duma group, with

the Moscow Social-Democrats in connection with the clec- 3

tions, etc.).

One Menshevik (Kostrov) turned up at the Bureau once ot
{wice in order to “vole”!

Both Bolsheviks arrested,

Conclusion: all Bolshevik members of the Committee
arrested on account of the Central Committee work and
while engaged in this work.

Of the Mensheviks, a section (Mikhail+ Yuri-| Roman)
refused to take any part whatsoever, one (Pyotr) took not
the slightest part for a whole year and a half, one (Kostrov)
turned up twice at the Bureau in one and a half years (in

fff

1911!), having played absolutely no part whatsoever in the 4

Central Commitice work. For two and a half months after
the arrests of the Bolsheviks, this Menshevik took not @

b
:
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single step, nor did he write a single lotter staling that he
was re-forming the Committee.

Therefore, we consider i1t insolent fuy Igorev to state
that this Menshevik-+ Bundist now comprise the Dureau (no
iormal notification of this having be(_m given the Central
Committee Bureau Abroad, and it being recognised by no
el
fJnE:){s it now possible to restore the plenary meeting abroad?

Juridically—9 out of 15 members arc available. Formally
they can (a) proclaim themselves the meeting. Beyund
question from the formal point of view, such a step is prob-
ably admissible with a majority of one, that is, by a vote
of five out of these nine, against four, In rf_aalr,_ty,'t.hg value
of such a formally irreproachable step 1is 11151gmﬁr:,:311t;
‘here can be no doubt that it will be impossible for th_e Cen-
tral Commitlee to carry out its role under such circum-
stances. _ _

(b) Formally, it is also possible for these nine avallaple
members of the C.C. to bring over from Russia people w_lth
the rights of alternate members. What is thfs aEtugl meaning
of such a step? The Mensheviks can “bring either their
liquidators (Mikhail- Yuri+ Roman, and others), whq (after
the famous statement of Mikhail+ Yuri+Roman) Wlll. not
be recognised as Ceniral Commiitee members by a single
honest Party member, or two Central Committee members
who attended the Plenary Meeting in January 1910, and since
then. for one and a half years, have not carried out any
Central Committee work. The period required to bring them
together is unpredictable. | .

The Bolsheviks may bring in another two of their alter-
nate members in addition to the three Bolsheviks already
available. In order to do this, months and months of wqu
are required to establish contact with exiles, organise
escapes, arrange for aid to their families, etc., elc. l‘t is im-
possible to say how many months would be required for
this “work”. |

For the Party, the real meaning of this protracted work
of bringing together “formal” candidates, who at the moment
are incapable of providing genuine ﬁentrgl 1eafler5h1p in
Russia, will not only be nil, the real meaning will be even
worse, for the game of allocating places in central bhodies
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which vigorous action must be taken.
After eighteen months of unsuccessful attempts {o restore

- il
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i
i
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hides from the local Party groups the sad reality in respect of @

43
i+

the Central Committee, to feed the Party with further prom- fr

ises—tomorrow “you” will have a Committee—that would

be an affront to the Party. We do not intend to be a party to

any such affront.

3. It goes without SH}TiI]g that an attem pt to brillg’ tﬂgether

candidates in Russia in order to restore the Central Commit- 3

tee there, can only come from supporters of St i

police know all the candidates al1dp£eep them unoc%gf;?llrvrglillf
lance as has been shown by the arrests of Innokenty and
Makar, twice and three times. That is the first and most
Important thing to note. And secoudly, the real aim of such
a gathering—the co-option of people Iiving in Russia—is
tmpossible of achievement now, since there are none avail-

able (they were seized with Makar when he was last arrest-

ed), It is impossible to achieve the unaunimity required by
the r_ules in the co-oplion of Mensheviks, since not one Bol-
shevik (as has already been stated by Inok to Sverchkov)
will allow in a single liquidator (or Golos supporter)

4, At prescnt the real position of the Party is such that
almost everywhere in the localities there are informal
extremely small and tiny Party workers’ groups and nuclei
that. meet irregularly. Everywhere they are combating
liquidator-legalists in the unions, clubs, ete. They are not
connected with each other. Very rarely do they see any
literature. They enjoy prestige among workers. In these
groups Bolsheviks and Plekhanov's supporters unite, and to
some exient those Vperyod “supporters” who have réad Vpe—
ryod literature or have heard Vperyod speakers, but have not
yet been dragged into the isolated Vperyod faction set up
abroad,

This anti-Party faction undoubtedly has some influence
although it is not great, among a section of St. Peter&burg"
?vorkers. There is sufficient proof that it does not hold
itself responsible to any Central Committee, and interferes
as much as possible with the work of the Social-Democrats
{so far it has not given a direct call to the elections to the
Fpur)th Duma, and continues to flirt with the otzo-
Vists),

S e e
et Ay o
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¢.r more serious anti-Party and anti-Social-Democratic
forjze .« the faction of the independent legalists(Nasha Za:rg};].szr—k~
- Dyelo  Zhizni+Golos Sotsial-Demokrata), 1t has been
beyond doubt that they recognise no Centlja‘l Commit-
iec and publicly ridicule Central Curpm}ttee d‘eqlsmns. They
cannot carry out the Plenary Meeting's decisions (not to
«minimise” the role of an illegal party, etc.) because they
do not wish to. They cannot help taking the opposite line
tion. ‘
UfI\?S honest Social-Democrat can doubt t}lat the “independ-
ent legalists” are preparing for t.h}a elections to the Fourth
Duma, and will conduet their election work separately from
ontrary to the Party.
{m’ﬁl{hg taskrgf Party members is clear: they must no longer
permit the slightest delay, nor postpone for even a day a
forthright declaration against the independent legallﬂts:r
they must openly and decisively call on Party workers
circles in Russia to prepare for the elections, to work for
the elcetion of only those Party members who are fu_lly
loyal and aware of the danger of this tendency, am‘I‘ during
the election campaign to warn the workers against the “legalist
independents” and to struggle against them.
Such is the task of the day for our Party. There must
be 10 deviation from this presentation of an issue with which

prnved

the existing situation (and the independent legalists) con-
front us. All evasions, delays, attempis by 1319 legalists
to repeat the game of “promises” and “assurances” are fraught
with great danger to the Party, ' |

