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PREFACE

Volume Thirteen contains works written by Lenin be-
tween June 1907 and April 1908.

The articles “Against Boycott”, “Notes of a Publicist”,
“Revolution and Counter-Revolution”, “The Third Duma”,
“Political Notes™, and “The New Agrarian Policy” are de-
voted to an analysis and appraisal of the political situa-
tion in Russia after the defeat of the first revolution and to
defining the tasks of the Party organisations during the
period of reaction. In these articles, as well as in the
speeches delivered at the St. Petersburg and All-Russian
conferences of the R.S.D.L.P., which are published in this
volume, Lenin also formulated the aims of the Duma tac-
tics of the Bolsheviks at that new stage.

The volume includes such important works of Lenin on
the agrarian question as The Agrarian Question and the
“Critics of Marx” (Chapters X-XII) and The Agrarian Pro-
gramme of Social-Democracy in the First Russian Revolu-
tion, 1905-1907.

Included in the volume is the Preface to the first, three-
volume collection of Lenin’s writings, entitled Twelve
Years, which was not published in full owing to persecu-
tion by the censorship. The Preface is a short review of the
history of Lenin’s struggle for revolutionary Marxism
against liberalism and opportunism.

The volume contains the article “Trade-Union Neutral-
ity” in which Lenin criticises the opportunism of Ple-
khanov and the Mensheviks, who attempted to make the la-
bour movement in Russia take the path of trade-unionism.

Two articles under the same title “The International
Socialist Congress in Stuttgart” reflect the struggle waged
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by Lenin and the Bolsheviks against opportunism in the
international labour movement. The articles expose the
deviations of the German Social-Democrats from the posi-
tions of revolutionary Marxism.

For the first time in any collection of Lenin’s works,
this volume contains the draft resolution of the Third
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. (“Second All-Russian”) on
the question of participation in the elections to the Third
Duma, “Outline of a Draft Resolution on the All-Russian
Congress of Trade Unions”, the note “On Plekhanov’s Ar-
ticle”, and “Statement of the Editors of Proletary”.

In the “Preface to the Pamphlet by Voinov (A. V. Luna-
charsky) on the Attitude of the Party Towards the Trade
Unions”, also included for the first time in Lenin’s Collect-
ed Works, Lenin opposes the slogan of “neutrality” of
the trade unions and urges the necessity of close alignment
of the trade unions with the Party with a view to developing
the socialist consciousness of the proletariat and educating
the latter in the spirit of revolutionary Social-Democracy.
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The recent Teachers’ Congress,? which the majority
was influenced by the Socialist-Revolutionaries,® adopted
a resolution calling for a boycott of the Third Duma. The
resolution was adopted with the direct participation of a
prominent representative of the Socialist-Revolutionary
Party. The Social-Democratic teachers and the represen-
tative of the R.S.D.L.P. abstained from voting, as they
considered that this question should be decided by a Party
congress or conference, and not by a non-Party profession-
al and political association.

The question of boycotting the Third Duma thus arises
as a current question of revolutionary tactics. Judging by
the speech of its spokesman at the Congress, the Socialist-
Revolutionary Party had already decided that question,
although we do not yet have any official decisions of the
Party or any literary documents from among its members.
Among the Social-Democrats this question has been raised
and is being debated.

What arguments do the Socialist-Revolutionaries use
to support their decision? The resolution of the Teachers’
Congress speaks, in effect, about the utter uselessness of
the Third Duma, about the reactionary and counter-revol-
utionary nature of the government that effected the coup
d’état of June 3,! about the new electoral law being weight-
ed in favour of the landlords, etc., etc.* The case is presented

* Here is the text of this resolution: “Whereas: (1) the new elec-
toral law on the basis of which the Third Duma is being convened
deprives the working masses of that modest share of electoral rights
which they had hitherto enjoyed and the winning of which bad cost
them so dear; (2) this law glaringly and grossly falsifies the will of
the people for the benefit of the most reactionary and privileged strata
of the population; (3) the Third Duma, by the manner of its election
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in such a manner as if the ultra-reactionary nature of
the Third Duma by itself makes such a method of struggle
or such a slogan as the boycott necessary and legitimate.
The impropriety of such an argument is absolutely clear
to any Social-Democrat, since there is no attempt here
whatever to examine the historical conditions of the boy-
cott’s applicability. The Social-Democrat who takes a Marx-
ist stand draws his conclusions about the boycott not
from the degree of reactionariness of one or another insti-
tution, but from the existence of those special conditions
of struggle that, as the experience of the Russian revolution
has now shown, make it possible to apply the specific meth-
od known as boycott. If anyone were to start discussing
the boycott without taking into consideration the two
years’ experience of our revolution, without studying that
experience, we would have to say of him that he had for-
gotten a lot and learned nothing. In dealing with the ques-
tion of boycott we shall start with an attempt to analyse
that experience.

I

The most important experience of our revolution in mak-
ing use of the boycott was, undoubtedly, the boycott of
the Bulygin Duma.® What is more, that boycott was crowned
with complete and immediate success. Therefore, our first
task should be to examine the historical conditions under
which the boycott of the Bulygin Duma took place.

Two circumstances at once become apparent when exam-
ining this question. First, the boycott of the Bulygin
Duma was a fight to prevent our revolution from going over
(even temporarily) to the path of a monarchist constitution.

and by its make-up, is the product of a reactionary coup; (4) the gov-
ernment will take advantage of the participation of the popular masses
in the Duma elections in order to interpret that participation as a
popular sanction of the coup d’état—the Fourth Delegate Congress
of the All-Russian Union of Teachers and Educational Workers re-
solves: (1) that it shall have no dealings whatever with the Third
Duma or any of its bodies; (2) that it shall take no part as an organi-
sation, either directly or indirectly, in the elections; (3) that it shall,
as an organisation, disseminate the view on the Third State Duma and
the elections to it as expressed in the present resolution.”
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Secondly, this boycott took place under conditions of a
sweeping, universal, powerful, and rapid upswing of the
revolution.

Let us examine the first circumstance. All boycott is
a struggle, not within the framework of a given institu-
tion, but against its emergence, or, to put it more broadly,
against it becoming operative. Therefore, those who, like
Plekhanov and many other Mensheviks, opposed the boy-
cott on the general grounds that it was necessary for a Marx-
ist to make use of representative institutions, thereby
only revealed absurd doctrinairism. To argue like that
meant evading the real issue by repeating self-evident
truths. Unquestionably, a Marxist should make use of rep-
resentative institutions. Does that imply that a Marxist
cannot, under certain conditions, stand for a struggle not
within the framework of a given institution but against
that institution being brought into existence? No, it does
not, because this general argument applies only to those
cases where there is no room for a struggle to prevent such
an institution from coming into being. The boycott is a
controversial question precisely because it is a question
of whether there is room for a struggle to prevent the emer-
gence of such institutions. By their arguments against
the boycott Plekhanov and Co. showed that they failed to
understand what the question was about.

Further. If all boycott is a struggle not within the frame-
work of a given institution, but to prevent it from com-
ing into existence, then the boycott of the Bulygin Duma,
apart from everything else, was a struggle to prevent a
whole system of institutions of a monarchist-constitutional
type from coming into existence. The year 1905 clearly
showed the possibility of direct mass struggle in the shape
of general strikes (the strike wave after the Ninth of Jan-
uary®) and mutinies (Potemkin”). The direct revolution-
ary struggle of the masses was, therefore, a fact. No less a
fact, on the other hand, was the law of August 6, which
attempted to switch the movement from the revolutionary
(in the most direct and narrow sense of the word) path to
the path of a monarchist constitution. It was objectively
inevitable that these paths should come into conflict with
each other. There was to be, so to speak, a choice of paths
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for the immediate development of the revolution, a choice
that was to be determined, of course, not by the will of
one or another group, but by the relative strength of the
revolutionary and counter-revolutionary classes. And this
strength could only be gauged and tested in the struggle.
The slogan of boycotting the Bulygin Duma was, there-
fore, a slogan of the struggle for the path of direct revolu-
tionary struggle and against the constitutional-monarch-
ist path. Even on the latter path, of course, a struggle
was possible, and not only possible but inevitable. Even
on the basis of a monarchist constitution it was possible
to continue the revolution and prepare for its new upswing;
even on the basis of a monarchist constitution it was pos-
sible and obligatory for the Social-Democrats to carry on
the struggle. This truism, which Axelrod and Plekhanov
tried so hard and irrelevantly to prove in 1905, remains
true. But the issue raised by history was a different one:
Axelrod and Plekhanov were arguing “beside the point”,
or in other words, they side-stepped the issue which events
put to the conflicting forces by introducing a question
taken from the latest edition of the German Social-Demo-
cratic textbook. The impending struggle for the choice of
a path of struggle was historically inevitable in the imme-
diate future. The alternatives were these: was the old
authority to convene Russia’s first representative insti-
tution and thereby for a time (perhaps a very brief, perhaps
a fairly long time) switch the revolution to the monarchist-
constitutional path, or were the people by a direct assault
to sweep away—at the worst, to shake—the old regime,
prevent it from switching the revolution to the monarchist-
constitutional path and guarantee (also for a more or less
lengthy period) the path of direct revolutionary struggle
of the masses? That was the issue historically confronting
the revolutionary classes of Russia in the autumn of 1905
which Axelrod and Plekhanov at the time failed to notice.
The Social-Democrats’ advocacy of active boycott was
itself a way of raising the issue, a way of consciously rais-
ing it by the party of the proletariat, a slogan of the strug-
gle for the choice of a path of struggle.

The advocates of active boycott, the Bolsheviks, cor-
rectly interpreted the question objectively posed by his-
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tory. The October-December struggle of 1905 was really
a struggle for the choice of a path of struggle. This struggle
was waged with varying fortune: at first the revolutionary
people got the upper hand, wrested from the old regime a
chance to immediately switch the revolution on to monarch-
ist-constitutional lines and set up representative institu-
tions of a purely revolutionary type—Soviets of Workers’
Deputies, etc., in place of the representative institutions
of the police-liberal type. The October-December period
was one of maximum freedom, maximum independent
activity of the masses, maximum breadth and momentum
of the workers’ movement on ground cleared of monarch-
ist-constitutional institutions, laws and snags by the
assault of the people, on a ground of “interregnum”, when
the old authority was already undermined, and the new
revolutionary power of the people (the Soviets of Workers’,
Peasants’, and Soldiers’ Deputies, etc.) was not yet strong
enough to completely replace it. The December struggle
decided the question in a different direction: the old regime
won by repulsing the assault of the people and holding
its positions. But, of course, at that time there were no
grounds as yet for considering this a decisive victory. The
December uprising of 1905 had its continuation in a number
of sporadic and partial mutinies and strikes in the summer
of 1906. The slogan of boycott of the Witte Duma® was a
slogan of struggle for the concentration and generalisation
of these uprisings.

Thus, the first conclusion to be drawn from an analysis
of the experience of the Russian revolution in boycotting
the Bulygin Duma is that, in the objective guise of the
boycott, history placed on the order of the day a struggle
for the form of the immediate path of development, a
struggle over whether the old authority or the new self-
established people’s power would be called upon to con-
vene Russia’s first representative assembly, a struggle
for a directly revolutionary path or (for a time) for the path
of a monarchist constitution.

In this connection there arises a question, which has
often cropped up in the literature, and which constantly
crops up when this subject is discussed, namely, that of
the simplicity, clarity, and “directness” of the boycott
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slogan, as well as the question of a straight or zigzag
path of development. The direct overthrow or, at the worst,
the weakening and undermining of the old regime, the
direct establishment of new government agencies by the
people—all this, undoubtedly, is the most direct path,
the most advantageous as far as the people are concerned,
but one that requires the maximum force. Given an over-
whelming preponderance of force it is possible to win by a
direct frontal attack. Lacking this, one may have to resort
to roundabout ways, to marking time, to zigzags, retreats,
etc., etc. Of course, the path of a monarchist constitution
does not, by any means, exclude revolution, the elements
of which are prepared and developed by this path as well
in an indirect manner, but this path is a longer, more zig-
zag one.

Running through all Menshevik literature, especially
that of 1905 (up to October), is the accusation that the
Bolsheviks are “bigoted” and also exhortations to them
on the need for taking into consideration the zigzag path
of history. In this feature of Menshevik literature we have
another specimen of the kind of reasoning which tells us
that horses eat oats and that the Volga flows into the Caspi-
an Sea, reasoning which befogs the essence of a disputable
question by reiterating what is indisputable. That history
usually follows a zigzag path and that a Marxist should
be able to make allowance for the most complicated and
fantastic zigzags of history is indisputable. But this reit-
eration of the indisputable has nothing to do with the
question of what a Marxist should do when that same his-
tory confronts the contending forces with the choice of a
straight or a zigzag path. To dismiss the matter at such
moments, or at such periods, when this happens by arguing
about the usual zigzag course of history is to take after the
“man in the muffler”® and become absorbed in contempla-
tion of the truth that horses eat oats. As it happens, revo-
lutionary periods are mainly such periods in history when
the clash of contending social forces, in a comparatively
short space of time, decides the question of the country’s
choice of a direct or a zigzag path of development for a com-
paratively very long time. The need for reckoning with the
zigzag path does not in the least do away with the fact that
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Marxists should be able to explain to the masses during
the decisive moments of their history that the direct path
is preferable, should be able to help the masses in the strug-
gle for the choice of the direct path, to advance slogans for
that struggle, and so on. And only hopeless philistines and
the most obtuse pedants, after the decisive historical bat-
tles which determined the zigzag path instead of the direct
one were over, could sneer at those who had fought to the
end for the direct path. It would be like the sneers of Ger-
man police-minded official historians such as Treitschke
at the revolutionary slogans and the revolutionary direct-
ness of Marx in 1848.

Marxism’s attitude towards the zigzag path of history
is essentially the same as its attitude towards compromise.
Every zigzag turn in history is a compromise, a compro-
mise between the old, which is no longer strong enough to
completely negate the new, and the new, which is not yet
strong enough to completely overthrow the old. Marxism
does not altogether reject compromises. Marxism consid-
ers it necessary to make use of them, but that does not
in the least prevent Marxism, as a living and operating
historical force, from fighting energetically against com-
promises. Not to understand this seeming contradiction
is not to know the rudiments of Marxism.

Engels once expressed the Marxist attitude to compro-
mises very vividly, clearly, and concisely in an article on
the manifesto of the Blanquist fugitives of the Commune
(1874).* These Blanquists wrote in their manifesto that
they accepted no compromises whatever. Engels ridiculed
this manifesto. It was not, he said, a question of rejecting
compromises to which circumstances condemn us (or to which
circumstances compel us—I must beg the reader’s pardon
for being obliged to quote from memory, as I am unable
to check with the original text). [t was a question of clearly
realising the true revolutionary aims of the proletariat and
of being able to pursue them through all and every circum-
stances, zigzags, and compromises.!

*This article was included in the German volume of collected
articles Internationales aus dem “Volksstaat”. The title of the Russian
translation is Articles from “Volksstaat”, published by Znaniye.
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Only from this angle can we appreciate the simplicity,
directness, and clarity of the boycott as a slogan appealing
to the masses. All these virtues of the slogan are good not
in themselves, but only in so far as the conditions of struggle
for the choice of a direct or zigzag path of development are
present in the objective situation in which the slogan is
used. During the period of the Bulygin Duma this slogan
was the correct and the only revolutionary slogan of the
workers’ party not because it was the simplest, most forth-
right, and clearest, but because the historical conditions
at the time set the workers’ party the task of taking part
in the struggle for a simple and direct revolutionary path
against the zigzag path of the monarchist constitution.

The question arises, by what criterion are we to judge
whether those special historical conditions existed at the
time? What is that distinctive feature in the objective
state of affairs which made a simple, forthright, and clear
slogan not a mere phrase but the only slogan that fitted
the actual struggle? We shall take up this question now.

II

Looking back at a struggle that is already over (at least,
in its direct and immediate form), there is nothing easier,
of course, than to assess the total result of the different,
contradictory signs and symptoms of the epoch. The out-
come of the struggle settles everything at once and removes
all doubts in a very simple way. But what we have to do
now is to determine such symptoms as would help us grasp
the state of affairs prior to the struggle, since we wish to
apply the lessons of historical experience to the Third
Duma. We have already pointed out above that the con-
dition for the success of the boycott of 1905 was a sweeping,
universal, powerful, and rapid upswing of the revolution.
We must now examine, in the first place, what bearing a
specially powerful upswing of the struggle has on the
boycott, and, secondly, what the characteristic and dis-
tinctive features of a specially powerful upswing are.

Boycott, as we have already stated, is a struggle not
within the framework of a given institution, but against
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its emergence. Any given institution can be derived only
from the already existing, i.e., the old, regime. Conse-
quently, the boycott is a means of struggle aimed directly
at overthrowing the old regime, or, at the worst, i.e., when
the assault is not strong enough for overthrow, at weaken-
ing it to such an extent that it would be unable to set up
that institution, unable to make it operate.® Consequently,
to be successful the boycott requires a direct struggle
against the old regime, an uprising against it and mass dis-
obedience to it in a large number of cases (such mass dis-
obedience is one of the conditions for preparing an upris-
ing). Boycott is a refusal to recognise the old regime,
a refusal, of course, not in words, but in deeds, i.e., it is
something that finds expression not only in cries or the
slogans of organisations, but in a definite movement of the
mass of the people, who systematically defy the laws of the
old regime, systematically set up new institutions, which,
though unlawful, actually exist, and so on and so forth.
The connection between boycott and the broad revolution-
ary upswing is thus obvious: boycott is the most decisive
means of struggle, which rejects not the form of organisa-
tion of the given institution, but its very existence. Boycott
is a declaration of open war against the old regime, a direct
attack upon it. Unless there is a broad revolutionary up-
swing, unless there is mass unrest which overflows, as it
were, the bounds of the old legality, there can be no ques-
tion of the boycott succeeding.

Passing to the question of the nature and symptoms of
the upswing of the autumn of 1905 we shall easily see that
what was happening at the time was an incessant mass
offensive of the revolution, which systematically attacked
and held the enemy in check. Repression expanded the
movement instead of reducing it. In the wake of January 9
came a gigantic strike wave, the barricades in Lodz, the

* Reference everywhere in the text is to active boycott, that is,
not just a refusal to take part in the institutions of the old regime,
but an attack upon this regime. Readers who are not familiar with
Social-Democratic literature of the period of the Bulygin Duma boy-
cott should be reminded that the Social-Democrats spoke openly at
the time about active boycott, sharply contrasting it to passive boy-
cott, and even linking it with an armed uprising.
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mutiny of the Potemkin. In the sphere of the press, the un-
ions, and education the legal bounds prescribed by the old
regime were everywhere systematically broken, and by no
means by the “revolutionaries” alone, but by the man-in-
the-street, for the old authority was really weakened, was
really letting the reins slip from its senile hands. A singu-
larly striking and unerring indication of the force of the
upswing (from the point of view of the revolutionary or-
ganisations) was the fact that the slogans of the revolu-
tionaries not only evoked a response but actually lagged
behind the march of events. January 9 and the mass strikes
that followed it, and the Potemkin were all events which
were in advance of the direct appeals of the revolution-
aries. In 1905, there was no appeal of theirs which the masses
would have met passively, by silence, or by abandoning
the struggle. The boycott under such conditions was a nat-
ural supplement to the electrically charged atmosphere.
That slogan did not “invent” anything at the time, it merely
formulated accurately and truly the upswing which was
going steadily forward towards a direct assault. On the con-
trary, the “inventors” were our Mensheviks, who kept aloof
from the revolutionary upswing, fell for the empty promise
of the tsar in the shape of the manifesto or the law of August 6
and seriously believed in the promised change over to a
constitutional monarchy. The Mensheviks (and Parvus)
at that time based their tactics not on the fact of the sweep-
ing, powerful, and rapid revolutionary upswing, but on
the tsar’s promise of a change to a constitutional monarchy!
No wonder such tactics turned out to be ridiculous and
abject opportunism. No wonder that in all the Menshevik
arguments about the boycott an analysis of the boycott of
the Bulygin Duma, i.e., the revolution’s greatest experience
of the boycott, is now carefully discarded. But it is not
enough to recognise this mistake of the Mensheviks, per-
haps their biggest mistake in revolutionary tactics. One
must clearly realise that the source of this mistake was
failure to understand the objective state of affairs, which
made the revolutionary upswing a reality and the change
to a constitutional monarchy an empty police promise.
The Mensheviks were wrong not because they approached
the question in a mood devoid of subjective revolutionary
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spirit, but because the ideas of these pseudo-revolution-
aries fell short of the objectively revolutionary situation.
It is easy to confuse these reasons for the Mensheviks’ mis-
takes, but it is impermissible for a Marxist to confuse
them.

III

The connection between the boycott and the historical
conditions characteristic of a definite period of the Rus-
sian revolution should be examined from still another
angle. What was the political content of the Social-Demo-
cratic boycott campaign of the autumn of 1905 and the
spring of 1906? Its content did not, of course, consist in
repeating the word boycott or calling on the people not
to take part in the elections. Nor was its content confined
to appeals for a direct assault that ignored the roundabout
and zigzag paths proposed by the autocracy. In addition
to and not even alongside this theme, but rather at the
centre of the whole boycott campaign, was the fight against
constitutional illusions. This fight was, in truth, the liv-
ing spirit of the boycott. Recall the speeches of the boy-
cottists and their whole agitation, look at the principal reso-
lutions of the boycottists and you will see how true
this is.

The Mensheviks were never able to understand this as-
pect of the boycott. They always believed that to fight
constitutional illusions in a period of nascent constitution-
alism was nonsense, absurdity, “anarchism”. This point
of view of the Mensheviks was also forcibly expressed in
their speeches at the Stockholm Congress,!! especially—
I remember—in the speeches of Plekhanov, not to mention
Menshevik literature.

At first sight the position of the Mensheviks on this
question would really seem to be as impregnable as that of a
man who smugly instructs his friends that horses eat oats.
In a period of nascent constitutionalism to proclaim a fight
against constitutional illusions! Is it not anarchism? Is
it not gibberish?

The vulgarisation of this question effected by means
of a specious allusion to the plain common sense of such
arguments is based on the fact that the special period of
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the Russian revolution is passed over in silence, that the
boycott of the Bulygin Duma is forgotten, and that the con-
crete stages of the course taken by our revolution are re-
placed by a general designation of the whole of our revo-
lution, both past and future, as a revolution that begets
constitutionalism. This is a specimen of the violation of
the method of dialectical materialism by people, who, like
Plekhanov, spoke about this method with the utmost elo-
quence.

Yes, our bourgeois revolution as a whole, like every
bourgeois revolution, is, in the long run, a process of build-
ing up a constitutional system and nothing more. That
is the truth. It is a useful truth for exposing the quasi-
socialist pretensions of one or another bourgeois-demo-
cratic programme, theory, tactics, and so forth. But would
you be able to derive any benefit from this truth on the
question as to what kind of constitutionalism the workers’
party is to lead the country to in the epoch of bourgeois
revolution? Or on the question as to how exactly the workers’
party should fight for a definite (and, precisely, a republic-
an) constitutionalism during definite periods of the revo-
lution? You would not. This favourite truth of Axelrod’s
and Plekhanov’s would no more enlighten you on these
questions than the conviction that a horse eats oats would
enable you to choose a suitable animal and ride it.

The fight against constitutional illusions, the Bolshe-
viks said in 1905 and at the beginning of 1906, should
become the slogan of the moment, because it was at that
period that the objective state of affairs faced the strug-
gling social forces with having to decide the issue whether
the straight path of direct revolutionary struggle and
of representative institutions created directly by the rev-
olution on the basis of complete democratism, or the
roundabout zigzag path of a monarchist constitution and
police-“constitutional” (in inverted commas!) institutions
of the “Duma” type would triumph in the immediate fu-
ture.

Did the objective state of affairs really raise this issue,
or was it “invented” by the Bolsheviks because of their
theoretical mischievousness? That question has now been
answered by the history of the Russian revolution.
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The October struggle of 1905 was indeed a struggle to
prevent the revolution from being switched to monarchist-
constitutional lines. The October-December period was
indeed a period which saw the realisation of a proletarian,
truly democratic, broad, bold, and free constitutionalism
that really expressed the will of the people as opposed to
the pseudo-constitutionalism of the Dubasov and Stolypin'?
constitution. The revolutionary struggle for a truly demo-
cratic constitutionalism (that is, one built on ground com-
pletely cleared of the old regime and all the abominations
associated with it) called for the most determined fight
against the police-monarchist constitution being used as a
bait for the people. This simple thing the Social-Democratic
opponents of the boycott absolutely failed to understand.

Two phases in the development of the Russian revolu-
tion now stand out before us in all their clarity: the phase
of upswing (1905) and the phase of decline (1906-07). The
phase of maximum development of the people’s activity, of
free and broad organisations of all classes of the popula-
tion, the phase of maximum freedom of the press and max-
imum ignoring by the people of the old authority, its
institutions and commands—and all this without any con-
stitutionalism bureaucratically endorsed and expressed
in formal rules and regulations. And after that the phase
of least development and steady decline of popular activ-
ity, organisation, freedom of the press, etc., under a (God
forgive us!) “constitution” concocted, sanctioned, and
safeguarded by the Dubasovs and Stolypins.

Now, when everything behind looks so plain and clear,
you would hardly find a single pedant who would dare to
deny the legitimacy and necessity of the revolutionary
struggle of the proletariat to prevent events from taking
a constitutional-monarchist turn, the legitimacy and neces-
sity of the fight against constitutional illusions.

Now you will hardly find a sensible historian worthy
of the name who would not divide the course of the Rus-
sian revolution between 1905 and the autumn of 1907 into
these two periods: the “anti-constitutional” period (if I
may be allowed that expression) of upswing and the period
of “constitutional” decline, the period of conquest and
achievement of freedom by the people without police (mon-
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archist) constitutionalism and the period of oppression
and suppression of popular freedom by means of the mon-
archist “constitution”.

Now the period of constitutional illusions, the period
of the First and Second Dumas is quite clear to us, and
it is no longer difficult to grasp the importance of the fight
which the revolutionary Social-Democrats waged at that
time against constitutional illusions. But at that time,
in 1905 and the beginning of 1906, neither the liberals in
the bourgeois camp nor the Mensheviks in the proletarian
camp understood this.

Yet the period of the First and Second Dumas was in
every sense and all respects a period of constitutional
illusions. The solemn pledge that “no law shall become
effective without the approval of the Duma” was not vio-
lated at that period. Thus, the constitution existed on
paper, never ceasing to warm the cockles of all the slavish
hearts of the Russian Cadets.!®> Both Dubasov and Stolypin
at that period put the Russian constitution to the test of
practice, tried it and verified it in an effort to adjust and
fit it to the old autocracy. They, Dubasov and Stolypin,
appeared to be the most powerful men of the time, and
they worked hard to make the “illusion” a reality. The
illusion proved to be an illusion. History has fully endorsed
the correctness of the slogan of the revolutionary Social-
Democrats. But it was not only the Dubasovs and Stolypins
who tried to put the “constitution” into effect, it was not
only the servile Cadets who praised it to the skies and
like flunkeys (a¢ la Mr. Rodichev in the First Duma) exerted
themselves to prove that the monarch was blameless and
that it would be presumptuous to hold him responsible for
the pogroms. No. During this period the broad masses of
the people as well undoubtedly still believed to a greater
or lesser extent in the “constitution”, believed in the Duma
despite the warnings of the Social-Democrats.

The period of constitutional illusions in the Russian
revolution may be said to have been a period of nation-
wide infatuation with a bourgeois fetish, just as whole na-
tions in Western Europe sometimes become infatuated
with the fetish of bourgeois nationalism, anti-semitism,
chauvinism, etc. It is to the credit of the Social-Democrats
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that they alone were not taken in by the bourgeois hoax,
that they alone in the epoch of constitutional illusions
always kept unfurled the banner of struggle against con-
stitutional illusions.

Why then, the question now arises, was the boycott a
specific means of struggle against constitutional illusions?

There is a feature about the boycott which, at first sight,
involuntarily repels every Marxist. Boycott of elections
is a renunciation of parliamentarism, something that looks
very much like passive rejection, abstention, evasion.
So Parvus regarded it (he only had German models to go
by) when, in the autumn of 1905, he stormed and raged,
angrily but unsuccessfully, attempting to prove that active
boycott was all the same a bad thing because it was still
a boycott.... And so also is it regarded by Martov, who to
this day has learned nothing from the revolution and is
more and more turning into a liberal. By his last article
in Tovarishch' he has shown that he is unable even to raise
the problem in a way that befits a revolutionary Social-
Democrat.

But this most objectionable, so to speak, feature of
the boycott as far as a Marxist is concerned is fully explained
by the specific features of the period that gave rise to
such a method of struggle. The First monarchist Duma,
the Bulygin Duma, was a bait designed to draw the people
away from the revolution. The bait was a dummy clothed
in a dress of constitutionalism. One and all were tempted
to swallow the bait. Some through selfish class interests,
others through ignorance, were inclined to snatch at the
dummy of the Bulygin Duma, and later at that of the Witte
Duma. Everyone was enthusiastic, everyone sincerely be-
lieved in it. Participation in the elections was not just
a matter-of-fact, simple performance of one’s usual civic
duties: It was the solemn inauguration of a monarchist
constitution. It was a turn from the direct revolutionary
path to the monarchist-constitutional path.

The Social-Democrats were bound at such a time to un-
furl their banner of protest and warning with the utmost
vigour, with the utmost demonstrativeness. And that meant
refusing to take part, abstaining oneself and holding the
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people back, issuing a call for an assault on the old regime
instead of working within the framework of an institution
set up by that regime. The nation-wide enthusiasm for
the bourgeois-police fetish of a “constitutional” monarchy
demanded of the Social-Democrats, as the party of the
proletariat, an equally nation-wide demonstration of their
views protesting against and exposing this fetish, demanded
a fight with the utmost vigour against the establishment
of institutions that embodied that fetishism.

There you have the full historical justification not only
for the boycott of the Bulygin Duma, which met with im-
mediate success, but for the boycott of the Witte Duma,
which, to all appearances, was a failure. We now see why
it was only an apparent failure, why the Social-Democrats
had to maintain their protest against the constitutional-
monarchist turn of our revolution to the very last. This
turn in fact proved to be a turn into a blind alley. The il-
lusions about a monarchist constitution proved to be
merely a prelude or a signboard, an adornment, diverting
attention from preparations for the annulment of this “con-
stitution” by the old regime....

We said that the Social-Democrats had to maintain their
protest against the suppression of liberty by means of the
“constitution” to the very last. What do we mean by “to
the very last”? We mean until the institution against which
the Social-Democrats were fighting had become an accom-
plished fact despite the Social-Democrats, until the monarch-
ist-constitutional turn of the Russian revolution, which
inevitably meant (for a certain time) the decline of the rev-
olution, the defeat of the revolution, had become an ac-
complished fact despite the Social-Democrats. The period
of constitutional illusions was an attempt at compromise.
We fought and had to fight against it with all our might.
We had to go into the Second Duma, we had to reckon with
compromise once the circumstances forced it upon us against
our will, despite our efforts, and at the cost of the defeat
of our struggle. For how long we have to reckon with it is
another matter, of course.

What inference is to be drawn from all this as regards
the boycott of the Third Duma? Is it, perhaps, that the
boycott, which is necessary at the beginning of the period
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of constitutional illusions, is also necessary at the end
of this period? That would be a “bright idea” in the vein
of “analogical sociology” and not a serious conclusion. Boy-
cott cannot now have the same meaning that it had at the
beginning of the Russian revolution. Today we can neither
warn the people against constitutional illusions nor fight
to prevent the revolution from being turned into the con-
stitutional-monarchist blind alley. Boycott cannot have
its former vital spark. If there should be a boycott, it will
in any case have a different significance, it will be filled
in any case with a different political content.

Moreover, our analysis of the historical peculiarity of
the boycott provides one consideration against a boycott
of the Third Duma. In the period at the beginning of the
constitutional turn the attention of the whole nation was
inevitably focused on the Duma. By means of the boycott
we fought and were bound to fight against this focusing
of attention on the trend towards the blind alley, to fight
against an infatuation that was due to ignorance, unenlight-
enment, weakness, or selfish counter-revolutionary activ-
ity. Today not only any nation-wide, but even any at all
widespread enthusiasm for the Duma in general or for the
Third Duma in particular is completely ruled out. There is
no need for any boycott here.

IV

And so the conditions for the applicability of a boycott
should be sought, undoubtedly, in the objective state
of affairs at the given moment. Comparing, from this point
of view, the autumn of 1907 with that of 1905, we cannot
help coming to the conclusion that we have no grounds
today for proclaiming a boycott. From the standpoint of
the relation between the direct revolutionary path and the
constitutional-monarchist “zigzag”, from the standpoint of
mass upswing, and from the standpoint of the specific aims
of the fight against constitutional illusions, the present
state of affairs differs sharply from that of two years ago.

At that time the monarchist-constitutional turn of his-
tory was nothing more than a police promise. Now it is
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a fact. Not to acknowledge this fact would be a ridiculous
fear of the truth. And it would be a mistake to infer from
the acknowledgement of this fact that the Russian revolu-
tion is over. No, there are no grounds whatever for drawing
such a conclusion. A Marxist is bound to fight for the di-
rect revolutionary path of development when such a fight
is prescribed by the objective state of affairs, but this, we
repeat, does not mean that we do not have to reckon with
the zigzag turn which has in fact already taken definite
shape. In this respect the course of the Russian revolution
has already become quite definite. At the beginning of the
revolution we see a line of short, but extraordinarily broad
and amazingly rapid upswing. Next we have a line of ex-
tremely slow but steady decline, beginning with the De-
cember uprising of 1905. First a period of direct revolution-
ary struggle by the masses, then a period of monarchist-
constitutional turn.

Does this mean that this latter turn is a final one? That
the revolution is over and a “constitutional” period has set
in? That there are no grounds either for expecting a new
upswing or for preparing for it? That the republican char-
acter of our programme must be scrapped?

Not at all. Only liberal vulgarians like our Cadets, who
are ready to use any argument to justify servility and
toadyism, can draw such conclusions. No, it only means
that in upholding, at all points, the whole of our programme and
all our revolutionary views, we must bring our direct
appeals into line with the obJectlve state of affairs at the
given moment. While proclaiming the inevitability of rev-
olution, while systematically and steadily accumulating
inflammatory material in every way, while, for this pur-
pose, carefully guarding the revolutionary traditions of
our revolution’s best epoch, cultivating them and purging
them of liberal parasites, we nevertheless do not refuse
to do the humdrum daily work on the humdrum monarchist-
constitutional turn. That is all. We must work for a new,
broad upswing, but we have no ground whatever for butting
in blindly with the slogan of boycott.

As we have said, the only boycott that can have any
meaning in Russia at the present time is active boycott.
This implies not passively avoiding participation in the
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elections, but ignoring the elections for the sake of the
aim of a direct assault. The boycott, in this sense, inevi-
tably amounts to a call for the most energetic and decisive
offensive. Does such a broad and general upswing exist at
the present moment, an upswing without which such a call
would be meaningless? Of course not.

Generally speaking, as far as “calls” are concerned, the
difference in this respect between the present state of affairs
and that of the autumn of 1905 is a very striking one. At
that time, as we have already pointed out, there were
no calls throughout the previous year to which the masses
would not have responded. The impetus of the mass offen-
sive took place in advance of the calls of the organisations.
Now we are at a period of a lull in the revolution when «
whole series of calls systematically met with no response among
the masses. That is what happened with the call to sweep
away the Witte Duma (at the beginning of 1906), with the
call for an uprising after the dissolution of the First Duma
(in the summer of 1906), with the call for struggle in answer
to the dissolution of the Second Duma and the coup d’état
of June 3, 1907. Take the leaflet of our Central Committee
on these last acts.’® You will find there a direct call to
struggle in the form possible under local conditions (dem-
onstrations, strikes, and an open struggle against the armed
force of absolutism). It was a verbal appeal. The mutinies
of June 1907 in Kiev and the Black Sea Fleet were calls
through action. Neither of these calls evoked a mass response.
If the most striking and direct manifestations of reac-
tionary assault upon the revolution—the dissolution of
the two Dumas and the coup d’état—evoked no upswing
at the time, what ground is there for immediately repeat-
ing the call in the form of proclaiming a boycott? Is it
not clear that the objective state of affairs is such that the
“proclamation” is in danger of being just an empty shout?
When the struggle is on, when it is spreading, growing,
coming up from all sides, then such a “proclamation” is le-
gitimate and necessary; then it is the duty of the revolu-
tionary proletariat to sound such a war-cry. But it is im-
possible to invent that struggle or to call it into being mere-
ly by a war-cry. And when a whole series of fighting calls,
tested by us on more direct occasions, has proved to be una-
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vailing, it is only natural that we should seek to have se-
rious grounds for “proclaiming” a slogan which is meaning-
less unless the conditions exist which make fighting calls
feasible.

If anyone wants to persuade the Social-Democratic pro-
letariat that the slogan of boycott is a correct one, he must
not allow himself to be carried away by the mere sound
of words that in their time played a great and glorious
revolutionary role. He must weigh the objective conditions
for applying such a slogan and realise that to launch it
assumes indirectly the existence of conditions making for
a sweeping, universal, powerful, and rapid revolutionary
upswing. But in periods such as we are now living in, in
periods of a temporary lull in the revolution, such a condi-
tion can in no circumstances be indirectly assumed. It
must be directly and distinctly realised and made clear
both to oneself and to the whole working class. Otherwise
one runs the risk of finding oneself in the position of a per-
son who uses big words without understanding their true
meaning or who hesitates to speak plainly and call a spade
a spade.

A%

The boycott is one of the finest revolutionary traditions
of the most eventful and heroic period of the Russian rev-
olution. We said above that it is one of our tasks to care-
fully guard these traditions in general, to cultivate them,
and to purge them of liberal (and opportunist) parasites.
We must dwell a little on the analysis of this task in order
correctly to define what it implies and to avoid misinter-
pretations and misunderstandings that might easily arise.

Marxism differs from all other socialist theories in the
remarkable way it combines complete scientific sobriety
in the analysis of the objective state of affairs and the ob-
jective course of evolution with the most emphatic recogni-
tion of the importance of the revolutionary energy, revo-
lutionary creative genius, and revolutionary initiative
of the masses—and also, of course, of individuals, groups,
organisations, and parties that are able to discover and
achieve contact with one or another class. A high apprais-
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al of the revolutionary periods in the development of hu-
manity follows logically from the totality of Marx’s views
on history. It is in such periods that the numerous contra-
dictions which slowly accumulate during periods of so-
called peaceful development become resolved. It is in such
periods that the direct role of the different classes in deter-
mining the forms of social life is manifested with the great-
est force, and that the foundations are laid for the polit-
ical “superstructure”, which then persists for a long time
on the basis of the new relations of production. And, un-
like the theoreticians of the liberal bourgeoisie, Marx did
not regard these periods as deviations from the “normal”
path, as manifestations of “social disease”, as the deplor-
able results of excesses and mistakes, but as the most vi-
tal, the most important, essential, and decisive moments
in the history of human societies. In the activities of Marx
and Engels themselves, the period of their participation
in the mass revolutionary struggle of 1848-49 stands out
as the central point. This was their point of departure when
determining the future pattern of the workers’ movement
and democracy in different countries. It was to this point
that they always returned in order to determine the essen-
tial nature of the different classes and their tendencies in
the most striking and purest form. It was from the stand-
point of the revolutionary period of that time that they
always judged the later, lesser, political formations and
organisations, political aims and political conflicts. No
wonder the ideological leaders of liberalism, men like Som-
bart, whole-heartedly hate this feature of Marx’s activities
and writings and ascribe it to the “bitterness of an exile”.
It is indeed typical of the bugs of police-ridden bourgeois
university science to ascribe an inseparable component
of Marx’s and Engels’s revolutionary outlook to personal
bitterness, to the personal hardships of life in exile!

In one of his letters, I think it was to Kugelmann, Marx
in passing threw out a highly characteristic remark, which
is particularly interesting in the light of the question we
are discussing. He says that the reaction in Germany had
almost succeeded in blotting out the memory and traditions
of the revolutionary epoch of 1848 from the minds of the
people.'® Here we have the aims of reaction and the aims
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of the party of the proletariat in relation to the revolution-
ary traditions of a given country strikingly contrasted.
The aim of reaction is to blot out these traditions, to rep-
resent the revolution as “elemental madness”—Struve’s
translation of the German das tolle Jahr (“the mad year”—
the term applied by the German police-minded bourgeois
historians, and even more widely by German university-
professorial historiography, to the year 1848). The aim of
reaction is to make the people forget the forms of struggle,
the forms of organisation, and the ideas and slogans which
the revolutionary period begot in such profusion and va-
riety. Just as those obtuse eulogists of English philistinism,
the Webbs, try to represent Chartism, the revolutionary
period of the English labour movement, as pure childish-
ness, as “sowing wild oats”, as a piece of naiveté unworthy
of serious attention, as an accidental and abnormal devia-
tion, so too the German bourgeois historians treat the year
1848 in Germany. Such also is the attitude of the reaction-
aries to the Great French Revolution, which, by the fierce
hatred it still inspires, demonstrates to this day the vital-
ity and force of its influence on humanity. And in the
same way our heroes of counter-revolution, particularly
“democrats” of yesterday like Struve, Milyukov, Kiesewet-
ter, and tutti quanti vie with one another in scurrilously
slandering the revolutionary traditions of the Russian rev-
olution. Although it is barely two years since the direct
mass struggle of the proletariat won that particle of freedom
which sends the liberal lackeys of the old regime into such
raptures, a vast trend calling itself liberal (!!) has already
arisen in our publicist literature. This trend is fostered
by the Cadet press and is wholly devoted to depicting our
revolution, revolutionary methods of struggle, revolution-
ary slogans, and revolutionary traditions as something
base, primitive, naive, elemental, mad, etc. ... even crimi-
nal ... from Milyukov to Kamyshansky il n’y a qu’un pas!*
On the other hand, the successes of reaction, which first
drove the people from the Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’
Deputies into the Dubasov-Stolypin Dumas, and is now

* There is only one step.—Ed.
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driving it into the Octobrist Duma, are depicted by the
heroes of Russian liberalism as “the process of growth of
constitutional consciousness in Russia”.