5. Qur practical conclusion: the meeting of the nine must
absolutely and immediately issue a manifesto to the Party
in which the failure to convene the Central Committee 1n
Russia is truthfully and fully described, and which caﬁlls
upon local Party circles to display initiative and establish
regional organising commissions and, following that, a _Gen-
tral Organising Commission and to conduct a _determmed,
direct and implacable struggle against the “independent
legalisLs”.

A formal vote of the Plenary Meeting of the Central Com-
mittee supporting this call should only take place if the
overwhelming majority of the nine members of the Central
Committee, not merely five, agree to regard themselves as
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hides from the local Part ity i

which vigorous action nlisgtr{lj)l{;ptsai{lgfad retlity in respect of
After eightecn months of unsuccessful attempts

the Central Committee, to feed the Party with furt

1s¢s—tomorrow “you” will have a Committee—that would

be an affront to the Party. We do not intend to b
any such affront.

3. It goes without saying that an attempt to bring together
candidates in Russia in order to restore the Central Commit
t-ee.there, can only come from supporters of Stolypin Th-
police know all the candidates and keep them under sui'veil?
lance as h_a:’-s been shown by the arrests of Innokenty and
Makar, twice and three times. That is the first and most
important thing to note. And secondly, the real aim of such
a gathgrmg—the co-option of people living in Russia—is
impossible of achievement now, since there are none avail.
able (they were seized with Makar when he was last arrest-
ed). It is impossible to achieve the unanimity required b
the 1'_ules in the co-option of Mensheviks, since not one Bﬂl)-r-
S]J.E‘Vlk (as ]:135 already been stated by Inok to Sverchkov)
will allow in a single liquidator (or Golos supporter)

4. At present the real position of the Party is SllC}.I that
almost everywhere in the localities there are informal
extremely sn_aall and tiny Party workers’ groups and nuclei
t!lat. meet irregularly. Everywhere they are combatin
liquidator-legalists in the unions, clubs, ete, They are no%
connected with each other. Very rarely do they see any
literature. They enjoy preslige among workers. In these
groups Bolsheviks and Plekhanov's supporters unite and to
some extent those Vperyod “supporters” who have read Vpe-
ryodbllterature or have heard Vperyod speakers, but ﬁave 1}1901:
gﬁioag?n dragged into the isolated Vperyod faction set up

This an_tl-_Party faction undoubtedly has some influence
although it is not great, among a scction of St Petvrsburé
*:;w;rkers. There is sufficient proof that it does noi; hold
itself responsible to any Central Committee anﬂ interferes
as much as possible with the work of the St;cial—Democrats

(E;g tar it has not given a direct call to the clections to the
l*}utlr)t.h Duma, and continues to flirt with the otzo-
vists),

to restore
her prom- 3

e a party to

Foray
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A {ar more serious anti-Party and anti-Social-Democratic
force is the faction of the independent legalists(Nasha Zarya+-
a-Dyelo Zhizni+Golos Sotsial-Demokrata). 1t has heen
proved beyond doubt that they recognise no Centra'l Commit-
toe and publicly ridicule Central Committee decisions. They
cannot carry out the Plenary Mceting’s decisions (not to
«minimise” the role of an illegal party, etc.) because they
do not wish to. They cannot help taking the opposite line
of action.

No honest Social-Democrat can doubt that the “independ-
ent legalists” are preparing for the eleclions to the Fourth
Duma, and will conduct their election work separately from
and contrary to the Party.

The task of Party members is clear: they must no longer
permit the slightest delay, nor postpone for even a day a
forthright declaration against the independent legallstsi
they must openly and decisively call on Party workers
cireles in Russia to prepare for the elections, to work for
lhe eleetion of only those Party members who are fully
loyal and aware of the danger of this tendency, and during
the election campaign to warn the workers against the “legalist
independents” and to struggle against them,

Such is the task of the day for our Party. There must
be 1o deviation from this presentation of an issue with which
the existing situation (and the independent legalists) con-
front us. All cvasions, delays, attempts by the legalists
to repeat the game of “promises” and “assurances” are fraught
with great danger to the Party.

5. Qur practical conclusion: the meeting of the nine must
absolutely and immediately issue a manifesto to the Party
in which the failure to convene the Central Committee in
Russia is truthfully and fully described, and which calls
upon local Party circles to display initiative and establish
regional organising commissions and, following that, a Cen-
tral Organising Commission and to conduct a determined,
direct and implacable struggle against the “independent
legalists”.

A formal vote of the Plenary Meeting of the Central Com-
mittee supporting this call should only take place if the
overwhelming majority of the nine members of the Central
Committee, not merely five, agree to regard themselves as
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hides from the local Party groups the sad reality in respect of
which vigorous action must be taken.

After eighteen months of unsuccessful attempts to restore
the Central Committee, to feed the Party with further prom-
1scs—tomorrow “you” will have a Committee—that would
be an affront to the Party. We do not intend to be a party to
any such affront.

3. It goes without saying that an attempt to bring together
candidates in Russia in order to restore the Central Commit-
tee there, can only come from supporters of Stolypin. The
police know all the candidates and keep them under surveil-
lance as has becen shown by the arrests of Innokenty and
Makar, twice and three times. That is the first and most
important thing to note. And secondly, the real aim of such
a gathering—the co-option of people living in Russia—is
impossible of achievement now, since there are none avail-
able (they were seized with Makar when he was last arrest-
ed). It is impossible to achieve the unanimity required by
the rules in the co-option of Mensheviks, since not one Bol-
shevik (as has already been stated by Inok to Sverchkov)
will allow in a single liquidator (or Golos supporier).

4. At present the real position of the Party is such that
almost everywhere in the localities there are informal,
extremely small and tiny Party workers’ groups and nuclei
that meet irregularly, Everywhere they are combating
liquidator-legalists in the unions, clubs, ete. They are not
connected with each other. Very rarely do they see any
literature. They enjoy prestige among workers. In these
groups Bolsheviks and Plekhanov's supporters unile, and to
some extent those Vperyod “supporters” who have read Vpe-
ryod literature or have heard Vperyod speakers, but have not
yet been dragged into the isolated Vperyod faction set up
abroad.

This anti-Party faction undoubtedly has some influence,
although it is not great, among a section of St. Petersburg
workers. There is sufficient proof that it does not hold
itself responsible to any Central Committee, and interferes
as much as possible with the work of the Social-Democrats
{so far it has not given a dircet call to the clections to the
Fourth Duma, and continues to {lirt with the otzo-
vists).

L
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» more serious anti-Party and anti-Social-Democratic
foief?s the faction of the independent legalists(Nasha Z1ar%a+
- Dyelo Zhizni~+ Golos Sotsial-Demokrata). It bhas ef:tn |
p'rove-:l heyond doubt that they recognise no Centl_'a} Conag; -
tee and publicly ridicule Central Commzttee d'eqlsmns. ey
cannot carry out the Plenary Meeting’s decisions (1nuthto
“minimise” the role of an illegal party, etc.) becauf::e tl'ey
do not wish to. They cannot help taking the opposite line
of action. | | b i depend.

No honest Social-Democrat can doubt t_hat, the “indep -
ent legalists” are preparing for the elections to the Fourt
Duma, and will conduct their election work separately from

trary to the Party.
an'tli’hceoi:ask gf Party members is clear: they must no longer
permit the slightest delay, nor postpone for even a dla:y f.
forthright declaration against the indepcndent lega 15t51:
{hey must openly and decisively call on Party wnrke{rs
circles in Russia to prepare for the elections, to work Ilor
the clection of orly those Party IZIIBIﬂbB].‘S who are fu_lly
loyal and aware of the danger of this tendency, and during

the election campaign to warn the workers against the “legalist
independents” and to struggle against them.

Such is the task of the day for our Party. T}{ere must
be no deviation from this presentation of an issue W}th which
the existing situation (and the independent legalists) con-
front us. All evasions, delays, attempts by ‘r;lw legalists
to repeat the game of “promises” and “assurances’ are fraught
with great danger to the Parly. | | :

5. Our practical conclusion: the meeting of the nine mus
absolutely and immediately issue a manifesto to thg& Party
in which the failure to convene the Central Gommitiee 1n
Russia is truthfully and fully deseribed, _and whrich ca_lls
upon local Party circles to display initial.w:e and establish
regional organising commissions and, following that, a Cen-
tral Organising Commission and to conduct a“‘determmed,
direct and implacable struggle against the independent
legalists”.

gA fu;fnal vote of the Plenary Meeting of the Central .Cmn—
mitiee supporting this call should only take place i the
overwhelming majority of the nine members of the Central
Committee, not merely five, agree to regard themselves as
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the Plenary Mecting and to take the path of decisi

[ 3 | G

dgamst the group (faction) of Iegallfst indepecr:(sllla‘;i:tr}lg gle
; itioursr?‘ gnde;rstood that such a struggle is inl}ﬂln‘p&tihlfai
Wit hp%h lcipation by these legalists in central Party bodies
which they have sabotaged, obstructed, weakcened and “kept
In a sick condition” for eighleen months. P

Written between May 19 and 2
(June 1 and £0), 1911 s

.-__I
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3
DRAFT RESOLUTION DEFINING TERMS OF REFERENCE "

Placing on record that all members of the Central Commit-
tee living abroad have been invited and that all except one
are present, this meeting regards itself to be a conference of
Central Committee members living abroad and places on
its agenda the question of reconstituting the Gentral Commit-
tee in connéetion with the general situation within the Party.

Wwritten on May 28 (June 10), 1914
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THE RESULTS OF THE DUMA SESSION

“WE DD THIS TOGETIIER®»

During the “historic” sitting of the Duma on April 27,
Mr. Teslenko, who took issue wilh Mr. Stolypin, said in 3

part:

“The Chairman of the Council of Ministers said to the State Duma: s
Yes, gentlemen, Ishall come to your assistance in the vory near future. %
There is the Bill about the Old Believers—you'll probably arrange 4
matters so as to vote it down before the recess, and then it will be put 3§
into effect during the recess. I even imagined in this a sort of fli pant 3
we-know-each-other-well tone, as if we were told: why, we did this
together. And, gentlemen, forgive me if it reminds me of the scene in -#
the Inspector-General, in which the Mayor of the town says: ‘Ahl 2
50 you've come to lodge a complaint against me? Have you forgotten il
how we did this and that together?’ And, I presume, gentlemen, that
those among you who, perhaps, once counted on this assistance, or .8
who, perhaps, still count on it, must have felt embarrassed and, per- 3
haps, thought (and you did well if you did think so): ‘God preserve us

from such friends, we can cope with our enemies ourselves’.”