It is undoubtedly the duty of Russian Social-Democrats
to study our revolution most carefully and thoroughly, to
acquaint the masses with its forms of struggle, forms of
organisation, etc., to strengthen the revolutionary tradi-
tions among the people, to convince the masses that improve-
ments of any importance and permanence can be achieved
solely and exclusively through revolutionary struggle, and
to systematically expose the utter baseness of those smug
liberals who pollute the social atmosphere with the miasma
of “constitutional” servility, treachery, and Molchalinism.
In the history of the struggle for liberty a single day of the
October strike or of the December uprising is a hundred
times more significant than months of Cadet flunkey speeches
in the Duma on the subject of the blameless monarch
and constitutional monarchy. We must see to it—for if
we do not no one else will—that the people know much more
thoroughly and in more detail those spirited, eventful,
and momentous days than those months of “constitutional”
asphyxia and Balalaikin-Molchalin!” prosperity so zeal-
ously announced to the world by our liberal-party and
non-party “democratic” (ugh! ugh!) press with the amiable
acquiescence of Stolypin and his retinue of gendarme cen-
sors.

There is no doubt that, in many cases, sympathy for the
boycott is created precisely by these praiseworthy efforts
of revolutionaries to foster tradition of the finest period
of the revolutionary past, to light up the cheerless slough
of the drab workaday present by a spark of bold, open, and
resolute struggle. But it is just because we cherish this
concern for revolutionary traditions that we must vigor-
ously protest against the view that by using one of the slo-
gans of a particular historical period the essential condi-
tions of that period can be restored. It is one thing to pre-
serve the traditions of the revolution, to know how to use
them for constant propaganda and agitation and for acquaint-
ing the masses with the conditions of a direct and aggres-
sive struggle against the old regime, but quite another
thing to repeat a slogan divorced from the sum total of the
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conditions which gave rise to it and which ensured its suc-
cess and to apply it to essentially different conditions.

Marx himself, who so highly valued revolutionary tradi-
tions and unsparingly castigated a renegade or philistine
attitude towards them, at the same time demanded that
revolutionaries should be able to think, should be able to
analyse the conditions under which old methods of struggle
could be used, and not simply to repeat certain slogans.
The “national” traditions of 1792 in France will perhaps
forever remain a model of certain revolutionary methods
of struggle; but this did not prevent Marx in 1870 in the
famous Address of the International from warning the
French proletariat against the mistake of applying those
traditions to the conditions of a different period.®

This holds good for Russia as well. We must study the
conditions for the application of the boycott; we must
instil in the masses the idea that the boycott is a quite
legitimate and sometimes essential method at moments
when the revolution is on the upswing (whatever the pedants
who take the name of Marx in vain may say). But whether
revolution is really on the upswing—and this is the funda-
mental condition for proclaiming a boycott—is a question
which one must be able to raise independently and to de-
cide on the basis of a serious analysis of the facts. It is
our duty to prepare the way for such an upswing, as far as it
lies within our power, and not to reject the boycott at
the proper moment; but to regard the boycott slogan as
being generally applicable to every bad or very bad repre-
sentative institution would be an absolute mistake.

Take the reasoning that was used to defend and support
the boycott in the “days of freedom”, and you will see at
once that it is impossible simply to apply such arguments
to present-day conditions.

When advocating the boycott in 1905 and the beginning
of 1906 we said that participation in the elections would
tend to lower the temper, to surrender the position to the
enemy, to lead the revolutionary people astray, to make it
easier for tsarism to come to an agreement with the coun-
ter-revolutionary bourgeoisie, and so on. What was the
fundamental premise underlying these arguments, a premise
not always specified but always assumed as something
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which in those days was self-evident. This premise was the
rich revolutionary energy of the masses, which sought
and found direct outlets apart from any “constitutional”
channels. This premise was the continuous offensive of the
revolution against reaction, an offensive which it would
have been criminal to weaken by occupying and defending
a position that was deliberately yielded up by the enemy
in order to weaken the general assault. Try to repeat these
arguments apart from the conditions of this fundamental
premise and you will immediately feel that all your “music”
is off-key, that your fundamental tone is false.

It would be just as hopeless to attempt to justify the
boycott by drawing a distinction between the Second and
the Third Dumas. To regard the difference between the
Cadets (who in the Second Duma completely betrayed the
people to the Black Hundreds') and the Octobrists?® as a
serious and fundamental difference, to attach any real sig-
nificance to the notorious “constitution” which was torn up
by the coup d’état of June 3, is something that in general
corresponds much more to the spirit of vulgar democracy
than that of revolutionary Social-Democracy. We have
always said, maintained, and repeated that the “constitu-
tion” of the First and Second Dumas was only an illusion,
that the Cadets’ talk was only a blind to screen their Oc-
tobrist nature, and that the Duma was a totally unsuitable
instrument for satisfying the demands of the proletariat
and the peasantry. For us June 3, 1907 is a natural and
inevitable result of the defeat of December 1905. We were
never “captivated” by the charms of the “Duma” constitu-
tion, and so we cannot be greatly disappointed by the
transition from reaction embellished and glossed over by
Rodichev’s phrase-mongering to naked, open, and crude
reaction. The latter may even be a more effective
means of sobering the ranting liberal simpletons or the
sections of the population they have led astray....

Compare the Menshevik Stockholm resolution with the
Bolshevik London resolution on the State Duma. You will
find that the former is pompous, wordy, full of high-flown
phrases about the significance of the Duma and puffed up by
a sense of the grandeur of work in the Duma. The latter
is simple, concise, sober, and modest. The first resolution
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is imbued with a spirit of philistine jubilation over the
marriage of Social-Democracy and constitutionalism (“the
new power from the midst of the people”, and so on and so
forth in this same spirit of official falsehood). The second
resolution can be paraphrased approximately as follows:
since the accursed counter-revolution has driven us into
this accursed pigsty, we shall work there too for the benefit
of the revolution, without whining, but also without boast-
ing.

By defending the Duma against boycott when we were
still in the period of direct revolutionary struggle, the
Mensheviks, so to speak, gave their pledge to the people
that the Duma would be something in the nature of a weap-
on of revolution. And they completely failed to honour
this pledge. But if we Bolsheviks gave any pledge at all, it
was only by our assurance that the Duma was the spawn
of counter-revolution and that no real good could be expect-
ed from it. Our view has been borne out splendidly so
far, and it can safely be said that it will be borne out by
future events as well. Unless the October-December strategy
is “corrected” and repeated on the basis of the new data,
there will never be freedom in Russia.

Therefore, when I am told that the Third Duma cannot
be utilised as the Second Duma was, that the masses cannot
be made to understand that it is necessary to take part in
it, I would reply: if by “utilise” is meant some Menshevik
bombast about it being a weapon of the revolution, etc.,
then it certainly cannot. But then even the first two Dumas
proved in fact to be only steps to the Octobrist Duma, yet
we utilised them for the simple and modest* purpose (prop-
aganda and agitation, criticism and explaining to the
masses what is taking place) for which we shall always

*Cf. the article in Proletary (Geneva), 190521 “The Boycott of
the Bulygin Duma” (see present edition, Vol. 9, pp. 179-87.—Ed.)
where it was pointed out that we do not renounce the use of the Duma
generally, but that we are now dealing with another issue confronting
us, namely, that of fighting for a direct revolutionary path. See also
the article in Proletary (Russian issue), 1906,22 No. 1, “The Boy-
cott” (see present edition, Vol. 11, pp. 141-49.—Ed.), where stress
is laid on the modest extent of the benefits to be derived from work
in the Duma.
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contrive to utilise even the worst representative institu-
tions. A speech in the Duma will not cause any “revolu-
tion”, and propaganda in connection with the Duma is not
distinguished by any particular merits; but the advantage
that Social-Democracy can derive from the one and the
other is not less, and sometimes even greater, than that
derived from a printed speech or a speech delivered at
some other gathering.

And we must explain to the masses our participation in
the Octobrist Duma just as simply. Owing to the defeat
of December 1905 and the failure of the attempts of 1906-07
to “repair” this defeat, reaction inevitably drove us and
will continue to drive us constantly into worse and worse
quasi-constitutional institutions. Always and everywhere
we shall uphold our convictions and advocate our views,
always insisting that no good can be expected as long as
the old regime remains, as long as it is not wholly eradi-
cated. We shall prepare the conditions for a new upswing,
and until it takes place, and in order that it may take
place, we shall work still harder and not launch slogans
which have meaning only when the revolution is on the
upswing.

It would be just as wrong to regard the boycott as a
line of tactics counterposing the proletariat and part of
the revolutionary bourgeois democracy to liberalism and
reaction. The boycott is not a line of tactics, but a special
means of struggle suitable under special conditions. To
confuse Bolshevism with “boycottism” would be as bad as
confusing it with “boyevism”.222 The difference between the
Bolshevik and Menshevik lines of tactics is now quite clear
and has taken shape in the fundamentally different resolu-
tions adopted in the spring of 1905 at the Bolshevik Third
Congress in London and the Menshevik Conference in Ge-
neva. There was no talk then either of boycott or of “boye-
vism”, nor could there have been. As everyone knows, our
line of tactics differed essentially from the Menshevik line
both in the elections to the Second Duma, when we were
not boycottists, and in the Second Duma itself. The lines
of tactics diverge in every field of the struggle whatever
its means and methods may be, without any special meth-
ods of struggle peculiar to either line being created. And
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if a boycott of the Third Duma were to be justified or caused
by the collapse of revolutionary expectations in regard
to the First or the Second Dumas, by the collapse of a “law-
ful”, “strong”, “stable”, and “genuine” constitution, it would
be Menshevism of the worst kind.

VI

We have left an examination of the strongest and the
only Marxist arguments in favour of a boycott to the last.
Active boycott has no meaning apart from a broad revolu-
tionary upswing. Granted. But a broad upswing evolves
from one that is not broad. Signs of a certain upswing are
in evidence. The boycott slogan ought to be launched by
us, since that slogan supports, develops, and expands the
incipient upswing.

Such, in my opinion, is the basic argument which, in a
more or less clear form, determines the tendency towards
boycott among Social-Democrats. Moreover, the comrades
who stand closest to direct proletarian work proceed not
from any argumentation “constructed” according to a cer-
tain type, but from a sum total of impressions derived from
their contact with the working-class masses.

One of the few questions on which so far it seems there
are not, or were not, disagreements between the two fac-
tions of the Social-Democrats, is that of the reason for
the protracted lull in the development of our revolution.
“The proletariat has not recovered”—that is the reason.
Indeed, the brunt of the October-December struggle was
borne by the proletariat alone. The proletariat alone
fought in a systematic, organised, and unremitting way for
the whole nation. No wonder that in a country with the
smallest percentage of proletarian population (by Euro-
pean standards), the proletariat should have found itself
utterly exhausted by such a struggle. Besides, ever since
December the combined forces of governmental and bour-
geois reaction have been striking their hardest all the time
at the proletariat. Police persecutions and executions have
decimated the ranks of the proletariat in the course of eight-
een months, while systematic lock-outs, beginning with
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the “punitive” closing down of state-owned factories and
ending with capitalist conspiracies against the workers,
have increased poverty among the mass of the working
class to an unprecedented extent. And now, some Social-
Democratic functionaries say, there are signs of a rising
challenge among the masses, a mustering of strength by
the proletariat. This rather vague and indefinite impres-
sion is supported by a stronger argument, namely, indu-
bitable evidence of a business revival in certain branches
of industry. The growing demand for workers should inev-
itably intensify the strike movement. The workers will
be bound to attempt to make up for at least some of the
tremendous losses they sustained in the period of repres-
sion and lock-outs. Finally, the third and most powerful
argument is the one that points not to a problematical or
generally expected strike movement, but to a single great
strike already decided upon by the workers’ organisations.
At the beginning of 1907, the representatives of 10,000
textile workers discussed their position and outlined steps
for strengthening the trade unions in that industry. The
delegates have met again, this time representing 20,000
workers, and they resolved to call a general strike of the
textile workers in July 1907. This movement may involve
up to 400,000 workers. It originates in the Moscow region,
i.e., the biggest centre of the labour movement in Russia
and the biggest trade and industrial centre. It is in Mos-
cow, and only in Moscow, that the mass workers’ move-
ment is most likely to develop into a wide popular move-
ment of decisive political importance. As for the textile
workers, they are the worst paid and least developed ele-
ment of the total of the working class, who participated
least of all in previous movements and who have the closest
connections with the peasantry. The initiative of such work-
ers may be an indication that the movement will embrace
much wider strata of the proletariat than before. As regards
the connection between the strike movement and the rev-
olutionary upswing of the masses, this has already been
demonstrated repeatedly in the history of the Russian rev-
olution.

It is the bounden duty of the Social-Democrats to con-
centrate supreme attention and special efforts on this move-
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ment. Work in this field should certainly be given pre-
cedence over the elections to the Octobrist Duma. The
masses should be made to see the necessity of converting
this strike movement into a general and broad attack on
the autocracy. That is just what the boycott slogan means—
a shifting of attention from the Duma to the direct mass
struggle. The boycott slogan means imbuing the new move-
ment with a political and revolutionary content.

Such, roughly, is the train of thought which has led cer-
tain Social-Democrats to the conviction that the Third
Duma must be boycotted. This argument in favour of the
boycott is undoubtedly a Marxist one, and has nothing in
common with the bare repetition of a slogan dissociated
from specific historical conditions.

But strong as this argument is, it is not enough, in my
opinion, to make us accept the boycott slogan straight-
away. This argument emphasises what no Russian Social-
Democrat who ponders the lessons of our revolution should
have any doubts about, namely, that we cannot renounce
boycott, that we must be prepared to put that slogan for-
ward at the proper time, and that our way of stating the
boycott issue has nothing in common with the liberal,
wretchedly philistine way—to keep clear of it or not to keep
clear of it?*—which is devoid of all revolutionary content.

Let us take it for granted that everything the Social-
Democratic adherents of the boycott say about the changed
temper of the workers, about the industrial revival, and
about the July strike of the textile workers is wholly
in accord with the facts.

What follows from all this? We have before us the begin-
ning of a partial upswing of revolutionary import.™*

*See Tovarishch for a specimen of liberal argumentation by
L. Martov, a former contributor to Social-Democratic publications
and now a contributor to liberal newspapers.

** Some hold that the textile strike is a movement of a new type
which sets the trade-union movement apart from the revolutionary
movement. But we pass over this view, first because to read a pessi-
mistic meaning into all symptoms of phenomena of a complex type
is generally a dangerous practice which often muddles many Social-
Democrats who are not quite “firm in the saddle”. Secondly, if the
textile strike was found to have these characteristics we Social-Dem-
ocrats would have to fight against them in the most energetic man-
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Must we make every effort to support and develop it, and
try to convert it into a general revolutionary upswing, and
then into a movement of an aggressive type? Undoubtedly.
There can be no two opinions about this among the Social-
Democrats (except, perhaps, those contributing to Tova-
rishch). But do we need the boycott slogan for developing
the movement at this very moment, at the beginning of
this partial upswing, before it has definitely passed into
a general upswing? Is this slogan capable of promoting the
movement today? This is a different question, one which,
in our opinion, would have to be answered in the negative.

A general upswing can and should be developed from a
partial upswing by direct and immediate arguments and
slogans without any relation to the Third Duma. The en-
tire course of events after December fully confirms the So-
cial-Democratic view on the role of the monarchist consti-
tution, on the necessity of direct struggle. Citizens, we
shall say, if you do not want to see the cause of democracy
in Russia going steadily faster and faster downhill as it
did after December 1905 during the hegemony of the Cadet
gentlemen over the democratic movement, then support
the incipient workers’ movement, support the direct mass
struggle. Without it there can be no guarantee of freedom
in Russia.

Agitation of this type would undoubtedly be a perfectly
consistent revolutionary-Social-Democratic agitation. Would
we necessarily have to add to it: Don’t believe in the
Third Duma, citizens, and look at us, Social-Democrats,
who are boycotting it as proof of our protest!

Such an addition under prevailing conditions is not
only unnecessary, but sounds rather odd, sounds almost
like mockery. In any case, no one believes in the Third
Duma, i.e., among the strata of the population that are
capable of sustaining the democratic movement there is
not and cannot be any of that enthusiasm for the consti-
tutional institution of the Third Duma that undoubtedly
existed among the public at large for the First Duma,
for the first attempts in Russia to set up any kind of in-
stitutions provided they were constitutional.

ner. Consequently, in the event of the success of our struggle the ques-
tion would be just as we have stated it.
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Widespread public interest in 1905 and the beginning
of 1906 was focused on the first representative institution,
even though it was based on a monarchist constitution.
That is a fact. That is what the Social-Democrats had to
fight against and show up as clearly as possible.

Not so today. It is not enthusiasm for the first “parlia-
ment” that forms a characteristic feature of the moment,
not belief in the Duma, but unbelief in an upswing.

Under these conditions we shall not be strengthening
the movement by prematurely putting forward the boy-
cott slogan, we shall not be paralysing the real obstacles
to that movement. Moreover, by doing so we even risk weak-
ening the force of our agitation, for the boycott is a slo-
gan associated with an upswing that has taken definite shape,
but the trouble now is that wide circles of the population
do not believe in the upswing, do not see its strength.

We must first of all see to it that the strength of this
upswing is demonstrated in actual fact, and we shall always
have time afterwards to put forward the slogan which in-
directly expresses that strength. Even so it is a question
whether a revolutionary movement of an aggressive charac-
ter requires a special slogan diverting attention from ...
the Third Duma. Possibly not. In order to pass by some-
thing that is important and really capable of rousing the
enthusiasm of the inexperienced crowd who have never
seen a parliament before, it may be necessary to boycott
the thing that should be passed by. But in order to pass
by an institution that is absolutely incapable of rousing
the enthusiasm of the democratic or semi-democratic crowd
of today it is not necessary to proclaim a boycott. The crux
of the matter now is not in a boycott, but in direct and im-
mediate efforts to convert the partial upswing into a general
upswing, the trade-union movement into a revolutionary
movement, the defence against lock-outs into an offensive
against reaction.

VII

To sum up. The boycott slogan was the product of a
special historical period. In 1905 and the beginning of 1906,
the objective state of affairs confronted the contending
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social forces with the immediate choice between the path
of direct revolution or that of a turn to a monarchist con-
stitution. The purpose of the campaign for a boycott was
mainly to combat constitutional illusions. The success of
the boycott depended on a sweeping, universal, rapid, and
powerful upswing of the revolution.

In all these respects the state of affairs now, towards
the autumn of 1907, does not call for such a slogan and
does not justify it.

While continuing our day-to-day work of preparing for
the elections, and while not refusing beforehand to take
part in representative institutions, however reactionary,
we must direct all our propaganda and agitation towards
explaining to the people the connection between the De-
cember defeat and the whole subsequent decline of liberty
and desecration of the constitution. We must instil in the
masses the firm conviction that unless there is a direct
mass struggle such desecration will inevitably continue
and grow worse.

While not renouncing the use of the boycott slogan at
times of rising revolution, when the need for such a slogan
may seriously arise, we must at the present moment exert
every effort in an endeavour by our direct and immediate
influence to convert one or another upswing of the working-
class movement into a sweeping, universal, revolutionary,
and aggressive movement against reaction as a whole,
against its foundations.

June 26, 1907



50

IN MEMORY OF COUNT HEYDEN

WHAT ARE OUR NON-PARTY “DEMOCRATS” TEACHING
THE PEOPLE?23

“The progressive press was unanimous in expressing
its profound condolence over the heavy loss sustained by
Russia in the death of Count P. A. Heyden. The fine per-
sonality of Pyotr Alexandrovich attracted all decent people
irrespective of party or trend. A rare and happy lot!” There
follows a lengthy quotation from the Right Cadet Russkiye
Vedomosti** containing a sentimental effusion on the life
and activities of that “wonderful man” by Prince P. D. Dol-
gorukov, one of that Dolgorukov breed whose spokesmen
bluntly confessed the roots of their democracy: better come
to terms with the peasants peacefully than wait until they
seize the land themselves!... “We deeply share the feelings
of grief evoked by the death of Count Heyden in all who
are accustomed to value the man irrespective of the party
guise in which he may be invested. And the late Heyden
was above all a man.”

So writes the newspaper Tovarishch, No. 296, Tuesday,
June 19, 1907.

The journalists of Tovarishch are not only the most ar-
dent democrats of our legal press, but also consider them-
selves socialists—critical socialists, of course. They are
the nearest thing to Social-Democrats; and the Mensheviks—
Plekhanov, Martov, Smirnov, Pereyaslavsky, Dan, etc.,
etc.—are offered the most cordial hospitality in a paper
whose columns are adorned with the signatures of Proko-
povich, Kuskova, Portugalov, and other “former Marxists™.
In a word, there is not the slightest doubt that the journal-
ists of Tovarishch are the most “Left” spokesmen of our
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“enlightened”, “democratic”, etc., society, to which narrow
illegal activities are alien.

And when you come across lines like those quoted above
it is difficult to refrain from exclaiming to these gentle-
men: How fortunate it is that we, the Bolsheviks, obviously
did not belong to Tovarishch’s circle of decent people!

Gentlemen, “decent people” of Russian enlightened de-
mocracy, you are drugging the minds of the Russian people
and infecting them with the miasma of toadyism and ser-
vility a hundred times worse than those notorious members
of the Black Hundred—Purishkevich, Krushevan, and Dub-
rovin, against whom you are waging such a zealous, such a
liberal, such a cheap, such a, for you, profitable, and safe
war. You shrug your shoulders and turn to all the “decent
people” of your society with a scornful smile at the idea
of such “absurd paradoxes”? Yes, we know perfectly well
that nothing on earth can shake you out of your vulgar
liberal complacency. And that is why we rejoice that we
have succeeded in all our activities in setting up a solid
wall between ourselves and the circle of decent people of
Russian educated society.

Can one give any instance of the Black Hundreds having
corrupted and misled any considerable section of the pop-
ulation? One cannot.

Neither their press nor their league, neither their meet-
ings nor the elections to the First and Second Dumas
could provide any such instances. The outrages and atroc-
ities of the Black Hundreds, in which the police and the
soldiery take part, enrage the people. The frauds, dirty
tricks, and bribes of the Black Hundreds arouse hatred
and contempt. With the help of government funds the Black
Hundreds organise gangs and bands of drunkards who can
act only with the permission and at the instigation of the
police. In all this there is not a trace of any dangerous
ideological influence on any considerable sections of the
population.

On the other hand, it is just as unquestionable that such
an influence is exerted by our legal, liberal, and “demo-
cratic” press. The elections to the First and Second Dumas,
meetings, associations, and educational affairs all go to
prove this. And Tovarishch’s utterance in connection with
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the death of Heyden clearly shows what kind of ideological
influence this is.

“...A heavy loss ... fine personality ... happy lot ... was above all
a man.”

Count Heyden, the landlord, magnanimously played
the liberal prior to the October revolution.?® After the first
victory of the people on October 17, 1905, he immediately,
without the slightest hesitation, went over to the counter-
revolutionary camp, to the Octobrist Party, the party of
the landlords and big capitalists, who were incensed with
the peasants and democracy. In the First Duma this noble
character defended the government, and after the disso-
lution of the First Duma negotiated, but without reaching
agreement, for a place in the Ministry. Such are the prin-
cipal stages in the career of this typical counter-revolu-
tionary landlord.

And along come well-dressed, enlightened, and educated
gentlemen, mouthing phrases about liberalism, democracy,
and socialism, and making speeches of sympathy for the
cause of liberty, the cause of the peasants’ struggle against
the landlords for land—gentlemen who possess a virtual
monopoly of the legal opposition in the press, in the asso-
ciations, and at meetings and elections—and, lifting up
their eyes to heaven, preach to the people: “Rare and happy
lot!... The late Count was above all a man.”

Yes, Heyden was not only a man; he was also a citizen,
able to understand the common interests of his class and
to defend those interests very skilfully. And you, gentle-
men, the enlightened democrats, you are just tearful sim-
pletons, concealing under a cloak of liberal idiocy your
inability to be anything but cultured lackeys of this land-
lord class.

There is no need to fear the landlords’ influence on the
people. They will never succeed in fooling any considerable
number of workers or even peasants for any lengthy period.
But the influence of the intelligentsia, who take no direct
part in exploitation, who have been trained to use general
phrases and concepts, who seize on every “good” idea and
who sometimes from sincere stupidity elevate their inter-
class position to a principle of non-class parties and non-
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class politics—the influence of this bourgeois intelligentsia
on the people is dangerous. Here, and here alone, do we find
a contamination of the masses that is capable of doing real
harm and that calls for the utmost exertion of all the forces
of socialism to counteract this poison.

“Heyden was an educated, cultured, humane, and tole-
rant man”—ecstatically exclaim the liberal and democratic
droolers, imagining that they have raised themselves above
all “partisanship” to the standpoint “common to all man-
kind”.

You are mistaken, most worthy sirs. This is not a stand-
point common to all mankind but a common servile stand-
point. The slave who is aware of his slavish condition and
fights it is a revolutionary. The slave who is not aware of
his slavish condition and vegetates in silent, unenlightened,
and wordless slavery, is just a slave. The slave who drools
when smugly describing the delights of slavish existence
and who goes into ecstasies over his good and kind master
is a grovelling boor. And you, gentlemen of Tovarishch,
are just such boors. With disgusting complacency you wax
sentimental over the fact that a counter-revolutionary land-
lord, who supported the counter-revolutionary government,
was an educated and humane man. You do not realise that
instead of turning the slave into a revolutionary you are
turning slaves into grovellers. All your talk about freedom
and democracy is sheer claptrap, parrot phrases, fashion-
able twaddle, or hypocrisy. It is just a painted signboard.
And you yourselves are whited sepulchres. You are mean-
spirited boors, and your education, culture, and enlight-
enment are only a species of thoroughgoing prostitution.
For you are selling your souls, and you are selling them
not through need, but for “love of the thing”.

Heyden was a convinced constitutionalist, you say sen-
timentally. You are lying, or else you have been complete-
ly hoodwinked by the Heydens. Publicly, before the
people, to call a man a convinced constitutionalist when
that man is known to have founded a party which support-
ed the government of Witte, Dubasov, Goremykin, and
Stolypin, is like calling a cardinal a convinced opponent
of the pope. Instead of giving the people a correct
idea of the constitution you, the democrats, treat the con-
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stitution in your writings as something in the nature
of salmon mayonnaise. For there can be no doubt that for
the counter-revolutionary landlord the constitution is a
sort of salmon mayonnaise, a means of perfecting the
method of plundering and subjugating the muzhik and the
masses of the people. If Heyden was a convinced constitu-
tionalist, then Dubasov and Stolypin as well were convinced
constitutionalists, for in practice Heyden supported their
policy. Dubasov and Stolypin could not have been what
they were and could not have pursued their policy without
the support of the Octobrists, Heyden among them. By
what tokens then, O ye sage democrats from among “decent”
people, are we to judge the political physiognomy of a man
(a “constitutionalist”) by his speeches, by the fact that he
beats his breast and sheds crocodile tears? Or by his actual
deeds in the social arena?

What is characteristic and typical of Heyden’s political
activities? Is it that he could not reach agreement with
Stolypin about joining the Ministry after the dissolution
of the First Duma? Or is it that after such an act he pro-
ceeded to negotiate with Stolypin at all? Is it that formerly,
at one time or another, he uttered some kind of liberal
phrases? Or is it that he became an Octobrist (=a counter-
revolutionary) immediately after October 17? In calling
Heyden a convinced constitutionalist, you teach the people
that the former is characteristic and typical. And that
means that you are senselessly repeating fragments of dem-
ocratic slogans without understanding the rudiments
of democracy.

For democracy—remember this, you decent gentlemen
and members of respectable society—means fighting against
that very domination over the country by counter-revolu-
tionary landlords which Mr. Heyden upheld and of which
he was the embodiment throughout his political career.

Heyden was an educated man—say our drawing-room
democrats sentimentally. Yes, we have admitted this, and
we willingly admit that he was better educated and cleverer
(which does not always go together with education) than
the democrats themselves, for he better understood the in-
terests of his own class and his own counter-revolutionary
social movement than you, gentlemen of Tovarishch, un-
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derstand the interests of the movement for emancipation.
The educated counter-revolutionary landlord knew how
to defend the interests of his class subtly and artfully;
he skilfully covered up the selfish strivings and rapacious
appetites of the semi-feudal landlords with a veil of noble
words and outward gentlemanliness; he insisted (to Sto-
lypin) on the protection of these interests by the most civ-
ilised forms of class domination. Heyden and his like
brought all their “education” to the altar of the interests
of the landlords. To a real democrat, and not a “respectable”
boor from the Russian radical salons, this might have
served as an excellent subject for a journalist who wanted
to show the prostitution of education in modern society.

When the “democrat” prates about education, he wants
to create in the reader’s mind an impression of superior
knowledge, a broad outlook, and an ennobled mind and
heart. For the Heydens education is a thin veneer, training,
a “coaching” in gentlemanly ways of performing the mean-
est and dirtiest political deals. For all Heyden’s Octobrism,
all his “peaceful renovationism”,2¢ all his negotiations with
Stolypin after the dissolution of the First Duma were in
fact the carrying-out of the meanest and dirtiest political
business, arranging how most reliably, craftily, and art-
fully, how most solidly within and least noticeably without
to defend the rights of the aristocratic Russian nobility
to the blood and sweat of the millions of “muzhiks”, who
have always and incessantly been robbed by these Heydens,
before 1861, during 1861, after 1861, and after 1905.

In their time Nekrasov and Saltykov taught Russian
society to see through the outward gloss and varnish of
the feudal landlord’s education the predatory interests
that lay beneath it; they taught it to hate the hypocrisy and
callousness of such types. Yet the modern Russian intellec-
tual, who imagines himself to be the guardian of the dem-
ocratic heritage, and who belongs to the Cadet Party*
or to the Cadet yes-men, teaches the people grovelling ser-
vility and delights in his impartiality as a non-party dem-

*The Cadets have shown themselves a hundred times more ser-
vile in their appreciation of Heyden than the gentlemen of Tovarishch.
We took the latter as a specimen of the “democracy” of the “decent
people” of Russian “society”.
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ocrat. A spectacle almost more revolting than that offered
by the feats of Dubasov and Stolypin....

“Heyden was a ‘man’”—exclaims the drawing-room dem-
ocrat with enthusiasm. “Heyden was humane.”

This sentimentalising over Heyden’s humaneness reminds
us not only of Nekrasov and Saltykov, but also of Turgenev
in his A Hunter’s Sketches. Here we find depicted a civi-
lised educated landlord, a cultured man with a European
polish well versed in the social graces. The landlord is treat-
ing his guest with wine and conversing on lofty themes.
“Why hasn’t the wine been warmed?”—he asks the lackey.
The lackey turns pale and does not answer. The landlord
rings, and when the servant enters, he says, without rais-
ing his voice, “About Fyodor ... make the necessary arrange-
ments.”

Here you have an example of Heyden-like “humaneness”,
or humaneness a la Heyden. Turgenev’s landlord?” is “hu-
mane” too, ... so humane, compared with Saltychikha,??
for instance, that he does not go to the stables in person to
see that it has been arranged for Fyodor to be flogged. He
is so humane that he does not see to it that the birch with
which Fyodor is to be flogged has been soaked in salt water.
He would never think of hitting or scolding a lackey, could
this landlord; he only “arranges things” from a distance,
like the educated man he is, in a gentle and humane manner,
WithO}’lt noise, without fuss, without making a “public
scene’....

Heyden’s humaneness was of exactly the same kind. He
himself did not join the Luzhenovskys and Filonovs in flog-
ging and maltreating the peasants. He did not join the
Rennenkampfs and Meller-Zakomelskys in their punitive
expeditions.?® He did not join Dubasov in his Moscow
shootings. So humane was he that he refrained from such
actions, leaving all the “arrangements” to these heroes
of the national “stable” and controlling from his peaceful
and cultured study the political party which supported the
government of the Dubasovs and whose leaders drank the
health of the conqueror of Moscow, Dubasov.... Was it not
indeed humane to send the Dubasovs “to arrange about
Fyodor” instead of going to the stables himself? To the old
women who run the political department of our liberal and
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democratic press, this is a model of humaneness. “He had
a heart of gold, he wouldn’t hurt a fly!” “A rare and happy
lot”—to support the Dubasovs, to enjoy the fruits of the
vengeance wreaked by the Dubasovs, and not to be held
responsible for the Dubasovs.

The drawing-room democrat considers it the height of
democracy to sigh over the fact that we are not being gov-
erned by the Heydens (for it never enters the head of this
drawing-room simpleton that there is a “natural” division
of labour between the Heydens and the Dubasovs). Listen
to this:

“...and how sad that he [Heyden]* has died now, when he would
have been most useful. He would now have fought the extreme Right,
revealing the finest aspects of his soul and defending constitutional
principles with all the energy and fertility of mind natural to him.”
(Tovarishch, No. 299, Friday, June 22, “In Memory of Count Heyden”,
a letter from Pskov Gubernia.)

How sad that the educated and humane Heyden, the peace-
ful renovator, is not here to cloak with his constitutional
phrase-mongering the nakedness of the Third, Octobrist
Duma, the nakedness of the autocracy which is destroying
the Duma! It is the aim of the “democratic” journalist not
to tear off the false cloak, not to show up to the people their
oppressor enemies in all their nakedness, but to regret
the absence of the experienced hypocrites who adorn the
ranks of the Octobrists.... Was ist der Philister? Ein hohler
Darm, voll Furcht und Hoffnung, dass Gott erbarm! What
is a philistine? A hollow gut, full of fear and hope that God
will have mercy!?® What is the Russian liberal-democratic
philistine of the Cadet and near-Cadet camp? A hollow
gut, full of fear and hope that the counter-revolutionary
landlord will have mercy!

June 1907
Published in 1907 in the Published according
first symposium Voice of Life, to the book text
St. Petersburg
Signed: N. L.

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—
Ed.
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THESES OF A REPORT
MADE AT THE ST. PETERSBURG CITY CONFERENCE
OF JULY 8 ON THE ATTITUDE
OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC LABOUR PARTY
TO THE THIRD DUMA*

1. The boycott of the Duma, as the experience of the
Russian revolution has shown, is the only correct decision
on the part of the revolutionary Social-Democrats under
such historical conditions as make it a really active boy-
cott, i.e., one that represents the force of a broad and uni-
versal revolutionary upswing moving directly towards a
straightforward assault on the old regime (consequently,
towards an armed uprising). The boycott fulfils a great his-
torical task when it serves as a warning by the proletariat
to the whole people against blind petty-bourgeois infatua-
tion with constitutional illusions and with the first quasi-
constitutional institutions granted by the old regime.

2. To regard the boycott as an effective means in itself,
apart from a sweeping, universal, powerful, and rapid up-
swing of the revolution and a direct assault of the whole
people aimed at overthrowing the old regime, apart from
the aims of the struggle against popular enthusiasm for
the granted constitution, is to act under the influence of
feeling rather than of reason.

3. Therefore, to proclaim a boycott of the Duma on the
grounds that the electoral law favourable to the Cadets
has been superceded by one favourable to the Octobrists
on the grounds that a frankly Octobrist Duma is taking the
place of the Second Duma, which spoke in a Cadet way and
acted in an Octobrist way and in which the Social-Demo-
crats took part not without benefit to the cause of the rev-
Olution—to proclaim a boycott on such grounds would
mean not only substituting revolutionary excitability for
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steady revolutionary work, but revealing that the Social-
Democrats themselves are a victim of the worst illusions
in regard to the Cadet Duma and the Cadet constitution.

4. The focal point of all the propaganda of the revolu-
tionary Social-Democrats should be to explain to the peo-
ple that the coup d’état of June 3, 1907 was a direct and
absolutely inevitable result of the defeat of the December
uprising of 1905. The lesson of the second period of the Rus-
sian revolution, that of 1906 and 1907, is that the same
systematic offensive of reaction and retreat of the revolu-
tion that took place throughout that period, is inevitable
so long as a belief in the constitution prevails, so long as
quasi-constitutional methods of struggle prevail, so long
as the proletariat has not mustered its strength and recov-
ered from the defeats inflicted on it in order to rise in in-
comparably broader masses for a more decisive and aggres-
sive revolutionary assault aimed at the overthrow of the
tsarist regime.

5. The strike movement that is now flaring up in the
Moscow industrial area and is beginning to spread to other
regions of Russia should be regarded as the most important
guarantee of a possible revolutionary upswing in the near
future. Therefore, the Social-Democrats should do their
utmost not only to support and develop the economic
struggle of the proletariat, but to convert this movement,
which so far is only a trade-union movement, into a broad
revolutionary upswing and direct struggle of the working-
class masses against the armed force of tsarism. Only when
the efforts of the Social-Democrats in this direction have
been crowned with success, only on the basis of an aggres-
sive revolutionary movement that has already come into
existence, can the boycott slogan acquire serious impor-
tance in its inseparable connection with a direct appeal to
the masses for an armed uprising, for the overthrow of the
tsarist regime and the replacement of the latter by a pro-
visional revolutionary government, for the convocation
of a constituent assembly on the basis of universal, direct,
and equal suffrage by secret ballot.

Written in July 1907

Published as a leaflet Published according
in July 1907 to the leaflet text
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THE THIRD CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
(“SECOND ALL-RUSSIAN™)3?

1

DRAFT RESOLUTION ON PARTICIPATION
IN THE ELECTIONS TO THE THIRD DUMA

Whereas,

(1) active boycott, as the experience of the Russian
revolution has shown, is correct tactics on the part of the
Social-Democrats only under conditions of a sweeping,
universal, and rapid upswing of the revolution, developing
into an armed uprising, and only in connection with the
ideological aims of the struggle against constitutional
illusions arising from the convocation of the first represent-
ative assembly by the old regime;

(2) in the absence of these conditions correct tactics
on the part of the revolutionary Social-Democrats calls
for participation in the elections, as was the case with the
Second Duma, even if all the conditions of a revolutionary
period are present;

(3) the Social-Democrats, who have always pointed out
the essentially Octobrist nature of the. Cadet Party and
the impermanence of the Cadet electoral law (11-XII-
1905) under the autocracy, have no reasons whatever for
changing their tactics because this law has been replaced
by an Octobrist electoral law;

(4) the strike movement which is now developing in the
central industrial region of Russia, while being a most
important guarantee of a possible revolutionary upswing
in the near future, at the same time calls for sustained
efforts towards converting the movement, which so far is
only a trade-union one, into a political and directly revo-
lutionary movement linked with an armed uprising,

the Conference resolves:
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(a) to take part in the elections to the Third Duma too;

(b) to explain to the masses the connection of the coup
d’état of 3-VI-1907 with the defeat of the December up-
rising of 1905, as well as with the betrayals by the liberal
bourgeoisie, while at the same time showing the inade-
quacy of trade-union struggle alone and striving to con-
vert the trade-union strike movement into a political and
direct revolutionary struggle of the masses for the over-
throw of the tsarist government by means of an uprising;

(c) to explain to the masses that the boycott of the Duma
is not by itself capable of raising the working-class move-
ment and the revolutionary struggle to a higher level, and
that the tactics of boycott could be appropriate only pro-
vided our efforts to convert the trade-union upswing into a
revolutionary assault were successful.

2

OUTLINE OF A DRAFT RESOLUTION
ON THE ALL-RUSSIAN CONGRESS
OF TRADE UNIONS

The Conference considers it the duty of all members
of the Party energetically to carry out the London Congress
resolution on the trade unions, all local conditions being
taken into consideration when effecting organisational
contacts between the trade unions and the Social-Democratic
Party or when the latter’s leadership is accepted by the
former, and always, under all conditions, paying primary
attention that the Social-Democrats in the trade unions
should not confine themselves to passive accommodation
to a “neutral” platform—a favourite practice of all shades
of bourgeois-democratic trends (Cadets, non-party Pro-
gressists,?® Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc.,)—but should
steadfastly uphold the Social-Democratic views in their en-
tirety and should steadfastly promote acceptance by the
trade unions of the Social-Democrats’ ideological leadership
and the establishment of permanent and effective organi-
sational contacts with the trade unions.

Written in July 1907

First published in 1933, Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XXV to the manuscript
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NOTES OF A PUBLICIST

After the dissolution of the Second Duma despondency,
penitence, and apostasy became the outstanding features
of political literature. Beginning with Mr. Struve, con-
tinuing with Tovarishch, and ending with a number of writ-
ers supporting the Social-Democratic movement we wit-
ness a renunciation of the revolution, of its traditions, and
its methods of struggle, an effort in one way or another to
steer a course more to the right. To illustrate what some
Social-Democrats are now saying and writing, we shall
take the first articles of theirs we come across in the cur-
rent periodical press—one by Mr. Nevedomsky in Obrazo-
vaniye,® No. 7, and one by Mr. V1. Gorn in Tovarishch,
No. 348.

Mr. M. Nevedomsky begins his article with a scathing
criticism of the Cadets in the Second Duma and a vehement
defence of the Left-bloc tactics and behaviour of the Social-
Democrats. He ends his article, however, as follows:

“Speaking in the indicative mood, I will only say one thing, which
should be obvious to every Social-Democrat, namely, at our present
stage of political evolution, the activity of the socialist parties, in
the long run, after all merely paves the way for the bourgeois parties
and prepares for their temporary triumph.

“The upshot, in the imperative mood, is this: that whatever this
‘mimetic’ (‘one minute a brunette, the next a blonde’) Cadet Party
may be, it is for the time being the only opposition party, and the
activities of the socialist party have to be co-ordinated with its activ-
ities. This is dictated by the principle of economy of strength.”...
“On the whole, speaking without irony [Mr. Nevedomsky had to
make this reservation because he cannot write without conceits
and extravagances which mislead both the readers and the au-
thor himself], this phrase of Milyukov’s quite correctly defines,
in their essential features, the relations between the parties ... [this
refers to the following phrase of Milyukov’s: ‘The threat of in-
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tervention by the people may be put into effect only when the
ground has been prepared for that intervention—and that is the
object which all those who consider the powers of the Duma inade-
quate for the performance of its tremendous tasks should work
towards;” let the Lefts prepare the ground and build up the move-
ment—Mr. Nevedomsky rightly interprets this phrase—‘while the
Cadets and the Duma would take account of that work’].... ‘Coming
from the mouth of a spokesman of the accounting party that may
not be devoid of cynicism, but when the question is formulated
in that way by Plekhanov, for example, it is merely an exact and
realistic definition of the line of conduct for the Social-Democrats
and the method by which they are to utilise the forces of the
liberal opposition.’”

We are willing to assume that Plekhanov experiences
a certain sense of ... well, to put it mildly, embarrassment,
when such gentlemen as these kindly pat him on the back.
But by his Cadet slogans, such as a single platform for
Social-Democrats and Cadets or the safeguarding of the
Duma, Plekhanov undoubtedly gave people the right to
use his words in just that way.

Now listen to Mr. VI. Gorn.

“Clearly, in order to defeat it [the anti-democratic coali-
tion of the landowners and big bourgeois created by the
electoral law of June 3] two conditions are necessary. First, all
democratic sections, including the proletariat, should act together
to contrapose one coalition to the other, and, secondly, the struggle
should be waged not by devising the most decisive slogans with a view
to splitting off elements that are not revolutionary enough and forcing
the movement of the avowedly revolutionary minority [Mr. Gorn’s ital-
ics], but by a real concrete fight, in which the masses themselves
are drawn in, against the concrete measures of the anti-democratic
coalition. To create a democratic coalition we do not need a merger,
but only an agreement covering ways and the immediate aims
of the struggle. And such agreements—if the conscious representa-
tives of the masses—the parties—will adopt the basis of achiev-
ing real changes in the conditions of social life and not merely a
propaganda standpoint—are quite possible.”

Is it not clear from these excerpts that both our heroes
of fashionable Cadet phrase-mongering are, in substance,
saying one and the same thing? Mr. Gorn is merely a bit
more outspoken and has shown his hand a bit more, but
he differs from Mr. Nevedomsky no more than Mr. Struve
does from Mr. Nabokov or Mr. Maklakov.

Politics has its inner logic. How many times has it been
pointed out that technical agreements between the Social-
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Democrats and the liberals are possible without leading in
any way to a political bloc, which has always been rejected
by all Party Social-Democrats (we say nothing of the non-
Party Social-Democrats or those people who play a double
game, saying one thing within the Party and another in
the “free” non-Party press). And life has invariably upset
these fine statements and good intentions, for under cover
of “technical” agreements ideas of a political bloc have
steadily forced their way to the top. In a petty-bourgeois
country, during a period of bourgeois revolution, where
there are a lot of petty-bourgeois intellectuals in the
workers’ party, the tendency towards political subordina-
tion of the proletariat to the liberals has a very real
basis. And it is this tendency, rooted in the objective
state of affairs, that proves to be the sum and substance
of all quasi-socialist political chicanery on the subject
of coalitions with the Cadets. Mr. Gorn, with the naiveté
of an intellectual whose language only is Social-Democrat-
ic, but whose whole mind, whole ideological background,
and entire “marrow” are purely liberal or philistine, simply
advocates a political bloc, a “democratic coalition” —neither
more nor less.

It is highly characteristic that Mr. Gorn was obliged to
make a reservation: “we do not need a merger”! In doing
so he merely betrayed the remnants of a guilty socialist
conscience. For in saying: “we do not need a merger, but
only an agreement”, he as good as gave a description of
this “agreement”, a definition of its content, which reveals
with the utmost clarity his Social-Democratic apostasy.
It is not a question of a word, of whether the thing is called
a “merger” or an “agreement”. It is a question of what the
actual content of this “conjunction” is. It is a question of
what price you are offering the Social-Democratic Labour
Party to become the kept woman of liberalism.

The price is clearly defined. It is:

(1) To abandon the propaganda standpoint.

(2) To refrain from “devising” decisive slogans.

(3) To cease splitting off the elements that are not revo-
lutionary enough.

(4) To refrain from “forcing” the movement of the
avowedly revolutionary minority.
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I would give a prize to anyone who was capable of
formulating a clearer and more precise programme of down-
right and utterly vile apostasy. The only difference between
Mr. Struve and Mr. Gorn is that Mr. Struve sees his way
clearly and to a certain extent determines his own steps
“independently”, while Mr. Gorn is simply held in leading
strings by his Cadet mentors.

—To abandon the propaganda standpoint—that is what
the Cadets in the Second Duma were all the time telling
the people to do. This means not to develop the political
consciousness and demandingness of the working-class masses
and the peasantry, but to diminish both the one and
the other, to quell and suppress them, to advocate social
peace.

—Not to devise decisive slogans—means to do what
the Cadets have done, namely, to give up the advocacy of
slogans that the Social-Democrats had put forward long
before the revolution.

—Not to split off elements that are not revolutionary
enough—means abandoning all public criticism of Cadet
hypocrisy, lies, and reactionary views, it means taking
Mr. Struve to one’s bosom.

—Not to force a movement of the avowedly revolution-
ary minority—means, in effect, rejecting all revolution-
ary methods of struggle. For it is absolutely indisputable
that those who participated in the revolutionary movement
throughout 1905 were the avowedly revolutionary minority:
it was because the masses who were fighting were in a mi-
nority—they were nonetheless masses for being in a mi-
nority—that they did not achieve full success in their
struggle. But all the successes which the emancipation
movement in Russia did achieve, all the gains it did make,
were wholly and without exception the result of this struggle
of the masses alone, who were in a minority. That in the
first place. Secondly, what the liberals and their yes-men
call “forced movements”, was the only movement in which
the masses (although on this first occasion, unfortunately,
in a minority) took part independently and not through
deputies—the only movement which was not afraid of the
people, which expressed the interests of the masses, and
which had the support (as was proved by the elections to
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the First and especially to the Second Dumas) of the vast
masses who did not take part directly in the revolutionary
struggle.

In speaking about “forcing the movement of the avowedly
revolutionary minority”, Mr. Gorn is guilty of a very
widespread exaggeration of a purely Burenin type. When
Burenin’s newspaper® warred with Alexinsky during
the period of the Second Duma, it always tried to make
out that its hostility towards him was due not to his
fight for political freedom, but to the fact that he wanted
freedom in order to ... smash windows, climb lampposts,
and so on. The same Black-Hundred preparations are made
by the publicist of Tovarishch. He tries to make out that
the only thing that prevents an agreement between the
socialists and the liberals is not that the socialists have
always stood and will continue to stand for the development
of the revolutionary consciousness and revolutionary
activity of the masses in general, but the fact that the so-
cialists are forcing, that is precipitating, artificially whip-
ping up the movement, that they are fomenting movements
which are avowedly hopeless.

Our reply to these tricks will be brief. The whole social-
ist press, Menshevik as well as Bolshevik, during the
period of both the First and Second Dumas condemned
the “forcing” of the movement in any way.... It is not on
account of the forcing of the movement that the Cadets
fought the Social-Democrats during both the First and the
Second Dumas, but because the Social-Democrats develop
the revolutionary consciousness of the masses, their read-
iness to put forward demands, and expose the reactionary
nature of the Cadets and the mirage of constitutional il-
lusions. These well-known historical facts cannot be dis-
posed of by any newspaper acrobatics. As regards the form
of Mr. Gorn’s statement, it is highly characteristic of our
times, when “educated society” turns away from the revo-
lution and seizes upon pornography. A person who consid-
ers himself a Social-Democrat betakes himself to a non-
Party newspaper in order to address the public at large in
the manner of Novoye Vremya on the subject of the work-
ers’ party “forcing” the movement of the “avowed” minor-
ity! Renegade moods among us create also renegade morals.
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* * *

Now let us examine the question from another angle.
The views of the Nevedomskys and Gorns, which arouse
such disgust when put forward by quasi-Social-Democrats,
are, beyond question, the highly typical and natural views
of wide circles of our bourgeois intelligentsia, liberal-mind-
ed “society”, disaffected civil servants, etc. It is not enough
to describe these views as an expression of the politically
spineless, flabby, and wavering petty bourgeoisie. They
must be explained also from the standpoint of the existing
state of affairs in the development of our revolution.

Why is it that certain circles of the petty bourgeoisie
develop such views just now, on the eve of the Third Duma?
Because these circles, who meekly change their convictions
with every shift in government policy, believe in the Oc-
tobrist Duma, i.e., they consider its mission practicable
and hasten to adjust themselves to the “Octobrist reforms”,
hasten to find theoretical reasons justifying their accommo-
dation to Octobrism.

The mission of the Octobrist Duma, as envisaged by the
government, is to consummate the revolution with a direct
deal between the old regime and the landlords and biggest
bourgeoisie on the basis of a definite minimum of consti-
tutional reforms. Speaking in the abstract, there is noth-
ing absolutely impossible in this, since in Western Eu-
rope a number of bourgeois revolutions are being consum-
mated by the consolidation of “Octobrist” constitutional
systems. The only question is whether Octobrist “reforms”
capable of stopping the revolution are possible in present-
day Russia. Are not these Octobrist “reforms”, owing to
the deep roots of our revolution, doomed to the same fai-
lure as the Cadet “reforms”? Will not the Octobrist Duma
be as brief an episode as the Cadet Dumas were, an episode
on the road towards re-establishing the rule of the Black
Hundreds and the autocracy?

We lived through a period of direct revolutionary struggle
of the masses (1905), which resulted in certain gains of free-
dom. Then we experienced a period of suspension of this
struggle (1906 and half of 1907). This period gave reaction



68 V. I. LENIN

a number of victories and not a single victory to the rev-
olution, which lost the gains of the first period. The sec-
ond period was a Cadet period, one of constitutional illu-
sions. The masses still believed, more or less, in “parlia-
mentarism” under the autocracy, and the autocracy, real-
ising the danger of pure Black-Hundred domination,
sought to come™ to terms with the Cadets, experimented,
tried on various types of constitutional costumes, tested
what measure of reforms the “masters” of Russia, the biggest
landlords, were capable of adopting. The experiment of
the Cadet constitution ended in failure, although the Ca-
dets in the Second Duma behaved in a perfectly Octobrist
manner and not only refrained from attacking the govern-
ment or stirring up the masses against it, but systemati-
cally soothed the masses, combating the “Left”, i.e., the
parties of the proletariat and the peasantry and openly
and vigorously supporting the existing government (the
budget, etc.). The experiment of the Cadet constitution
failed, in short, not because the Cadets or the government
lacked good will, but because the objective contradictions
of the Russian revolution proved to be tfoo deep-
seated. These contradictions proved to be so profound, that
the Cadet bridge was unable to span the gulf. The experi-
ment showed that even with the mass struggle completely
suppressed for a time, even with the old regime having a
completely free hand in rigging the elections, etc., the peas-
ant masses (and in a bourgeois revolution the outcome
depends most of all on the peasantry) made demands
which no art of diplomacy on the part of the Cadet go-
betweens was able to adjust to the domination of the priv-
ileged landlords. If Mr. Struve now bears malice against
the Trudoviks®® (not to mention the Social-Democrats),
and if Rech® wages a regular campaign against them
this is no accident, no mere annoyance on the part of a
bourgeois advocate whose services have been rejected by
the muzhik. It is an inevitable political step in the evolu-
tion of the Cadets: they failed to reconcile the landlords
with the Trudoviks, consequently (for the bourgeois intelli-
gentsia this is the only possible conclusion) what is neces-
sary is not to rally still broader masses against the land-
lords, but to lower the demands of the Trudoviks, to make
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more concessions to the landlords, to “discard revolutionary
utopias”, as Struve and the Rech say, or to stop inventing
decisive slogans and forcing the movement, as Mr. Gorn,
the new servant of the Cadets, says.

The government accommodates itself to the landlords by
placing the elections entirely in their hands and virtually
depriving the peasantry of the suffrage. The Cadets accom-
modate themselves to the landlords by attacking the Tru-
doviks for their revolutionariness and uncompromising
attitude. The non-party politicians, like the contributors
to Tovarishch in general and Mr. Gorn in particular, accom-
modate themselves to the landlords by calling upon the
proletariat and the peasantry to “harmonise” (“co-ordinate”,
as Mr. Nevedomsky puts it) their policy with that of the
Cadets, to enter into a “democratic coalition” with the
Cadets, to renounce “decisive slogans”, and so on and so
forth.

The government is acting systematically. Step by step
it is taking away what has been gained by the “forced move-
ment” and what has been left defenceless during the lull
in that movement. Step by step it is trying to find out
what “reforms” the landlords could be induced to agree to.
Could not the Cadets have done this? Is it owing to inter-
ference from the Lefts that the Cadets could not, despite
their sincere desire and vain efforts? In that case, the fran-
chise of the “Lefts” will have to be curtailed and the de-
cision placed in the hands of the Octobrists: only if
this experiment, too, should fail, will it be necessary to
place ourselves entirely in the power of the “Council of the
United Nobility”.3

There is sense, method, and logic in the actions of the
government. It is the logic of the landlord’s class interests.
These interests have to be protected; after all, the bourgeois
development of Russia has to be safeguarded too.

To carry out these plans the government requires that
the interests and movement of the masses should be forci-
bly suppressed, that they should be deprived of the suffrage
and handed over to the tender mercies of the 130,000. Wheth-
er it will succeed in carrying out these plans no one can
say at present. This question will be answered only by
struggle.
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We Social-Democrats are answering this question by
our struggle. And the Cadets are answering it by struggle ..
against the Left. The Cadets are fighting for the government’s
solution of this question: they did this systematically in
the Second Duma in the parliamentary field. Now, too,
they are doing it systematically by their ideological strug-
gle against the Social-Democrats, and the Trudoviks.

Of course, to the ordinary Russian intellectual, as well
as to any half-educated petty bourgeois, this sounds para-
doxical; the Cadets, who call themselves democrats and
make liberal speeches, fight for the government solution
of the question! It is so obviously incongruous! If they
are democrats, then the place for them is the “democratic
coalition”! This is such an obvious conclusion for po-
litical simpletons, whom even two years of the Rus-
sian revolution have not taught to seek the true basis of
both the government’s measures and the liberals’ spate
of talk in the struggle of the different classes. We have
any amount of “Marxists” from the intellectual camp who
profess the principles of the class struggle while in reality
they use purely liberal arguments when talking about the
Cadets, about the role of the Duma, and about the boycott!
And how many more Cadet votings for the budget will
these political simpletons need before they can digest what
has long been a familiar sight in Europe, namely, that of a
liberal making speeches against the government and sup-
porting it on every important issue.

The replacement of the Second Duma by the Third is
the replacement of the Cadet, who acts in the Octobrist
manner, by the Octobrist who acts with the help of the
Cadet. Predominant in the .Second Duma was the party of
the bourgeois intellectuals; who called themselves demo-
crats where the people were concerned and supported the
government where the bourgeoisie was concerned. Predom-
inant in the Third Duma will be the landlords and the big
bourgeoisie, who hire the bourgeois intellectuals for a make-
believe opposition and for business services. This simple
truth is borne out by the whole political behaviour of the
Cadet Party and by the Second Duma in particular. Even
the man in the street has now begun to grasp this simple
truth: we shall refer to such a witness as Mr. Zhilkin, whom
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it would be absurd to suspect of Bolshevik sympathies or
of prejudiced and uncompromising hostility towards the
Cadets.

In today’s issue of Tovarishch (No. 351), Mr. Zhilkin
conveys the impressions of a “cheerful” (sic! Mr. Zhilkin
understands “cheerfulness” in much the same way as Gorn
or Nevedomsky) provincial in the following words:

“The Octobrist landlords I spoke to argue as follows: ‘It’s all
right to vote for the Cadets. The good thing about them is that they are
tractable. In the First Duma they wanted too much. In the Second
they backed down. They even made cuts in their programme.
In the Third they’ll give way still more. I daresay they’ll come to some
arrangement. Besides, to tell the truth, there isn’t any Octobrist
whose election we could ensure.

“‘Let the Cadets get elected. The difference between us isn’t very
great. They are sure to go to the right in the Third Duma.... We’re
friendly with the Octobrists out of necessity.... What public speak-
ers or big men do they have?’”

Those who judge of parties by their names, programmes,
promises, and speeches, or are content with crude Bernstein-
ised “Marxism”, which consists in reiterating the axiom
about support for bourgeois democracy in a bourgeois rev-
olution, may cherish hopes in regard to a democratic coa-
lition of the Lefts and the Cadets in the Third Duma. But
those with the slightest revolutionary flair and thoughtful
attitude towards the lessons of our revolution, or those
who are really guided by the principle of the class struggle
and judge of parties by their class character, will not be in
the least surprised to find that the party of bourgeois in-
tellectuals is fit only to perform flunkey services for the
party of the big bourgeois. The Gorns and Nevedomskys
are capable of believing that the Cadets’ differences with
the democrats are an exception, and their differences with
the Octobrists a rule. It is exactly the other way round.
The Cadets are true kin to the Octobrists by their very
class nature. Cadet democracy is sheer window-dressing,
a temporary reflection of the democracy of the masses, or a
downright hoax, which the Russian Bernsteinians and
petty bourgeois, especially those from the newspaper To-
varishch, fall for.

And so, if you view the matter from this angle, if you
grasp the true historical role of the Cadet—that bourgeois



72 V. I. LENIN

intellectual, who helps the landlord to satisfy the muzhik
with a beggarly reform—the whole infinite wisdom of the
Gorn and Nevedomsky gentry, who advise the proletariat
to harmonise their activity with that of the Cadets, will
stand revealed to you! The picture of the Octobrist “re-
forms”, which we are promised, is quite clear. The land-
lord “sets up” the muzhik, sets him up in such a manner
that the population cannot be induced to accept the reforms
without punitive expeditions, without floggings of the peas-
ants and shootings of the workers. The Cadet professor
registers opposition: he proves, from the standpoint of the
modern science of law, the necessity of constitutionally en-
forcing the regulations governing punitive expeditions,
while blaming the police for being over-zealous. The Cadet
lawyer registers opposition: he argues that, according to
the law, sixty strokes per man should be given and not
200, and that money should be assigned to the government
for birch rods, while stipulating that the law should be ob-
served. The Cadet physician is prepared to count the pulse
of the victim of flogging and write a research about the
necessity of reducing the upper limit of strokes by half.

Was not the Cadet opposition in the Second Duma of
just this kind? And is it not clear that for the sake of such
an opposition the Octobrist landlord will not only elect a
Cadet to the Duma, but will agree to pay him a professo-
rial or some other kind of salary?

A democratic coalition of socialists and Cadets in the
Second Duma, after the Second Duma, or during the Third
Duma would in fact, by virtue of the objective state of
affairs, only mean turning the workers’ party into a blind
and wretched adjunct of the liberals, complete betrayal
by the socialists of the interests of the proletariat and
the interests of the revolution. Very likely, the Nevedomskys
and Gorns do not realise what they are doing. With such
people convictions are very often not more deeply seated
than the tip of their tongues. In effect, their endeavours
amount to putting an end to the independent party
of the working class, putting an end to Social-Democracy.
The Social-Democrats, who understand the tasks confront-
ing them, should put an end to these gentlemen. Unfor-
tunately, among us the concept of bourgeois revolution
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is still interpreted in a one-sided manner. We overlook,
for example, the fact that this revolution should show the
proletariat—and it alone can be the first to show the
proletariat—what the bourgeoisie of a given country is in
actual fact, what the national peculiarities of the bour-
geoisie and the petty bourgeoisie are in the given national
bourgeois revolution. The real, definitive, and mass sep-
aration of the proletariat as a class, in opposition to all
the bourgeois parties, can only occur when the history of
its own country reveals to the proletariat the entire character
of the bourgeoisie as a class, as a political unit—the entire
character of the petty bourgeoisie as a section, as a definite
ideological and political unit revealing itself in some open,
broadly political activities. We must incessantly explain
to the proletariat the theoretical truths about the nature
of the class interests of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoi-
sie in capitalist society. These truths, however, will be
driven home to really broad masses of the proletariat only
when these classes will have visible, tangible experience
of the behaviour of the parties of one class or another,
when the clear realisation of their class nature is supple-
mented by the immediate reaction of the proletarian mind
to the whole character of the bourgeois parties. Nowhere
else in the world, probably, has the bourgeoisie revealed
in the bourgeois revolution such reactionary brutality, such
a close alliance with the old regime, such “freedom” from
anything remotely resembling sincere sympathy towards
culture, towards progress, towards the preservation of
human dignity, as it has with us—so let our proletariat
derive from the Russian bourgeois revolution a triple ha-
tred of the bourgeoisie and a determination to fight it.
Nowhere else in the world, probably, did the petty bour-
geoisie, beginning with the “Popular Socialists”?® and the
Trudoviks and ending with the intellectuals who have
wormed themselves into the Social-Democratic movement,
display such cowardice and spinelessness in the struggle,
such a shameful epidemic of renegade moods, such toady-
ism towards the heroes of bourgeois fashion or reaction-
ary outrages—so let our proletariat derive from our bour-
geois revolution a triple contempt for petty-bourgeois
flabbiness and vacillation. No matter how our revolution
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may develop, no matter what severe trials our proletariat
may at times have to go through, this hatred and this con-
tempt will help it to close its ranks and rid itself of worth-
less offshoots of alien classes; it will increase its forces and
steel it for dealing the blows with which it will overwhelm
the whole of bourgeois society when the time comes.

Written on August 22 Published according
(September 4), 1907 to the book text

Published in 1907 in the
first symposium Voice of Life
St. Petersburg
Signed: N. L.
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THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST CONGRESS
IN STUTTGART*

A feature of the International Socialist Congress held
in Stuttgart this August was its large and representative
composition: the total of 886 delegates came from all the
five continents. Besides providing an impressive demon-
stration of international unity in the proletarian struggle,
the Congress played an outstanding part in defining the
tactics of the socialist parties. It adopted general resolu-
tions on a number of questions, the decision of which had
hitherto been left solely to the discretion of the individual
socialist parties. And the fact that more and more prob-
lems require uniform, principled decisions in different
countries is striking proof that socialism is being welded
into a single international force.

The full text of the Stuttgart resolutions will be, found
elsewhere in this issue.*® We shall deal briefly with each
of them in order to bring out the chief controversial points
and the character of the debate at the Congress.

This is not the first time the colonial question has figured
at international congresses. Up till now their decisions
have always been an unqualified condemnation of bour-
geois colonial policy as a policy of plunder and violence.
This time, however, the Congress Commission was so com-
posed that opportunist elements, headed by Van Kol of
Holland, predominated in it. A sentence was inserted in
the draft resolution to the effect that the Congress did not
in principle condemn all colonial policy, for under social-
ism colonial policy could play a civilising role. The mi-
nority in the Commission (Ledebour of Germany, the Pol-
ish and Russian Social-Democrats, and many others)
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vigorously protested against any such idea being enter-
tained. The matter was referred to Congress, where the
forces of the two trends were found to be so nearly equal that
there was an extremely heated debate.

The opportunists rallied behind Van Kol. Speaking for
the majority of the German delegation Bernstein and Da-
vid urged acceptance of a “socialist colonial policy” and
fulminated against the radicals for their barren, negative
attitude, their failure to appreciate the importance of
reforms, their lack of a practical colonial programme, etc.
Incidentally, they were opposed by Kautsky, who felt
compelled to ask the Congress to pronounce against the
majority of the German delegation. He rightly pointed
out that there was no question of rejecting the struggle for
reforms; that was explicitly stated in other sections of the
resolution, which had evoked no dispute. The point at issue
was whether we should make concessions to the modern
regime of bourgeois plunder and violence. The Congress
was to discuss present-day colonial policy, which was based
on the downright enslavement of primitive populations.
The bourgeoisie was actually introducing slavery in the
colonies and subjecting the native populations to unprec-
edented outrages and acts of violence, “civilising” them
by the spread of liquor and syphilis. And in that situ-
ation socialists were expected to utter evasive phrases about
the possibility of accepting colonial policy in principle!
That would be an outright desertion to the bourgeois point
of view. It would be a decisive step towards subordinating
the proletariat to bourgeois ideology, to bourgeois impe-
rialism, which is now arrogantly raising its head.

The Congress defeated the Commission’s motion by 128
votes to 108 with ten abstentions (Switzerland). It should
be noted that at Stuttgart, for the first time, each nation
was allotted a definite number of votes, varying from
twenty (for the big nations, Russia included) to two (Lux-
embourg). The combined vote of the small nations, which
either do not pursue a colonial policy, or which suffer from
it, outweighed the vote of nations where even the prole-
tariat has been somewhat inflicted with the lust of conquest.

This vote on the colonial question is of very great im-
portance. First, it strikingly showed up socialist oppor-
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tunism, which succumbs to bourgeois blandishments.
Secondly, it revealed a negative feature in the European
labour movement, one that can do no little harm to the
proletarian cause, and for that reason should receive serious
attention. Marx frequently quoted a very significant saying
of Sismondi. The proletarians of the ancient world, this
saying runs, lived at the expense of society; modern
society lives at the expense of the proletarians.*?

The non-propertied, but non-working, class is incapable
of overthrowing the exploiters. Only the proletarian class,
which maintains the whole of society, can bring about the
social revolution. However, as a result of the extensive co-
lonial policy, the European proletarian partly finds himself
in a position when it is not his labour, but the labour of
the practically enslaved natives in the colonies, that main-
tains the whole of society. The British bourgeoisie, for
example, derives more profit from the many millions of
the population of India and other colonies than from the
British workers. In certain countries this provides the ma-
terial and economic basis for infecting the proletariat with
colonial chauvinism. Of course, this may be only a tempo-
rary phenomenon, but the evil must nonetheless be clear-
ly realised and its causes understood in order to be
able to rally the proletariat of all countries for the struggle
against such opportunism. This struggle is bound to be vic-
torious, since the “privileged” nations are a diminishing
faction of the capitalist nations.

There were practically no differences at the Congress
on the question of women’s suffrage. The only one who
tried to make out a case for a socialist campaign in favour
of a limited women’s suffrage (qualified as opposed to uni-
versal suffrage) was a woman delegate from the extremely
opportunist British Fabian Society. No one supported her.
Her motives were simple enough: British bourgeois ladies
hope to obtain the franchise for themselves, without its
extension to women workers in Britain.

The First International Socialist Women’s Conference
was held concurrently with the Congress in the same build-
ing. Both at this Conference and in the Congress Commis-
sion there was an interesting dispute between the German
and Austrian Social-Democrats on the draft resolution. In
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their campaign for universal suffrage the Austrians tended
to play down the demand for equal rights of men and women;
on practical grounds they placed the main emphasis on
male suffrage. Clara Zetkin and other German Social-Dem-
ocrats rightly pointed out to the Austrians that they were
acting incorrectly, and that by failing to press the demand
that the vote be granted to women as well as men, they
were weakening the mass movement. The concluding words
of the Stuttgart resolution (“the demand for universal
suffrage should be put forward simultaneously for both
men and women”) undoubtedly relate to this episode of
excessive “practicalism” in the history of the Austrian la-
bour movement.

The resolution on the relations between the socialist
parties and the trade unions is of especial importance to
us Russians. The Stockholm R.S.D.L.P. Congress went on
record for non-Party unions, thus endorsing the neutrality
standpoint, which has always been upheld by our non-
Party democrats, Bernsteinians and Socialist-Revolution-
aries. The London Congress, on the other hand, put for-
ward a different principle, namely, closer alignment of
the unions with the Party, even including, under certain
conditions, their recognition as Party unions. At Stuttgart
in the Social-Democratic subsection of the Russian section
(the socialists of each country form a separate section at
international congresses) opinion was divided on this is-
sue (there was no split on other issues). Plekhanov upheld
the neutrality principle. Voinov,*® a Bolshevik, defended
the anti-neutralist viewpoint of the London Congress and
of the Belgian resolution (published in the Congress mate-
rials with de Brouckére’s report, which will soon appear
in Russian). Clara Zetkin rightly remarked in her journal
Die Gleichheit** that Plekhanov’s arguments for neutral-
ity were just as lame as those of the French. And the Stutt-
gart resolution—as Kautsky rightly observed and as anyone
who takes the trouble to read it carefully will see—puts
an end to recognition of the “neutrality” principle. There
is not a word in it about neutrality or non-party principles.
On the contrary, it definitely recognises the need for closer
and stronger connections between the unions and the social-
ist parties.
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The resolution of the London R.S.D.L.P. Congress on
the trade unions has thus been placed on a firm theoretical
basis in the form of the Stuttgart resolution. The Stuttgart
resolution lays down the general principle that in every
country the unions must be brought into permanent and
close contact with the socialist party. The London resolu-
tion says that in Russia this should take the form, under
favourable conditions, of party unions, and party members
must work towards that goal.

We note that the harmful aspects of the neutrality prin-
ciple were revealed in Stuttgart by the fact that the trade-
union half of the German delegation were the most adamant
supporters of opportunist views. That is why in Essen,
for example, the Germans were against Van Kol (the trade
unions were not represented in Essen, which was a Con-
gress solely of the Party), while in Stuttgart they support-
ed him. By playing into the hands of the opportunists
in the Social-Democratic movement the advocacy of neu-
trality in Germany has actually had harmful results. This
is a fact that should not be overlooked, especially in Rus-
sia, where the bourgeois-democratic counsellors of the
proletariat, who urge it to keep the trade-union movement
“neutral”, are so numerous.

A few words about the resolution on emigration and
immigration. Here, too, in the Commission there was an
attempt to defend narrow, craft interests, to ban the immi-
gration of workers from backward countries (coolies—from
China, etc.). This is the same spirit of aristocratism that
one finds among workers in some of the “civilised” countries,
who derive certain advantages from their privileged posi-
tion, and are, therefore, inclined to forget the need for
international class solidarity. But no one at the Congress
defended this craft and petty-bourgeois narrow-minded-
ness. The resolution fully meets the demands of revolution-
ary Social-Democracy.

We pass now to the last, and perhaps the most impor-
tant, resolution of the Congress—that on anti-militarism.
The notorious Hervé, who has made such a noise in France
and Europe, advocated a semi-anarchist view by naively
suggesting that every war be “answered” by a strike and
an uprising. He did not understand, on the one hand, that
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war is a necessary product of capitalism, and that the pro-
letariat cannot renounce participation in revolutionary
wars, for such wars are possible, and have indeed occurred
in capitalist societies. He did not understand, on the other
hand, that the possibility of “answering” a war depends
on the nature of the crisis created by that war. The choice
of the means of struggle depends on these conditions; more-
over, the struggle must consist (and here we have the third
misconception, or shallow thinking of Hervéism) not simply
in replacing war by peace, but in replacing capitalism by
socialism. The essential thing is not merely to prevent
war, but to utilise the crisis created by war in order to has-
ten the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. However, underlying
all these semi-anarchist absurdities of Hervéism there was
one sound and practical purpose: to spur the socialist move-
ment so that it will not be restricted to parliamentary
methods of struggle alone, so that the masses will realise
the need for revolutionary action in connection with the
crises which war inevitably involves, so that, lastly, a
more lively understanding of international labour solidar-
ity and of the falsity of bourgeois patriotism will be spread
among the masses.

Bebel’s resolution (moved by the Germans and coincid-
ing in all essentials with Guesde’s resolution) had one
shortcoming—it failed to indicate the active tasks of the
proletariat. This made it possible to read Bebel’s orthodox
propositions through opportunist spectacles, and Vollmar
was quick to turn this possibility into a reality.

That is why Rosa Luxemburg and the Russian Social-
Democratic delegates moved their amendments to Bebel’s
resolution. These amendments (1) stated that militarism
is the chief weapon of class oppression; (2) pointed out the
need for propaganda among the youth; (3) stressed that
Social-Democrats should not only try to prevent war from
breaking out or to secure the speediest termination of wars
that have already begun, but should utilise the crisis creat-
ed by the war to hasten the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.

The subcommission (elected by the Anti-Militarism
Commission) incorporated all these amendments in Bebel’s
resolution. In addition, Jaures made this happy sugges-
tion: instead of enumerating the methods of struggle
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(strikes, uprisings) the resolution should cite historical
examples of proletarian action against war, from the dem-
onstrations in Europe to the revolution in Russia. The
result of all this redrafting was a resolution which, it is
true, is unduly long, but is rich in thought and precisely
formulates the tasks of the proletariat. It combines the
stringency of orthodox—i.e., the only scientific Marxist
analysis with recommendations for the most resolute
and revolutionary action by the workers’ parties. This
resolution cannot be interpreted ¢ la Vollmar, nor can
it be fitted into the narrow framework of naive Hervéism.

On the whole, the Stuttgart Congress brought into sharp
contrast the opportunist and revolutionary wings of the in-
ternational Social-Democratic movement on a number of
cardinal issues and decided these issues in the spirit of rev-
olutionary Marxism. Its resolutions and the report of the
debates should become a handbook for every propagandist.
The work done at Stuttgart will greatly promote the unity
of tactics and unity of revolutionary struggle of the pro-
letarians of all countries.

Written at the end of August
and beginning of September 1907

Published in Proletary, No. 17, Published according
October 20, 1907 to the newspaper text
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THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST CONGRESS
IN STUTTGART*

The recent Congress in Stuttgart was the twelfth congress
of the proletarian International. The first five congresses
belong to the period of the First International (1866-72),
which was guided by Marx, who, as Bebel aptly observed,
tried to achieve international unity of the militant prole-
tariat from above. This attempt could not be successful
until the national socialist parties were consolidated and
strengthened, but the activities of the First International
rendered great services to the labour movement of all
countries and left lasting traces.

The Second International was inaugurated at the In-
ternational Socialist Congress in Paris in 1889. At the
subsequent congresses in Brussels (1891), Zurich (1893),
London (1896), Paris (1900), and Amsterdam (1904), this
new International, resting on strong national parties, was
finally consolidated. In Stuttgart there were 884 delegates
from 25 nations of Europe, Asia (Japan and some from In-
dia), America, Australia, and Africa (one delegate from
South Africa).

The great importance of the International Socialist
Congress in Stuttgart lies in the fact that it marked the
final consolidation of the Second International and the
transformation of international congresses into business
-like meetings which exercise very considerable influence
on the nature and direction of socialist activities throughout
the world. Formally, the decisions of the International
congresses are not binding on the individual nations, but
their moral significance is such that the non-observance
of decisions is, in fact, an exception which is rarer than
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the non-observance by the individual parties of the deci-
sions of their own congresses. The Amsterdam Congress
succeeded in uniting the French socialists, and its resolu-
tion against ministerialism*® really expressed the will of
the class-conscious proletariat of the whole world and de-
termined the policy of the working-class parties.

The Stuttgart Congress made a big stride forward in
the same direction, and on a number of important issues
proved to be the supreme body determining the political
line of socialism. The Stuttgart Congress, more firmly even
than the Amsterdam Congress, laid this line down in the
spirit of revolutionary Social-Democracy as opposed to op-
portunism. Die Gleichheit, the organ of the German Social-
Democratic women workers, edited by Clara Zetkin, justly
observed in this connection:

“On all questions the various deviations of certain so-
cialist parties towards opportunism were corrected in a
revolutionary sense with the co-operation of the socialists
of all countries.”

The remarkable and sad feature in this connection was
that German Social-Democracy, which hitherto had always
upheld the revolutionary standpoint in Marxism, proved
to be unstable, or took an opportunist stand. The Stuttgart
Congress confirmed a profound observation which Engels
once made concerning the German labour movement. On
April 29, 1886, Engels wrote to Sorge, a veteran of the
First International:

“In general it is a good thing that the leadership of the
Germans is being challenged, especially after they have
elected so many philistine elements (which is unavoidable,
it is true). In Germany everything becomes philistine in
calm times; the sting of French competition is thus abso-
lutely necessary. And it will not be lacking.”*

The sting of French competition was not lacking at
Stuttgart, and this sting proved to be really necessary,
for the Germans displayed a good deal of philistinism. It
is especially important for the Russian Social-Democrats
to bear this in mind, for our liberals (and not only the
liberals) are trying their hardest to represent the least cred-
itable features of German Social-Democracy as a model
worthy of imitation. The most thoughtful and outstanding
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minds among the German Social-Democrats have noted
this fact themselves and, casting aside all false shame, have
definitely pointed to it as a warning.

“In Amsterdam,” writes Clara Zetkin’s journal, “the
revolutionary leit-motiv of all the debates in the parlia-
ment of the world proletariat was the Dresden resolution;
in Stuttgart a jarring opportunist note was struck by Voll-
mar’s speeches in the Commission on Militarism, by Pép-
low’s speeches in the Emigration Commission, and by Da-
vid’s [and, we would add, Bernstein’s] speeches in the
Colonial Commission. On this occasion, in most of the
commissions and on most issues, the representatives of Ger-
many were leaders of opportunism.” And K. Kautsky,
in appraising the Stuttgart Congress, writes: “...the lead-
ing role which German Social-Democracy has actually
played in the Second International up to now was not
in evidence on this occasion.”

Let us now examine individual questions that were dis-
cussed at the Congress. The differences of opinion on the
colonial question could not be ironed out in the Commis-
sion. The dispute between the opportunists and the revo-
lutionaries was settled by the Congress itself, settled in
favour of the revolutionaries by a majority of 127 votes
against 108, with 10 abstentions. Incidentally, let us note
the gratifying fact that the socialists of Russia all voted
unanimously on all questions in a revolutionary spirit.
(Russia had 20 votes of which 10 were given to the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party without the Poles, 7 to
the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and 3 to the representatives
of the trade unions. Poland had 10 votes: the Polish So-
cial-Democrats—4, and the Polish Socialist Party and
the non-Russian parts of Poland—6. Finally the two rep-
resentatives of Finland had 8 votes.)

On the colonial question an opportunist majority was
formed in the Commission, and the following monstrous
phrase appeared in the draft resolution: “The Congress
does not in principle and for all time reject all colonial
policy, which, under a socialist regime, may have a civi-
lising effect.” In reality this proposition was tantamount
to a direct retreat towards bourgeois policy and a bourgeois
world outlook that justifies colonial wars and atrocities.
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It was a retreat towards Roosevelt, said one of the
American delegates. The attempts to justify this retreat
by the tasks of a “socialist colonial policy” and of construc-
tive reform work in the colonies were unfortunate in the
extreme. Socialism has never refused to advocate reforms
in the colonies as well; but this can have nothing in common
with weakening our stand in principle against conquests,
subjugation of other nations, violence, and plunder, which
constitute “colonial policy”. The minimum programme of
all the socialist parties applies both to the home countries
and the colonies. The very concept “socialist colonial pol-
icy” is a hopeless muddle. The Congress quite rightly de-
leted the above-quoted words from the resolution and sub-
stituted for them a condemnation of colonial policy that
was sharper than that contained in former resolutions.

The resolution on the attitude of the socialist parties
towards the trade unions is of particularly great impor-
tance for us Russians. In our country this question is on
the order of the day. The Stockholm Congress settled it in
favour of non-Party trade unions, i.e., it confirmed the
position of our neutralists, headed by Plekhanov. The
London Congress took a step towards Party trade unions
as opposed to neutrality. As is known, the London resolu-
tion gave rise to a violent dispute and dissatisfaction in
some of the trade unions and especially in the bourgeois-
democratic press.