By these words, Mr. Teslenko, according to the Verbatim
Report, earned “applause from the Left”, apparently from k-
the benches of the people’s freedom group. The Cadets

regarded it as fitting irony directed against the Qctobrists.

But in this case, as in many others, they applauded without 4

giving thought to the profound meaning of the words which
their speaker let fall, They applauded believing that these
words wounded only the Octobrists, that they compromised

only their particularly hated rivals. They did not realise *

that Mr. Teslenko’s apt phrase, if its meaning is seriously
analysed, represents a truth which stigmatises both the Octo-
brists and the Cadets. It is worth dwelling on this truth at
greater length for it concerns one of the most vital questions

of the past five or six years—and what years!—of Russia’s
political history.

TIIE RESULTS OF THE DUMA SESSION 507

e ——

“We did this together”—well put, Mr. Tesilenko._ But
it would, perhaps, be more correct to put it !;hls way: you
have excellently repeated what has been sau_l time and agaﬁn
1t “Left” “meetings” which are usually sondlsparaged by the
Cadet gentlemen. “We did this togethm: —these words by
no means apply only to bills in the Third Du:nzaf, they hy
no means apply only to the notoriq‘us so—galled mlscellan}f :
They apply to everything that the &:»t.(}lypms and the Buszlan
liberal bourgeoisie (or the hourgeoisie that has pretendfgogo
be liberal) “have done together” ever since the end of 190o.
As for Mr. Stolypin’'s “Illippant tone”,. it was not sometzhmg
that the Cadet speaker merely “itqaglned’ , it was precisely
the tone Stolypin assumes in all hli? speeclfles, it is the tone
of the whole policy of the Stolypins in dealing .Wlt]l the bour-
geoisie (who, in the persons of the Oqto!n‘ls? and Cat}e&
deputies, incidentally, constitute the majority in the Thir
Duma). ‘

This flippant tone—which at every serious turn of events
eives way to gross bullying or even to brute force—1is account-
ed for by the fact that not only the O_thbrlsts but the
Cadets as well merely play for effect, exclusively for the sake
of winning applause (and the Stolypins know this only too
wel]) when they hurl phrases like: “God preserve us fr?m
such friends [i.e., from the Stolypins], we can cope with
our enemies [meaning, apparently, the reactionaries on _the
Right, and—how can we express it in the mildest possible
terms?-—the “exacting” Left] ourselves”. .

Had these heen more than mere words, Russia wopld h,?r
now have been entirely and irrevocably rid of “such friends”.
But the point is that the Cadets hurl su.cl.} phrases only in
the heat of “opposition” speeches—opposition speeches can-
not be made from the national rostrum unless they are given
democratic flavour, even if only a slight one. That is why the
Cadets sometimes give vent to democratic statements, which
may he usefully compared with the deeds of these same Ca-
dets. The historical role of a bourgeoisie playing at democra-
cy (or threatening the enemy on the right with democracy)
is such that this “playing” with words sometimes serves a
useful purpose for some sections of the popular masses since

it awakens sincere and profound democratic thought. “When
the fiddle is played upstairs, people downstairs want to
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dance.” There is a Latin proverb that says: Littera scriptg %

manet—"what is written is permanent”, Nor do spoken wordg
always disappear, even if they are mere words and only
spoken for effect.

It does not follow, of course, that hypocritical phrases
uticred by the Cadets may be accepted at their face value,
and that they may be proclaimed or regarded as an expres-

sion of democracy. But it cerlainly does follow that we ought

to make use of every hypocritical phrase uttered by a Cadet
s0 long as it has a democralic ring; that we ought to make
use of it, first, to demonstrate the divergence between the
words and the deeds of the man uttering them, and, secondly,
to show what real, vital and direct significance democracy
has for those masses who happen to get an inkling of the
flamboyant phrases uttered by the speakers in the Taurida
Palace.

The reflections of Mr. Teslenko quoted above are hypo-
critical, but not because Mr. Teslenko personally was hypo-
critical in his remarks; he may have been carried away by
the torrent of his own oppositionist eloquence, The state-
ment is hypocritical because the words of the representative
of the Cadet Party are at variance with the deeds of that
party at all serious moments in modern Russian history.

Recall the events of August 1905. What did Mr. Stoly-
pin’s predecessor do at that time? He was setting the stage
for the Bulygin Duma'"' and for elections to it. What did
Mr. Teslenko and his friends do at that time? Within the
limits of their forces and in line with their “speciality”
in the spherc of public activity, they werc setting the stage
for those same eclections. Mr. Bulygin (and Mr. Stolypin)
would be justified in saying to Mr. Teslenko: “We did this
together”. And Mr. Teslenko “did this together” for the
very reason that he was fearful of being left without those
“friends” of his, of whom he now says so magnificently, with
the courage of a knight errant: “God preserve us from such
friends.”... .