In Stuttgart the actual issue at stake was this: neutrality
of the trade unions or their still closer alignment with the
Party? And, as the reader may gather from the resolution,
the International Socialist Congress went on record for
closer alignment of the unions with the Party. There is
nothing in the resolution to suggest that the trade unions
should be neutral or non-party. Kautsky, who in the Ger-
man Social-Democratic Party advocated alignment of the
unions with the Party as opposed to the neutrality advo-
cated by Bebel, was therefore fully entitled to announce
to the Leipzig workers in his report on the Stuttgart Con-
gress (Vorwdrts,*® 1907, No. 209, Beilage):

“The resolution of the Stuttgart Congress says all that
we need. It puts an end to neutrality for ever.”

Clara Zetkin writes;
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“In principle, no one [in Stuttgart] any longer disputed
the basic historical tendency of the proletarian class strug-
gle to link the political with the economic struggle, to unite
the political and economic organisations as closely as pos-
sible into a single socialist working-class force. Only the
representative of the Russian Social-Democrats, Comrade
Plekhanov [she should have said the representative of the
Mensheviks, who delegated him to the Commission as an
advocate of ° ‘neutrality”] and the majority of the French
delegation attempted, by rather unconvincing arguments,
to justify a certain limitation of this principle on the plea
that special conditions prevailed in their countries. The
overwhelming majority of the Congress favoured a resolute
policy of unity between Social-Democracy and the trade
unions.”

It should be mentioned that Plekhanov’s unconvincing
(as Zetkin rightly considered it) argument went the rounds
of the Russian legally published papers in this form. In
the Commission of the Stuttgart Congress Plekhanov re-
ferred to the fact that “there are eleven revolutionary par-
ties in Russia”; “which one of them should the trade unions
unite with?” (We are quoting from Vorwdrts, No. 196, 1.
Beilage.) This reference of Plekhanov’s is wrong both in
fact and in principle. Actually no more than two parties
in every nationality of Russia are contending for influence
over the socialist proletariat: the Social-Democrats and
Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Polish Social-Democrats?®
and the Polish Socialist Party,?® the Lettish Social-Demo-
crats and the Lettish Socialist-Revolutionaries (known as
the Lettish Social-Democratic League), the Armenian So-
cial-Democrats and the Dashnaktsutyuns,’® etc. The Rus-
sian delegation in Stuttgart also at once divided into two
sections. The figure eleven is quite arbitrary and misleads
the workers. From standpoint of principle Plekhanov is
wrong because the struggle between proletarian and petty-
bourgeois socialism in Russia is inevitable everywhere,
including the trade unions. The British delegates, for
example, never thought of opposing the resolution, although
they, too, have two contending socialist parties—the
Social-Democratic Federation and the Independent Labour
Party.



INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST CONGRESS IN STUTTGART 89

That the idea of neutrality, which was rejected in Stutt-
gart, has already caused no little harm to the labour move-
ment is clearly borne out by the example of Germany.
There, neutrality has been advocated and applied more
than anywhere else. As a result, the trade unions of Ger-
many have deviated so obviously towards opportunism
that this deviation was openly admitted even by Kautsky,
who is so cautious on this question. In his report to the
Leipzig workers he bluntly stated that the “conservatism”
displayed by the German delegation in Stuttgart “becomes
understandable if we bear in mind the composition of this
delegation. Half of it consisted of representatives of the
trade unions, and thus the “Right wing” of the Party appeared
to have more strength than it actually has in the Party.”

The resolution of the Stuttgart Congress should undoubted-
ly hasten a decisive break of Russian Social-Democracy
with the idea of neutrality so beloved by our liberals. While
observing the necessary caution and gradualness, and with-
out taking any impetuous or tactless steps, we must work
steadily in the trade unions towards bringing them closer
and closer to the Social-Democratic Party.

Further, on the question of emigration and immigration,
a clear difference of opinion arose between the opportun-
ists and the revolutionaries in the Commission of the
Stuttgart Congress. The opportunists cherished the idea of
limiting the right of migration of backward, undeveloped
workers—especially the Japanese and the Chinese. In the
minds of these opportunists the spirit of narrow craft iso-
lation, of trade-union exclusiveness, outweighed the con-
sciousness of socialist tasks: the work of educating and or-
ganising those strata of the proletariat which have not
yet been drawn into the labour movement. The Congress
rejected everything that smacked of this spirit. Even in
the Commission there were only a few solitary votes in
favour of limiting freedom of migration, and recognition
of the solidarity of the workers of all countries in the class
struggle is the keynote of the resolution adopted by the In-
ternational Congress.

The resolution on women’s suffrage was also adopted
unanimously. Only one Englishwoman from the semi-bour-
geois Fabian Society defended the admissibility of a
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struggle not for full women’s suffrage but for one limited
to those possessing property. The Congress rejected this
unconditionally and declared in favour of women workers
campaigning for the franchise, not in conjunction with the
bourgeois supporters of women’s rights, but in conjunction
with the class parties of the proletariat. The Congress
recognised that in the campaign for women’s suffrage it
was necessary to uphold fully the principles of socialism
and equal rights for men and women without distorting
those principles for the sake of expediency.

In this connection an interesting difference of opinion
arose in the Commission. The Austrians (Viktor Adler,
Adelheid Popp) justified their tactics in the struggle for
universal manhood suffrage: for the sake of winning this
suffrage, they thought it expedient in their campaign not
to put the demand for women’s suffrage, too, in the fore-
ground. The German Social-Democrats, and especially Clara
Zetkin, had protested against this when the Austrians were
campaigning for universal suffrage. Zetkin declared in the
press that they should not under any circumstances have
neglected the demand for women’s suffrage, that the Aus-
trians had opportunistically sacrificed principle to expe-
diency, and that they would not have narrowed the scope
of their agitation, but would have widened it and increased
the force of the popular movement had they fought for
women’s suffrage with the same energy. In the Commission
Zetkin was supported whole-heartedly by another promi-
nent German woman Social-Democrat, Zietz . Adler’s amend-
ment, which indirectly justified the Austrian tactics, was
rejected by 12 votes to 9 (this amendment stated only that
there should be no abatement of the struggle for a suffrage
that would really extend to all citizens, instead of stating
that the struggle for the suffrage should always include the
demand for equal rights for men and women). The point
of view of the Commission and of the Congress may be most
accurately expressed in the following words of the above-
mentioned Zietz in her speech at the International Social-
ist Women’s Conference (this Conference took place in
Stuttgart at the same time as the Congress):

“In principle we must demand all that we consider to
be correct,” said Zietz, “and only when our strength is in
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adequate for more, do we accept what we are able to get.
That has always been the tactics of Social-Democracy. The
more modest our demands the more modest will the govern-
ment be in its concessions....” This controversy between the
Austrian and German women Social-Democrats will enable
the reader to see how severely the best Marxists treat
the slightest deviation from the principles of consistent
revolutionary tactics.

The last day of the Congress was devoted to the ques-
tion of militarism in which everyone took the greatest in-
terest. The notorious Hervé tried to defend a very un-
tenable position. He was unable to link up war with the
capitalist regime in general, and anti-militarist agitation
with the entire work of socialism. Hervé’s plan of “answer-
ing” any war by strike action or an uprising betrayed a
complete failure to understand that the employment of one
or other means of struggle depends on the objective condi-
tions of the particular crisis, economic or political,
precipitated by the war, and not on any previous decision
that revolutionaries may have made.

But although Hervé did reveal frivolity, superficiality,
and infatuation with rhetorical phrases, it would be extreme-
ly short-sighted to. counter him merely by a dogmatic
statement of the general truths of socialism. Vollmar in
particular fell into this error (from which Bebel and
Guesde were not entirely free). With the extraordinary
conceit of a man infatuated with stereotyped parliamen-
tarism, he attacked Hervé without noticing that his own
narrow-mindedness and thick-skinned opportunism make
one admit the living spark in Hervéism, despite the theo-
retically absurd and nonsensical way in which Hervé
himself presents the question. It does happen sometimes
that at a new turning-point of a movement, theoretical
absurdities conceal some practical truth. And it was this
aspect of the question, the appeal not to prize only parlia-
mentary methods of struggle, the appeal to act in accordance
with the new conditions of a future war and future crises,
that was stressed by the revolutionary Social-Democrats,
especially by Rosa Luxemburg in her speech. Together
with the Russian Social-Democratic delegates (Lenin and
Martov—who here spoke in full harmony) Rosa Luxemburg
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proposed amendments to Bebel’s resolution, and these amend-
ments emphasised the need for agitation among the youth,
the necessity of taking advantage of the crisis created by
war for the purpose of hastening the downfall of the
bourgeoisie, the necessity of bearing in mind the inevitable
change of methods and means of struggle as the class strug-
gle sharpens and the political situation alters. In the end
Bebel’s dogmatically one-sided, dead resolution, which
was open to a Vollmarian interpretation, became trans-
formed into an altogether different resolution. All the the-
oretical truths were repeated in it for the benefit of the
Hervéists, who are capable of letting anti-militarism make
them forget socialism. But these truths serve as an intro-
duction not to a justification of parliamentary cretinism,
not to the sanction of peaceful methods alone, not to the
worship of the present relatively peaceful and quiet situa-
tion, but to the acceptance of all methods of struggle, to the
appraisal of the experience of the revolution in Russia, to
the development of the active creative side of the movement.

This most outstanding, most important feature of the
Congress resolution on anti-militarism has been very aptly
caught in Zetkin’s journal, to which we have already re-
ferred more than once.

“Here too,” Zetkin says of the anti-militarist resolution,
“the revolutionary energy [Tatkraft] and courageous faith
of the working class in its fighting capacity won in the end,
winning, on the one hand, over the pessimistic gospel of
impotence and the hidebound tendency to stick to old,
exclusively parliamentary methods of struggle, and, on
the other hand, over the banal anti-militarist sport of the
French semi-anarchists of the Hervé type. The resolution,
which was finally carried unanimously both by the Com-
mission and by nearly 900 delegates of all countries, ex-
presses in vigorous terms the gigantic upswing of the rev-
olutionary labour movement since the last International
Congress; the resolution puts forward as a principle that
proletarian tactics should be flexible, capable of developing,
and sharpening [Zuspitzung] in proportion as conditions
ripen for that purpose.”

Hervéism has been rejected, but rejected not in favour
of opportunism, not from the point of view of dogmatism



INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST CONGRESS IN STUTTGART 93

and passivity. The vital urge towards more and more res-
olute and new methods of struggle is fully recognised by
the international proletariat and linked up with the inten-
sification of all the economic contradictions, with all the
conditions of the crises engendered by capitalism.

Not the empty Hervéist threat, but the clear realisation
that the social revolution is inevitable, the firm determi-
nation to fight to the end, the readiness to adopt the most
revolutionary methods of struggle—that is the significance
of the resolution of the International Socialist Congress in
Stuttgart on the question of militarism.

The army of the proletariat is gaining strength in all
countries. Its class-consciousness, unity, and determina-
tion are growing by leaps and bounds. And capitalism is
effectively ensuring more frequent crises, which this army
will take advantage of to destroy capitalism.

Written in September 1907
Published in October 1907 Published according

in Kalendar dlya vsekh, 1908 to the text in Kalendar
Signed: N. L.
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PREFACE TO THE COLLECTION
TWELVE YEARS®

The volume of collected articles and pamphlets here
offered to the reader covers the period from 1895 through
1905. The theme of these writings is the programmatic,
tactical, and organisational problems of the Russian So-
cial-Democratic movement, problems which are being
posed and dealt with all the time in the struggle against
the Right wing of the Marxist trend in Russia.

At first the struggle was fought on purely theoretical
ground against Mr. Struve, the chief spokesman of our
legal Marxism of the nineties. The close of 1894 and the
beginning of 1895 saw an abrupt change in our legal press.
Marxist views found their way into it for the first time,
presented not only by leaders of the Emancipation of La-
bour group®® living abroad, but also by Social-Democrats
in Russia. This literary revival and the heated controversy
between the Marxists and the old Narodnik leaders, who
(N. K. Mikhailovsky, for instance) had up till then held
practically undivided sway in our progressive literature,
were the prelude to an upswing in the mass labour move-
ment in Russia. These literary activities of the Russian
Marxists were the direct forerunners of active proletarian
struggle, of the famous St. Petersburg strikes of 1896,
which ushered in an era of steadily mounting workers’
movement—the most potent factor in the whole of our
revolution.

The Social-Democrats in those days wrote under condi-
tions which compelled them to use Aesopian language and
confine themselves to the most general principles, which
were farthest removed from practical activity and politics.
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This did much to unite the heterogenous elements of the
Marxist movement in the fight against the Narodniks. Be-
sides the Russian Social-Democrats abroad and at home
this fight was waged also by men like Struve, Bulgakov,
Tugan-Baranovsky, Berdyayev, and others. They were
bourgeois democrats for whom the break with Narodism
signified transition from petty-bourgeois (or peasant) so-
cialism to bourgeois liberalism, and not to proletarian so-
cialism as was the case with us.

The history of the Russian revolution in general, the his-
tory of the Cadet Party in particular, and especially the
evolution of Mr. Struve (to the verge of Octobrism) have
now made this truth self-evident, made it current small
coin for our publicists. But in 1894-95, this truth had to
be demonstrated on the basis of relatively minor devia-
tions by one or another writer from Marxism; at that time
the coin had still to be minted. That is why, in now print-
ing the full text of my article against Mr. Struve (“The
Economic Content of Narodism and the Criticism of It in
Mr. Struve’s Book”, over the signature of K. Tulin in the
symposium Material on the Question of the Economic De-
velopment of Russia, published in St. Petersburg in 1895
and destroyed by the censor*®), I pursue a triple purpose.
First, since the reading public is familiar with Mr. Struve’s
book and the Narodnik articles of 1894-95 against the Marx-
ists, it is important to give a criticism of Mr. Struve’s
viewpoint. Secondly, in order to reply to repeated accusa-
tions of alliance with these gentry, and in order to
appraise the very significant political career of Mr. Struve
himself, it is important to cite the warning to Mr. Struve
made by a revolutionary Social-Democrat simultaneously
with our general statements against the Narodniks. Third-
ly, the old, and in many respects outdated, polemic with
Struve is important as an instructive example, one that
shows the practical and political value of irreconcilable
theoretical polemics Revolutionary Social-Democrats have
been accused times without number of an excessive pen-
chant for such polemics with the “Economists”, the Bern-
steinians, and the Mensheviks. Today, too, these accusations

* See present edition, Vol. 1, pp. 3833-507.—Ed.
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are being bandied about by the “conciliators” inside the
Social-Democratic Party and the “sympathising” semi-
socialists outside it. An excessive penchant for polemics
and splits, we are all too often told, is typical of the Rus-
sians in general, of the Social-Democrats in particular
and of the Bolsheviks especially. But the fact is all too of-
ten overlooked that the excessive penchant for skipping
from socialism to liberalism is engendered by the condi-
tions prevailing in the capitalist countries in general, the
conditions of the bourgeois revolution in Russia in partic-
ular, and the conditions of the life and work of our intellec-
tuals especially. From that standpoint it is well worth
taking a look at the events of ten years ago, the theoretical
differences with “Struveism” which then began to take shape,
and the minor (minor at first glance) divergencies that
led to a complete political demarcation between the par-
ties and to an irreconcilable struggle in parliament, in
the press, at public meetings, etc.

The article against Mr. Struve, I should add, is based
on a paper I read in the autumn of 1894 to a small circle
of Marxists of that time. The group of Social-Democrats
then active in St. Petersburg, and who a year later founded
the League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Work-
ing Class, was represented in this circle by St., R., and
myself. The legal Marxist writers were represented by
P. B. Struve, A. N. Potresov, and K.?* The subject of my
paper was “The Reflection of Marxism in Bourgeois Lit-
erature”. As will be seen from the title, the polemic with
Struve here was incomparably sharper and more definite
(in its Social-Democratic conclusions) than in the article
published in the spring of 1895. The latter was toned down
partly for censorship reasons and partly for the sake of an
“alliance” with the legal Marxists for joint struggle against
Narodism. That the “leftward jolt” which the St. Peters-
burg Social-Democrats then gave Mr. Struve has not re-
mained altogether without result is clearly shown by Mr.
Struve’s article in the police-destroyed symposium of
1895, and by several of his articles in Novoye Slovo®® (1897).

Moreover, in reading the 1895 article against Mr. Struve
it should be borne in mind that in many respects it is a
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synopsis of subsequent economic studies (notably The
Development of Capitalism™). Lastly, I should draw the
reader’s attention to the concluding pages of this article,
which emphasise the positive (from the Marxist standpoint)
features and aspects of Narodism as a revolutionary-demo-
cratic trend in a country that was on the threshold of bour-
geois revolution. This was a theoretical formulation of
the propositions which twelve or thirteen years later were
to find their practical and political expression in the “Left
bloc” at the elections to the Second Duma and in the “Left-
bloc” tactics. That section of the Mensheviks which op-
posed the idea of a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and peasantry, maintaining that a Left
bloc was absolutely impermissible, had on this issue gone
back on the very old and very important tradition of the
revolutionary Social-Democrats—a tradition vigorously up-
held by Zarya®® and the old Iskra.’” It stands to reason
that the conditional and limited permissibility of “Left-
bloc” tactics follows inevitably from the same fundamental
theoretical Marxist views on Narodism.

The article against Struve (1894-95) is followed by
The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats,** written to-
wards the close of 1897 on the basis of the experience of
Social-Democratic activities in St. Petersburg in 1895.
It presents in a positive form the views which in other
articles and pamphlets in this volume are expressed in
the form of polemics with the Social-Democratic Right
wing. The various prefaces to the Tasks are reprinted here
in order to show the connection between these activities
and the various periods of our Party’s development (for
instance, Axelrod’s preface emphasises the pamphlet’s
connection with the struggle against “Economism”, and the
1902 preface stresses the evolution of the Narodnaya Volya
and Narodnoye Pravo members®®).

The article “The Persecutors of the Zemstvo and the
Hannibals of Liberalism”*** was published abroad in Zarya
in 1901. It dissolves, so to speak, Social-Democratic asso-

* See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 21-632.—Ed.

** See present edition, Vol. 2, pp. 323-51.—Ed.
*** See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 31-80.—Ed.
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ciation with Struve as a political leader. In 1895, we
warned him and cautiously dissociated ourselves from him
as an ally. In 1901, we declared war on him as a liberal
who was incapable of championing even purely democratic
demands with any consistency.

In 1895, several years before the Bernsteinism®® in the
West and before the complete break with Marxism on the
part of quite a few “advanced” writers in Russia, I point-
ed out that Mr. Struve was an unreliable Marxist with
whom Social-Democrats should have no truck. In 1901,
several years before the Cadet Party emerged in the Rus-
sian revolution, and before the political fiasco of this party
in the First and Second Dumas, I pointed out the very
features of Russian bourgeois liberalism which were to be
fully revealed in the mass political actions of 1905-07.
The article “Hannibals of Liberalism™ criticised the false
reasoning of one liberal, but is now almost fully appli-
cable to the policy of the biggest liberal party in our revo-
lution. As for those who are inclined to believe that we
Bolsheviks went back on the old Social-Democratic pol-
icy in regard to liberalism when we ruthlessly combated
constitutional illusions and fought the Cadet Party in
1905-07—the article “Hannibals of Liberalism” will show
them their mistake. The Bolsheviks remained true to the
traditions of revolutionary Social-Democracy and did
not succumb to the bourgeois intoxication to which the
liberals gave their support during the “constitutional zig-
zag” and which temporarily misled the Right-wing mem-
bers of our Party.

The next pamphlet, What Is To Be Done?, was published
abroad early in 1902.* It is a criticism of the Right
wing, which was no longer a literary trend but existed
within the Social-Democratic organisation. The first So-
cial-Democratic congress was held in 1898. It founded the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, represented by
the Union of Russian Social-Democrats Abroad, which in-
corporated the Emancipation of Labour group. The central
Party bodies, however, were suppressed by the police and
could not be re-established. There was, in fact, no united

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 317-529.—Ed.



PREFACE TO THE COLLECTION TWELVE YEARS 101

party: unity was still only an idea, a directive. The infat-
uation with the strike movement and economic struggles
gave rise to a peculiar form of Social-Democratic oppor-
tunism, known as “Economism”. When the Iskra group
began to function abroad at the very end of 1900, the split
over this issue was already an accomplished fact. In the
spring of 1900, Plekhanov resigned from the Union of Rus-
sian Social-Democrats Abroad and set up an organisation
of his own—Sotsial-Demokrat.

Officially, Iskra began its work independently of the
two groups, but for all practical purposes it sided with
Plekhanov’s group against the Union. An attempt to merge
the two (at the Congress of the Union and the Sotsial-Demo-
krat in Zurich, June 1901) failed. What Is To Be Done?
gives a systematic account of the reasons for the divergence
of views and of the nature of Iskra tactics and organisa-
tional activity.

What Is To Be Done? is frequently mentioned by the
Mensheviks, the present opponents of the Bolsheviks, as
well as by writers belonging to the bourgeois-liberal camp
(Cadets, Bezzaglavtsi®® in the newspaper Tovarishch, etc.).
I have, therefore, decided to reprint the pamphlet
here, slightly abridged, omitting only the details of
organisational relations and minor polemical remarks.
Concerning the essential content of this pamphlet it is
necessary to draw the attention of the modern reader to the
following.

The basic mistake made by those who now criticise What
Is To Be Done? is to treat the pamphlet apart from its con-
nection with the concrete historical situation of a definite,
and now long past, period in the development of our Party.
This mistake was strikingly demonstrated, for instance,
by Parvus (not to mention numerous Mensheviks), who,
many years after the pamphlet appeared, wrote about
its incorrect or exaggerated ideas on the subject of an or-
ganisation of professional revolutionaries.

Today these statements look ridiculous, as if their au-
thors want to dismiss a whole period in the development
of our Party, to dismiss gains which, in their time, had to
be fought for, but which have long ago been consolidated
and have served their purpose.
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To maintain today that Iskra exaggerated (in 1901 and
1902!) the idea of an organisation of professional revolu-
tionaries, is like reproaching the Japanese, after the Russo-
Japanese War, for having exaggerated the strength of Rus-
sia’s armed forces, for having prior to the war exaggerated
the need to prepare for fighting these forces. To win vic-
tory the Japanese had to marshal all their forces against
the probable maximum of Russian forces. Unfortunately,
many of those who judge our Party are outsiders, who do
not know the subject, who do not realise that foday the
idea of an organisation of professional revolutionaries has
already scored a complete victory. That victory would
have been impossible if this idea had not been pushed to
the forefront at the time, if we had not “exaggerated” so
as to drive it home to people who were trying to prevent it
from being realised.

What Is To Be Done? is a summary of Iskra tactics and
Iskra organisational policy in 1901 and 1902. Precisely a
“summary”, no more and no less. That will be clear to
anyone who takes the trouble to go through the file of Iskra
for 1901 and 1902.* But to pass judgement on that summary
without knowing Iskra’s struggle against the then domi-
nant trend of Economism, without understanding that
struggle, is sheer idle talk. Iskra fought for an organisation
of professional revolutionaries. It fought with especial
vigour in 1901 and 1902, vanquished Economism, the then
dominant trend, and finally created this organisation in
1903. It preserved it in face of the subsequent split in
the Iskrist ranks and all the convulsions of the period of
storm and stress; it preserved it throughout the Russian
revolution; it preserved it intact from 1901-02 to
1907.

And now, when the fight for this organisation has long
been won, when the seed has ripened, and the harvest gath-
ered, people come along and tell us: “You exaggerated the
idea of an organisation of professional revolutionaries!”
Is this not ridiculous?

*Volume 38 of this publication will contain the most important
Iskra articles for these years.6!
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Take the whole pre-revolutionary period and the
first two and a half years of the revolution (1905-07).
Compare our Social-Democratic Party during this whole
period with the other parties in respect of unity, organi-
sation, and continuity of policy. You will have to admit
that in this respect our Party is unquestionably superior to
all the others—the Cadets, the Socialist-Revolutionaries,
etc. Before the revolution it drew up a programme which
was formally accepted by all Social-Democrats, and when
changes were made in it there was no split over the pro-
gramme. From 1903 to 1907 (formally from 1905 to 1906),
the Social-Democratic Party, despite the split in its ranks,
gave the public the fullest information on the inner-party
situation (minutes of the Second General Congress, the
Third Bolshevik, and the Fourth General, or Stockholm,
congresses). Despite the split, the Social-Democratic Party
earlier than any of the other parties was able to take ad-
vantage of the temporary spell of freedom to build a legal
organisation with an ideal democratic structure, an elec-
toral system, and representation at congresses according
to the number of organised members. You will not find
this, even today, either in the Socialist-Revolutionary or
the Cadet parties, though the latter is practically legal,
is the best organised bourgeois party, and has incomparably
greater funds, scope for using the press, and opportunities
for legal activities than our Party. And take the elections
to the Second Duma, in which all parties participated—did
they not clearly show the superior organisational unity
of our Party and Duma group?

The question arises, who accomplished, who brought
into being this superior unity, solidarity, and stability of
our Party? It was accomplished by the organisation of
professional revolutionaries, to the building of which Iskra
made the greatest contribution. Anyone who knows our
Party’s history well, anyone who has had a hand in build-
ing the Party, has but to glance at the delegate list
of any of the groups at, say, the London Congress, in order
to be convinced of this and notice at once that it is a list
of the old membership, the central core that had worked
hardest of all to build up the Party and make it what it is.
Basically, of course, their success was due to the fact that
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the working class, whose best representatives built the So-
cial-Democratic Party, for objective economic reasons
possesses a greater capacity for organisation than any other
class in capitalist society. Without this condition an or-
ganisation of professional revolutionaries would be noth-
ing more than a plaything, an adventure, a mere signboard.
What Is To Be Done? repeatedly emphasises this, pointing
out that the organisation it advocates has no meaning apart
from its connection with the “genuine re-olutionary class
that is spontaneously rising to struggle”. But the objective
maximum ability of the proletariat to unite in a class is
realised through living people, and only through definite
forms of organisation. In the historical conditions that
prevailed in Russia in 1900-05, no organisation other than
Iskra could have created the Social-Democratic Labour
Party we now have. The professional revolutionary has
played his part in the history of Russian proletarian social-
ism. No power on earth can now undo this work, which
has outgrown the narrow framework of the “circles” of
1902-05. Nor can the significance of the gains already won
be shaken by belated complaints that the militant tasks
of the movement were exaggerated by those who at that
time had to fight to ensure the correct way of accomplish-
ing these tasks.

I have just referred to the narrow framework of the cir-
cles of the old Iskra period (beginning with issue No. 51,
at the close of 1903, Iskra turned to Menshevism, proclaim-
ing that “a gulf separates the old and the new Iskra”—
Trotsky’s words in a pamphlet approved by the Menshe-
vik Iskra editors). This circle spirit has to be briefly explained
to the present-day reader. The pamphlets What Is To
Be Done? and One Step Forward, Two Steps Back™ published
in this collection present to the reader a heated, at times
bitter and destructive, controversy within the circles
abroad. Undoubtedly, this struggle has many unattractive
features. Undoubtedly, it is something that could only be
possible in a young and immature workers’ movement in
the country in question. Undoubtedly, the present leaders
of the present workers’ movement in Russia will have to

*See present edition, Vol. 7, pp. 201-423.—Ed.
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break with many of the circle traditions, forget and discard
many of the trivial features of circle activity and circle
squabbles, so as to concentrate on the tasks of Social-De-
mocracy in the present period. Only the broadening of the
Party by enlisting proletarian elements can, in conjunction
with open mass activity, eradicate all the residue of the
circle spirit which has been inherited from the past and is
unsuited to our present tasks. And the transition to a dem-
ocratically organised workers’ party, proclaimed by the
Bolsheviks in Novaya Zhizn%? in November 1905.,* i.e.,
as soon as the conditions appeared for legal activity—this
transition was virtually an irrevocable break with the
old circle ways that had outlived their day.

Yes, “that had had outlived their day”, for it is not enough
to condemn the old circle spirit; its significance in the
special circumstances of the past period must be understood.
The circles were necessary in their day and played a
positive role. In an autocratic state, especially in the
situation created by the whole history of the Russian re-
volutionary movement, the socialist workers’ party could
not develop except from these circles. And the circles,
i.e., close-knit, exclusive groups uniting a very small
number of people and nearly always based on personal
friendship, were a necessary stage in the development of
socialism and the workers’ movement in Russia. As the
movement grew, it was confronted with the task of uniting
these circles, forming strong links between them, and es-
tablishing continuity. This called for a firm base of
operations “beyond the reach” of the autocracy—i.e.,
abroad. The circles abroad, therefore, came into being through
necessity. There was no contact between them; they
had no authority over them in the shape of the Party in
Russia, and it was inevitable that they should differ in
their understanding of the movement’s main tasks at the
given stage, that is, an understanding of how exactly to set
up a base of operations and in what way they could help
to build the Party as a whole. A struggle between
the circles was, therefore, inevitable. Today, in retrospect,
we can clearly see which of the circles was really in a posi-

* See present edition, Vol. 10, pp. 29-39.—Ed.
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tion to act as a base of operations. But at that time, when
the various circles were just beginning their work, no one
could say that and the controversy could be resolved only
through struggle. Parvus, I remember, subsequently
blamed the old Iskra for waging a destructive circle
war and advocated after the event a conciliatory policy.
That is an easy thing to say after the event, and to say it
reveals a failure to understand the conditions then prevail-
ing. For one thing, there was no criterion by which to
judge the strength or importance of one or another circle.
The importance of many of them, which are no forgotten,
was exaggerated, but in their time they wanted through
struggle to assert their right to existence. Secondly, the
differences among the circles were over the direction the
work was to take, work which at the time as new to them.
I noted at the time (in What Is To Be Done?) that these
seemingly minor differences were actually of immense im-
portance, since at the beginning of this new work,
at the beginning of the Social-Democratic movement, the
definition of the general nature of the work and movement
would very substantially affect propaganda, agitation,
and organisation. All subsequent disputes between the
Social-Democrats concerned the direction of the Party’s
political activity on specific issues. But at that time the
controversy was over the most general principles and the
funlcliamental aims of all Social-Democratic policy gen-
erally.

The circles played their part and are now, of course,
obsolete. But they became obsolete only because the struggle
that they waged posed the key problems of the Social-
Democratic movement in the sharpest possible manner
and solved them in an irreconcilable revolutionary
spirit, thereby creating a firm basis for broad party
activity.

Of particular questions raised in the literary discussion
over What Is To Be Done? 1 shall comment on only two.
Writing in Iskra in 1904, soon after the appearance of
One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, Plekhanov declared
that he differed from me in principle on the question of
spontaneity and political consciousness. I did not reply
either to that declaration (except for a brief note in the
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Geneva newspaper Vperyod®®),* or to the numerous repeti-
tions of it in Menshevik literature. I did not reply because
Plekhanov’s criticism was obviously mere cavilling, based
on phrases torn out of context, on particular expressions
which I had not quite adroitly or precisely formulated.
Moreover, he ignored the general content and the whole
spirit of my pamphlet What Is To Be Done? which appeared
in March 1902. The draft Party programme (framed by Ple-
khanov and amended by the Iskra editors) appeared in June
or July 1902. Its formulation of the relation between spon-
taneity and political consciousness was agreed upon by all
the Iskra editors (my disputes with Plekhanov over the
programme, which took place in the editorial board, were
not on this point, but on the question of small production
being ousted by large-scale production, concerning which I
called for a more precise formula than Plekhanov’s, and
on the difference in the standpoint of the proletariat or
of the labouring classes generally; on this point I insisted
on a narrower definition of the purely proletarian character
of the Party).

Consequently, there could be no question of any difference
in principle between the draft Party programme and What
Is To Be Done? on this issue. At the Second Congress (Au-
gust 1903) Martynov, who was then an Economist, chal-
lenged our views on spontaneity and political con-
sciousness as set forth in the programme. He was opposed by
all the Iskrists, as I emphasise in One Step Forward. Hence
it is clear that the controversy was essentially between
the Iskrists and the Economists, who attacked what was
common both to What Is To Be Done? and the programme
drafts. Nor at the Second Congress did I have any intention
of elevating my own formulations, as given in What Is
To Be Done?, to programmatic level, constituting spe-
cial principles. On the contrary, the expression I used—
and it has since been frequently quoted—was that the
Economists had gone to one extreme. What Is To Be Done?,
I said, straightens out what had been twisted by the Econ-
omists (cf. minutes of the Second R.S.D.L.P. Congress in
1903, Geneva, 1904). I emphasised that just because we were

* See present edition, Vol. 8, p. 245.—Ed.
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so vigorously straightening out whatever had been twist-
ed our line of action would always be the straightest.*

The meaning of these words is clear enough: What Is To
Be Done? is a controversial correction of Economist distor-
tions and it would be wrong to regard the pamphlet in any
other light. It should be added that Plekhanov’s article
against the pamphlet was not reprinted in the new Iskra
collection (Two Years), and for that reason I do not here
deal with Plekhanov’s arguments, but merely explain the
issue involved to the present-day reader, who may come
across references to it in very many Menshevik publications.

My second comment concerns the question of economic
struggle and the trade unions. My views on this subject
have been frequently misrepresented in the literature, and
I must, therefore, emphasise that many pages in What Is
To Be Done? are devoted to explaining the immense impor-
tance of economic struggle and the trade unions. In partic-
ular, I advocated neutrality of the trade unions, and have
not altered that view in the pamphlets or newspaper article’s
written since then, despite the numerous assertions by
my opponents. Only the London R.S.D.L.P. Congress and
the Stuttgart International Socialist Congress led me to
conclude that trade-union neutrality is not defensible as a
principle. The only correct principle is the closest possible
alignment of the unions with the Party. Our policy must
be to bring the unions closer to the Party and link them
with it. That policy should be pursued perseveringly and
persistently in all our propaganda, agitation, and organis-
ing activity, without trying to obtain mere “recognition”
of our views and without expelling from the trade unions
those of a different opinion.

The pamphlet One Step Forward, Two Steps Back was
published in Geneva in the summer of 1904. It reviews the
first stage of the split between the Mensheviks and the Bolshe-

* See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 489.—Ed.
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viks, which began at the Second Congress (August 1903).
I have cut this pamphlet down by half, since minor details
of the organisational struggle, especially points concerning
the personal composition of the Party centres, cannot pos-
sibly be of any interest to the present-day reader and, in
fact, are best forgotten. But what is important, I think,
is the analysis of the controversy over tactical and other
conceptions at the Second Congress, and the polemic with
the Mensheviks on matters of organisation. Both are es-
sential for an understanding of Menshevism and Bol-
shevism as trends which have left their mark upon all
the activities of the workers’ party in our revolution.

Of the discussions at the Second Congress of the Social-
Democratic Party, I will mention the debate on the agrarian
programme. Events have clearly demonstrated that our
programme at the time (return of the cut-off lands®) was
much too limited and underestimated the strength of the
revolutionary-democratic peasant movement—I shall deal
with this in greater detail in Volume 2 of the present publi-
cation.® Here it is important to emphasise that even this exces-
sively limited agrarian programme was at that time considered
too broad by the Social-Democratic Right wing. Martynov
and other Economists opposed it on the grounds that it
went too far! This shows the great practical importance
of the whole struggle that the old Iskra waged against Econ-
omism, against attempts to narrow down and belittle
the character of Social-Democratic policy:

At that time (the first half of 1904) our differences with
the Mensheviks were restricted to organisational issues.
I described the Menshevik attitude as “opportunism in
questions of organisation”. Objecting to this P. B. Axelrod
wrote to Kautsky: “My feeble mind just cannot grasp this
thing called ‘opportunism in questions of organisation’
which is now being brought to the fore as something inde-
pendent and having no direct connection with program-
matic and tactical views.” (Letter of June 6, 1904, re-
printed in the new-Iskra collection Two Years, Part II,
p. 149.)

*See pp. 256-58 of this volume.—Ed.
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The direct connection of opportunism in organisational
views with that in tactical views has been sufficiently
demonstrated by the whole record of Menshevism in
1905-07. As for this “incomprehensible thing”, “opportun-
ism in questions of organisation”, practical experience
has borne out my appraisal more brilliantly than I could
ever have expected. It suffices to say that even the Men-
shevik Cherevanin now has to admit (see his pamphlet on
the London R.S.D.L.P. Congress of 1907) that Axelrod’s
organisational plans (the much-talked-of “labour congress”,
etc.) could only lead to splits that would ruin the prole-
tarian cause. What is more, the same Cherevanin tells
us in this pamphlet that in London Plekhanov had to con-
tend with “organisational anarchism” within the Menshe-
vik faction. And so it was not for nothing that I fought
“opportunism in questions of organisation” in 1904, seeing
that in 1907 both Cherevanin and Plekhanov have had to
recognise the “organisational anarchism” of influential
Mensheviks.

From organisational opportunism the Mensheviks passed
to tactical opportunism. The pamphlet, The Zemstvo
Campaign and “Iskra’s” Plan®™ (published in Geneva
towards the end of 1904, in November or December
if I am not mistaken) marks their first step in that direc-
tion. One frequently finds statements in current writings
that the dispute over the Zemstvo campaign was due to
the fact that the Bolsheviks saw no value at all in organis-
ing demonstrations before the Zemstvo people. The reader
will see that this was not the case at all. The differences
were due to the Mensheviks insisting that we should not
cause panic among the liberals, and, still more to the fact
that, after the Rostov strike of 1902, the summer strikes
and barricades of 1903, and on the eve of January 9, 1905,
the Mensheviks extolled the idea of demonstrations before
the Zemstvo people®® as the highest type of demonstration.
Our attitude to this Menshevik “Zemstvo campaign plan”
was expressed in the heading of an article on the subject in
the Bolshevik paper Vperyod, No. 1 (Geneva, January 1905):

* See present edition, Vol. 7, pp. 495-516.—Ed.
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“Good Demonstrations of Proletarians and Poor Argu-
ments of Certain Intellectuals.”*

The last pamphlet included in this collection, Two Tac-
tics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution,
appeared in Geneva in the summer of 1905.** It is a sys-
tematic statement of the fundamental tactical differences
with the Mensheviks. These differences were fully formu-
lated in the resolutions of the Third (spring) R.S.D.L.P.
(Bolshevik) Congress in London and the Menshevik Conference
in Geneva which established the basic divergence between
the Bolshevik and Menshevik appraisals of our bourgeois
revolution as a whole from the standpoint of the proletar-
1at’s tasks. The Bolsheviks claimed for the proletariat the
role of leader in the democratic revolution. The Mensheviks
reduced its role to that of an “extreme opposition”. The Bol-
sheviks gave a positive definition of the class character and
class significance of the revolution, maintaining that a
victorious revolution implied a “revolutionary-democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry”. The
Mensheviks always interpreted the bourgeois revolu-
tion so incorrectly as to result in their acceptance of a po-
sition in which the role of the proletariat would be subor-
dinate to and dependent on the bourgeoisie.

How these differences of principle were reflected in prac-
tical activities is well known. The Bolsheviks boycotted
the Bulygin Duma; the Mensheviks vacillated. The Bolshe-
viks boycotted the Witte Duma; the Mensheviks vacillated,
appealing to the people to vote, but not for the Duma.
The Mensheviks supported a Cadet Ministry and Cadet
policy in the First Duma, while the Bolsheviks, parallel
with propaganda in favour of an “executive committee of
the Left”,%¢ resolutely exposed constitutional illusions
and Cadet counter-revolutionism. Further, the Bolsheviks
worked for a Left bloc in the Second Duma elections, while
the Mensheviks called for a bloc with the Cadets, and so
on and so forth.

Now it seems that the “Cadet period” in the Russian
revolution (the expression is from the pamphlet The Vic-

*See present edition, Vol. 8, pp. 29-34.—Ed.
** See present edition, Vol. 9, pp. 15-140.—Ed.
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ory of the Cadets and the Tasks of the Workers’ Party,
March 1906)* has come to an end. The counter-revolution-
ary nature of the Cadets has been fully exposed. The Ca-
dets themselves are beginning to admit that they had been
combating the revolution all along, and Mr. Struve frankly
reveals the inner thoughts of Cadet liberalism. The more
attentively the class-conscious proletariat now looks back
on this Cadet period, on the whole of this “constitutional
zigzag”, the more clearly will it see that the Bolsheviks
correctly appraised before hand both this period and the
essence of the Cadet Party, and that the Mensheviks were
in fact pursuing a wrong policy, one that, objectively,
was tantamount to throwing over independent proletarian
policy in favour of subordinating the proletariat to bour-

geois liberalism.
* * *

In casting a retrospective glance at the struggle of the
two trends in Russian Marxism and Social-Democracy
during the last twelve years (1895-1907), one cannot avoid
the conclusion that “legal Marxism”, “Economism”, and
“Menshevism” are diverse forms of one and the same histor-
ical tendency. The “legal Marxism” of Mr. Struve (1894)
and those like him was a reflection of Marxism in bourgeois
literature. “Economism”™, as a distinct trend in Social-
Democratic activities in 1897 and subsequent years, virtu-
ally implemented the programme set forth in the bourgeois-
liberal “Credo”: economic struggle for the workers, polit-
ical struggle for the liberals. Menshevism is not only a
literary trend, not only a tendency in Social-Democratic
activity, but a close-knit faction, which during the first
period of the Russian revolution (1905-07) pursued its own
distinct policy—a policy which in practice subordinated
the proletariat to bourgeois liberalism.**

* See present edition, Vol. 10, pp. 199-276.—Ed.

** An analysis of the struggle of the various trends and shades of
opinion at the Second Party Congress (cf. One Step Forward, Two
Steps Back, 1904) will show beyond all doubt the direct and close
ties between the Economism of 1897 and subsequent years and Men-
shevism the link between Economism in the Social-Democratic
movement and the “legal Marxism” or “Struveism” of 1895-97 was
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In all capitalist countries the proletariat is inevitably
connected by a thousand transitional links with its neigh-
bour on the right, the petty bourgeoisie. In all workers’
parties there inevitably emerges a more or less clearly
delineated Right wing which, in its views, tactics, and
organisational “line”, reflects the opportunist tendencies
of the petty bourgeoisie. In such a petty-bourgeois country
as Russia, in the era of bourgeois revolution, in the for-
mative period of the young Social-Democratic Labour
Party, these tendencies were bound to manifest themselves
much more sharply, definitely, and clearly than anywhere
else in Europe. Familiarity with the various forms in which
this tendency is displayed in the Russian Social-Democrat-
ic movement in different periods of its development is nec-
essary in order to strengthen revolutionary Marxism and
steel the Russian working class in its struggle for emanci-
pation.

September 1907

Published in November 1907 Published according
in the collection Twelve Years, to the book text
St. Petersburg

demonstrated by me in the pamphlet What Is To Be Done? (1902).
Legal Marxism-Economism-Menshevism are linked not only ideologi-
cally, but also by their direct historical continuity.
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REVOLUTION AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION

In October 1905, Russia was at the peak of the revolu-
tionary upsurge. The proletariat swept away the Bulygin
Duma and drew the mass of the people into an open struggle
against the autocracy. In October 1907, we are apparently
at the lowest ebb of the open mass struggle. But the period
of decline that set in after the defeat of December 1905
brought with it not only a flowering of constitutional illu-
sions, but a complete shattering of these illusions. After
the dissolution of the two Dumas and the coup d’état of
June 3, the Third Duma, which is to be convened, clearly
puts an end to the period of belief in peaceful cohabitation
between the autocracy and popular representation and
ushers in a new epoch in the development of the revolution.

At a moment like the present, a comparison between the
revolution and counter-revolution in Russia, between the
period of revolutionary onslaught (1905) and that of coun-
ter-revolutionary playing with a constitution (1906 and
1907) suggests itself as a matter of course. Such a compar-
ison is implicit in any attempt to define a political line
for the immediate future. Contrasting “errors of the revo-
lution” or “revolutionary illusions” with “positive consti-
tutional work™ is the keynote of present-day political lit-
erature. The Cadets shout about it at their pre-election
meetings. The liberal press chants, howls, and rants about
it. We have here Mr. Struve, vehemently and spitefully
venting his annoyance on the revolutionaries because hopes
of a “compromise” have totally collapsed. We have here
Milyukov, who, for all his mincing manners and Jesuit-
ism, has been forced by events to arrive at the clear, accu-
rate and—above all—truthful statement: “the enemies
are on the left”. We have here publicists in the vein of
Tovarishch, such as Kuskova, Smirnov, Plekhanov, Gorn,
Yordansky, Cherevanin, and others who denounce the
October-December struggle as folly, and more or less openly
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advocate a “democratic” coalition with the Cadets. The
real Cadet elements in this turbid stream express the coun-
ter-revolutionary interests of the bourgeoisie and the
boundless servility of intellectualist philistinism. As for the
elements which have not yet sunk quite to the level of Stru-
ve, their dominant feature is failure to understand the
connection between revolution and counter-revolution in
Russia, an inability to see everything we have experienced
as an integral social movement developing in accordance
with its own inner logic.

The period of revolutionary onslaught demonstrated in
action the class composition of Russia’s population and
the attitude of the different classes towards the old autoc-
racy. Events have now taught everyone, even people who
are utter strangers to Marxism, to reckon the chronology
of the revolution from January 9, 1905, that is, from the
first consciously political movement of the masses belong-
ing to a single definite class. When the Social-Democrats,
from an analysis of Russia’s economic realities, deduced
the leading role, the hegemony of the proletariat in our
revolution, this seemed to be a bookish infatuation of theore-
ticians. The revolution confirmed our theory, because it
is the only truly revolutionary theory. The proletariat
actually took the lead in the revolution all the time. The
Social-Democrats actually proved to be the ideological
vanguard of the proletariat. The struggle of the masses
developed under the leadership of the proletariat with re-
markable speed, much faster than many revolutionaries
had expected. In the course of a single year it rose to the
most decisive forms of revolutionary onslaught that history
has ever known—to mass strikes and armed uprisings. The
organisation of the proletarian masses went forward with
astonishing speed in the course of the struggle itself. Other
sections of the population, comprising the fighting ranks
of the revolutionary people, followed the proletariat’s
lead and began to organise. The semi-proletarian mass of
various kinds of non-manual workers began to organise,
followed by the peasant democracy, the professional intelli-
gentsia, and so on. The period of proletarian victories was a
period of growth in mass organisation unprecedented in
Russian history and vast even by European standards.
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The proletariat at that time won for itself a number of im-
provements in working conditions. The peasant mass won
a “reduction” in the arbitrary power of the landlords and
lower prices for the lease and sale of land. All Russia won
a considerable degree of freedom of assembly, speech, and
association, and made the autocracy publicly renounce
its old practices and recognise the constitution.

All that the liberation movement in Russia has won up
to now was won entirely and exclusively by the revolu-
tionary struggle of the masses headed by the proletariat.

The turning-point in the struggle began with the defeat
of the December uprising. Step by step the counter-revolu-
tion passed to the offensive as the mass struggle weakened.
During the period of the First Duma this struggle was still
formidably manifest in the intensification of the peasant
movement, in widespread attacks upon the nests of the
semi-feudal landlords, and in a number of revolts among the
soldiers. The reaction attacked slowly at that time, not
daring to carry out a coup d’état straightaway. Only after
the suppression of the Sveaborg and Kronstadt revolts
of July 1906 did it act more boldly, when it introduced
the regime of military tribunals, began piecemeal to deprive
the population of their franchise (the Senate interpreta-
tions®”), and finally, surrounded the Second Duma com-
pletely with a police siege and overthrew the whole no-
torious constitution. All self-established free organisations
of the masses were replaced at that time by “legal struggle”
within the framework of the police constitution as inter-
preted by the Dubasovs and Stolypins. The supremacy
of the Social-Democrats gave place to the supremacy of
the Cadets, who predominated in both Dumas. The period
of decline in the movement of the masses was a period of
peak development for the Party of the Cadets. It exploited
this decline by coming forward as the “champion” of the
constitution. It upheld faith in this constitution among
the people with all its might and preached the need to keep
strictly to “parliamentary” struggle.

The bankruptcy of the “Cadet constitution” is the bank-
ruptcy of Cadet tactics and Cadet hegemony in the eman-
cipatory struggle. The selfish class character of all the
talk by our liberals about “revolutionary illusions” and the
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“errors of the revolution” becomes patently obvious when
we compare the two periods of the revolution. The prole-
tarian mass struggle won gains for the whole people. The
liberal leadership of the movement produced nothing but
defeats. The revolutionary onslaught of the proletariat
steadily raised the political consciousness of the masses
and their organisation. It set increasingly higher aims
before them, stimulated their independent participation
in political life, and taught them how to fight. The hegemony
of the liberals during the period of the two Dumas lowered
the political consciousness of the masses, demoralised their
revolutionary organisation, and dulled their comprehen-
sion of democratic aims.

The liberal leaders of the First and Second Dumas gave
the people a splendid demonstration of slavish legal “strug-
gle”, as a result of which the autocratic advocates of serfdom
swept away the constitutional paradise of the liberal wind-
bags with a stroke of the pen and ridiculed the subtle diplo-
macy of the visitors to ministerial ante-rooms. The lib-
erals have not a single gain to show throughout the Rus-
sian revolution, not a single success, not a single attempt,
at all democratic, to organise the forces of the people in the
struggle for freedom.

Until October 1905, the liberals sometimes maintained a
benevolent neutrality towards the revolutionary struggle
of the masses, but already at that time they had begun to
oppose it, sending a deputation to the tsar with abject
speeches and supporting the Bulygin Duma not out of
thoughtlessness, but out of sheer hostility to the revolution.
After October 1905, all that the liberals did was to shame-
fully betray the cause of the people’s freedom.

In November 1905, they sent Mr. Struve to have an in-
timate talk with Mr. Witte. In the spring of 1906, they
undermined the revolutionary boycott, and by refusing to
speak out openly against the loan for Europe to hear,
helped the government to obtain millions of rubles for the
conquest of Russia. In the summer of 1906, they carried
on backdoor haggling with Trepov®® over ministerial portfo-
lios and fought the “Left”, i.e., the revolution, in the First
Duma. January 1907 saw them running again to the police
authorities (Milyukov’s call on Stolypin). In the spring
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of 1907, they supported the government in the Second Duma.
The revolution exposed the liberals very quickly and showed
them in their true counter-revolutionary colours.

In this respect the period of constitutional hopes served
a very useful purpose as far as the people were concerned.
The experience of the First and Second Dumas has not
only made them realise how utterly contemptible is the
role that liberalism plays in our revolution. It has also,
in actual fact, quashed the attempt at leadership of the
democratic movement by a party which only political in-
fants or senile dotards can regard as being really consti-
tutionally “democratic”.

In 1905 and the beginning of 1906, the class composition
of the bourgeois democrats in Russia was not yet clear to
everyone. Hopes that the autocracy could be combined with
actual representation of more or less broad masses of the
people existed not only among the ignorant and downtrod-
den inhabitants of various out-of-the-way places. Such
hopes were not absent even in ruling spheres of the autoc-
racy. Why did the electoral law in both the Bulygin and
the Witte Dumas grant a considerable degree of representa-
tion to the peasantry? Because belief in the monarchist
sentiments of the countryside still persisted. “The muzhik
will help us out”—this exclamation of an official newspaper
in the spring of 1906 expressed the government’s reliance
on the conservatism of the peasant mass. In those days the
Cadets were not only not aware of the antagonism between
the democracy of the peasants and bourgeois liberalism
but even feared the backwardness of the peasants and de-
sired only one thing—that the Duma should help to con-
vert the conservative or indifferent peasant into a liberal.
In the spring of 1906, Mr. Struve expressed an ambitious
wish when he wrote, “the peasant in the Duma will be a
Cadet”. In the summer of 1907, the same Mr. Struve raised
the banner of struggle against the Trudovik or Left parties
which he regarded as the main obstacle to an agreement
between bourgeois liberalism and the autocracy. In the
course of eighteen months the slogan of a struggle for the
political enlightenment of the peasants was changed by the
liberals to a slogan of struggle against a “too” politically
educated and demanding peasantry!
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This change of slogans expresses as plainly as can be
the complete bankruptcy of liberalism in the Russian rev-
olution. The class antagonism between the mass of the
democratic rural population and the semi-feudal landlords
proved to be immeasurably deeper than the cowardly and
dull-witted Cadets imagined. That is why their attempt
to take the lead in the struggle for democracy failed so
quickly and irrevocably. That is why their whole “line”
aimed at reconciling the petty-bourgeois democratic mass
of the people with the Octobrist and Black-Hundred land-
lords was a fiasco. A great, though negative, gain of the
counter-revolutionary period of the two Dumas was this
bankruptcy of the treacherous “champions” of the “people’s
freedom”. The class struggle going on below threw these
heroes of ministerial ante-rooms overboard, turned them
from claimants to leadership into ordinary lackeys of Oc-
tobrism slightly touched up with constitutional varnish.

He who still fails to see this bankruptcy of the liberals,
who have undergone a practical test of their worth as cham-
pions of democracy, or at least as fighters in the democratic
ranks, has understood absolutely nothing of the political
history of the two Dumas. Among these people the mean-
ingless reiteration of a memorised formula about support-
ing bourgeois democracy becomes counter-revolutionary
snivelling. The Social-Democrats should have no regrets at
the shattering of constitutional illusions. They should
say what Marx said about counter-revolution in Germany:
the people gained by the loss of its illusions.®® Bourgeois
democracy in Russia gained by the loss of worthless leaders
and weak-kneed allies. So much the better for the political
development of this democracy.

It remains for the party of the proletariat to see to it
that the valuable political lessons of our revolution and
counter-revolution should be more deeply pondered over
and more firmly grasped by the broad masses. The period
of onslaught on the autocracy saw the deployment of the
forces of the proletariat and taught it the fundamentals of
revolutionary tactics; it showed the conditions for the
success of the direct struggle of the masses, which alone was
able to achieve improvements of any importance. The long
period during which the proletarian forces were prepared,
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trained, and organised preceded those actions of hundreds
of thousands of workers which dealt a mortal blow to the
old autocracy in Russia. The sustained and imperceptible
work of guiding all the manifestations of the proletarian
class struggle, the work of building a strong and seasoned
party preceded the outbreak of the truly mass struggle and
provided the conditions necessary for turning that outbreak
into a revolution. And now the proletariat, as the people’s
fighting vanguard, must strengthen its organisation, scrape
off all the green mould of intellectualist opportunism,
and gather its forces for a similar sustained and stubborn
effort. The tasks which history and the objective position
of the broad masses have posed before the Russian revolu-
tion have not been solved. Elements of a new, national
political crisis have not been eliminated, but, on the con-
trary, have grown deeper and wider. The advent of this
crisis will place the proletariat once more at the head of
the movement of the whole people. The workers’ Social-
Democratic Party should be prepared for this role. And the
soil, fertilised by the events of 1905 and subsequent years,
will yield a harvest tenfold richer. If a party of several
thousand class-conscious advanced members of the working
class could rally a million proletarians behind it at the end
of 1905, then today, when our Party has tens of thousands
of Social-Democrats tried and tested in the revolution, who
have become still more closely linked with the mass of the
workers during the struggle itself, it will rally tens of mil-
lions behind it and crush the enemy.

Both the socialist and the democratic tasks of the working-
class movement in Russia have been focused much more
sharply and brought to the fore more urgently under the
impact of revolutionary events. The struggle against the
bourgeoisie is rising to a higher stage. The capitalists are
uniting in national associations, are leaguing themselves
more closely with the government, and are resorting more
often to extreme methods of economic struggle, including
mass lock-outs, in order to “curb” the proletariat. But
only moribund classes are afraid of persecutions. The more
rapidly the capitalists achieve successes the more rapidly
does the proletariat grow in numbers and unity. The econom-
ic development of both Russia and the whole world is a
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guarantee of the proletariat’s invincibility. The bourgeoi-
sie first began to take shape as a class, as a united and
conscious political force during our revolution. All the more
effectively will the workers organise into a united class
all over Russia. And the wider the gulf between the world
of capital and the world of labour, the clearer will be the
socialist consciousness of the workers. Socialist agitation
among the proletariat, enriched by the experience of the
revolution, will become more definite. The political organ-
isation of the bourgeoisie is the best stimulus to the defini-
tive shaping of a socialist workers’ party.

The aims of this party in the struggle for democracy
can henceforth be considered controversial only among the
“sympathising” intellectuals, who are making ready to go
over to the liberals. For the mass of the workers these aims
have been made tangibly clear in the fire of revolution.
The proletariat knows from experience that the peasant
masses are the basis and the only basis of bourgeois democ-
racy as a historical force in Russia. On a national scale the
proletariat has already acted as leader of this mass in the
struggle against the semi-feudal landlords and the autoc-
racy and no power can now deflect the workers’ party from
its right path. The role of the liberal Party of the Cadets,
who, under the flag of democracy, guided the peasantry under
the wing of Octobrism, is now played out, and the Social-
Democrats, in spite of individual whiners, will continue
their work of explaining this bankruptcy of the liberals to
the masses, explaining that bourgeois democrats cannot do
what they want to do unless they disentangle themselves
once for all from their alliance with the lackeys of Octobrism.

No one at this stage can tell what forms bourgeois democ-
racy in Russia will assume in the future. Possibly, the
bankruptcy of the Cadets may lead to the formation of a
peasant democratic party, a truly mass party, and not an
organisation of terrorists such as the Socialist-Revolution-
aries have been and still are. It is also possible that the
objective difficulties of achieving political unity among
the petty bourgeoisie will prevent such a party from being
formed and, for a long time to come, will keep the peasant
democracy in its present state as a loose, amorphous, jelly-
like Trudovik mass. In either case our line is one: to hammer
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out the democratic forces by merciless criticism of all vac-
illations, by uncompromising struggle against the demo-
crats joining the liberals, who have proved their counter-
revolutionariness.

The farther reaction goes, the more violent does the Black-
Hundred landlord become; the more control he gets over
the autocracy, the slower will be Russia’s economic prog-
ress and her emancipation from the survivals of serfdom.
And that means, all the stronger and wider will class-con-
scious and militant democracy develop among the masses
of the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie. All the stronger
will be the mass resistance to the famines, tyrannies, and
outrages to which the peasantry is doomed by the Octo-
brists. The Social-Democrats will see to it that, when the
democratic struggle inevitably breaks out with new force,
the band of liberal careerists called the Cadet Party does
not once again divide the democratic ranks and spread dis-
cord among them. Either with the people or against the
people, that is the alternative that the Social-Democrats
have long put to all claimants to the role of “democratic”
leaders in the revolution. Up to now not all Social-Demo-
crats have been able to pursue this line consistently; some
of them even believed the liberals’ promises, others closed
their eyes to the liberals’ flirting with the counter-revolu-
tion. Now we already have the educational experience of
the first two Dumas.

The revolution has taught the proletariat to wage a mass
struggle. The revolution has shown that the proletariat is
able to lead the peasant masses in the struggle for democ-
racy. The revolution has united the purely proletarian
party still more closely by casting out petty-bourgeois
elements from it. The counter-revolution has taught the
petty-bourgeois democrats to give up seeking for leaders
and allies among the liberals, who are mortally afraid of
the mass struggle. On the basis of these lessons of history
we can boldly say to the government of the Black-Hundred
landlords: continue along the same line, Mr. Stolypin and
Co.! We shall reap the fruits of what you are sowing!

Proletary, No. 17, Published according
October 20, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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THE THIRD DUMA

The government is garnering the results of the infamous
crime which it committed against the people on June 3.
The grotesque electoral law which, for the benefit of a
handful of landlords and capitalists, completely distorts
the will not only of the nation as a whole, but even of the
enfranchised minority, has yielded the fruits that tsarism
hankered for. At the time of writing this article 432 out
of 442 deputies have been returned to the Duma, leaving
another 10 to be elected. The results of the elections can,
therefore, be considered sufficiently clear. According to
a fairly accurate estimate the members elected are 18 So-
cial-Democrats, 13 others of the Left, 46 Cadets, 55 mem-
bers of groups standing close to them, 92 Octobrists, 21
members of groups belonging to allied trends, 171 members
of various Right-wing trends, including 32 members of
the Union of the Russian People,’” and 16 non-party
deputies.

Thus, not counting an insignificant number of non-party
deputies, all the others may be divided into four groups:
the extreme Left, constituting a little over 7 per cent, the
Left (Cadet) Centre 23 per cent, the Right (Octobrist)
Centre 25.1 per cent, and the Right 40 per cent; the non-
party deputies are a little less than 4 per cent.

None of these groups by itself has an absolute majority.
Does this result fully meet the wishes and expectations of
those who inspired and drafted the new electoral law? We
believe that this question should be answered in the affirm-
ative, and that the new Russian “parliament”, from
the point of view of the ruling groups supporting the tsar-
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ist autocracy, is a chambre introuvable™ in the full sense
of that word.

The point is that with us, as in every country that has
an autocratic or semi-autocratic regime, there are really
two governments: an official one—a Ministry, and another
one behind the scenes—the court camarilla. This latter
always and everywhere is backed by the most reactionary
sections of society, by the feudal—in our country Black-
Hundred—nobility, which draws its economic strength from
large-scale landownership with the semi-serf economy this
involves. Effete, depraved, and degenerate this social group
presents a striking example of the most revolting parasit-
ism. To what depths of depravity this degeneration can
descend is borne out by the scandalous Moltke v. Harden
trial in Berlin, which revealed what a filthy cesspool the
influential camarilla at the court of the semi-autocratic
German Emperor Wilhelm II really was. It is no secret that
with us in Russia similar abominations in corresponding
circles are no exception. The mass of the Right in the Third
Duma—at least the overwhelming majority if not all of
them—will defend the interests of precisely this social can-
ker, these whited sepulchres, bequeathed to us from the
dismal past. The preservation of a feudal economy, of
aristocratic privileges and the regime of the autocracy and
nobility is a matter of life and death to these mastodons
and ichthyosauri, for to call them “zubri”™ is to pay them
a compliment.

By using their all-powerful influence at court, the masto-
dons and ichthyosauri usually try their utmost to take
full monopoly of possession of the official government
as well—the Ministry. Usually a considerable part of the
Ministry consists of their henchmen. Very often, however,
the majority of the Ministry, as regards its composition
does not fully meet the requirements of the camarilla. The
antediluvian predator, the predator of the feudal era, finds
a competitor here in the shape of a predator of the epoch
of primary accumulation—one just as coarse, greedy, and
parasitic, but having a certain cultural veneer and, most
important of all, desirous also of seizing a sizable share

*Second to none, as Louis XVIII in 1815 called the reactionary
French Chamber of Deputies.
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of the official pie in the shape of guarantees, subsidies,
concessions, protective tariffs, etc. This section of the
landowning and industrial bourgeoisie, which is typical
of the era of primary accumulation, finds its expression in
Octobrism and the trends associated with it. It has many
interests in common with the Black Hundreds sans
phrases—economic parasitism and privileges, as well as jin-
goism, are as essential from the Octobrist as from the Black-
Hundred point of view.

Thus we have a Black-Hundred-Octobrist majority in
the Third Duma reaching the imposing figure of 284 dep-
uties out of 432, that is, 65.7 per cent, or over two-thirds
of the total number.

This is a stronghold that enables the government in its
agrarian policy to help the ruined landlords to get rid
of their lands by profitably fleecing the land-poor peasants,
to turn labour legislation into an instrument for the gross
exploitation of the proletariat by capital, and to ensure that
financial policy keeps the main burden of taxation on the
shoulders of the masses. It is a stronghold of protectionism
and militarism. No one can deny the counter-revolutionary
nature of the Octobrist-Black-Hundred majority.

But the main point is that this is not the only majority
in the Third Duma. There is another majority.

The Black Hundreds are a dependable ally of the Octo-
brists, just as the court camarilla is an ally of the Ministry
in defending tsarism. But just as the court camarilla dis-
plays an inherent urge not so much towards an alliance
with the Ministry as towards dominating it, so do the Black
Hundreds yearn for a dictatorship over the Octobrists, try
to boss them and keep them under.

The interests of capitalism, grossly predatory and para-
sitic as it is, cannot be reconciled with the undivided sway
of feudal landownership. Both of these kindred social groups
are trying to seize the lion’s share of the pie, and that
accounts for their inevitable differences on questions of
local self-government and the central organisation of state
power. The Black Hundreds in the Zemstvos and municipal
councils want to keep things as they are, but in the centre
what they want is “down with the accursed constitution”.
The Octobrists want to increase their influence both in the
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Zemstvos and municipal councils, but in the centre there has
to be a “constitution”, even if a docktailed one that is
fictitious as far as the masses are concerned.

Not for nothing does Russkoye Znamya™ revile the
Octobrists, while Golos Moskvy,” in turn, finds that
there are more members of the Right in the Third Duma
than are needed.

Thus, the objective course of events compels the Octo-
brists to seek allies in this respect. They could have found
them long ago in the Left (Cadet) Centre, which has long
been declaring its unhypocritical devotion to the consti-
tution, but the trouble is that the young Russian bourgeoi-
sie of the period of capitalist accumulation now represent-
ed by the Cadets has preserved from the past some very
inconvenient friends and certain unpleasant traditions. It
was found, however, that traditions in the political sphere
could easily be dispensed with: the Cadets had declared
themselves monarchists long ago, even before the First
Duma; they had tacitly refused to form a responsible min-
istry in the Second Duma; and Cadet schemes for various
“freedoms” are hedged in with so many stumbling-blocks,
barbed wire entanglements, and pitfalls that there is every
hope of further progress in this respect. The Cadets’ atti-
tude towards uprisings and strikes had always been one
of reproach—at first in a mild, then in a melancholy way;
after December 1905 the reproach became half disdain,
and after the dissolution of the First Duma flat rejection
and condemnation. Diplomacy, deals, bargaining with the
powers that be—that is the basis of Cadet tactics. As to
inconvenient friends, they have long been called simply
“neighbours” and recently have been publicly declared to
be “enemies”.

An agreement, then, is possible, and so we have another
majority, a counter-revolutionary one again—the Octo-
brist-Cadet majority. To be sure, it is somewhat less than
half the number of deputies elected so far—214 out of 432—
but, first, some if not all of the non-party deputies will
undoubtedly join it, and, secondly, there is every reason
to believe that it will increase during the further elections,
since the towns and most of the gubernia electoral confer-
ences in which elections have not yet taken place will re-
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turn an overwhelming majority of either Octobrists or
Cadets.

The government considers itself master of the situation.
The liberal bourgeoisie apparently takes this to be a fact.
In these circumstances the deal is bound, more than ever
before, to bear the stamp of a most disgusting and treacher-
ous compromise, to be more exact—the surrender of all
liberal positions that have the slightest democratic tinge.
Obviously, no local governing or central legislative bodies
can be at all democratically constituted by means of such
a deal without a new mass movement. An Octobrist-Cadet
majority is not able to give us that. And can we expect any
at all tolerable solution of the agrarian question or any alle-
viation of the workers’ situation from a Black-Hundred-
Octobrist majority, from the savage landlords in league
with the capitalist robbers? The only answer to that ques-
tion can be a bitter laugh.

The position is clear: our “chambre introuvable” is inca-
pable of accomplishing the objective tasks of the revolution
even in the most distorted form. It cannot even partly heal
the gaping wounds inflicted upon Russia by the old regime—
it can only cover up those wounds with wretched, sour,
fictitious reforms.

The election results only confirm our firm belief that
Russia cannot emerge from her present crisis in a peaceful
way.

Under these conditions the immediate tasks confront-
ing Social-Democrats at the present time are quite clear.
Making the triumph of socialism its ultimate aim, being
convinced that political freedom is necessary to achieve
that aim, and bearing in mind the circumstance that this
freedom at the present time cannot be achieved in a peace-
ful way, without open mass actions, Social-Democracy
is obliged now, as before, to put democratic and revolution-
ary tasks on the immediate order of the day, without for a
moment, of course, abandoning either propaganda of so-
cialism or defence of proletarian class interests in the nar-
row sense of the word. Representing as it does the most
advanced, most revolutionary class in modern society—
the proletariat, which in the Russian revolution has proved
by deeds its fitness for the role of leader in the mass struggle—
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Social-Democracy is obliged to do everything it possibly
can to retain that role for the proletariat in the approach-
ing new phase of the revolutionary struggle, a phase
characterised more than ever before by a preponderance of
political consciousness over spontaneity. To achieve that
end Social-Democracy must strive with all its might for
hegemony over the democratic masses and for developing
revolutionary energy among them.

Such a striving brings the party of the proletariat into
sharp conflict with the other class political organisations,
for whom, by virtue of the group interests which they rep-
resent, a democratic revolution is hateful and dangerous
not only for its own sake but especially in view of the he-
gemony of the proletariat in it, a hegemony fraught with
the danger of socialism.

It is perfectly clear and beyond doubt that both the
Duma majorities—the Black-Hundred-Octobrist and the
Octobrist-Cadet—with the alternate backing of which the
Stolypin government hopes to balance itself, that both
these majorities, each in its own way—on different issues—
will be counter-revolutionary. There can be no question of
any struggle with the Ministry on the part of one or the
other of these majorities or even of their separate elements—
a struggle in any way systematic or regular. Only separate
temporary conflicts are possible. Such conflicts are possible
first of all between the Black-Hundred elements of the
first-named majority and the government. It should not
be forgotten, however, that these conflicts cannot be deep-
seated, and the government, without abandoning its coun-
ter-revolutionary basis, can quite comfortably and easily
emerge the victor in these conflicts through the backing
of the second majority. With the best will in the world,
revolutionary Social-Democracy and, together with it, all
the other revolutionary-minded elements of the Third Duma
cannot use these conflicts in the interests of the revolu-
tion other than for purely propaganda purposes; there can
be no question whatever of “supporting” any of the conflict-
ing sides, because such support, in itself, would be a
counter-revolutionary act.

Somewhat greater and better use, perhaps, could be
made of possible conflicts between various elements of the
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second majority—between the Cadets, on the one hand,
and the Octobrists and the government, on the other. But
here, too, the position is such that, owing to objective
conditions no less than to subjective moods and intentions,
these conflicts will be both superficial and transient, merely
a means by which political hucksters will find it easier to
make deals on terms outwardly more decorous but in essence
opposed to the interests of democracy. Consequently, while
not refraining from utilising even such superficial and in-
frequent conflicts, Social-Democracy must wage a stubborn
struggle for democratic and revolutionary aims not only
against the government, the Black Hundreds, and the Octo-
brists, but also against the Cadets.

These are the principal aims which Social-Democracy
must set itself in the Third Duma. Obviously, these aims
are the same as those that confronted the party of the pro-
letariat in the Second Duma. They have been quite clearly
formulated in the first paragraph of the resolution of the
London Congress on the State Duma. This paragraph reads:

“The immediate political aims of Social-Democracy in
the Duma are: (a) to explain to the people the utter use-
lessness of the Duma as a means of achieving the demands
of the proletariat and the revolutionary petty bourgeoisie,
especially the peasantry; (b) to explain to the people the
impossibility of achieving political freedom by parliamen-
tary means as long as real power remains in the hands of
the tsarist government, and to explain the inevitability of
an open struggle of the masses against the armed forces of
absolutism, a struggle aimed at securing complete victory,
namely, the assumption of power by the masses and the
convocation of a constituent assembly on the basis of uni-
versal, equal, and direct suffrage by secret ballot.”

This resolution, particularly in its concluding words,
formulates also the very important special task of the
Social-Democrats in the Third Duma, a task which the So-
cial-Democratic deputies must fulfil in order to expose the
full infamy of the crime committed on June 3. They must
expose this crime, of course, not from the liberal stand-
point of a formal breach of the constitution, but as a gross
and brazen violation of the interests of the broad masses
of the people, as a shameless and outrageous falsification
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of popular representation. Hence the need for explaining
to the broad masses the utter failure of the Third Duma to
meet the interests and demands of the people, and conse-
quently for wide and vigorous propaganda of the idea of a con-
stituent assembly with full power based on universal, direct,
and equal suffrage by secret ballot.

The London resolution also defines very clearly the na-
ture of Social-Democratic activities in the State Duma
in the following terms: “The critical, propagandist, agita-
tional, and organisational role of the Social-Democratic
group in the Duma should be brought to the fore”, “the
general character of the Duma struggle should be subordi-
nated to the entire struggle of the proletariat outside the
Duma, it being particularly important in this connection
to make use of mass economic struggle and to serve the
interests of that struggle.” It is perfectly obvious what a
close, inseparable connection there is between such Duma
activities and the aims, which, as stated above, Social-
Democracy should set itself in the Duma at the present
moment. Peaceful legislative work by the Social-Demo-
crats in the Third Duma under conditions which make mass
movements highly probable would not only be inadvisable,
would not only be absurd quixotry, but a downright betrayal
of proletarian interests. It is bound to lead Social-Democ-
racy to “a whittling down of its slogans, which can only
discredit it in the eyes of the masses and divorce it from
the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat”. The spokes-
men of the proletariat in the Duma could commit no greater
crime than this.

The critical activity of Social-Democracy should be
expanded to the full and pointed as sharply as possible,
all the more as there will be an abundance of material for
this in the Third Duma. The Social-Democrats in the Duma
must completely expose the class nature of both the govern-
ment’s and the liberals’ measures and proposals that will
be passed through the Duma. Moreover, in full keeping
with the Congress resolution, particular attention must
be given to those measures and proposals which affect the
economic interests of the broad masses; this applies to the
labour and agrarian questions, the budget, etc. On all
these issues Social-Democracy must counter the govern-
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mental and liberal standpoints with its own socialist and
democratic demands; these issues are the most sensitive
nerve of public life and at the same time the most sensi-
tive spot of the government and of those social groups upon
which the two Duma majorities rest.

The Social-Democrats in the Duma will carry out all
these agitational, propaganda, and organisational tasks
not only by their speeches from the Duma rostrum but
also by introducing Bills and making interpellations to
the government. There is one important difficulty here,
however: to introduce a Bill or to make an interpellation
the signatures of no less than thirty deputies are required.

The Third Duma does not and will not have thirty So-
cial-Democrats. That is indubitable. Hence the Social-
Democrats alone, without the assistance of other groups,
can neither introduce a Bill nor make interpellations. Un-
doubtedly, this makes matters difficult and complicated.

We have in mind, of course, Bills and questions of a
consistently democratic character. Can Social-Democracy
in this respect count on assistance from the Constitutional-
Democratic Party? Certainly not. Can the Cadets, who
are now fully prepared for undisguised compromise on
terms which leave nothing of their programmatic demands,
skimpy though they are and reduced to a bare minimum
by various reservations and exceptions—can the Cadets
be expected to annoy the government by democratic in-
terpellations? We all remember that already in the Second
Duma the speeches of the Cadet orators in making interpel-
lations became very colourless and often turned into infan-
tile prattle or polite and even deferential inquiries made
with a slight bow. And now, when the Duma’s “effective-
ness” in the matter of weaving strong and reliable nets for
the people, nets that would enmesh them like chains, has
become the talk of the town. Their Excellencies, the minis-
ters, can sleep in peace: they will seldom be bothered by
the Cadets—after all, they have to legislate!—and even
if they are bothered, it will be with due observance of all
the rules of politeness. Not for nothing did Milyukov at
his election meetings promise to “guard the flame”. And
is Milyukov the only one? Does not Dan’s unconditional
rejection of the “down-with-the-Duma” slogan signify the
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same guarding of the flame? And is not Plekhanov advis-
ing Social-Democracy to follow the same policy of “polite-
ness” when he talks about “supporting the liberal bour-
geoisie”, whose “struggle” amounts to nothing more than
curtsies and low bows’?

There can be no question of the Cadets seconding the leg-
islative proposals of the Social-Democrats, for these
Bills will have a pronounced propaganda character, will
express to the full consistently democratic demands, and
that, of course, will cause as much irritation among the
Cadets as among the Octobrists and even the Black Hun-
dreds.

And so the Cadets will have to be left out of the account
in this respect too. In the matter of making interpellations
and presenting Bills the Social-Democrats can count only
on the support of groups to the Jeft of the Cadets. Appar-
ently, together with the Social-Democrats, they will num-
ber up to thirty deputies, thus providing the full technical
possibility of displaying initiative in this direction. It is
not, of course, a question of any bloc, but only of those
“joint actions”, which, in the words of the London Congress
resolution, “must exclude any possibility of deviations from
the Social-Democratic programme and tactics and serve
only the purpose of a general onslaught both against reac-
tion and the treacherous tactics of the liberal bourgeoisie™.

Proletary, No. 18, Published according
October 29, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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ON PLEKHANOV’S ARTICLE™

In his article in Tovarishch of October 20 Plekhanov
continues his campaign of lies and scoffing at the discipline
of the Social-Democratic Party. Here are some specimens
of these lies. “Tovarishch, as everyone knows, was an organ
of the Left bloc,” says Plekhanov in reply to the accusation
that he had become a regular collaborator of Prokopovich,
Kuskova & Co. It is a lie. First, Tovarishch never was an
organ of the Left bloc. The latter could not have had a com-
mon organ. Secondly, the Bolsheviks never conducted any
political campaign in Tovarishch, never came out against
fellow-members of the Social-Democratic Party in such a
newspaper. Thirdly, the Bolsheviks, having formed a Left
bloc, split Tovarishch and drove out of it (only for a week,
it is true) those who stood for the Cadets. And Plekhanov
is dragging both the proletariat and the petty-bourgeois
democrats towards flunkeyism before the Cadets. The
Bolsheviks, without participating in Tovarishch, shifted
it to the left. Plekhanov participates and drags it to the
right. It need hardly be said that his reference to a Left
bloc is not a happy one!

Plekhanov thus side-steps the question of his being ac-
cepted by a bourgeois newspaper to write things agreeable
to the bourgeoisie and gives still greater pleasure to the
liberals by scoffing at the discipline of the workers’ party.
I am not obliged to obey when I am asked to betray principles,
he exclaims.

This is an anarchist platitude, my dear sir, because the
principles of the Party are watched over between congresses
and interpreted by the Central Committee. You are
entitled to refuse to obey if the Central Committee vio-
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lates the will of the Congress, the Party Rules, etc. In the
present case, however, not a single person has even attempt-
ed to contend that the Central Committee violated the
will of the Congress by its directives in regard to the elec-
tions. Consequently, Plekhanov is simply using the phrase
about “betrayal of principles” to cover up his own betrayal
of the Party.

Lastly, Plekhanov tries to attack the St. Petersburg
Committee by saying that it itself refused to obey the Cen-
tral Committee during the elections to the Second Duma. We
answer: first, the St. Petersburg Committee refused to
carry out the demand to divide the organisation, i.e., it
rejected interference in its autonomy, which is guaranteed
by the Party Rules. Secondly, during the elections to the
Second Duma the Mensheviks split the organisation; this
aspect of the conflict is passed over in silence by Plekhanov
in the bourgeois newspaper! Plekhanov’s arguments amount
to only one thing: during the elections to the Second Duma
the Mensheviks split the St. Petersburg part of the Party,
consequently, I have a right now to split the whole Party!
Such is Plekhanov’s logic, such are Plekhanov’s actions.
Let everyone bear in mind that Plekhanov is a splitter.
Only he is afraid to call a spade a spade.

Proletary, No. 18, Published according
October 29, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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CONFERENCE
OF THE ST. PETERSBURG ORGANISATION
OF THE R.S.D.L.P."

FROM A NEWSPAPER REPORT

1
REPORT ON THE THIRD STATE DUMA

The speaker first of all described the composition of the
Third Duma. The government, by a simple rule-of-thumb
method, so fashioned the electoral law of June 3 that the
Duma was found to have two possible majorities: The Octo-
brist-Black-Hundred and the Octobrist-Cadet majorities.
Both are certainly counter-revolutionary. In pursuing
its reactionary policy the government will rely now on one
and now on the other of these majorities, at the same time
trying to screen the autocratic and feudal nature of its
actions by talk about paper “reforms”. The Cadets, for
their part, while in fact pursuing a treacherous policy of
counter-revolution, will in words claim to be a party of
truly democratic opposition.

A deal between the Cadets and the Octobrists in the
Duma is inevitable, and the first steps towards it—as the
speaker proved by a number of quotations from Cadet and
Octobrist Party newspapers, by a number of facts about
the activities of these parties and by reports from the re-
cent Cadet Party Congress—have already been taken. In
the Third Duma the Cadet policy of a deal with the old
regime is assuming clearer shape than it has had hitherto
and no one will be left in doubt as to its true nature.

Neither of the Duma majorities, however, is objectively
in a position to meet the vital economic and political
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demands of any wide mass of the proletariat, peasantry, and
urban democracy. The needs of these sections of the people
will, as hitherto, be voiced primarily by the Social-Demo-
crats. The make-up and activity of the Third Duma promise
to provide the Social-Democrats with abundant and excel-
lent propaganda material, which should be used against the
Black-Hundred government, the avowedly feudal-minded
landlords, Octobrists, and Cadets. As before, the task of
Social-Democracy is to popularise among the widest mass
of the people the idea of a national constituent assembly on
the basis of universal suffrage, etc. There can be no question,
therefore, of supporting the “Left” Octobrists or Cadets
in the Duma. Few though they are in the Third Duma, the
Social-Democrats should pursue an independent, socialist,
and consistently democratic policy by making use of the
Duma rostrum, the right of interpellation, etc. Some agree-
ments are permissible with the group of Left deputies (es-
pecially in view of the need to have thirty signatures for
making interpellations?, but with no others, and they must
be agreements that do not conflict with the programme or
tactics of Social-Democracy. With that end in view an
Information Bureau should be organised which would be
binding upon no one, but would merely enable the Social-
Democrats to influence the Left deputies.

Voices can already be heard in the Social-Democratic
ranks, the speaker went on, calling for support of the “Left”
Octobrists (in the election of the presiding committee, for
instance), for the organisation of an Information Bureau
with the Cadets, and for the so-called “guarding” of our
Duma group. The talk about supporting the Octobrists,
which comes from the Mensheviks, testifies as plainly as
could be to the utter failure of the Menshevik tactics. When
the Duma was dominated by the Cadets the Mensheviks
clamoured for support for the Cadets. Stolypin had only
to alter the electoral law in favour of the Octobrists for the
Mensheviks to show themselves ready to support the Oc-
tobrists. Where will this path lead the Mensheviks in the
end?