Recall the events that took place three months after the
promulgation of Bulygin’s State Duma Act. What did Mr.
Stolypin’s predecessor do at that time? He resisted, for
instance, the movement of the postal and telegraph employees
and the numerous ramifications of similar movements, Mr.
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Teslenko, or, at any rate, his party as personified by Mr.
Struve, Mr. Karaulov, and others, resisted —in its own way—
the same movement. Mr. Witte (and Mr, Stolypin) would
be justified in saying to the Teslenkos: “We did this togeth-
er”. It was Lhe sare in the case of the working-class holiday
on May 1, 1900, in the case of the “local land committees”
a little later, and in 1907, systematically and invariably,
in the attitude to the worker and peasant deputies to the
Second Duma, and so on, and so forth. |

This policy, which the Cadet Party has been pursuing
for many years, was summed up correctly by the well-known
Cadet writer Mr. Izgoyev when he declared in Vekhi:

“We must at last have the courage to admit that the vast
majority of members of our State Dumas, with the excep-
tion of thirty or forty Cadets and Octobrists, have not shown
themselves to possess the knowledge required to undertake
the job of governing and reconstructing Russia.”

Mr. Izgoyev's “courageous admission” is courageous
because, abandoning all appearances and all diplomacy,. he
has blurted out some words of truth. 1t is true that in “our
State Dumas” the Cadets have indeed been guided by the
landowner, hourgeois, liberal-monarchist “knowledge”, which
could not satisly “the vast majority of members”, particular-
ly those on the left. And it goes without saying, of course,
that Stolypin fought these latter members, and in fighting
them relied for support on the “knowledge” (or, more cor-
rectly: on the interests and point of view) of “thirty or forty
Cadets and Octobrists”, Mr, Stolypin would be justified in
saying to the entire Cadet Party: “We did this together’-—
together we fought against the clumsiness, inexperience,
and ignorance of the workers and peasants.

The principal result of this year’s session of the Duma
is that the excessively “flippant tone” assumed by Stolypin
towards the majority of 1the Third Duma—and, moreover,
towards its bourgeois, Octobrist-Cadet, majority—proved
too much even for this majority, which cannot be suspected
of lacking in patience, The old regime assumes a flippant
attitude towards the bourgeoisie, even though the latter
1s well aware of its own importance under the new, present-
day economic conditions, and is longing for independence,
even for power, The Article 87 episode brought out this

8 _ 4o
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flippant attitude so sharply and, at the same time, affronted
some of the mighty of this world so crudely, that even thiss
most paticnt of people began to grumble. But grumbling is 3
as far as they can go. They are bound hand and foot, and 3
that is why they cannot go any farther. They are bound 3
because at cvery important juncture of Russian history, in-_;
the course of all these last years, they have been afraid of &
the broad popular movement and turned their backs upmf
it; they have been hostile to the forces of democracy—to the.3
real, live, active, mass forces of democracy—and have shunned 3
them, attacked them from the rear in the same way as 8
Stolypin has attacked them. And with these facts behind %
them, the Octobrists and the Cadets now suffer the penalty 3
they deserve; in point of fact, they have nothing with which
to parry Stolypin when he assumes a flippant tone and tells 2
them: “If I am an enemy of democracy, you, my dear sirs; 4
have proved that you are afraid of democracy— ‘we did this J

12

together’”, y
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OLD TRUTHS THAT ARE EVER NEW

The incidents that prevented the workers’ delegates
from attending the second congress of factory doctors in
Moscow are known to readers from press reports.''* We are
not in a position to dwell here on the details of those
incidentls or to comment upon their significance. We shall
merely note the instructive reilections that appeared in
Rech of April 14, i.e., on the day the congress opened, in
a Ieading article which was written on the eve of these events.

“It is to be regretted,” wrote the organ of the Constitution-
al-Democratic Party, “that outside obstacles are placed
inthe way of such participation [participation by represent-
alives of the workers]. The fate likely to befall some too
fiery speakers is all too well known, As a result, the repre-
sentatives of the workers insist on talking about their dif-
licitlties in concentrating on special questions, the impossi-
bility of organising proper representation at the congress,
about the obstacles put in the way of their organisations,
and many other things of a like nature which are far removed
from the programme of the congress and the discussion
of which distracts attention from the questions on the agenda
and somelimes leads Lo undesirable consequences, The charged
almosphere explains also the intolerance shown by workers’
representatives to ‘bourgeois’ speakers, to all the meas-
ures taken by the government, and to the possibility
of collaboration with representatives of other social groups.”

This whole tirade is a characteristic example of feeble
lamentalions whose impotence is explained, not by the
chance composition or by any special features of the given
liberal party, of the given question, etc., but by causes
ol « more profound nature— by the actual conditions in which
the liberal bourgeoisie in general finds itself in twentieth-
¢eutury Russia. The liberal bourgeoisie is longing for the

8*
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kind of “regime” under which it could have dealings with 3
workers not likely “to make too fiery speeches” and who are 4
fairly “tolerant” in their attitude towards the bourgeoisie, 9§
towards the idea of eollaboration with the bourgeoisie, and #
“to all the measures taken by the government”, It is longing 3
for a regime under which these unassuming workers “collab- 3§
orating” with it could “concentrate on the special ques-'s
tions” of social policy and would meekly agree to confine 3
themselves to patching up the threadbare cloak of hbourgeois:-§
solicitude for “the younger brother”. In a word, the Rus-.§
sian liberals are longing for something like the present j
regime in England or in France, as distinct from that of Prus- f_
sia. In England and France the bourgeoisie holds full sway, 8
and it exercises its rale practically (with few exceptions) 4
by itself, whereas in Prussia it is the feudal landowners, %
the Junkers, and the monarchist militarists, who are in the 3
ascendancy. In England and France the bourgeoisie makes’
particularly frequent, free and wide use of the services of :3
men of proletarian origin or traitors to the cause of the
proletariat (John Burns, Briand) in the capacity of “col- 3
laborators” who “concentrate”, undisturbed, “on special i
questions” and who teach the working class to maintain

attitude of “tolerance” to the rule of capital.