The speaker regarded an Information Bureau with the
Cadets as impermissible, because it would mean informing
one’s avowed enemies.
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On the question of “guarding” the Duma group the speak-
er said that it was true that the group should be guarded.
But for what purpose? Only in order that it should hold
high the banner of Social-Democracy in the Duma, and
that it should wage an irreconcilable struggle in the Duma
against the counter-revolutionaries of all shades and de-
scriptions, beginning with the Union people and ending
with the Cadets. But on no account in order that it should
support the “Left” Octobrists and Cadets. If its existence
depended upon its having to support these groups, that
is, support a deal with the Stolypin autocracy, then it would
be better for it to end its existence honourably, explaining
to the whole people why it was expelled from the Duma,
should such expulsion follow.

In his concluding remarks Lenin dealt chiefly with the
principal mistake of Menshevism—the idea of a “national
opposition”. The Russian bourgeoisie was never revolution-
ary in the proper sense of the word, and for a quite under-
standable reason: owing to the position which the working
class occupies in Russia and owing to the role of the work-
ing class in the revolution. After examining all the other
arguments of the Mensheviks he moved the resolution pub-
lished in Proletary, No. 19.

Proletary, No. 20, Published according
November 19, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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2
RESOLUTION ON THE THIRD STATE DUMA

Considering it obligatory for the Social-Democratic
group in the Third Duma to be guided by the resolution of
the London Congress on the State Duma, as well as by the
resolution on the non-proletarian parties,

the conference of the St. Petersburg organisation of the
R.S.D.L.P., in elaboration of these resolutions, considers
it necessary to state the following:

1. Two majorities have already taken shape in the Third
Duma: the Black-Hundred-Octobrist and the Octobrist-
Cadet majorities. The first is counter-revolutionary and
stands particularly for increased repression and the pro-
tection of landlord privileges, going to the length of striv-
ing for complete restoration of the autocracy. The second
majority, too, is definitely counter-revolutionary, but in-
clined to cover up its struggle against the revolution with
certain illusory bureaucratic “reforms”.

2. Such a situation in the Duma is exceedingly favour-
able to a double political game being played by both the
government and the Cadets. The government, while inten-
sifying repression and continuing its “conquest” of Russia
by military force, seeks to pose as a supporter of consti-
tutional reforms. The Cadets, while actually voting with
the counter-revolutionary Octobrists, seek to pose not
only as an opposition but as spokesmen of democracy. In
these circumstances the Social-Democrats have a particular
responsibility for ruthlessly exposing this game, laying
bare before the people both the oppression of the Black-
Hundred landlords and the government on the one hand,
and the counter-revolutionary nature of the Cadets, on the
other. Direct or indirect support for the Cadets by the So-
cial-Democrats (whether in the form of voting for the Right-
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wing Cadets or the “Left” Octobrists in the presiding com-
mittee, or in the form of an Information Bureau with the
participation of the Cadets, or by adapting our actions to
their policy, etc.) would now directly harm the cause of
class education of the mass of the workers and the cause of
the revolution.

3. While upholding their socialist aims in full and criti-
cising from this standpoint all the bourgeois parties, not
excepting the most democratic and “Trudovik” of them,
the Social-Democrats in their propaganda, should give
prominence to the task of making it clear to the broad
masses that the Third Duma fails completely to meet the in-
terests and demands of the people, and in this connection
[they should conduct] widespread and vigorous propaganda
for the idea of a constituent assembly based on universal,
direct, and equal suffrage by secret ballot.

4. One of the principal tasks of Social-Democracy in the
Third Duma is to expose the class nature of the govern-
ment’s and the liberals’ proposals with special attention
to questions affecting the economic interests of the broad
masses (the labour and agrarian questions, the budget,
etc.)—the more so as the composition of the Third Duma
promises exceptionally abundant material for the propa-
ganda activities of the Social-Democrats.

5. In particular, the Social-Democrats in the Duma
should use the right to make interpellations, for which pur-
pose they should co-operate with other groups to the left
of the Cadets without in any way retreating from the pro-
gramme and tactics of Social-Democracy and without en-
tering into any kind of blocs.

To avoid a repetition of the mistakes made by the So-
cial-Democrats in the Second Duma, the Social-Democrat-
ic group should immediately propose to the Left, and only
to the Left, deputies of the Duma (i.e., those capable of
fighting the Cadets) the formation of an Information Bureau
which would not bind its participants but would enable the
workers’ deputies to exert systematic influence upon the
democratic elements in the spirit of Social-Democratic
policy.

Proletary, No. 19, Published according
November 5, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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3

REPORT ON THE PARTICIPATION OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
IN THE BOURGEOIS PRESS

Comrade Lenin’s second report concerned the question
of Social-Democratic participation in the bourgeois press.
The speaker set forth the point of view of the two wings
of international Social-Democracy on this score and partic-
ularly the views of the orthodox members and of the revi-
sionists in the German Social-Democratic Party. The or-
thodoxes at the Dresden Parteitag™ agreed to the for-
mula that it was permissible to participate in the press that
was not hostile to Social-Democracy, on the grounds that
in practice this was tantamount to a complete ban, since
in present-day developed capitalist society there were no
bourgeois newspapers that were not hostile to Social-De-
mocracy.

The speaker took the stand that political participation
in the bourgeois press, especially the supposedly non-party
press, is absolutely inadmissible. Such newspapers as To-
varishch, by their hypocritically disguised fight against
Social-Democracy, cause it much greater harm than the
bourgeois party newspapers which are frankly hostile to
Social-Democracy. This is best illustrated by the contri-
butions to Tovarishch made by Plekhanov, Martov, Gorn,
Kogan, etc. All their utterances are directed against the
Party, and in actual fact it was not the Social-Democratic
comrades who made use of the bourgeois newspaper Tova-
rishch, but this newspaper that made use of these comrades
against the hateful R.S.D.L.P. Not a single article by a
Social-Democrat has so far appeared which the editors of
Tovarishch would not have approved of.

Proletary, No. 20, Published according
November 19, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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THE FOURTH CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
(“THIRD ALL-RUSSIAN™)™

FROM A NEWSPAPER REPORT

1

REPORT ON THE TACTICS OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC
GROUP IN THE THIRD STATE DUMA

Comrade Lenin proceeded from the premise that the
objective aims of the Russian revolution have not been
achieved and that the period of reaction which has set in
imposes upon the proletariat the task of defending the cause
of democracy and the cause of the revolution more firmly
than ever in face of the widespread vacillation. Hence the
view that the Duma should be used for the purposes of the
revolution, should be used mainly for promulgating the
Party’s political and socialist views and not for legislative
“reforms”, which, in any case, would mean supporting the
counter-revolution and curtailing democracy in every way.

In the words of Comrade Lenin, the “crux” of the Duma
question must lie in an explanation of the following three
points: (a) what is the class composition of the Duma?
(b) what should be and will be the attitude of the Duma
centres towards the revolution and democracy? (c) what
is the significance of Duma activity for the progress of the
Russian revolution?

On the first question, on the basis of an analysis of the
Duma composition (according to data on the party affil-
iations of the deputies), Lenin stressed that the views of
the famous so-called “opposition” could secure endorsement
in the Third Duma only on one condition, that no less than
87 Octobrists co-operated with the Cadets and the Left.
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Cadets and the Left were short of 87 votes for obtaining
a majority in the voting on a Bill. Consequently, effective
legislative activity in the Duma was possible only if the
bulk of the Octobrists participated in it. What this kind
of legislative activity would lead to and what disgrace
Social-Democracy would incur by such a link-up with the
Octobrists were all too obvious. This was not a matter of
abstract principle. Speaking abstractly, one could and
sometimes should support the representatives of the big
bourgeoisie. But in this case it was necessary to consider
the concrete conditions of development of the Russian
bourgeois-democratic revolution. The Russian bourgeoisie
had long embarked on the path of struggle against the rev-
olution and of compromises with the autocracy. The recent
Cadet congress had finally stripped off all the fig-leaves
with which the Milyukovs and Co. had been covering them-
selves, and was an important political event inasmuch as
the Cadets had declared with cynical frankness that they
were going into the Octobrist-Black-Hundred Duma to
legislate and that they would fight the “enemies on the
Left”. Thus, two possible majorities in the Duma—the
Octobrist-Black-Hundred and the Cadet-Octobrist—and
both, in different ways, would work towards tightening
the screw of reaction: the first, by trying to restore the autoc-
racy, the second, by making deals with the government
and introducing illusory reforms that disguise the counter-
revolutionary aspirations of the bourgeoisie. Thus, Social-
Democracy could not lend its support to legislative reforms,
as this would be tantamount to supporting the government,
Octobrist, party. The way of “reforms” on the present po-
litical basis and with the present balance of forces would
not mean improving the condition of the masses, or expand-
ing freedom, but bureaucratically regulating the non-
freedom and enslavement of the masses. Such, for example,
were the Stolypin agrarlan reforms under Article 87.78
They were progressive in clearing the way for capitalism,
but it was the kind of progress that no Social-Democrat
could bring himself to support. The Mensheviks were harp-
ing on one string, namely, the class interests of the bour-
geoisie are bound to clash with those of the autocracy! But
there was not a grain of historic truth in this vulgar would-
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be Marxism. Did not Napoleon III and Bismarck succeed
for a time in appeasing the appetites of the big bourgeoisie?
Did they not, by their “reforms”, tighten the noose round
the neck of the working people for years to come? What
grounds then were there for believing that the Russian
government, in its deal with the bourgeoisie, was likely to
agree to any other kind of reforms?

Proletary, No. 20, Published according
November 19, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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2

RESOLUTION ON THE TACTICS OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC
GROUP IN THE THIRD STATE DUMA

In pursuance of the resolution of the London Congress
on the State Duma and on non-proletarian parties, the All-
Russian Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. deems it necessary,
in elaboration of these resolutions, to state the following:

(1) In the Third Duma, which is the outcome of the coup
d’état of June 3, there are two possible majorities: that
of the Black-Hundreds-Octobrists and that of the Octobrists-
Cadets. The first, expressing chiefly the interests of the
semi-feudal landlords, is counter-revolutionary and stands
mainly for protecting landlord interests and increased re-
pression going to the length of striving for complete resto-
ration of the autocracy. The second majority, expressing
chiefly the interests of the big bourgeoisie, is likewise
definitely counter-revolutionary, but inclined to cover up its
struggle against the revolution with certain illusory bureau-
cratic reforms;

(2) such a situation in the Duma is extremely favourable
to a double political game being played by both the gov-
ernment and the Cadets. The government, while intensi-
fying repression and continuing its “conquest” of Russia
by military force, seeks to pose as a supporter of constitu-
tional reforms. The Cadets, while actually voting with the
counter-revolutionary Octobrists, seek to pose not only as
an opposition, but as spokesmen of democracy. Under these
conditions the Social-Democrats have a particular respon-
sibility for ruthlessly exposing this game, laying bare
before the people both the oppression of the Black-Hundred
landlords and the government and the counter-revolutionary
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policy of the Cadets. Direct or indirect support for the
Cadets by the Social-Democrats—whether in the form of an
Information Bureau with the participation of the Cadets
or by adapting our actions to their policy, etc.—would
now directly harm the cause of class education of the mass
of the workers and the cause of the revolution;

(3) while upholding their socialist aims and criticising
all the bourgeois parties from this standpoint, the Social-
Democrats, in their propaganda, should give prominence to
the task of making it clear to the broad masses that the
Third Duma fails completely to meet the interests and de-
mands of the people, and in this connection conduct
widespread and vigorous propaganda for the idea of a con-
stituent assembly based on universal, direct, and equal
suffrage by secret ballot;

(4) one of the principal tasks of Social-Democracy in the
Third Duma is to expose the class nature of the govern-
ment’s and the liberals’ proposals and to systematically
oppose to them the demands of the Social-Democratic min-
imum programme without any whittling-down, with spe-
cial attention to questions affecting the economic interests
of the broad masses (the labour and agrarian questions, the
budget, etc.)—the more so as the composition of the Third
Duma promises exceptionally abundant material for the
propaganda activities of Social-Democrats;

(5) the Social-Democratic group should take special care
that no outward coincidence between Social-Democratic
voting and the voting of the Black-Hundred-Octobrist or
Octobrist-Cadet blocs should be used in the sense of sup-
porting one bloc or the other;

(6) the Social-Democrats in the Duma should introduce
Bills and use their right to make interpellations, for which
purpose they should co-operate with other groups to the
left of the Cadets without in any way retreating from the
programme and tactics of Social-Democracy and without
entering into any kind of blocs. The Social-Democratic
group should immediately propose to the Left deputies of
the Duma the formation of an Information Bureau which
would not bind its participants but would enable the work-
ers’ deputies to exert systematic influence upon democratic
elements in the spirit of Social-Democratic policy;



146 V. I. LENIN

(7) among the first concrete steps of the Social-Demo-
cratic group in the Duma the Conference deems it necessary
to place special emphasis on the need: (1) to come forward
with a special declaration; (2) to make an interpellation
concerning the coup d’état of June 3; (3) to raise in the
Duma, in the most advisable form, the question of the
trial of the Social-Democratic group in the Second Duma.

Proletary, No. 20, Published according
November 19, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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THE PREPARATION OF A “DISGUSTING ORGY”

In assessing the tasks of the Social-Democrats in the
Second Russian Duma and the aspirations of the Russian
liberals, Franz Mehring, the well-known German Marxist,
wrote that German Liberalism has for the last sixty years
been following a wretched and shameful path under cover
of the slogan: “positive work”. When the National Assembly,
on a single night in the summer of 1789, achieved the eman-
cipation of the French peasants, that brilliantly venal ad-
venturer Mirabeau, the incomparable hero of constitutional
democracy, described the event by the picturesque expres-
sion “a disgusting orgy”. In our (Social-Democratic) opin-
ion, however, this was positive work. On the contrary,
the emancipation of the Prussian peasants, which dragged
on at a snail’s pace for sixty years, from 1807 to 1865, and
took cruel and ruthless toll of countless peasant lives, was,
from the point of view of our liberals, “positive work”,
which they proclaim from the house-tops. In our opinion
it was a “disgusting orgy”.*

Thus Mehring wrote. We cannot but recall his words
today, when the Third Duma is opening, when the Octo-
brists want to start a disgusting orgy in real earnest, when
the Cadets are ready to take part in it with servile zeal, when
even among the Social-Democrats there are (to our shame)
Plekhanovites who are prepared to assist in this orgy. Let
us take a closer look at all these preparations.

The eve of the Third Duma was marked by a spate of
meetings of the different parties on the question of Duma
tactics. The Octobrists at their Moscow conference drew up
a draft programme for the parliamentary group of the Union
of October Seventeenth, and their spokesman, Mr. Plevako,
raised the “banner of the Russian Liberal-Constitutional
Party” at a banquet in Moscow. The Cadets completed their

* See present edition, Vol. 12, p. 386.—Ed.
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Fifth so-called “Party” Congress in three or four days. The
Left-wing Cadets were utterly defeated and thrown out
of the Cadets’ Central Committee (which consists of 38 mem-
bers, who completely control the “party”). The Right-
wing Cadets obtained complete freedom of action—in the
spirit of the “report on tactics in the Third Duma”, that
remarkable, “historical” justification of the “disgusting
orgy”’. The Social-Democrats started to discuss Third Duma
tactics in the Central Committee and at the conference of
the St. Petersburg organisation of the R.S.D.L.P.

The parliamentary programme of the Octobrists is no-
table for its frank admission of the counter-revolutionary
policy which the Cadets virtually pursued in the Second
Duma behind a screen of phrases and excuses. For instance,
the Octobrists openly declare that revision of the funda-
mental laws and the electoral law is “untimely” on the
grounds that it is first of all necessary to “lull and abolish
the war of passions and class interests” by introducing “a
number of pressing reforms”. The Cadets did not say this,
but they acted in just this way in the Second Duma. Anoth-
er example. The Octobrists stand “for drawing the widest
possible circle of people into participation in self-govern-
ment”, while at the same time “ensuring proper represen-
tation” of the nobility. This outspoken counter-revolution-
ism is more honest than the Cadets’ policy of promising
universal, equal, and direct suffrage by secret ballot while
in reality fiercely opposing election of the local land commit-
tees by such means both in the First and in the Second
Dumas and proposing that these committees should con-
sist of peasants and landlords in equal numbers, that is,
the same idea of “ensuring representation of the nobility”.
Yet another example. The Octobrists openly reject the com-
pulsory alienation of the landlords’ land. The Cadets “ac-
cept” it, but accept it in such a way that they vote in the
Second Duma with the Right against the Trudoviks and
the Social-Democrats on the question of winding up the
agrarian debate with a general formula accepting compul-
sory alienation.

On terms consolidating the “victories” of the counter-
revolution the Octobrists are prepared to promise all kinds
of liberal reforms. These include “extension of the Duma’s
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budgetary rights” (this is not a joke!), “extension of its
rights of supervision over the legality of the government’s
actions”, measures guaranteeing the independence of the
courts, “removal of constraints on workers’ economic or-
ganisations and on economic strikes” (“which do not prej-
udice state and public interests™), “strengthening the bases
of lawful civil liberties”, and so on and so forth. The Octo-
brist governing party is as lavish of “liberal” phrases as the
government of Mr. Stolypin itself.

How did the Cadets put the question of their attitude
towards the Octobrists at their congress? The handful
of Left Cadets was found to consist of blusterers who were
unable even to pose the question intelligently, while the
mass of the Right-wing knights of disguised Octobrism
rallied strongly to smother the truth in the meanest fash-
ion. The impotence of the Left Cadets is best illustrated
by their draft resolution. Its first point recommends the
Cadets “to adopt a stand of sharp opposition without align-
ing themselves with the Octobrists, who are hostile to it
(to the Party of Constitutional-Democrats) both in spirit
and in programme”. The second point calls on the Cadets
“not to withhold support from Bills that lead the country
along the path of liberation and democratic reforms, no
matter from what source they originate”. This is a joke,
because Bills capable of obtaining a majority in the Third
Duma cannot originate from any other source than the
Octobrists! The Left Cadet gentlemen fully deserve their
defeat, for they behaved like wretched cowards or fools,
who are incapable of saying clearly and bluntly that it is a
disgrace to intend to legislate in such a Duma, that voting
with the Octobrists means supporting the counter-revolu-
tion. Some individuals among the Left Cadets, apparently,
understood the state of affairs, but being drawmg -room
democrats, they showed their cowardice at the congress.
At any rate, Mr. Zhilkin in Tovarishch mentions a private
speech by the Cadet Safonov, in which the latter said:
“The Cadet group, in my opinion, should now take the
stand of the Trudovik group in the First Duma. Opposi-
tion, strong speeches—and nothing more. Yet those people
intend to legislate. 1 wonder how? By friendship, by an
alliance with the Octobrists? What a strange tendency
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towards the Right. The whole country is Left, and we are
going Right” (Tovarishch, No. 407). Apparently, Mr. Sa-
fonov has lucid intervals of shame and conscience ... but
only privately!

On the other hand, Mr. Milyukov and his gang revealed
themselves in all, their old glory as shameless and unprin-
cipled careerists. In the adopted resolution they gloss over
the issue in order to fool the public at large, in the way that
the liberal heroes of parliamentary prostitution have al-
ways fooled the people. In the congress resolutions
(“theses™) there is not a word about the Octobrists! This is
incredible, but it is a fact. The crux of the Cadets’ congress
was the question of the Constitutional-Democrats voting
with the Octobrists. All the debates centred around this
question. But that is just what the art of the bourgeois
politicians consists in—to fool the masses, to conceal their
parliamentary hocus-pocus. The “theses on tactics” adopted
by the Congress of the Constitutional-Democrats on Octo-
ber 26 are a classical document, showing, in the first place,
how the Cadets coalesce with the Octobrists, and, secondly,
how resolutions designed to hoodwink the masses are writ-
ten by the liberals. This document should be compared
with the “parliamentary programme” of the “Union of
October Seventeenth”. This document should be compared
with the “report on tactics” which Milyukov delivered
at the Congress of the Constitutional-Democrats (Rech
No. 255). The following are the most important passages of
this report:

“Placed in opposition, the party, however [precisely—
however!], will not play the role of an irresponsible mi-
nority, in the sense in which it itself used this term to
describe the conduct of the extreme Left in the Duma”
[translated from parliamentary into simple and frank lan-
guage, this means: please, Octobrist gentlemen, give us a
place, we are only an opposition in name!]. “It will not
regard the Duma as a means for preparing actions outside
the Duma, but as a supreme organ of state, possessing a
share of the supreme authority as precisely defined by law”
[are not the Octobrists, who bluntly declare the revision
of the fundamental laws to be untimely, more honest?].
“The party is going into the Third Duma, as into the first
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two, with the firm intention of taking an active part in its
legislative work. The party always considered this kind of
activity to be the chief and basic activity, in contrast
to both the agitational aims of the Left and the conspira-
torial activity of the Right.” As for “conspiracy”, gentle-
men, that is another lie, for in both Dumas you conspired
with the ministers or the ministers’ lackeys. As for the dis-
avowal of agitation, this is a complete and irrevocable
disavowal of democracy.

To legislate in the Third Duma it is necessary either way,
directly or indirectly, to unite with the Octobrists and
take one’s stand unequivocally with the counter-revolu-
tion and with the defence of its victories. The Cadets try
to pass this obvious thing over in silence. They let the
cat out of the bag, however, in another passage of the re-
port: “The use of the legislative initiative should be made
dependent on a preliminary elucidation of the practicability
of the party projects”. The practicability depends on the
Octobrists. To elucidate it means having recourse to the
Octobrists by the backstairs. To make one’s initiative
depend on this elucidation means to curtail one’s own proj-
ects for the benefit of the Octobrists, it means making
one’s own policy dependent on that of the Octobrists.

There is no middle way, gentlemen. Either a party of
real opposition, in which case—an irresponsible minority.
Or a party of active counter-revolutionary legislation, in
which case—servility to the Octobrists . The Cadets chose
the latter, and as a reward for this the Black-Hundred Duma
is said to be electing the Right-wing Cadet Maklakov to
the presidium! Maklakov deserves it.

But how are we to account for the Social-Democrats who
are capable, even today, of talking about support for the
Cadets? Such Social-Democrats are the product of intellec-
tualist philistinism, the philistinism of Russian life as
a whole. Such Social-Democrats have been bred by Ple-
khanov’s vulgarisation of Marxism. At the conference of the
St. Petersburg Social-Democratic organisation it became
clear that the Mensheviks, following in the wake of the
Right Duma, are going still farther to the right. They are
prepared to support the Octobrists, i.e., the government
party! Then why should not the Social-Democrats vote for
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Khomyakov, who is better than Bobrinsky? It is a question
of expediency! Why not vote for Bobrinsky if the choice
is only between him and Purishkevich? Why not support
the Octobrists against the Black Hundreds, since Marx
taught us to support the bourgeoisie against the feudal
squirearchy?"

Yes, one is ashamed to admit the fact, but it is a sin
to conceal it, that Plekhanov has led his Mensheviks to
heap infinite disgrace upon Social-Democracy. Like a true
“man in the muffler”, he kept repeating the same old words
about “support for the bourgeoisie”, and by his mechanical
repetition obscured all understanding of the special tasks
and special conditions of the proletariat’s struggle in the
revolution and the struggle against the counter-revolution.
In Marx the whole analysis of revolutionary epochs turns
on the struggle of genuine democrats and particularly of
the proletariat against constitutional illusions, against
the treachery of liberalism, against counter-revolution.
Plekhanov recognises Marx—but it is a counterfeit of
Marx in the manner of Struve. Let Plekhanov now reap
what he has sown!

The counter-revolutionary nature of liberalism in the
Russian revolution was proved by the whole course of events
prior to October 17 and especially after October 17. The
Third Duma will make even the blind see. The alignment
of the Cadets with the Octobrists is a political fact, and
no excuses and subterfuges can disguise it. Let the news-
paper of the dull-witted Bernsteinians, Tovarishch, confine
itself to impotent whining in this connection, intermin-
gling this whining with pushing the Cadets towards the Oc-
tobrists, with political pimping. The Social-Democrats
have to understand the class reasons for the counter-revo-
lutionary nature of Russian liberalism. The Social-Demo-
crats must ruthlessly expose in the Duma all the approaches
made to the Octobrists by the Cadets, all the baseness of
so-called democratic liberalism. The workers’ party will
dismiss with contempt all considerations about “guarding
the flame” and will unfurl the banner of socialism and the
banner of the revolution!

Proletary, No. 19, Published according
November 5, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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BUT WHO ARE THE JUDGES?

Malicious chuckling over the split between the Menshe-
viks and the Bolsheviks in the R.S.D.L.P, in general and
over the sharp struggle at the London Congress in partic-
ular has become a regular feature of the bourgeois press.
No one thinks of studying the differences of opinion, of
analysing the two tendencies, of acquainting the reading
public with the history of the split and with the nature
of the differences between the Mensheviks and the Bolshe-
viks. The publicists of Rech and Tovarishch—the Vergezh-
skys, the E. K.’s, the Pereyaslavskys, and other penny-
a-liners™ simply fasten on all kinds of rumours, serve up
“piquant” details of “scandals” for blasé society gossips, and
go out of their way to addle people’s minds with trashy
anecdotes about our struggle.

This genre of vulgar scoffing is being taken up, too, by
the Socialist-Revolutionaries. The editorial in Znamya
Truda,’® No. 6, drags out Cherevanin’s story about the
incident of hysteria at the London Congress, sniggers at
the expenditure of “tens of thousands™, and smacks its lips
at “the pretty picture of the internal state of Russian So-
cial-Democracy at the present moment”. With the liberals
such introductions are preliminaries to lauding the oppor-
tunists @ la Plekhanov; with the Socialist-Revolutionaries
they are the preliminaries to a severe criticism of them (the
Socialist-Revolutionaries are repeating now the arguments
of the revolutionary Social-Democrats against a labour
congress! They have bethought themselves!). But both of
thelI{n gloat over the hard struggle in the Social-Democratic
ranks.

* Lenin gives this word in English.—Tr.
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We shall say a few words about the liberal heroes of
this crusade before we deal in detail with the Socialist-
Revolutionary heroes of “the struggle against opportunism™.

The liberals sneer at the struggle within Social-Democ-
racy in order to cover up their systematic deception of
the public in regard to the Cadet Party. It is a thorough-
going deception, and the struggle among the Cadets them-
selves and their negotiations with the authorities are sys-
tematically concealed. Everyone knows that the Left Ca-
dets rebuke the Right. Everyone knows that Milyukov,
Struve & Co. called at the ante-rooms of the Stolypins.
But the exact facts are kept hidden. Differences have been
glossed over and not a word has been said of the disputes
of the Struve gentry with the Left Cadets. There are no rec-
ords of the proceedings of the Cadet congresses. The liber-
als issue no figures of their party membership either as a
whole or by organisations. The tendency of the different
committees is unknown. Nothing but darkness, nothing
but the official lies of Rech, nothing but attempts to fool
democracy by those on conversational terms with minis-
ters—that is what the party of Constitutional-Democrats
is. Lawyers and professors, who make their career by par-
liamentarism, hypocritically condemn the underground
struggle and praise open activity by parties while actually
flouting the democratic principle of publicity and conceal-
ing from the public the different political tendencies with-
in their party. It needs the short-sightedness of a Plekha-
nov, who goes down on his knees before Milyukov, not to
be able to see this gross dirty deception of democracy by
the Cadets, a deception touched up with a gloss of culture.

And what about the Socialist-Revolutionaries? Are
they doing their duty as honest democrats (we do not say
as socialists, for that cannot be said of them), the duty of
giving the people a clear and truthful account of the strug-
gle of the different political tendencies among those who
seek to lead the people?

Let us examine the facts.

The December Congress of the Party of Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries in 1905 was the first and only one to publish
minutes of the proceedings. Mr. Tuchkin, a delegate of the
Central Organ, exclaims: “The Social-Democrats were at
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one time convinced, apparently quite sincerely, that the
advent of political liberties would spell political death to
our party.... The epoch of liberties has proved the reverse”
(p. 28 of the supplement to the Minutes). You don’t really
mean that, Mr. Tuchkin, do you? Is that what the epoch
of liberties proved? Is that what the actual policy of the
party of Socialist-Revolutionaries proved in 1905? In 1906?
In 1907?

Let us turn to the facts.

In the minutes of the Congress of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries (December 1905, published in 1906!) we read that
after October 17 a writers’ group, which had a voice but no
vote at this Congress, “urged the Central Committee of the
Socialist-Revolutionaries to organise a legal party” (p. 49
of the Minutes, further quotations are from the same source).
The Central Committee of the Socialist-Revolutionaries
“was asked to set up not a legal organisation of the Party
of Socialist-Revolutionaries, but a special parallel Popular
Socialist Party” (51). The Central Committee refused and
referred the question to the Congress. The Congress rejected
the motion of the Popular Socialists by a majority of all
against one with seven abstentions (66). “Is it conceivable
to be in two parallel parties?” cried Mr. Tuchkin, beating
his breast (p. 61). And Mr. Shevich hinted at the Popular
Socialists’ kinship with the liberals, so that the Popular
Socialist Mr. Rozhdestvensky began to lose his equanimity
(p. 59) and avowed that “no one has the right” to call them
“semi-liberals” (59).*

Such are the facts. In 1905, the Socialist-Revolution-
aries broke with the “semi-liberal” Popular Socialists. But
did they?

In 1905, a powerful means for the party openly to influ-
ence the masses was the press. During the October “days
of liberty” the Socialist-Revolutionaries ran a newspaper
in a bloc with the Popular Socialists, prior to the December
Congress, it is true. Formally the Socialist-Revolutionaries

*Mr. Shevich retreated somewhat in face of this resentment
on the part of a Popular Socialist who had lost his equanimity and
“corrected himself”—p. 63—saying, “by way of personal [!!] explana-
tion”: “I had no intention of suggesting that the speaker was a member
of the liberal party”.
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are right on this point. In reality, during the period of the
greatest liberties, the period of most direct influence upon
the masses, they concealed from the public the existence
of two different tendencies within the party. The differences
of opinion were as great as those within the Social-Demo-
cratic ranks, but the Social-Democrats tried to clarify them,
whereas the Socialist-Revolutionaries tried diplomatically
to conceal them. Such are the facts of 1905.

Now take 1906. The First-Duma period of “small liber-
ties”. The socialist newspapers are revived. The Socialist-
Revolutionaries are again in a bloc with the Popular So-
cialists and they have a joint newspaper. No wonder the
break with the “semi-liberals” at the congress was a diplo-
matic one: if you like—a break, or if you like—no break!
The proposal was rejected, the idea of “being in two paral-
lel parties” was ridiculed, and ... and they went on sitting
side by side in two parties, reverently exclaiming: We-
thank thee, O Lord, that we are not as those Social-Demo-
crats who fight one another! Such are the facts. Both pe-
riods of the free press in Russia were marked by the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries aligning themselves with the Pop-
ular Socialists and concealing from democracy by decep-
tion (“diplomacy”) the two profoundly divergent tendencies
within their party.

Now take 1907. After the First Duma the Popular So-
cialists formally organised their own party. That was in-
evitable, since in the First Duma, in the first address of the
parties to the peasant electors all over Russia, the Popular
Socialists and the Socialist-Revolutionaries came forward
with different agrarian plans (the Bills of the 104 and the
33). The Popular Socialists defeated the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries by securing three times as many signatures of the
Trudovik deputies to their plan, to their agrarian programme.
And this programme, as the Socialist-Revolutionary
Vikhlyaev admitted (Nasha Mysl, Collection, No. 1, St.
Petersburg, 1907, article: “The Popular Socialist Party and
the Agrarian Question™) “similarly” with the law of No-
vember 9, 1906, “arrives at negation of the basic principle
of communal land tenure”. This programme legalises “the
manifestations of selfish individualism” (p. 89 of Mr. Vikh-
lyaev’s article), “pollutes the broad ideological stream with
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individualist mud” (p. 91 of the same article), and embarks
upon “the path of encouraging individualist and egoistic
tendencies among the masses” (ibid., p. 93).

Clear enough, it would seem? The overwhelming major-
ity of peasant deputies displayed bourgeois individualism.
The S.R.’s first address to the peasant electors of all Rus-
sia strikingly confirmed the theory of the Social-Democrats
by virtually converting the S.R.’s into the extreme Left
wing of the petty-bourgeois democrats.

But, perhaps the S.R.’s, after the Popular Socialists
had separated from them and won the Trudovik group over
to their programme, definitely dissociated themselves from
them? They did not. The elections to the Second Duma in
St. Petersburg proved the reverse. Blocs with the Cadets
were then the greatest manifestation of socialist opportun-
ism. The Black-Hundred danger was a fiction covering
up the policy of truckling to the liberals. The Cadet press
revealed this very clearly by stressing the “moderation” of
the Mensheviks and Popular Socialists. How did the S.R.’s
behave? Our “revolutionaries” formed a bloc with the Pop-
ular Socialists and the Trudoviks; the terms of this bloc
were concealed from the public. Our revolutionaries trailed
after the Cadets just like the Mensheviks. The S.R. spokes-
men proposed a bloc to the Cadets (the meeting of Jan-
uary 18, 1907. See N. Lenin’s pamphlet When You Hear the
Judgement of a Fool ... , St. Petersburg, January 15, 1907,*
in which it is established that the S.R.’s behaved in a po-
litically dishonest manner in the question of agreements
by negotiating simultaneously with the Social-Democrats,
who had declared war on the Cadets on January 7, 1907,
and with the Cadets). The S.R.’s found themselves in
the Left bloc against their will, owing to the Cadets’ re-
fusal.

Thus, after a complete break with the Popular Social-
ists the S.R.’s in actual fact pursued the policy of the
Popular Socialists and Mensheviks, i.e., the opportunists.
Their “advantage” consists in concealing from the public
the motives of this policy and the currents within their
party.

* See present edition, Vol. 11, pp. 456-74.—Ed.
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The extraordinary Congress of the S.R. Party in Feb-
ruary 1907 not only failed to raise this question of blocs
with the Cadets, not only failed to assess the significance of
such a policy, but, on the contrary, confirmed it! We would
remind the reader of G. A. Gershuni’s speech at that Con-
gress, which at that time Rech lauded in exactly the same
way as it always lauds Plekhanov. Gershuni said that he
adhered to his “old opinion: the Cadets so far are not our
enemies” (p. 11 of the pamphlet: “Speech by G. A. Gershuni
at the Extraordinary Congress of the S.R. Party”, 1907,
pp. 1-15, with the party motto of the S.R.’s: “In struggle
you will win your rights”). Gershuni warned against mutual
struggle within the opposition: “Will not the people lose
faith in the very possibility of government by means of a
popular representative assembly” (ibid.). Obviously, it
was in the spirit of this Cadet-lover that the Congress of
the S.R.’s adopted a resolution, which stated, among other
things:

“The Congress holds that a sharp party alignment of groups within
the Duma, with isolated action by each separate group and acute
inter-group struggle, could completely paralyse the activities of the

oppositional majority and thereby discredit the very idea of popular

representation in the eyes of the working classes” (Partiiniye Izves-
tia of the S.R. Party, No. 6, March 8, 1907).

This is the sheerest opportunism, worse than our Men-
shevism. Gershuni in a slightly more clumsy way made
the Congress repeat Plekhanovism. And the entire activity
of the S.R. Duma group reflected this spirit of Cadet tactics
of concern for the unity of the national opposition. The
only difference between the Social-Democrat Plekhanov
and the Socialist-Revolutionary Gershuni is that the former
is a member of a party that does not cover up such decadence,
but exposes and fights against it, while the latter is a mem-
ber of a party in which all tactical principles and theoret-
ical views are muddled and hidden from the eyes of the
public by a thick screen of parochial diplomacy. “Not to
wash one’s dirty linen in public” is a thing the S.R.’s are
adept at. The trouble is they have nothing to show in public
but dirty linen. They could not tell the whole truth about their
relations with the Popular Socialists in 1905, 1906, or 1907.
They cannot disclose how a party—not a circle, but a party—
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can one day adopt an ultra-opportunist resolution by 67
votes to 1, and the next day exhaust themselves shouting
“revolutionary” cries.

No, gentlemen “judges”, we do not envy you your formal
right to rejoice at the sharp struggle and splits within the
ranks of Social-Democracy. No doubt, there is much in this
struggle that is to be deplored. Without a doubt, there is
much in these splits that is disastrous to the cause of social-
ism. Nevertheless, not for a single minute would we care
to barter this heavy truth for your “light” lie. Our Party’s
serious illness is the growing pains of a mass party. For
there can be no mass party, no party of a class, without
full clarity of essential shadings, without an open struggle
between various tendencies, without informing the masses
as to which leaders and which organisations of the Party
are pursuing this or that line. Without this, a party worthy
of the name cannot be built, and we are building it. We have
succeeded in putting the views of our two currents truthfully,
clearly, and distinctly before everyone. Personal bitterness,
factional squabbles and strife, scandals, and splits—all
these are trivial in comparison with the fact that the expe-
rience of two tactics is actually teaching a lesson to the
proletarian masses, is actually teaching a lesson to everyone
who is capable of taking an intelligent interest in politics.
Our quarrels and splits will be forgotten. Our tactical prin-
ciples, sharpened and tempered, will go down as corner-
stones in the history of the working-class movement and
socialism in Russia. Years will pass, perhaps decades, and
the influence of one or the other tendency will be traced in a
hundred practical questions of different kinds. Both the
working class of Russia and the whole people know whom
they are dealing with in the case of Bolshevism or Menshe-
vism.

Do they know the Cadets? The entire history of the Ca-
det Party is one of sheer political jugglery that keeps si-
lent about what matters most and whose one and everlast-
ing concern is to keep the truth hidden at all costs.

Do they know the Socialist-Revolutionaries? Will the
S.R.’s tomorrow again enter into a bloc with the Social-
Cadets? Are they not in that bloc today? Do they disso-
ciate themselves from the “individualist mud” of the Tru-
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doviks or are they filling their party more and more with
this mud? Do they still adhere to the theory of unity of
the national opposition? Did they adopt that theory only
yesterday? Will they abandon it tomorrow for a few weeks?
No one knows. The S.R.’s themselves do not know it,
because the entire history of their party is one of systemat-
ically and continuously obscuring, confusing, and glossing
over their differences by means of words, phrases and still
more phrases.

Why is that? It is not because the S.R.’s are bourgeois
careerists like the Cadets. No, their sincerity, as a circle,
cannot be doubted. Their trouble is that it is impossible
for them to create a mass party, impossible for them to
become the party of a class. The objective position is such
that they have to be merely a wing of peasant democracy,
an unindependent, unequal appendage, a “subgroup” of
the Trudoviks, and not a self-contained whole. The period
of storm and stress did not help the S.R.’s to rise to their
full stature. It threw them into the clutching arms of the
Popular Socialists, a clutch so strong that not even a split
can unlock them. The period of the counter-revolutionary
war did not strengthen their connection with definite so-
cial strata—it merely gave rise to new waverings and vac-
illations (which the S.R.’s are now trying hard to con-
ceal) about the socialist nature of the muzhik. And today,
on reading the passionate articles of Znamya Truda about
the heroes of S.R. terrorism, one cannot help saying to
oneself: your terrorism, gentlemen, is not the outcome of
your revolutionism. Your revolutionism is confined to
terrorism.

No, these judges are far from being able to judge Social-
Democracy!

Proletary, No. 19, Published according
November 5, 1907 to the text in Proletary
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PREFACE
TO THE PAMPHLET BY VOINOV (A. V. LUNACHARSKY)
ON THE ATTITUDE OF THE PARTY TOWARDS
THE TRADE UNIONS#

Comrade Voinov’s pamphlet on the attitude of the social-
ist party of the proletariat towards the trade unions is
open to a good deal of misconstruction. There are two rea-
sons for this. In the first place, the author, in the ardour
of his fight against a narrow and incorrect conception of
Marxism, against an unwillingness to take into considera-
tion the new needs of the working-class movement and take
a broader and more profound view of the matter, often ex-
presses himself in too general terms. He attacks orthodoxy—
true, orthodoxy-in inverted commas, i.e., pseudo-ortho-
doxy—or German Social-Democracy in general, when, as a
matter of fact, his criticism is aimed only at the vulgar-
isers of orthodoxy, only at the opportunist wing of So-
cial-Democracy. Secondly, the author writes for the Rus-
sian public, but hardly takes into consideration the various
shadings in the formulation under Russian conditions of
the questions he examines. Comrade Voinov’s point of view
is very far removed from the views of the Russian syndical-
ists, Mensheviks, and Socialist-Revolutionaries. The inatten-
tive or unconscientious reader, however, can easily cavil
at one or another phrase or idea of the writer, seeing that
the latter had before his eyes chiefly Frenchmen and Ital-
ians and did not undertake the task of dissociating him-
self from all kinds of Russian muddleheads.

As an example of the latter we would mention the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries. In Znamya Truda, No. 5, they de-
clare with their usual presumption: “The Socialist Internation-
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al approved the point of view on the trade-union move-
ment which we [!] have always [!] maintained.” Let us take
the Collected Articles, No. 1 (1907), published by Nasha
Mysl. Mr. Victor Chernov takes Kautsky to task, but is
silent about the Mannheim resolution and Kautsky’s strug-
gle against the opportunist neutralists! Kautsky’s article,
which the S.R. hack writer attacks, was written on the eve
of Mannheim.®? In Mannheim Kautsky opposed the neutral-
ists. The Mannheim resolution “makes a considerable
breach in trade-union neutrality” (Kautsky’s expression
in an article on the Mannheim Congress published in Die
Neue Zeit®® for October 6, 1906). And now, in 1907, along
comes a critic, who poses as a revolutionary and calls Ka-
utsky “a great dogmatist and inquisitor of Marxism”, accus-
ing him—quite in unison with the opportunist neutral-
ists!—of tendentiously belittling the role of the trade un-
ions, of a desire to “subordinate” them to the party, and so
on. If we add to this that the S.R.’s always stood for non-
Party trade unions, and that Znamya Truda, No. 2 for
July 12, 1907 carried an editorial saying that “party prop-
aganda has its place outside the union”, we shall get a
full picture of the S.R.’s revolutionism.

When Kautsky combated opportunist neutralism and
further developed and deepened the theory of Marxism,
moving the trade unions leftwards, these gentlemen fell
upon him, repeating the catchwords of the opportunists
and continuing on the sly to advocate non-partisanship
of the trade unions. When the same Kautsky moved the
trade unions still further leftwards by amending Beer’s
resolution at Stuttgart and laying stress in this reso-
lution on the socialist tasks of the trade unions, the gen-
tlemen of the S.R. fraternity started shouting: the Social-
ist International has endorsed our point of view!

The question arises, are such methods worthy of members
of the Socialist International? Does not such criticism tes-
tify to presumption and lack of principle?

A specimen of such presumption among the Social-Demo-
crats is the former revolutionary Plekhanov, who is deeply
respected by the liberals. In a preface to the pamphlet
We And They he declares with inimitable, incomparable-
complacency that the Stuttgart resolution (on the trade
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unions) with my amendment deprives the London resolution
(that of the London Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.) of its sig-
nificance. Probably many readers, upon reading this dec-
laration of our magnificent Narcissus, will believe that
the struggle at Stuttgart was fought precisely over this
amendment of Plekhanov’s and that generally speaking
this amendment had some serious significance.

In reality, this amendment (“unity of the economic strug-
gle should always be borne in mind”) had no serious sig-
nificance whatever. It even had no bearing on the essence
of the questions in dispute at Stuttgart, on the essence of
the differences of opinion in international socialism.

As a matter of fact, Plekhanov’s raptures over “his” amend-
ment have a very vulgar significance—z¢o mislead the read-
er by drawing his attention away from the really disput-
able questions of the trade-union movement and to con-
ceal the defeat of the idea of neutralism in Stuttgart.

The Stockholm Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. (1906), at
which the Mensheviks won the day, adhered to the point of
view of trade-union neutrality. The London Congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. took a different stand and proclaimed the ne-
cessity of working towards partisanship of the unions. The
Stuttgart International Congress adopted a resolution,
which “puts an end to neutrality once and for all”’, as Kautsky
rightly expressed it.* Plekhanov went into the Commission
of the Stuttgart Congress to defend neutrality, as described
in detail by Voinov. And Clara Zetkin wrote in Die Gleich-
heit, the mouthpiece of the women’s labour movement
of Germany, that “Plekhanov attempted by rather uncon-
vincing arguments to justify a certain limitation of this
principle”** (i.e., the principle of close alignment of the
unions with the Party).

Thus, the principle of neutrality which Plekhanov advo-
cated was a failure. His arguments were considered “uncon-
vincing” by the German revolutionary Social-Democrats.

* Vorwdrts, 1907 No. 209, Beilage, Kautsky’s report to the Leip-
zig workers on the Congress in Stuttgart. See Kalendar dlya vsekh,
1908, Zerno Publishers, p. 173, my article on the International
Socialist Congress in Stuttgart. (See pp. 87-88 of this volume.—Ed.)

** See Kalendar dlya vsekh, p. 173, as well as the collected arti-
cles of Zarnitsy (St. Petersburg, 1907), which gives a complete trans-
lation of this article from Die Gleichheit.
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And he, self-admiringly, declares: “my” amendment was
adopted and the resolution of the London Congress loses
its significance....

Yes, yes, but, on the other hand, the Nozdrev presump-
tion® of a socialist respected by the liberals apparently
does not lose any of its significance.

Comrade Voinov is wrong, I believe, in saying that the
German orthodox socialists consider the idea of storming
harmful and that orthodoxy “had all but adopted the whole
spirit of the new Economism”. This cannot be said of Kaut-
sky, and Comrade Voinov himself admits the correctness of
Kautsky’s views. While blaming the Germans for “saying
too little about the role of the trade union as organisers
of socialist production”, Comrade Voinov mentions else-
where the opinion of Liebknecht senior, who recognised
this role in the most emphatic terms. Another mistake of
Comrade Voinov was to believe Plekhanov when the latter
said that Bebel deliberately omitted mention of the Russian
revolution in his speech of welcome, and that Bebel did
not want to speak about Russia. These words of Plekhanov’s
were simply crude buffoonery on the part of a socialist who
is deeply respected by the liberals and should not for a
moment have been taken seriously, should not have evoked
even the possibility of believing that there was an iota of
truth in them. For my part I can testify that during Bebel’s
speech, Van Kol, a representative of the socialist Right
wing who sat next to me in the Bureau, listened to Bebel
specially to see whether he would mention Russia. And as
soon as Bebel had finished, Van Kol turned to me with a
look of surprise; he did not doubt (nor did a single serious
member of the Congress) that Bebel had forgotten Russia
accidentally. The best and most experienced speakers some-
times make slips. For Comrade Voinov to call this for-
getfulness on the part of the veteran Bebel “characteristic”,
is, in my opinion, most unfair. It is also profoundly unfair
to speak in general about the “present-day” opportunistic
Bebel. There are no grounds for such a generalisation.

To avoid misunderstandings, however, let me say at
once that if anyone tried to use these expressions of Com-
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rade Voinov’s against the revolutionary German Social-
Democrats, this would be seizing dishonestly on particular
words. Comrade Voinov has abundantly proved by his whole
pamphlet that he is on the side of the German revolutionary
Marxists (like Kautsky), that he is working together with
them to get rid of old prejudices, opportunist cliches, and
short-sighted complacency. That is why even in Stuttgart,
I lined up with Comrade Voinov on all essentials and agree
with him how regarding the entire character of his revolu-
tionary criticism. He is absolutely right in saying that we
must now learn from the Germans and profit by their expe-
rience. Only ignoramuses, who have still learned nothing
from the Germans and therefore do not know the ABC,
can infer from this a “divergence” within revolutionary
Social-Democracy. We must criticise the mistakes of the
German leaders fearlessly and openly if we wish to be true
to the spirit of Marx and help the Russian socialists to be
equal to the present-day tasks of the workers’ movement.
Bebel was undoubtedly mistaken at Essen as well when
he defended Noske, when he upheld the division of wars
into defensive and offensive, when he attacked the method
of struggle of the “radicals” against Van Kol, when he de-
nied (with Singer) the failure and fallacy of the German
delegation’s tactics at Stuttgart. We should not conceal
these mistakes, but should use them as an example to teach
the Russian Social-Democrats how to avoid them and live
up to the more rigorous requirements of revolutionary Marx-
ism. And let not the Russian anarchist and syndicalist
small fry, the liberals, and S.R.’s crow over our criticism
of Bebel. We shall tell these gentlemen: “Eagles sometimes
fly lower than hens, but hens can never fly as high as
eagles!”

A little over two years ago Mr. Struve, who at that time
defended the revolution, wrote about the necessity of open
revolutionary action and maintained that the revolution
must assume power—this Mr. Struve wrote in Osvobozh-
deniye,’® No. 71 (published abroad): “In comparison with
the revolutionism of Mr. Lenin and his associates the rev-
olutionism of the West-European Social-Democracy of
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Bebel, and even of Kautsky, is opportunism”™. I answered
Mr. Struve at the time: “When and where did I ever claim
to have created any sort of special trend in international
Social-Democracy not identical with the trend of Bebel
and Kautsky?” (Two Tactics, p. 50 of the Russian edition).*

In the summer of 1907 in a pamphlet on the question of
boycott of the Third Duma, I had to point out that it would
be basically wrong to identify Bolshevism with boycottism
or boyevism.

Now, on the question of the trade unions, equally strong
emphasis should be placed on the fact that Bolshevism ap-
plies the tactics of revolutionary Social-Democracy in all
fields of struggle, in all spheres of activity. What
distinguishes Bolshevism from Menshevism is not that the
former “repudiates” work in the trade unions or the co-
operative societies, etc., but that the former takes a different
line in the work of propaganda, agitation, and organisation
of the working class. Today activity in the trade unions
undoubtedly assumes tremendous importance. In contrast
to the neutralism of the Mensheviks we must conduct this
activity on the lines of closer alignment of the unions with
the Party, of the development of socialist consciousness and
an understanding of the revolutionary tasks of the prole-
tariat. In Western Europe revolutionary syndicalism in
many countries was a direct and inevitable result of oppor-
tunism, reformism, and parliamentary cretinism. In our
country, too, the first steps of “Duma activity” increased
opportunism to a tremendous extent and reduced the Men-
sheviks to servility before the Cadets. Plekhanov, for exam-
ple, in his everyday political work, virtually merged with
the Prokopovich and Kuskova gentry. In 1900, he denounced
them for Bernsteinism, for contemplating only the “pos-
terior” of the Russian proletariat (Vademecum for the edi-
torial staff of Rabocheye Dyelo, Geneva, 1900). In 1906-07,
the first ballot papers threw Plekhanov into the arms of
these gentlemen, who are now contemplating the “posterior”
of Russian liberalism. Syndicalism cannot help developing
on Russian soil as a reaction against this shameful conduct
of “distinguished” Social-Democrats.

* See present edition, Vol. 9, p. 66.—Ed.
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Comrade Voinov, therefore, is quite correct in taking
the line of calling upon the Russian Social-Democrats to
learn from the example of opportunism and from the example
of syndicalism. Revolutionary work in the trade unions,
shifting the emphasis from parliamentary trickery to the
education of the proletariat, to rallying the purely class
organisations, to the struggle outside parliament, to abil-
ity to use (and to prepare the masses for the possibility
of successfully using) the general strike, as well as the “De-
cember forms of struggle”,%¢ in the Russian revolution—
all this comes very strongly into prominence as the task
of the Bolshevik trend. And the experience of the Russian
revolution immensely facilitates this task for us, provides
a wealth of practical guidance and historical data making
it possible to appraise in the most concrete way the new
methods of struggle, the mass strike, and the use of direct
force. These methods of struggle are least of all “new” to
the Russian Bolsheviks, the Russian proletariat. They
are “new’ to the opportunists, who are doing their utmost
to erase from the minds of the workers in the West the mem-
ory of the Commune, and from the minds of the workers
in Russia the memory of December 1905. To strengthen
these memories, to make a scientific study of that great
experience,® to spread its lessons among the masses and
the realisation of its inevitable repetition on a new scale—
this task of the revolutionary Social-Democrats in Russia
opens up before us prospects infinitely richer than the one-
sided “anti-opportunism” and “anti-parliamentarism” of
the syndicalists.

Against syndicalism, as a special trend, Comrade Voinov
levels four accusations (p. 19 onwards of his pamphlet),
which show up its falsity with striking clearness: (1) the

*It is natural that the Cadets should be eagerly studying the
history of the two Dumas. It is natural that they should regard the
platitudes and betrayals of Rodichev-Kutlerov liberalism as gems
of creation. It is natural that they should falsify history by drawing
a veil of silence over their negotiations with the reaction, ete. It is
unnatural for the Social-Democrats not to eagerly study October-
December 1905, if only because each day of that period meant a hun-
dred times more to the destinies of all the peoples of Russia and the
working class in particular than Rodichev’s “loyal” phrases in the
Duma.
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“anarchistic looseness of the organisation”; (2) keeping the
workers keyed up instead of creating a firm “stronghold
of class organisation”; (3) the petty-bourgeois-individual-
istic features of its ideal and of the Proudhon theory; (4)
a stupid “aversion to politics”.

There are here not a few points of resemblance to the old
“Economism” among the Russian Social-Democrats. Hence
I am not so optimistic as Comrade Voinov in regard to a
“reconciliation” with revolutionary Social-Democracy on
the part of those Economists who have gone over to syndi-
calism. I also think that Comrade Voinov’s proposals for a
“General Labour Council as a superarbiter, with the partic-
ipation in it of Socialist-Revolutionaries, are quite unprac-
tical. This is mixing up the “music of the future” with the
organisational forms of the present. But I am not in the
least afraid of Comrade Voinov’s perspective, namely:
“subordination of political organisations to a class social
organisation” ... “only when [I am still quoting Comrade
Voinov, stressing the important words] ... all trade-union-
ists will have become socialists”. The class instinct of the
proletarian mass has already begun to be manifested in Rus-
sia with full force. This class instinct already provides tre-
mendous guarantees both against the petty-bourgeois wool-
liness of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and against the Men-
sheviks’ servility to the Cadets. We can already boldly
assert that the mass workers’ organisation in Russia (if
it were to be created and in so far as it is for a minute creat-
ed, if only by elections, strikes, demonstrations, etc.)
is sure to be closer to Bolshevism, to revolutionary Social-
Democracy.

Comrade Voinov rightly regards the “labour congress”
adventure as a “frivolous” affair. We shall work hard in
the trade unions, we shall work in all fields to spread the
revolutionary theory of Marxism among the proletariat and
to build up a “stronghold” of class organisation. The rest
will come of itself.

Written in November 1907

First published in 1933 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XXV to the manuscript
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X
THE “WORK” OF THE GERMAN BULGAKOV, E. DAVID

Ed. David’s book, Socialism and Agriculture, is an ex-
ceptionally clumsy and cumbrous summary of all the erro-
neous methods and arguments which we have seen in the
works of Bulgakov, Hertz, and Chernov. We could, there-
fore, completely ignore David; but since his “work”™ is un-
doubtedly at the present time the principal work of revi-
sionism on the agrarian question, we think it necessary
once again to show how the revisionist fraternity write
learned treatises.

To the question of machinery in agriculture David de-
votes the whole of Chapter IV of his book (pp. 115-93 of
the Russian translation), apart from numerous references
to the same subject in other chapters. The politico-economic
essence of the matter is completely submerged in hundreds
of technicalities which the author examines in minute de-
tail. Machinery does not play the same role in agriculture
as in industry; in agriculture there is no central motor;
most of the machines are only temporarily employed; some
machines make no saving in production costs, and so on
and so forth. David regards such conclusions (see pp. 190-
93, the question of machinery summed up) as a refutation
of Marxist theory! But this merely obscures the question
instead of clarifying it. That agriculture is backward com-
pared with manufacturing industry is not open to the slight-
est doubt. This backwardness requires no proof. By exam-
ining, point by point, the various ways in which that
backwardness is displayed, by piling example upon example
and case upon case, David merely pushes into the back-
ground the actual subject of the research, namely: is the use
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of machines of a capitalist character? Is the increased use
of machines due to the growth of capitalist agriculture?

David utterly fails to understand how the question should
be presented by a Marxist. David’s standpoint is essen-
tially that of the petty bourgeois, who consoles himself
with the relatively slow progress of capitalism and is af-
raid to look at social evolution as a whole. Thus, on
the question of agricultural machinery, David quotes Bensing,
quotes him innumerable times®® (pp. 125, 135, 180, 182,
184, 186, 189, 506, and others of the Russian translation).
David can positively be said to exasperate the reader by
passing from detail to detail without sifting his material,
without coherence, without a reasoned presentation of the
question, without aim. Consequently, David provides no
summing up of Bensing’s conclusions. What I said in 1901
in opposition to Mr. Bulgakov fully applies to David.*
First, a summary of Bensing’s conclusions shows the in-
disputable advantage which farms using machines have
over those that do not use them. None of the “corrections”
to Bensing in minor details, with which David has stuffed
his book, can alter this conclusion. David passes over this
general conclusion in silence in exactly the same way as Mr.
Bulgakov did! Secondly, while quoting Bensing without
end, without reason, without coherence, David, like Mr.
Bulgakov, failed to note Bensing’s bourgeois views concern-
ing machinery in both industry and agriculture. In short,
David does not even understand the socio-economic aspect
of the question. He is unable to generalise and connect the
factual data showing the superiority of large-scale over
small-scale production. As a result, nothing remains but
the reactionary lamentations of the petty bourgeois who
places his hopes in technical backwardness, in the slow
development of capitalism. In the matter of theory, the
Right-wing Cadet and “Christian” renegade Mr. Bulgakov
is quite on a level with the opportunist Social-Democrat
David.

David fails, hopelessly fails to understand the socio-
economic aspect of other questions as well. Take his fun-
damental thesis, his pet idea, the “kingpin” of the whole

*See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 133-34.—Ed.
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work: the viability of small-scale production in agriculture
and its superiority to large-scale production. Ask David:
What is small-scale production?

On page 29, footnote, you will find a neat answer: “Wher-
ever we refer to small-scale production we mean the eco-
nomic category which functions without regular outside
assistance and without an auxiliary occupation.” Though
clumsily expressed and poorly translated by Mr. Grossman,
this is more or less clear. After that we have a right to ex-
pect David to outline the conditions of small-scale (in
area) farming from the standpoint of the employment of
hired labour, or the sale of the latter by the farmer.

Nothing of the kind.

Nothing brings out David’s bourgeois nature so strongly
as his complete disregard of the question of the employment
of hired labour by “small” farmers and of the conversion
of the latter into wage-labourers. Complete disregard—
that is literally true. Statistical data on this are to be
found in German statistics; Kautsky quotes them briefly
in his Agrarian Question (I have quoted them in detail®).
David knows those statistics, but he does not analyse
them. He gives a mass of references to separate monographs,
but completely ignores the data they contain on this ques-
tion. In short, this is a case of a petty bourgeois completely
passing over in silence the question of the “farm-hands”
employed by the thrifty muzhik.

Here are examples:

On page 109 we read: “On the whole, in market gardening
as in agriculture, small-scale production flourishes.”

You look for proof. All you are given is the following:

“According to the industrial statistics™* for 1895, out
of 32,540 orchards and vegetable gardens 13,247=40 per
cent were of an area less than 20 ares; 8,257=25 per cent
ranged from 20 to 50 ares; 5,707=14 per cent from 50 ares
to one hectare; 3,397=10 per cent ranged in area from 1

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 194-95.—Ed.

** Evidently, this is the way Mr. Grossman, the editor of the
translation, translated the word Betriebsstatistik. That’s the trouble
with Russian translations! It should have been translated: “statis-
tics of agricultural enterprises”.
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to 2 hectares, and only 1,932=6 per cent occupied an area
of 2 hectares and over.”

That is all. And this is supposed to prove that small-
scale production is flourishing in market gardening. This
is supposed to be a scientific work by a man well versed
in agronomics. If it is, then we do not know what charla-
tanry in science is.

Only 6 per cent have an area of 2 hectares and over, says
David. In the very same statistics from which he takes those
figures there are figures showing the amount of land which
these 6 per cent occupy. David ignores those figures. He
ignores them because they demolish his theory. “But more
than half of this area (51.39 per cent),” I wrote concerning
those very figures,* “is concentrated in the hands of 1,932
proprietors, or 5.94 per cent of all the market gardeners.”
Of these 1,932 market gardeners 1,441 have vegetable gar-
dens ranging from two to five hectares, making an average
of 2.76 hectares per farm and total land amounting to an
average of 109.6 hectares per farm; 491 farmers have vege-
table gardens of five hectares or more, making an average
of 16.54 hectares per farm, and total land amounting to an
average of 134.7 hectares per farm (ibid.).

Thus, only 6 per cent of the market gardeners concentrate
in their hands 51.39 per cent of the total market garden
land. They are big capitalists for whom vegetable gardens
are supplementary to capitalist agriculture (farms of 100
to 135 hectares). Consequently, market gardening is enor-
mously concentrated capitalistically. But David has the ...
temerity to assert that “small-scale production is flourish-
ing”, i.e., production not using hired labour. As to what
size farms in market gardening require hired labourers he
gives no information.

That is how the scholarly David handles statistics. An
example of the way in which he handles monographs is pro-
vided by Hecht,?® the same notorious Hecht quoted by
Bulgakov, Hertz, and Chernov.** In his “work” David par-
aphrases Hecht for the space of two pages (pp. 394-95).
But how does he paraphrase him? Not a word about hired

* See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 215.—Ed.
** See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 162-67.—Ed.
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labour. Not a word about the fact that Hecht embellishes
the “settled state” of the factory worker who has a plot of
land, lumping together workers and well-to-do peasants.
Not a word about the fact that while a small number of well-
to-do peasants are “flourishing”, the conditions of the bulk
of the peasants are such that they even have to sell their
milk and use cheaper margarine as a substitute.

David not only says nothing about this; he even declares
that “Hecht quotes extremely interesting data on the high
living standards of these peasants” (p. 395). A grosser ex-
ample of bourgeois apologetics is difficult to imagine.

Incidentally, about Hecht’s statement that the peasants
sell their milk in order to buy cheaper margarine. One
would think that this is a generally known fact among
economists. As far back as 1847, Marx in The Poverty of
Philosophy referred to the deterioration of the people’s
diet under capitalism.?® In Russia, ever since the time of
Engelhardt® (the 1870s), this fact has been noted very
many times by all who have made a more or less conscien-
tious study of the progress of capitalism in dairy farming.
The “scholarly” David failed to notice this. He even sneers
when socialists point to it.

On pages 427-28 of David’s book we read scoffing remarks
about Kautsky, who says that the amalgamated dairies,
which promote the sale of milk by the peasants, cause a
deterioration in the latter’s diet. To enable the reader to
judge the German Narodnik David at his true worth we
shall quote his own words:

“...All other people are in the habit, when receiving a larger in-
come, of using some part of it for the benefit of their stomachs. It
is only human nature that a man should want to eat something better,
if only he has a little money to enable him to do so. It is, therefore,
very strange that the peasant who, as is generally admitted, is get-
ting more money than before for his milk and pigs, thanks to the
co-operative, should behave differently from other mortals,” and so
on and so forth.

This buffoonery of a reactionary petty bourgeois is not
worth answering, of course. It is sufficient to exhibit him
to the reading public; it is sufficient to drag him into the
light of day from under the heap of disconnected agronomic
quotations scattered through five hundred and fifty pages.
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It is sufficient to note that even the bourgeois apologist
Hecht, quoted by David, admits as a fact the deterioration
in diet as a consequence of the substitution of cheap mar-
garine for marketed milk. This applies to South Germany,
the region where small-peasant farming predominates.
Concerning another region, East Prussia, we have the very
similar statement of Klawki* that the small peasants “con-
sume very little butter and whole milk”.

David’s bourgeois apologetics can be traced in absolutely
all the questions he deals with. Thus, he extols the dairy
co-operatives of Germany and Denmark in over a score of
pages (413-35 and others). He also quotes statistics ... but
only on the numerical growth of the co-operatives! He
does not quote the German statistics showing the concen-
tration of “co-operative” dairy farming in the hands of
big capitalist farms.** The Davids have a blind eye for such
data in the statistics they handle!

“The Danish peasants organised in co-operatives,” says
David, “have even excelled the privately owned farms of
the big landed proprietors.” Then follows an example: a
quotation from the 46th Report of a test laboratory to the
effect that the butter produced by the co-operatives is of
better quality than that manufactured by the landlord.
And David continues:

“Such results have been achieved by peasants who at one time
on their small farms, produced only inferior grades of butter for
which they obtained only half the price paid for that of the big
proprietors. Moreover, by and large, we are dealing here with middle
and small peasants [David’s italics]. In 1898, there were in Denmark
179,740 cow-sheds of which only 7,544 or 4 per cent contained 30 or
more cows each; 49,371 or 27.82 per cent, each contained from 10
to 29 cows, 122,589 or 68.97 per cent contained less than 10
cows each. More than half of these cow-sheds, namely, 70,218, com-
prising 39.85 per cent of the total, contained only from 1 to 3 cows
each, i.e., they belonged to quite small farms. That the great major-
ity of these small farms belong to co-operative organisations is shown
by the fact that in 1900 the milk of approximately 900,000 cows out
of Denmark’s 1,110,000 milch cows was delivered to dairy co-oper-
atives” (p. 424).

Thus argues the scholarly David. He avoids quoting pre-
cise data on the distribution of the cows among the farms

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 176-77.—Ed.
*%Tbid.. p. 216.—Ed.
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in the various groups; that is distasteful to him, But even
the fragmentary figures he does quote show that he complete-
ly distorts the reality. By comparing the total number
of cows with the distribution of cow-sheds according to the
number of cattle in them we get the following picture,
which, though an approximate one,* undoubtedly, on the
whole, corresponds to the reality:

Number of Number of Number of

Denmark farms cows in them CcOws per
(thousands) (thousands) farm
Farms with 1 to3 cows 70 100 1.43
” ” 4t09 7 52 250 4.81
” ” 10 to 29 7 49 550 11.22
” ” 30 or more 8 200 25.00
Total 179 1,100 6.14

From these figures it is seen, first, that the concentration
of dairy farming in Denmark is very high. 750,000 cows
out of 1,100,000, i.e., over two-thirds of the total, belong
to the big farms—>57,000 out of 179,000, i.e., less than a
third of the total number of farmers. Since each of these
farms has ten or more cows, they certainly do not dispense
with hired labour. Thus, David “failed to notice” that the
size of the farms which keep livestock is by no means
small here; Danish farms must not be judged by area of
land. David “failed to notice” that here, as everywhere
and always in capitalist agriculture, a vast number of

* These figures are approximate, first, because the number of
cows is given for 1900, while the number of farms is given for 1898;
secondly, because we had to determine the number of cows in each
group approximately, since David does not give exact figures. We
have put the big farms share lower than it actually is: 7,544 farms
have 30 or more cows each. Thus, even if we take the minimum, i.e.,
30 cows per farm, we get 7,544 x 30=226,320 cows. We have taken a
smaller figure, otherwise the size of the small farms would approach
too closely to the minimum and not to the maximum limits of the
groups.
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small farms account for an insignificant share of the total
production. The small farmers number 70,000, i.e., nearly
40 per cent; but they own one-eleventh of the total number
of cows.

Secondly, the figures quoted show that both in Denmark
and in Germany the benefits of co-operation are enjoyed
mainly by the capitalists. If out of 1,100,000 cows the milk
of 900,000 is delivered to the dairy co-operatives, it follows
that 200,000 cows remain outside the “beneficial” scope of
co-operative marketing. These are mainly the cows of the
smallest farmers, for we have seen from the figures for Ger-
many that of the farms up to two hectares, only 0.3 per
cent of the total belong to dairy co-operatives, but of the
farms of 100 hectares and over, 35.1 per cent belong to such
co-operatives. Consequently, all this leads us to assume
that the small farmers (70,000 owning 100,000 cows) least
enjoy the benefits of co-operative marketing.

The example of Denmark completely refutes David, since
it proves that not the small, and not the medium, but the
big farms predominate in the production of dairy produce.

To put some life into these lifeless figures and tables
and show the class character of bourgeois agriculture (which
the obtuse petty bourgeois David totally ignores) we shall
quote an outstanding fact from the history of the working-
class movement in Denmark. In 1902, the Danish shipown-
ers reduced the wages of the stokers, who answered by
going on strike. The union to which all the dock workers
belonged supported the stokers and also ceased work. But ...
they were unable to make the strike a general one, to extend
it to all the ports of Denmark. “Port Esbjerg [on the west
coast of Denmark, important for trade with England],
which plays such a great part in the export of Danish agri-
cultural produce, could not be drawn into the strike because
the Danish agricultural co-operatives declared that they
would immediately send the required number of their mem-
bers to work on loading the ships, that the Danish peasants
would not allow a stoppage in the export of their produce.”*

Thus, the Danish co-operatives took the side of the ship-

*Emil Helms, Die socialdemokratische und gewerkschaftliche
Bewegung in Ddnemark, Leipzig, 1907, S. 138.
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owners against the workers and made the strike a failure.
It is quite understandable, of course, that capitalist farm-
ers, owning ten and more cows each, should support their
fellow-capitalists against the workers. What is not under-
standable is that writers like David, who gloss over the class
struggle, call themselves socialists.

On the question of combining farming with technical-
crop industries (sugar refining, distilling, etc.) David
makes the very same mistake as Mr. Bulgakov. Like the Rus-
sian professor, the German “learned” opportunist simply
copied the tables given in the German enquiry, without
stopping to think what these tables refer to! Kautsky as-
serts that sugar production is an example of agricultural
large-scale industry. To refute this David, like Bulgakov,
quotes figures showing that there are more small farms con-
nected with technical-crop industries than big ones (pages
406, 407, and 410 of David’s book). The learned statisti-
cian forgot that, in general, there are more small farms
than big ones. Instead of showing what percentage of the
farms in each group is combined with technical industries
he copied a table giving the percentage of such farms in each
group in relation to the total number of farms. I have al-
ready dealt in detail with this mistake made by Mr. Bulga-
kov.* It only remains for me to point out that the equally
scientifically conscientious Ed. David equally failed to
take the trouble to glance at the figures showing what
share of the land under sugar beet is in the hands of
capitalists.

What a comical degree of soul affinity exists between the
German opportunist and the Russian liberal professor can
be seen from the fact that not only do they both handle
statistics with the same carelessness and lack of skill, but
both quote Marx with the same carelessness. Like Bulga-
kov David recognises the “law of diminishing returns”.
True, he tries to expound it with special limitations, to sur-
round it with special conditions, but that does not improve
matters in the least. For example, on page 476, David says
that “this law does not at all concern the change of produc-
tivity in the transition from one scientific-technical stage

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 209-10.—Ed.
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of agriculture to another. It concerns exclusively the change
of productivity at one and the same scientific-technical
stage.” This is exactly the limitation of the notorious law
that I mentioned when opposing Mr. Bulgakov,* and I
at once added that this makes the “law” “so relative that it
cannot be called a law, or even a cardinal specific feature
of agriculture”.

Nevertheless, David continues to elevate this law to a
specific feature of agriculture. The result is a hopeless mud-
dle, for if “scientific-technical” conditions remain unchanged,
additional investments of capital are extremely restricted
in industry too.

“The backwardness of agriculture,” says David in the
concluding chapter, “is due, in the first place, to the con-
servatism of organic nature, which finds expression in the
law of diminishing returns” (501). This conclusion throws
overboard the very thesis that has just been put forward,
namely, that the “law” does not apply to transitions to a
higher technical stage! “The conservatism of organic nature”
is simply a verbal subterfuge of reactionary philistinism
which is incapable of understanding the social conditions
that hinder particularly the development of agriculture.
David shows that he does not understand that among those
social conditions are, first, the survivals of feudalism in
agriculture, the inequality of rights of agricultural labour-
ers, and so on and so forth; and secondly, ground rent, which
inflates prices and embodies high rents in the price of
land.

“We think,” writes David, “that German agriculture
today could not produce the total quantity of grain required
...at the level of productivity which, thanks to overseas
production, is considered normal from the standpoint of
world economy. The law of diminishing returns does not
permit an unlimited increase in the quantity of products on
a limited area of land without a diminution in productiv-
ity” (519)—the last sentence is in italics in David’s
book.

Take a look, if you please, at this economist! He declares
that the “law” of diminishing returns deals exclusively with

*See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 108-09.—Ed.
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the change of productivity at one and the same scientific-
technical stage (476). Yet he draws the conclusion: “the
law does not permit an ‘unlimited’ increase in the quan-
tity of products!” (519). Why, then, does it follow that
German agriculture could not be raised to the next “scientific-
technical stage” if this were not prevented by the private
ownership of the land, by inflated rent, by the lack of
rights, the downtrodden state, and degradation of the ag-
ricultural labourer, by the barbarous medieval privileges
of the Junkers?

The bourgeois apologist naturally tries to ignore the so-
cial and historical causes of the backwardness of agriculture
and throws the blame on the “conservatism of organic
nature” and on the “law of diminishing returns”. That
notorious law contains nothing but apologetics and
obtuseness.

To cover up his shameful retreat to the old prejudices
of bourgeois political economy David, exactly like Bulga-
kov, presents us with a falsified quotation from Marx. Da-
vid quotes the same page of Volume III of Capital (III. B.,
II. Teil, S. 277) which Mr. Bulgakov quotes! (See page
481 of David’s book and our previous criticism of Mr. Bul-
gakov.™)

What I have said about the scientific conscientiousness
of Mr. Bulgakov applies wholly to David as well. Mr. Bul-
gakov garbled a passage from Marx. David confined him-
self to quoting the first words of the same passage: “Con-
cerning decreasing productiveness of the soil with succes-
sive investments of capital, see Liebig” (Das Kapital, III.
B., II. Teil, S. 277)2 Like Bulgakov, David distorted
Marx, making it appear to the reader that this is the only
reference by Marx. Actually, we repeat, anyone who has
read Volume IIT of Capital (and the second part of Volume
II of Theorien iiber den Mehrwert®®) knows that the oppo-
site is the case. Marx points out dozens of times that he re-
gards cases of diminished productivity of additional
investments of capital as being quite as legitimate and
quite as possible as cases of increased productivity of
additional investments of capital.

*See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 116-19.—Ed.
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In a footnote on page 481 David promises in the future
to examine the connection between this law and rent, and
also “to examine critically Marx’s attempt to develop and
extend the theory of rent, while rejecting the basis given
by Malthus and Ricardo™.

We venture to predict that David’s critical examina-
tion will be a repetition of bourgeois prejudices a la Mr.
Bulgakov, or ... @ la Comrade Maslov.

Let us now examine another radically erroneous thesis
of David’s. To refute his apologetics or his distortion of
statistics is a very thankless task. On the question we are
now about to deal with we have some new data which enable
us to contrast a factual picture of reality with the theories
of present-day philistinism.

X1
LIVESTOCK IN SMALL AND LARGE FARMS

The “critics” or Bernsteinians in the agrarian question,
when defending small-scale production, very often refer
to the following circumstance. Small farmers keep far more
cattle on a given unit of land than big farmers. Conse-
quently, they say, the small farmers manure their land better.
Their farms are on a technically higher level, for manure
plays a decisive role in modern agriculture, and the manure
obtained from cattle kept on the farm is far superior to any
artificial fertilisers.

Ed. David in his book Socialism and Agriculture at-
taches decisive significance to this argument (pp. 326, 526,
and 527 of the Russian translation). He writes in italics:
“manure is the soul of agriculture” (p. 308), and makes this
truism the main basis of his defence of small-scale farming.
He quotes German statistics showing that the small farms
keep far more cattle per unit of land than the big ones. David
is convinced that these figures definitely decide in his fa-
vour the question of the advantages of large-scale or small-
scale production in agriculture.

Let us examine this theory and the manurial soul of
agriculture more closely.
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The main argument advanced by David and his numerous
adherents among the bourgeois economists is a statistical
one. They compare the number of cattle (per unit of land)
on different-sized farms, it being tacitly assumed that iden-
tical quantities are compared, i.e., that an equal number
of cattle of a particular kind represents an equal agricul-
tural value, so to speak, on both big and small farms.
It is assumed that an equal number of cattle provides
an equal quantity of manure, that the cattle on big and
small farms have more or less the same qualities, and
so forth.

Obviously, the cogency of the argument in question de-
pends entirely upon whether this usually tacit assumption
is correct. Is this postulate correct? If we pass from the
bare and rough, indiscriminate statistics to an analysis
of the socio-economic conditions of small-scale and large-
scale agricultural production as a whole we shall find at
once that that postulate takes for granted the very thing
that has still to be proved. Marxism affirms that the condi-
tions under which cattle are kept (and also, as we have
seen, the tending of the land and the conditions of the
agricultural worker) are worse in small-scale than in large-
scale farming. Bourgeois political economy asserts the op-
posite, and the Bernsteinians repeat this assertion, namely,
that thanks to the diligence of the small farmer, cattle are
kept under far better conditions on a small farm than on
a big one. To find data which would throw light on this
question requires quite different statistics from those with
which David operates. It requires a statistical study not
of the number of cattle on different-sized farms, but of
their quality. Such a study exists in German economic
literature, and perhaps more than one. It is highly char-
acteristic that David, who filled his book with a mass of ir-
relevant quotations from all kinds of works on agronomics,
completely ignored the attempts to be found in the lit-
erature to reveal the internal conditions of small-scale and
large-scale farming by means of detailed research. We
shall acquaint the reader with one of those researches un-
deservedly ignored by David.

Drechsler, a well-known German writer on agricultural
questions, published the results of a monographic “agricul-
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tural statistical investigation”, which, he rightly said,
“for the accuracy of its results is surely without equal”.
In the Province of Hanover, 25 settlements were investigat-
ed (22 villages and three landlord estates), and data show-
ing not only the amount of land and number of cattle,
but also the quality of the cattle were collected separately
for each farm. To determine the quality of the cattle a par-
ticularly accurate method was adopted: the live weight*
of each animal was ascertained in kilogrammes “on the
basis of the most careful possible appraisal of the individ-
ual animals—an appraisal made by experts”. Data were
obtained giving the live weight of each type of animal on
different-sized farms. The investigation was carried out
twice: the first in 1875, the second in 1884. The figures were
published by Drechsler** in rough form for each of three
estates and for three groups of villages, the peasant farms
in the villages being divided into seven groups according
to the amount of land (over 50 hectares; 25 to 53; 12.5 to
25; 7.5 to 12.5; 2.5 to 7.5; 1.25 to 2.5, and up to 1.25 hec-
tares). Considering that Drechsler’s figures relate to eleven
different types of animals, the reader will realise how com-
plicated all these tables are. To obtain summarised figures
which will enable us to draw general and basic conclusions,
we shall divide all the farms into five main groups: (a) big
estates; (b) peasant farms having over 25 hectares of lands;
(c) 7.5 to 25 hectares; (d) 2.5 to 7.5 hectares; and (e) less
than 2.5 hectares.

The number of farms in these groups and the amount of
land in them in 1875 and in 1884 were as follows:

*David is well aware of this method, employed by agronomists,
of ascertaining the live weight of animals. On page 367 he tells us in
detail the live weight of different breeds of beef and dairy cattle,
draught animals, etc. He copies these data from the agronomists. It
never occurs to him that what matters to an economist in general, and
to a socialist in particular, is not the difference in the breeds of cattle,
but the difference in the conditions under which they are kept in small
and large farms, in “peasant” and in capitalist farming.

** For 1875 in Schriften des Vereins fiir Sozialpolitik, Band XXIV,
S. 112 (“Béuerliche Zustdnde”, B. III), and for 1884 in Thiel’s land-
wirtschaftliche Jahrbiicher, Band XV (1886).
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1875 1884
Number | Amount | Land | Number | Amount | Land
of o) per of o) per
farms land farm farms land farm
(Hectares)
(a) Estates 3 689 | 229 3 766 | 255
(b) Farms of 25 ha 51 | 1,949 38 58 | 2,449 42
and over

(¢c) > 7.5 to 25 ha 274 | 3,540 13 248 3,135 12
(d 55 to757” 442 1,895 4.3 407 1,774 4.3
() up to 257 1,449 1,279 0.88 | 1,109 1,027 0.9
Total 2,219 | 9,352 4.2 1,825 9,151 5.0

To explain these figures we shall deal first of all with
the economic types of the different-sized farms. Drechsler
considers that all the farms of 7.5 hectares and over em-
ploy hired labour. Thus, we get (in 1875) 325 peasant farms
employing workers. All the farmers having up to 2.5
hectares have to hire themselves out. Of the farmers having
2.5 to 7.5 hectares (average=4.3 ha) half, according to
Drechsler’s calculations, do not employ labour, while the
other half have to provide hired labourers. Thus, of
the total peasant farms, 325 are capitalist farms, 221 are
small “Trudovik” farms (as our Narodniks would call
them) which do not employ labour nor provide hired
labourers, and 1,670 are semi-proletarian, which provide
hired labourers.

Unfortunately, Drechsler’s grouping differs from that
of the general German statistics, which regard as middle
peasants those having from 5 to 20 hectares. Nevertheless,
it remains an undoubted fact that the majority of these
middle peasants do not dispense with hired workers. The
“middle peasants” in Germany are small capitalists. The
peasants who do not hire labour and do not hire themselves
out constitute an insignificant minority: 221 out of 2,216,
l.e., one-tenth.

Thus, the groups of farms which we have selected ac-
cording to their economic type are characterised as follows:
(a) big capitalist; (b) middle capitalist (“Grossbauer™);
(¢) small capitalist; (d) small peasant; and (e) semi-prole-
tarian.
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The total number of farms and the total amount of land
they occupied diminished between 1875 and 1884. This
decrease mainly applied to the small farms: the number
of farms occupying up to 2.5 hectares dropped from 1,449
to 1,109, i.e., by 340, or nearly one-fourth. On the other
hand, the number of the biggest farms (over 25 hectares)
increased from 54 to 61, and the amount of land they occu-
pied increased from 2,638 to 3,215 hectares, i.e., by 577
hectares. Consequently, the general improvement in farm-
ing and the raising of agricultural standards in the given
area, about which Drechsler goes into raptures, signify
the concentration of agriculture in the hands of a dimin-
ishing number of owners: “Progress” has pushed out of
agriculture nearly 400 farmers out of 2,219 (by 1884 there
remained 1,825), and raised the average amount of land
per farm among the remainder from 4.2 to 5 hectares. In
one locality capitalism concentrates the given branch of
agriculture and pushes a number of small farmers into the
ranks of the proletariat. In another locality the growth of
commercial farming creates a number of new small farms
(for example dairy farming in suburban villages and in
entire countries which export their produce, such as Den-
mark). In still other localities the splitting up of the medium
farms increases the number of small farms. Indiscriminate
statistics conceal all these processes, for the study of which
detailed investigations must be made.