There is not the slightest doubt that the English and 4§
French systems are much more democratic than the Prus- 3§
sian; that they are much more favourable for the struggle 4
of the working class, and have to a much greater degree elim-
inated the medieval institutions which distract the attention 3
of the working class from its principal and real adversary. §
There is not the slightest doubt, therefore, that support '3
for all aspirations to remodel our country along Anglo- §
French, rather than Prussian, lines is in the interesis of the §
Russian workers. But we must not confine oursclves to this
indisputable conclusion, as is so often dene. Only here does
the disputed question or questions begin—the dispute is 4§

with democrats of various shades.
The aspirations must be given support. To support him

who is weak and who wavers, 1l is necessary tosustainhim with
something more solid and to dispel the illusions that prevent

him from seeing his weakness and understanding its causes.
One does not give support to the urge towards bourgeois de-
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mocracy by strengthening those illusions and by adding one’s
voice to the feeble lamentations of the weak, inconsistent and
wavering adherents of democracy, but, on the contrary, one
deprives that urge of its force, The bourgeoisie of England
and then of France, in the middle of the seventeenth and the
late eighteenth century respectively, did not lament the
sintolerance” of the younger brother, and made no wry faces
over the “too liery speakers” among the representatives of
that younger brother, but they themselves supplied the most
fiery speakers (and not only speakers) who inculcated a feeling
of contempt for the advocacy of “tolerance”, for weak lamen-
tations, for vacillation and irresolution. Among those fiery
speakers there were men who, in the course of centuries, have
served as beacons and guides to humanity, despite historical
limitations and often the naiveté of their ideas regarding
the means of salvation from every kind of misfortune,

The German bourgeoisie, like the Russian, also lamented
the fact that the speakers representing the “younger brother”
were “too fiery”—and it left behind it in history a model of
abasement, infamy, and flunkeyism for which it was rewarded
with kicks administered by the “Junkers”. The difference
in the attitude of the two bourgceoisies was not due, of course,
to the “characteristics” of different “races”, but to the
different levels of cconomic and political development
which "caused one of them to fear the “younger brother”,
and made it vacillate impotently between depreccating the
violence of feudalism and censuring the “intolerance” of the
workers,

Those are old truths. But they are ever new, and remain
80 as long as we are treated, in publications issued by people
who profess to be Marxists,-to lines like the following:

“The failure of the movement of 1905-06 was not due to
the <excesses’ of the Lefts, for those ‘excesses’ were them-
selves the consequence of the aggregate of a large number of
Causes; nor was it due to ‘treachery’ on the part of the bour-
geoisie who, everywhere in the West, had ‘betrayed’ at
the erueial moment; it was due to Lhe fact that there was no
clearly defined bourgeois party which could supersede the
obsolete burcaucracy at the helm of government, and which
Would be strong enough economically and sufficiently demo-
Cfatic to enjoy the support of the people.” And a few lines
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further on: “... the weakness of the urban bourgeois democrats_ .
who should have become the political centre of attraction @
for the democratic peasantry...” (Nasha Zarya, No. 3, p. 62;.-31.
article by Mr. V. Levitsky). -

Mr. V. Levitsky is more consistent in his renunciatiop,
of the idea of “the hegemony ol the proletariat” (“the urban:#
bourgeois democrats”, and no other group, “should have
become the centre of attraction”!), or hc cxpresses his ideas:§
more boldly, definitely and consistenily than Mr. Potresov 3
who brushed up his article in The Social Movement to}
comply with Plekhanov’s ultimatums,

Mr. V. Levilsky argues just like a liberal. He is an in-j
consistent liberal, despite his use of many Marxist phrases. 3
He has no idea that an entirely different social category,.d
not the urban bourgeois democrats, should have become thed
“centre of attraction for the democratic peasantry”. He.§
forgets that this “should” was a reality during momentous3
historical periods in England and in France, as well as inj
Russia—they were of momentous significance although they;.}
were of short duration in the latter country; in the twoi
first-named countries it was for the most part the democrat-4
ic, ultra-democratic and “too fiery” plebeian sections that,
united the various elements of the “lower classes”. A

Mr. V. Levitsky forgets that even in those brief periods.i
of history when these “lower classes” played the role of i§
“centres of attraction for the democratic peasantry”, when §
they suceeeded in wresting this role from the liberal bour--#
geoisie, they did exercise a decisive influence in determin-
ing the degree of democracy the country in question was j
to enjoy in the succeeding decades of so-called peaceful 3%
development. During the brief periods of their hegemony, ¥
these “lower classes” trained their bourgeoisie and remoulded 3§
it to such an extent that subscquently it was anxious to beat 3
a relreat, but was unable to go farther in this retrograde i
movement than, say, an upper chambher in France, or certain §
departures from the principles of democratic elections, and 3
so on, auva so forth,

This idea, confirmed by the historical experience of all
European countries—the idea that in epochs of bourgeois
change (or, more correctly, of bourgeois revolution) the
bourgeois democracy of cach country is moulded one way or

o '
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another, assumes one form or another, becomes trained in cne
tradition or another, and accepts one or another minimum of
democracy, depending on the extent to which, in the decisive
moments of the history of the nation, kegemony passes not
to the bourgeoisie but to the “lower classes”, to the “plebeian”
elements, as was the case in the eighteenth century, or to
the proletariat in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries—
this idea is foreign to Mr. V. Levitsky. The idea of the he-
gemony of the proletariat constitutes one of the fundamental
tencts of Marxism; and the liquidators’ departure from these
tenets (or cven their indifference to them) is a profound
source of quite a number of their irreconcilable fundamental
differences with the opponents of the liquidationist trend.

Every capitalist country passes through an era of bour-
geois revolutions which produces a definite degree of democ-
racy, a definite constitutional or parliamentary regime, a
definite degree of independence, love of liberty, and initia-
tive among the “lower classes” in general and the proletar-
iat in particular, a definitc fradition permeating the entire
political and social life of the country. The particular de-
grec of democracy, or the particular tradition, depends on
whether, in the decisive momentls, the hegemony belongs
to the bourgeoisie or to those at the other end of the scale;
it depends on whether it is the former or the latter which
(again in those decisive moments) constitutes the “centre
of attraction for the democratic peasantry” and, in general,
for all intermediary democratic groups and sections.

Mr. V. Levitsky is a past master at coining brilliant
formulations which have the effect of at once revealing the
ldeological foundations of liquidationism, bringing them out
Elearly and in bold relief. Such was his famous formula:
Not hegemony, but a class party”, which—translated into
Plain language—means: not Marxism, but Brentanoism
(Sﬂt}ial—]ibcralism)‘ The two formulas noted in ihe present
article—namely: “the urban bourgeois democrats should
have become the centre of attraction for the democratic peas-
antry” and “the failure ... was due to the fact that there
Was no clearly defined bourgeois party”—are, undoubtedly,
estined to become just as famous.

Zrcada, No. 25, June 11, 1911

Published accordin
Signed: V. Ilyin g
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED
BY THE SECOND PARIS GROUP OF THE R.S.D.L.P. 3
ON THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY'* §

INTRODUCTION
: %
The resolution of the Second Paris Group of the i
R.5.D.L.P. printed below (this group consists mainly ofj
Bolsheviks with a small number of Vperyod supporters and %
“conciliators”) outlines the fundamental propositions of3
the platform of all the Bolsheviks. At a time when the
inner-Party struggle is becoming more acute, it is particu-
larly important to make a fundamental statement on the car-:4
dinal problems of programme, tactics and organisation. People 4
like Trotsky, with his inflated phrases about the R.5.D.L.P. %
and his toadying to the liquidators, who have nothing in g
common with the R.5.D.L.P., today represent “the preva-3
lent disease”. They are trying to build up a career for them- i§
selves by cheap sermons about “agreement”—agreement with ‘g
all and sundry, right down to Mr. Potresov and the otzovists §
—while of necessity maintaining complete silence as to 3
the political conditions of this wonderful supposed “agree- 4
ment”. Actually they preach surrender to the liquidators
who are building a Stolypin labour party. E
The Bolsheviks must now close their ranks more firmly,
strengthen their group, define more clearly and precisely $
its Party line (as distinct from the line of the groups which, -2
in one way or another, conceal their “identity”), rally the %
scattered forces, and go into battle for an R.S.D.L. Party ¢
purged of those who spread bourgeois influence among the §
proletariat. :

!

N, Lenin }
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The meeting of the Second Paris Group of the R.5.D.L.P.,
after discussing the state of affairs in the R.5.D.L.P. in
general, and the latest manifestations of the struggle that
has flared up abroad between the Social-Democrats and those
who want to be counted as Social-Democrats,

considers it necessary, first of all, to draw attention to
the fundamental statement of principles unanimously
endorsed by the last (January 1910) Plenary Meeting of the
Central Committee, which defines the nature of real Social-
Democratic activity. That statement of principles declares
that “renunciation of the illegal Social-Democratic Party,
the belittling of its role and importance, attempts to
curtail the programmatic and tactlical tasks and slogans of
revolutionary Social-Democracy” are a manifestation of
bourgeois influence over the proletariat. The only true
Social-Democratic aclivity is that which recognises the
danger of this deviation and of any ideological and political
irend that is olzovist or justifies otzovism, and which really
overcomes such deviations.

This meeting further placesonrecord that, despite theabove-
mentioned unanimous resolution of the Plenary Meeting, and
despite the solemn promise made by the Golos representatives
at the last Plenary Meeting fo renounce liquidationism
and 1o combat it, the editorial board abroad of Golos Sotsial-
Demokrata and its group of adherents have, for more than
cighteen months since that Meeting, pursued that very bour-
geois policy of liquidationism and supported, justified, and
defended journals of the Russian legalists that are independ-
ent of Social-Democracy and of socialism, such as Nasha
Zarya, Vozrozhdeniye, Dyelo Zhizni, cte. Those responsible
for these journals, as has been stated repeatedly on behalf
of the Party by its Central Organ, and as has also been
Stated by the pro-Party Mensheviks headed by Comrade
Plel{hanov, have nothing in common with the R.S.D.L.P,

hose responsible for these journals not only belittle the
Pole and importance of the illegal Social-Democratic Party,
but frankly renounce it, slander the “underground” as renc-
gades would, deny the revolutionary nature of the activity
and the revolutionary tasks of the working-class movement
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in Russia today, deceive the workers by spreading liberalid
bourgeois ideas about the “constitutional” nature of theil
maturing crisis, throw overboard (and not only curtail)}
such time-honoured slogans of revolutionary Marxism aaf
the recognition of the hegemony of the working class in thel
struggle for socialism and for the democratic revolution s
By preaching and building what they call a legal or “open™§
warkers’ party these people have actually become the build-
ers of a Stolypin “labour” party and spread bourgeois in{luence
among the proletariat; in reality, the ideas preached by#
these people are bourgeois in content, and an “open” workers® @
party under Stolypin amounts to open renegacy on the partj§
of people who have renounced the tasks of the revolutionary§
struggle of the masses against the tsarist autocracy, they
Third Duma, and the entire Stolypin regime.

The meeting places on record that the Central Committes!y
Burcau Abroad, which is supposed to be a technical organis
of the C.C., has come completely under the influence ofi§
the liquidators,*

By its failure to fuliil, in the course of eighteen months,3
any one of the commissions given to it by the Central Com~3
mittee (for instance-—to unite the groups abroad on the basis§
of the acceptance and implementation of the Plenary Meet~:
ing's decisions, to help the organisations in the localities,
or Lo see to it that Golos is discontinued and an end put to’j
the factional aloofness of the Vperyod group), the Bureau i
Abroad has been of direct assistance to the enemies of the 4
Social-Democratic Party, the liquidators.

The majority of the Central Committce Bureau Abroad {3
showed contempt for the Party by systematically obstruct- 3
ing, ever since December 1910, the calling of a plenary meet-~ .§
ing (as demanded by the Rules). The first time the Bolshe- 3
viks filed their application that the meeting be convened, &
the Central Committee Bureau Abroad wasted seven weeks
jusi “taking a vote” on this question. After those seven
weeks the Central Committee Bureau Abroad acknowledged

-
et ©
L@

* Igorev of Golos (sufficiently cxposed and branded by the
pro-Party Menshevik Plekhanov) and the Bundist Lieber,''* who is
conducting open propaganda in defence of Mr. Potresov and other

figures of a Stolypin labour party, are the leading lights of this Central
Committee DBureau Abroad.
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sheviks’ ting was
t the DBolsheviks demanfil foy a plenary mee
ylfgitimate" but at the same time it in practice obsirucled the

3

' f a plenary meeting and did the same again at the
E?IH lé]ngFay 1511. Aglually, tghe role of this Central Committee
Bureau Abroad has been to render assistan(:e from abroad
.nd from within the central Party bodics to leaders of the
legalists and active promoters of a Stolypin labour party,
such as Mikhail, Yuri, and Boman,.whﬂ have declared the
very existence of the Gentral Commillee to be harmful (see
Nos. 12 and 21-22 of Sotsial-Demokrat, Central Organ of
the Party*). The meeting declares that ithe holding of Party
posts by liquidators is outright deception of the Party, for
the decisions of the Plenary Meeting clearly and unaml_ngu-
ously state that only those Menshceviks s:hould be permltt._ed
to hold such posts who conscientiously abid e by their promise
to renounce liquidationism and to combat 1.1;.** _

The meeting is, therefore, of the opinion that it was

| absolutely incumbent upon the Bolsheviks to break complete-

ly with the Central Gommittee Bureau Abroad as a body
which has placed itself outside Party law and outside the
Party, and that the Meeting of members of the Central
Committee (see its “Notlification”), which represel}ted. the
vast majority of Social-Democralic Party organisalions,
groups, and circles acinally working in Russia, was absohite-
ly right in declaring that “the Central Committee Bureau
Abroad has been pursuing a factional anti-Parly policy,
thereby violating the clear and precise decisions of the 1910
Plenary Meeting”. . _ |
The meeting resolves to discontinue all relations with
the Central Commiltee Burean Abroad, and to support t}le
decisions of the Meeting of members of the Central Commit-
tee, which has outlined a number of absolutely necessary
measures to be taken in order to paralyse the activity of the
liquidators, hampering as it does the entire work of the Party;

————

* See presgnt edition, Vol. 16, “Goles (Voice) of the Liguidators
Against the Party”, and pp. 129-33 of this volume.— £d.
_ ** As regards lhe methods resorted to by the liquidators abroad
in their fight against the R.8.D.L.P., such as political blackmail apd
the supplying of information to the secret police—which is what Mr.
Martov did with the aid of the Golos editors—Llhe mecting expresses
its scorn for literary efforts of that nature, which can only arouse the
disgust of all decent people.
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to call a Party conference, and to help Party functiona- 3
ries in all localities to revive the illegal organisations and
nuclei of the Party., The meeting calls upon all Party com- &
rades in all localitics to set to work af once (in line with the 3
decisions of the May-June Meeting) Lo prepare for a Party
conference and hold elections to it, and, for this purpose, 3
to establish regular connections with the Organising Com-

mission, * the Ceniral Organ and Rabochaya Gazeta.

I

The meeting draws the attention of worker Social-De- 3
mocrats, irrespective of factions, to the fact that the émigré 3
leaders of the Vperyod group, and Trotsky, -editor
of Pravda, are pursuing a policy of supporting the liquida- ‘3
tors and of an alliance with them against the Party and
against itsdecisions, Thispolicy must be combated all the more
vigorously since it is profoundly detrimental to the inter--§
ests of the proletariat and, as such, is completely at variance '3
with the activily of the Russian illegal Social-Democratic '8
groups which, though connected with Pravda or Vperyod,
are absolutely loyal in carrying out the decisions of the Par~ 3
ty, and are everywhere struggling persistently against the 3
liquidators to uphold the illegal R.S.D.L.P, and its rovolu- 3

tionary programme.

The meeting particularly warns worker Social-Demo-

crats against the deception systematically practised by the

Golos writers, who describe all the comrades active in @

the legal movement as opponents of the old Party and adher-
~ents of Potresov's new “open” partly. Thus, in the latest
bulletin, published by Gelos on June 25 (reporting a “con-
ference” of people active in the legal movement), the Golos
editors suppressed the fact that the conference had wvoted
down a motion of the liquidators to boycott a certain legally
published newspaper for its anti-liquidationist policy.®
Thus, the editors of Golos also suppressed the fact that that
same conference had woted down the openly legalist and
obviously renegade resolutions which had been proposed b