The progress of agriculture in the locality described found
particular expression in the improvement of livestock rear-
ing, although the total head of livestock diminished. In
1875, there were 7,208 head of livestock (in terms of cattle);
in 1884 there were 6,993. Going by the gross statistics, this
decrease in the total number of livestock would be a sign
of decline in livestock breeding. Actually, there was an
improvement in the quality of the stock, so that, if we take
not the number of animals, but their total “live weight”,
we shall get 2,556,872 kilogrammes in 1875 and 2,696,107
kilogrammes in 1884.

Capitalist progress in livestock rearing shows itself not
only, sometimes even not so much, in an increase in num-
bers as in an improvement in quality, in the replacement
of inferior by better cattle, increase in fodder, etc.
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Average Number of Livestock per Farm

1875 1884
Cattle | Other | Total | Cattle | Other | Total

live- live-

stock stock

(In terms of cattle)
(a) Estates 150 69 174 110 41 151
(b) Farms of 25 ha and 13.2 | 11.0 24.2 | 13.7 | 10.5 24.2
over

(¢) ” 175 to 25 ha 5.4 3.8 9.2 4.9 4.2 9.1
(d 55 to757” 2.2 1.4 3.6 2.2 1.8 4.0
() 7 up to 257 0.3 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.7 1.1
Total 1.7 1.5 3.2 2.0 1.8 3.8

On the biggest farms the number of cattle diminished.
In the smallest the number grew, and the smaller the farm
the more rapid was the increase. This seems to show prog-
ress in small-scale and regression in large-scale production,
that is, confirmation of David’s theory, does it not?

But we have only to take the figures of the average weight
of the cattle for this illusion to be dispelled.

Average weight per animal (kilogrammes)

1875 1884
Cattle | Other | Total | Cattle | Other | Total

live- live-

stock stock
(a) Estates 562 499 537 617 624 619
(b) Farms of 25 ha and 439 300 376 486 349 427

over

(¢) 7 7.5 to 25 ha 409 281 356 432 322 382
(d 55 to757” 379 270 337 404 287 352
(e) ”up to 257 350 243 280 373 261 301
Average 412 256 354 446 316 385

*The various other types of livestock are expressed in terms of
cattle according to the usual standards. For one year, and for one of
the eleven types of animals, the number given is approximate: the
figures refer only to weight, not to the number of cattle.
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The first conclusion to be drawn from these figures is
that the bigger the farm the better the quality of the cattle.
The difference in this respect between the capitalist farms
and the small-peasant, or semi-proletarian, farms is enormous.
For example, in 1884, this difference between the biggest
and smallest farms was over one hundred per cent: the
average weight of the average animal on the big capi-
talist farms was 619 kilogrammes; on the semi-proletarian
farms it was 301 kilogrammes, i.e., less than half! One can
judge from this how superficial are the arguments of David
and those who think like him when they assume that the
quality of the cattle is the same on large and small farms.

We have already mentioned above that cattle are gener-
ally kept worse in small farms. Now we have factual con-
firmation of this. The figures for live weight give us a very
accurate idea of all the conditions under which the cattle
are kept: feeding, housing, work, care—all this is summar-
ised, so to speak, in the results which found statistical
expression in Drechsler’s monograph. It turns out that for
all the “diligence” displayed by the small farmer in care
for his cattle—a diligence extolled by our Mr. V. V.%
and by the German David—he is unable even approximate-
ly to match the advantages of large-scale production,
which yields products of a quality twice as good. Capital-
ism condemns the small peasant to eternal drudgery, to a
wasteful expenditure of labour, for with insufficient means,
insufficient fodder, poor quality cattle, poor housing, and
so forth, the most careful tending is a sheer waste of labour.
In its appraisal bourgeois political economy puts in the
forefront not this ruin and oppression of the peasant by
capitalism, but the “diligence” of the toiler (toiling for the
benefit of capital under the worst conditions of exploita-
tion).

The second conclusion to be drawn from the figures quot-
ed above is that the quality of cattle improved during
the ten years both on the average and in all the categories
of farms. But as a result of this general improvement, the
difference in the conditions of livestock rearing in the large
and small farms became not less, but more glaring. The
general improvement widened rather than narrowed the
gulf between the large and small farms, for in this process
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of improvement large-scale farming outstrips small-scale
farming. Here is a comparison of the average weight of the
average animal by groups in 1875 and in 1884.

Average weight Increase Per cent
of average ani- increase
mal in kilo-
grammes
1875 1884
(a) Estates 537 619 +82 +15.2
(b) Farms of 25 ha and over 376 427 +51 +13.6
(c) i ”17.5 to 25 ha 356 382 +26 +7.3
(d) i ”5.5 to 157 337 352 +15 +4.4
(e) i “up to 2.5 7 280 301 +21 +7.5
Average 354 385 +31 +8.7

The improvement is greatest on the big capitalist farms,
then come the medium-sized capitalist farms; it is entirely
negligible on the small peasant farms and very inconsid-
erable in the rest. Like the great majority of agronomists
who write on problems of agricultural economics, Drechsler
noted only the technical aspect of the matter. In the fifth
conclusion he draws from the comparison between 1875
and 1884 he says: “A very considerable improvement in the
keeping of livestock™ has taken place: a reduction in the
number of cattle and an improvement in quality; the aver-
age live weight per animal increased considerably in each
of the three groups of villages.** That shows that the marked
improvement in cattle rearing, feeding, and tending of cattle
was more or less general (ziemlich allgemein).”

* Drechsler speaks here of all cattle except draught animals
(called Nutzvieh). Further we quote figures on draught animals
separately. The general conclusion remains the same whatever type or
type groups of animals we take.

** Drechsler divides the 22 villages into three groups according
to geographical location and other farming conditions. We have taken
only the summarised data in order not to overburden this article
with figures. The conclusions remain the same whatever groups of
villages we take.
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The words “more or less general”, which we have under-
lined, show precisely that the author ignored the socio-
economic aspect of the question; “more” applies to the big
farms, “less” to the small ones. Drechsler overlooked this,
because he paid attention only to the figures concerning
the groups of villages and not groups of farms of different
types.

Let us now pass to the figures on draught animals, which
throw light on farming conditions in the narrow sense of
the term “agriculture”. In regard to the number of draught
animals the farms under review are characterised by the
following figures:

Average number of draught animals
per farm

1875 1884

(a) Estates 27 44
(b) Farms of 25 ha and over 4.7 5.5
(c) i 7.5 to 25 ha 2.1 2.4
(d) i 5.5 to 7.5 7 1.3 1.5
(e) > up to 2.5 0.07 0.16
Average 0.7 1.0

Thus, the overwhelming majority of the semi-proletarian
farms (up to 2.5 hectares; in 1884, they numbered 1,109 out
of 1,825) had no draught animals at all. They cannot even
be regarded as agricultural farms in the real sense of the
term. In any case, as regards the use of draught animals,
there can be no comparison between the big farms and those
farms of which 93 or 84 per cent employ no draught animals
at all. If, however, we compare the big capitalist farms with
the small peasant farms in this respect, we shall find that
the former (group a) have 132 draught animals to 766
hectares of land, and the latter (group d) 632 to 1,774 hectares
(1884), i.e., the former has one draught animal to approx-
imately six hectares, and the latter one to approximately
three hectares. Obviously, the small farms spend twice as
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much on the keeping of draught animals. Small-scale pro-
duction implies dispersion of the technical means of farm-
ing and a squandering of labour as a result of this disper-
sion.

This dispersion is partly due to the fact that the small
farmers are obliged to use draught animals of an inferior
quality, that is, to use cows as draught animals. The per-
centage of cows in relation to the total number of draught
animals was as follows:

1875 1884

(a) Estates — —
(b) Farms of 25 ha and over — 2.5%
(c) i 7.5 to 25 ha 6.3% 11.4%
(d) > 55 to 7.5 60.7% 64.9%
(e) > up to 2.5 67.7% 77.9%
Average 27.0% 33.4%

From this it is clearly evident that the use of cows in
field work is increasing, and that cows are the principal
draught animals on the semi-proletarian and small-peas-
ant farms. David is inclined to regard this as progress in
exactly the same way as Drechsler, who takes entirely the
bourgeois standpoint. In his conclusions Drechsler writes:
“A large number of the small farms have gone over to the
use of cows as draught animals, which is more expedient
for them.” It is “more expedient” for the small farmers
because it is cheaper. And it is cheaper because inferior
draught animals are substituted for better ones. The prog-
ress of the small peasants which rouses the admiration of
the Drechslers and Davids is quite on a par with the prog-
ress of the vanishing hand weavers, who are going over to
worse and worse materials, waste products of the mills.

The average weight of draught cows in 1884 was 381
kilogrammes,* that of draught horses being 482 kilogrammes,

*The average weight of cows not employed for field work was
421 kilogrammes.
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and oxen 553 kilogrammes. The latter type of draught
animal, the strongest, accounted in 1884 for more than
half of the total draught animals of the big capitalist farm-
ers, for about a fourth of those of the medium and small
capitalists, for less than a fifth of those of the small peas-
ants, and for less than a tenth of those of the semi-prole-
tarian farmers. Consequently, the bigger the farm the higher
the quality of the draught animals. The average weight
of an average draught animal was as follows:

1875 1884

(a) Estates 554 598
(b) Farms of 25 ha and over 542 537
(c) i 7.5 to 25 ha 488 482
(d) i 5.5 to 7.5 404 409
(e) i up to 2.5 377 378
Average 464 460

Consequently, on the whole, the draught animals have
deteriorated. Actually, in the large capitalist farms we
see a considerable improvement; in all the others there was
either no change, or a deterioration. As regards the quality
of draught animals, the difference between large-scale and
small-scale production also increased between 1875 and
1884. The use of cows as draught animals by the small
farmers has become general practice in Germany.* Our
figures show with documentary accuracy that this practice
denotes a deterioration of the conditions of agricultural
production, the increasing poverty of the peasantry.

To complete our survey of the data in Drechsler’s mono-
graph, we shall quote an estimate of the number and weight
of all animals per unit of land area, i.e., the estimate which

* Concerning this see above, Chapter VIII, “General Statistics
of German Agriculture”. (See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 194-205.
—Ed.)
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David made on the basis of the general statistics of German
agriculture:

Per hectare of land there were
Total number of Weight of total

livestock (in livestock
terms of cattle) in kilogrammes
1875 1884 1875 1884
(a) Estates 0.77 0.59 408 367
(b) Farms of 25 ha and over 0.63 0.57 238 244
(c) i > 7.5 to 25 ha 0.71 0.72 254 277
(d) i >” 55 to 757 0.85 0.94 288 328
(e) i ” up to 2.5 7 1.02 1.18 286 355
Average 0.77 0.76 273 294

The figures of the number of livestock per hectare of
land are the figures to which David confines himself. In
our example, as in German agriculture as a whole, these
figures show a reduction in the number of livestock per unit
of land area in the big farms. In 1884, for example, the
semi-proletarian farms had exactly twice as many cattle
per hectare as the big capitalist farms (1.18 as against 0.59).
But we are already aware that this estimate seeks to compare
the incomparable. The actual relationship between the farms
is shown by the figures for weight of livestock: in this re-
spect, too, large-scale production is in a better position
than small-scale, for it has the maximum of livestock in
weight per unit of land area, and consequently, also the
maximum of manure. Thus, David’s conclusion that, on
the whole, the small farms are better supplied with manure
is the very opposite of the truth. Moreover, it must be borne
in mind, first, that our figures do not cover artificial fer-
tilisers, which only well-to-do farmers can afford to buy;
and secondly, that comparing the amount of livestock by
weight puts cattle and smaller animals on the same level,
for example, 45,625 kilogrammes—the weight of 68 head
of cattle in the big farms and 45,097 kilogrammes—the
weight of 1,786 goats in the small farms (1884). Actually,
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the advantage the big farms enjoy as regards supplies of
manure is greater than that shown in our figures.*

Summary: by means of the phrase “manure is the soul
of agriculture”, David evaded socio-economic relations in
livestock farming in particular and presented the matter
in an utterly false light.

Large-scale production in capitalist agriculture has a
tremendous advantage over small-scale production as re-
gards the quality of livestock in general, and of draught
animals in particular, as regards the conditions under which
the livestock is kept, its improvement, and its utilisation
for providing manure.

XII

THE “IDEAL COUNTRY”
FROM THE STANDPOINT OF THE OPPONENTS
OF MARXISM ON THE AGRARIAN QUESTION**

Agrarian relations and the agrarian system in Denmark
are especially interesting for the economist. We have al-
ready seen™** that Ed. David, the principal representative
of revisionism in contemporary literature on the agrarian
question, strongly stresses the example of the Danish agri-
cultural unions and Danish (supposedly) “small peasant”
farming. Heinrich Pudor, whose work Ed. David uses,
calls Denmark “the ideal country of agricultural co-opera-
tion”.**** In Russia, too, the exponents of liberal and Na-

*Let us recall the statement made by Klawki, quoted above
(Chapter VI) (see present edition, Vol. 5, p. 171.—Ed.). “The small
farmers have inferior manure, their straw is shorter, it is largely used
as fodder (which also means that the feed is inferior), and less straw
is used for bedding.”

** This article is a chapter (XII) of the author’s book The Agra-
rian Question and the “Critics of Marx” included in his recently pub-
lished book The Agrarian Question, Part I (St. Petersburg, 1908).
Only accidental delay in delivering this chapter prevented it from
being included in the above-mentioned book. Hence, all the references
given in the portion now published are to that book.

*** V1. Ilyin, The Agrarian Question, Part 1, article “The Agra-
rian Question and the ‘Critics of Marx’”, Chapters X and XI. (See pp.
171-194 of this volume.—Ed.)

**%*% Dr. Heinrich Pudor, Das landwirtschaftliche Genos-
senschaftwesen im Auslande, 1. B. S. V, Leipzig, 1904. Pudor is a
violent opponent of Marxism.
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rodnik views no less frequently resort to Denmark as their
“trump card” against Marxism in support of the theory of
the vitality of small-scale production in agriculture—take,
for example, the speech of the liberal Hertzenstein in the
First Duma and that of the Narodnik Karavayev in the
Second Duma.

Compared with other European countries, “small-peas-
ant” farming is indeed most widespread in Denmark; and
agriculture, which has managed to adapt itself to the new
requirements and conditions of the market, is most prosper-
ous there. If “prosperity” is possible for small-scale farming
in countries with commodity production, then, of course,
of all European countries, Denmark is most favourably
situated in that respect. A close study of the agrarian
system in Denmark is, therefore, doubly interesting.
We shall see from the example of a whole country what
methods are employed by the revisionists in the agrarian
question, and what the main features of the capitalist
agrarian system really are in the “ideal” capitalist
country.

Denmark’s agricultural statistics are compiled on the
model of those of other European countries. In some respects,
however, they give more detailed information and more
elaborate figures, which enable one to study aspects of the
question that usually remain in the shade. Let us start
with the general data on the distribution of farms by groups
according to area. We shall calculate the “hartkorn™, the
customary measure of land in Denmark, in terms of hec-
tares, counting 10 hectares to one hartkorn, as indicated
in the Danish agricultural statistics.*

Danish agricultural statistics give information on the
distribution of farms for the years 1873, 1885, and 1895.
All the farms are divided into 11 groups, as follows: owning
no land; up to 0.3 hectares (to be more precise: up to '
of a hartkorn); 0.3 to 2.5 ha; 2.5 to 10 ha; 10 to 20 ha; 20
to 40 ha; 40 to 80 ha; 80 to 120 ha; 120 to 200 ha; 200 to
300 ha; 300 ha and over. To avoid the attention of the reader

* “Danmarks Statistik. Statistik Aarbog”, 8-de aargang, 1903,
p. 31, footnote. All the following statistics apply to Denmark proper,
without Bornholm.
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being excessively dispersed, we shall combine these groups
into six larger groups.

The main conclusion to be drawn first of all from these
data—one which bourgeois political economists and the
revisionists who follow in their footsteps usually lose sight
of—is that the bulk of the land in Denmark is owned by
farmers engaged in capitalist agriculture. There can be no
doubt that not only farmers owning 120 hectares and over
run their farms with the aid of hired labour, but also those
owning 40 hectares or more. These two higher groups ac-
counted for only 11 per cent of the total number of farms
in 1895, but they owned 62 per cent, or more than three-
fifths of the total land. The basis of Danish agriculture
is large-scale and medium capitalist agriculture. All the
talk about a “peasant country” and “small-scale farm-
ing” is sheer bourgeois apologetics, a distortion of
the facts by various titled and untitled ideologists of
capital.

It should be mentioned in this connection that in Den-
mark, as in other European countries where the capitalist
system of agriculture is fully established, the share of the
higher capitalist groups in the whole national economy
changes only slightly in the course of time. In 1873, 13.2
per cent of the capitalist farms occupied 63.9 per cent of
all the land; in 1885, 11.5 per cent of the farms occupied
62.3 per cent of the land. This stability of large-scale farm-
ing must always be borne in mind when comparing the
data for different years; for it is often possible to notice
in the literature that the main features of the given socio-
economic system are glossed over by means of such compar-
isons concerning changes in details.

As in other European countries, the mass of small farms
in Denmark account for an insignificant part of the total
agricultural production. In 1895, the number of farms
with areas of up to 10 hectares accounted for 72.2 per cent
of the total number of farms, but they occupied only 11.2
per cent of the land. In the main, this ratio was the same
in 1885 and in 1873. Often the small farms belong to semi-
proletarians—as we have seen, the German statistics bore
this out fully in regard to farms of up to two hectares, and
partly also in regard to farms of up to five hectares. Later
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on, when quoting figures of livestock owned by the farms
in the various groups, we shall see that there can be no
question of any really independent and more or less stable
agriculture as far as the bulk of these notorious represen-
tatives of “small-scale farming” are concerned. 47.2 per
cent, i.e., nearly half of the farms are proletarian or semi-
proletarian (those owning no land and those owning up
to 2.5 hectares); 25 per cent, i.e., a further quarter of the
farms (2.5 to 10 hectares), belong to needy small peasants—
such is the basis of the “prosperity” of agricultural capi-
talism in Denmark. Of course, land area statistics can give
us only a general idea in total figures of a country with
highly developed commercial livestock farming. As the
reader will see, however, the figures of livestock, which
we examine in detail below, only strengthen the conclusions
that have been drawn.

Now let us see what changes took place in Denmark be-
tween 1873 and 1895 in the distribution of land as between
big and small farms. What strikes us immediately here is
the typically capitalist increase at the extremes, and the
diminution in the proportion of medium farms. Taking
the number of agricultural farms (not counting farms with-
out land), the proportion of the smallest farms, those up
to 2.5 hectares, increased 27.9 per cent in 1873, 31.8 per
cent in 1885, and 34.8 per cent in 1895. The proportion
diminished in all the medium groups, and only in the high-
est group, 120 hectares and over, did it remain unchanged
(0.7 per cent). The percentage of the total land occupied
by the largest farms, 120 hectares and over, increased,
being 14.3 per cent, 15.2 per cent, and 15.6 per cent in the
respective years; there was also an increase, but not to the
same extent, among the medium peasant farms (those from
10 to 40 hectares: 25.5 per cent, 26.5 per cent, and 26.8 per
cent for the respective years), while the total number of
farms in this group diminished. There is an irregular in-
crease in the farms of 2.5 to 10 hectares (9.1 per cent, 9.5
per cent, and 9.4 per cent for the respective years) and a
steady increase in the smallest farms (1.5 per cent, 1.7 per
cent, and 1.8 per cent). As a result, we have a very clearly
marked tendency towards growth of the biggest and small-
est farms. To obtain a clearer idea of this phenomenon we



AGRARIAN QUESTION AND “CRITICS OF MARX” 199

must take the average area of farms according to groups
for the respective years. Here are the figures:

Average area of farms
Groups of farms (hectares)

1873 1885 1895

Up to 2.5 ha 0.83 0.75 0.68
2.5 to 10 ” 5.08 5.09 5.13
10 to 40 22.28 22.08 22.01
40 to 120 ” 61.00 61.66 61.97
120 ha and over 281.40 | 282.30 279.80
Average 15.50 14.07 13.70

From these statistics we see that in the majority of groups
the area of farms is extremely stable. The fluctuations
are insignificant, being one to two per cent (for example:
279.8 to 282.3 hectares, or 22.01 to 22.28 hectares, etc.).
The only exception is seen in the smallest farms, which are
undoubtedly splitting up: a decrease in the average area
of those farms (up to 2.5 hectares) by ten per cent between
1873 and 1885 (from 0.83 hectares to 0.75 hectares) and
also between 1885 and 1895. The general increase in the
total number of farms in Denmark is proceeding with al-
most no change in the total area of land (between 1885
and 1895 there was even a slight decrease in the total area
of land). The increase in the main affects the smallest farms.
Thus, between 1873 and 1895 the total number of farms
increased by 30,752, while the number of farms up to 2.5
hectares increased by 27,166. Clearly, this decrease in the
average area of all farms in Denmark (15.5 hectares in 1873,
14.1 in 1885, and 13.7 in 1895) really signifies nothing more than
the splitting-up of the smallest farms.

The phenomenon we have noted becomes still more strik-
ing when we take the smaller divisions of groups. In the
preface to the Danish agricultural statistics for 1895 (Dan-
marks Statistik, etc. Danmarks Jordbrug, 4-de Raekke,
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Nr. 9, litra C)* the compilers show the following changes
in the number of farms according to groups:

Per cent increase or decrease
Groups of farms
1885 to 1895 1873 to 1885
300 ha and over + 4.2 + 5.0
200 to 300 ha 0 + 6.1
120 to 200 ~ + 5.2 + 5.1
80 to 120 ” - 1.5 - 21
40 to 80 ” - 2.4 — 5.0
20 to 40 ” + 1.0 + 3.6
10 to 20 ” + 2.8 + 6.5
2.5 to 10 ” - 1.9 + 3.2
0.3 to 2.5 7 + 241 + 17.8
0 to 0.3 7”7 +25.1 +37.9

Thus, the increase takes place in dwarf farms, which are
either farms devoted to the cultivation of special crops or
wage workers’ “farms”.

This conclusion is worth noting, because apologist pro-
fessorial “science” is inclined to deduce from the decrease
in the average area of all farms that small-scale production
is beating large-scale production in agriculture. Actually
we see progress in the largest-scale agriculture, stability
in the sizes of farms in all groups except the very smallest,
and the splitting-up of the farms in this last group. This
splitting-up must be ascribed to the decline and impov-
erishment of small-scale farming: another possible explana-
tion, namely, the transition from agriculture in the nar-
row sense of the word to livestock farming, cannot be ap-
plied to all the smallest farms, for this transition is taking
place in all groups, as we shall see in a moment. For the
purpose of judging the scale on which farming is conducted
in a country like Denmark, statistics on livestock farming
are far more important than statistics on farm areas, be-
cause farming on different scales can be conducted on the
same area of land when livestock and dairy farming are
developing at a particularly fast rate.

* Danish Statistics, etc., Danish Agriculture, 4th series, No. 9,
Letter C.—Ed.
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It is well known that it is just this phenomenon that is
observed in Denmark. The “prosperity” of Danish agricul-
ture is due mainly to the rapid successes of commercial
livestock rearing and the export of dairy produce, meat,
eggs, etc., to Britain. Here we meet with the solemn state-
ment by Pudor that Denmark “owes the colossal develop-
ment of her dairy farming to the decentralisation of her caitle-
breeding and livestock farming” (loc. cit., p. 48, Pudor’s
italics). It is not surprising that a man like Pudor, an out-
and-out huckster in his whole system of views, who totally
fails to understand the contradictions of capitalism, should
take the liberty of distorting facts in this way. It is highly
characteristic, however, that the petty bourgeois David,
who, by some misunderstanding, passes as a socialist, un-
critically trails along in his wake!

As a matter of fact, Denmark serves as a striking example
of the concentration of livestock farming in a capitalist
country. That Pudor arrived at the opposite conclusion
is due only to his crass ignorance and to the fact that he
distorted the scraps of statistics which he quotes in his
pamphlet. Pudor quotes, and David slavishly repeats after
him, figures showing the distribution of the total number
of livestock farms in Denmark according to the number of
animals per farm. According to Pudor, 39.85 per cent of
the total number of farms having livestock have only from
one to three animals each; 29.12 per cent have from four
to nine animals each, etc. Hence, Pudor concludes, most
of the farms are “small”; “decentralisation”, etc.

In the first place Pudor quotes the wrong figures. This
has to be noted, because Pudor boastfully declares that in
his book one may find all the “latest™ figures; and the revi-
sionists “refute Marxism” by referring to ignorant bour-
geois scribblers. Secondly, and this is most important, the
method of argument employed by the Pudors and Davids
is too often repeated by our Cadets and Narodniks for us
to refrain from dealing with it. Following such a method
of argument we should inevitably come to the conclusion
that industry in the most advanced capitalist countries
is becoming “decentralised”; for everywhere and always
the percentage of very small and small establishments is
highest, and the percentage of large establishments is in
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significant. The Pudors and the Davids forget a “trifle”:
the concentration of by far the greater part of total pro-
duction in large enterprises which constitute only a small
percentage of the total number of enterprises.

The actual distribution of the total cattle in Denmark
according to the last census, taken on July 15, 1898, is
shown in the following table.*

Farms having o farms | comt | catfle | cont

1 head of cattle 18,376 10.2 18,376 1.0

2 »” 27,394 15.2 54,788 3.1

3 7 » 22,522 12.5 67,566 3.9

4to 5 »” »” ”» 27,5661 15.5 121,721 7.0
6to 9 »” » ” 26,022 14.4 188,533 10.8
10to 14 > > 7 20,375 11.3 242,690 13.9
15to 29 > > 7 30,460 16.9 615,507 35.3
30to 49 » » ”» 5,650 3.1 202,683 11.6
50 to 99 > » ” 1,498 0.8 99,131 5.7
100 to 199 > > ” 588 0.3 81,417 4.7
200 head of cattle and over 195 0.1 52,385 3.0
Total 180,641 | 100.0 | 1,744,797 | 100.0

We see from this what role in the total livestock farming
in Denmark is played by the numerous small farms and the
few big farms, and what the famous “decentralisation” of
production in the “ideal country” really amounts to. Small
farms having one to three head of cattle number 68,292, or
37.9 per cent of the total; they have 140,730 head, i.e., only
8 per cent of the total. An almost equal number, 133,802,
or 7.7 per cent, is owned by 783 big farmers comprising 0.4
per cent of the total number of farmers. Those in the first
group have on an average a little over two head of cattle
each, i.e., an obviously inadequate number with which
to carry on commercial livestock farming; dairy and meat

* Danmarks Statistik. Statistik Tabelvaerk. Femte Raekke, litra
C, Nr. 2. Kreaturholdet d. 15 juli 1898. Kgbenhavn, 1901.
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products can only be sold by cutting down household con-
sumption (let us recall well-known facts: butter is sold
and cheaper margarine is purchased for home use, etc.).
Those in the second group have on an average 171 head of
cattle each. They are the biggest capitalist farmers, “manu-
facturers” of milk and meat; “leaders™ of technical progress
and of all sorts of agricultural associations, about which
petty-bourgeois admirers of “social peace” wax so enthu-
siastic.

If we add together the small and medium farmers we shall
get a total of 121,875 farmers, or two-thirds of the total
(67.5 per cent), who own up to nine head of cattle each.
They own 450,984 head of cattle, or one-fourth of the total
(25.8 per cent). An almost equal number, i.e., 435,616 (25
per cent) is owned by farmers having 30 and more head of
cattle each. Those farmers number 7,931, or 4.3 per cent
of the total. “Decentralisation” indeed!

By combining the small divisions of Danish statistics
given above into three large groups we get the following:

. Number | Per cent| Number | Per cent | Average

Farms having of farms of cattle per farm
1 to 3 head of cattle 68,292 37.9 140,730 8.0 2.1
4 to9 > 7 7 53,5683 29.6 310,254 17.8 5.8
10 head and over 58,766 32.5 1,293,813 74.2 22.0
Total 180,641 | 100.0 |1,744,797 | 100.0 9.7

Thus, three-fourths of the total livestock farming in
Denmark is concentrated in the hands of 58,766 farmers,
that is, less than one-third of the total number of farmers.
This one-third enjoys the lion’s share of all the “prosperity”
of capitalism in Danish agriculture. It should be borne in
mind that this high percentage of well-to-do peasants and
rich capitalists (32.5 per cent, or nearly one-third) is obtained
by an artificial method of calculation which elimi-
nates all farmers who own no livestock. Actually, the per-
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centage is much lower. According to the census of 1895,
as we have seen, the total number of farmers in Denmark is
265,982; and the livestock census of July 15, 1898, puts
the total number of farmers at 278,673. In relation to this
actual total number of farmers, the 58,766 well-to-do and
rich farmers represent only 21.1 per cent, i.e., only one-
fifth. The number of “farmers” who own no land is 12.4
per cent of the total number of farmers in Denmark (1895:
32,946 out of 265,982), while the farmers who own no
livestock™ represent 35.1 per cent of the total number of
farmers in Denmark, i.e., more than one-third (1898: 98,032
out of 278,673). One call judge from this the “socialism™ of
gentlemen of the David type who fail to see that the capi-
talist prosperity of Danish agriculture is based on the mass

Agriculture and Livestock Farming in Denmark

58 | E g £ . | 8
Groups of farms g& © g © qé © ;
EN 5 o 3 S 3 o
Z o A~ s A~ = A~ &)
Owning no land 13,435 | 4.8 - - 1,970 | 0.5 3,707
Amount of land
unknown 45,896 | 16.5 ? ? 28,909 6.4 28,072

Up to 2.5 ha 80,582 | 28.9 55,272 1.5| 24,540 5.5 66,171
2.5 to 10 ” 63,420 | 22.8| 323,430 | 8.9| 54,900 | 12.2| 175,182
10 to 40 ” 45,519 | 16.3| 984,983 | 27.0| 133,793 | 29.8| 303,244
40 to 120 ” 27,620 | 9.9|1,692,285 | 46.4| 168,410 | 37.5| 361,669
120 ha and

over 2,201 0.8| 588,318 16.2| 36,807 | 8.1 | 129,220

Total 278,673 | 100.0 | 3,644,288 | 100.0 | 449,329 | 100.0 (1,067,265

Note: The figures for 1898 differ from those for 1895 in regard to
the distribution of farms according to the amount of land. This
may be due both to changes in time and to somewhat different meth-
ods of collecting information. But the general relation between
the groups remains the same. The census of 1895 takes into account

*To be more precise, farmers who own no cattle, for unfortunately
the Danish statistics do not give the number of farmers who own no
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proletarianisation of the rural population, on the fact that
the mass of the “farmers” are deprived of the means of pro-
duction.

We shall now pass to the figures characterising agricul-
ture and livestock farming in Denmark as a whole. The
census of July 15, 1898 gives detailed information on the
number of livestock of the various groups of farmers own-
ing certain amounts of land. The number of these groups
in the Danish statistics is particularly large (14 groups:
with no land; with up to '5 of a hartkorn; s to 'e;
Yie to Ys; s to Yu; Ya to 'h; Yo to 1; 1 to 2; 2 to 4; 4 to 8;
8 to 12; 12 to 20; 20 to 30; 30 and over); but we have
reduced them to 6 large groups, as we did with the preced-
ing figures.

According to the Census of July 15, 1898

] = | = - =
3 — 3 o ] 3 & ]
= EE =~ 3 =~ % =~ e =
o ) < ) L ) o
A = o =% wn A =% =% A A
0.3 4,633 0.3 8,943 0.8 8,865 0.8| 220,147 2.5

2.6 42,150 | 2.4 42,987 4.0 42,699 3.7 1780,585| 8.9
6.2 88,720 5.1 99,705 | 9.3 94,656 8.1 1,649,452 | 18.8
16.4 | 247,618 | 14.2 | 187,460 175 191,291 | 16.4 | 1,871,242 | 214
28.5| 515,832 | 29.6 | 383,950 35.7| 308,863 | 26.4 | 1,957,726 | 22.3
33.9| 639,663 | 36.6| 310,686| 28.9| 409,294 | 35.0 | 1,998,595 | 22.8

12.1| 206,281 | 11.8 40,682 | 3.8| 112,825 9.6 289,155| 3.3

100.0 | 1,744,797 | 100.0 | 1,074,413 | 100.0 | 1,168,493 | 100.0 | 8,766,902 | 100.0

45,860 hectares of undistributed land in addition to 3,645,750 hec-
tares of distributed land. The group of farms with “amount of land
unknown” (1898) consists largely of the lower groups, which is proved
by the number of livestock.

animals whatever. From these statistics we only learn the number
of owners of each type of animal. But undoubtedly, cattle form the
principal basis of livestock farming in Denmark.
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From these figures we see first of all how great is the
concentration of livestock farming as a whole in Denmark.
Big capitalist farmers owning over 40 hectares of land con-
stitute only one-tenth of the total number of farmers (10.7
per cent); but they concentrate in their hands more than
three-fifths of all the land (62.6 per cent) and nearly half
of all the livestock: 45.6 per cent of all the horses, 48.4
per cent of all the cattle, 32.7 per cent of all the sheep, and
44.6 per cent of all the pigs.

If to these capitalist farmers we add the well-to-do peas-
ants, i.e., those owning from 10 to 40 hectares, we shall
get a little over a quarter of the total number of farmers
(27.0 per cent) who concentrate in their hands nine-tenths
of all the land, three-fourths of all the horses, four-fifths
of all the cattle, seven-tenths of all the pigs, and nearly
half of all the poultry. The great bulk of the “farmers”,
nearly three-fourths (73 per cent), own less than 10 hectares
of land each and, on the whole, represent the proletarian-
ised and semi-proletarianised mass, which plays an insig-
nificant part in the sum total of the country’s agricultural
and livestock economy.

As far as the distribution of the various types of ani-
mals is concerned, sheep and pig breeding deserve special
attention. The first is a declining branch of livestock farm-
ing, unprofitable for the majority of European countries
at the present time owing to market conditions and over-
seas competition. The state of the international market
calls for other forms of livestock farming to take the place
of sheep farming. On the other hand, pig breeding is a
particularly profitable and rapidly developing branch of
livestock farming for meat in Europe. Statistics
show that sheep farming is also declining in Denmark,
whereas pig breeding is increasing very rapidly. From
1861 to 1898, the number of sheep in Denmark dropped
from 1,700,000 to 1,100,000. The number of cattle increased
from 1,100,000 to 1,700,000. The number of pigs increased
from 300,000 to 1,200,000, i.e., almost a fourfold
increase.

Comparing the distribution of sheep and pigs among the
small and big farms we thus clearly see in the former the
maximum of routine, the least adaptability to the require-
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ments of the market, and slowness in readjusting the farm
to the new conditions. The big capitalist farms (40 to 120
hectares, 120 hectares and over) cut down unprofitable sheep
farming most (28.9 per cent and 3.8 per cent of sheep, as
against 33-37 per cent and 8-12 per cent of other types of live-
stock). The small farms were less adaptable: they still keep
a larger number of sheep; for example, farms up to 2.5 hec-
tares have 9.3 per cent of the total number of sheep, as
against 6-5 per cent of the other types of livestock. They
possess 8.1 per cent of the pigs—a smaller proportion than
of sheep. The capitalists have 35 and 9.6 per cent, i.e.,
a larger share than of sheep. Capitalist agriculture is much
better able to adapt itself to the requirements of the inter-
national market. In regard to the peasant, we still have
to say, in the words of Marx: the peasant turns merchant
and industrialist without the conditions enabling him to
become a real merchant and industrialist.* The market
demands of every farmer, as an absolute necessity, submis-
sion to the new conditions and speedy adjustment to them.
But this speedy adjustment is impossible without capital.
Thus, under capitalism small-scale farming is condemned
to the utmost of routine and backwardness and the least
adaptability to the market.

To envisage more concretely the real economic features
of this needy mass and of the small wealthy minority, we
shall quote figures of the average amount of land and
livestock on the farms of the various groups. It is natural for
bourgeois political economy (and for the revisionist gentry)
to gloss over capitalist contradictions; socialist political
economy must ascertain the difference in types of farms and
standard of living between the prosperous capitalist farmers
and the needy small farmers. See table, page 208.

These figures clearly show that all three lower groups,
comprising half the total number of farms, belong to poor
peasants. “Farmers” owning no horses and no cows predomi-
nate. Only in the group with land up to 2.5 hectares is
there one whole head of cattle, one sheep, and one pig per
farm. Obviously, there can be no question of this Aalf of
the total number of farms making any profit out of dairy
and meat livestock farming. For this half, the prosperity
of Danish agriculture means dependence upon the big
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Average per Farm

Groups of farms Hfg:a— Horses | Cows ;I‘a(;;i:i\i Sheep | Pigs | Poultry
Owning no land - 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.7 16.4
Amount of land un-

known ? 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.9 17.0

Up to 2.5 ha 0.6 0.3 0.8 11 1.2 1.2 20.4
2.5 to 10 7 5.1 0.9 2.7 3.9 2.9 3.0 29.5
10 to 40 21.6 2.9 6.6 11.3 8.4 6.8 43.0
40 to 120 ” 61.3 6.1 13.8 | 231 11.2 14.9 72.4
120 ha and over 267.3 | 16.7 | 58.7 | 93.7 18.5 51.2 131.3
Average 13.1 1.6 3.8 6.3 3.9 4.2 31.5

farmers, the necessity of seeking “auxiliary employment”,
i.e., of selling their labour power in one way or another,
perpetual poverty and semi-ruined farms.

Of course, this conclusion holds good only for the whole
mass of those poorest farms. We have already shown with
the aid of German, French, and Russian agricultural sta-
tistics that even among the farms having a small amount
of land there are big livestock owners, tobacco growers,
and so forth. The differentiation is deeper than can be imag-
ined from the returns of Danish statistics. But this differ-
entiation, by singling out in each group an insignificant
minority of farms growing special crops, only emphasises
the poverty and want of the majority of the farmers in the
poorest groups.

Further, it is also evident from the figures quoted that
even the group of small peasants owning from 2.5 hectares
to 10 hectares cannot be regarded as being at all secure and
economically well established. Let us recall the fact that
in this group there are 63,000 farms, or 22.8 per cent of
the total, and that the average is 0.9 horses per farm. The
horseless farmers probably use their cows for draught,
thus worsening the conditions of both agricultural farming
(shallower ploughing) and livestock farming (weakening
the cattle). The average number of cows in this group is
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2.7 per farm. Even if the household consumption of milk
and meat products is reduced—and such a reduction is it-
self a direct sign of bitter need—this number of cows could
provide only a very small quantity of products for sale.
The share such farms with an average of 2.7 cows and 3
pigs per household enjoy in the “prosperity” of the “nation-
al” sale of milk and meat to Britain can only be very in-
significant. With farms of this size, commercial agricul-
ture and livestock farming mean, partly, selling what
is necessary for the family, poorer diet, increased poverty,
and partly, selling in very small quantities, i.e., under
the most disadvantageous conditions, and the impossibility
of having money put by to meet inevitable extra expenses.
And the natural economy of the small peasant under the
conditions prevailing in modern capitalist countries is
doomed to stagnation, to a slow painful death; it certainly
cannot prosper. The whole “trick” of bourgeois and revi-
sionist political economy lies in not making a separate
study of the conditions of this particular type of small farm,
which is below the “average” (the “average” Danish farmer
has 1.6 horses and 3.8 cows), and which represents the over-
whelming majority of the total number of farms. Not only
is this type of farm not specially studied; it is glossed over
by references exclusively to “average” figures, to the general
increase in “production” and “sales”, and by saying nothing
about the fact that only the well-to-do farms, which repre-
sent the small minority, can sell profitably.

It is only among the farmers having from 10 to 40 hec-
tares that we see a sufficient number of livestock to create
the possibility of “prosperity”. But these farms represent
only 16 per cent of the total. And it is questionable whether
they manage entirely without hired labour, since they
have on an average 21.6 hectares of land per farm. In view
of the high degree of intensive farming in Denmark, farms
of such dimensions probably cannot be carried on without
the assistance of farm-hands or day-labourers. Unfortunate-
ly, both Danish statisticians and the majority of those
who write about Danish agriculture adhere entirely to the
bourgeois point of view and do not explore the question
of hired labour, the size of farms requiring its employment,
and so forth. From the Danish census of occupations of 1901
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we learn only that in the group of “day-labourers™, etc.,
there are 60,000 men and 56,000 women, i.e., 116,000 out
of a total of 972,000 of the rural population distributed
according to occupation. As to whether these tens of thou-
sands of wage-workers (and in addition to them small
peasants do “by work” for hire) are employed exclusively
by the 30,000 big capitalist farmers (27,620 owning from
40 to 120 hectares and 2,201 owning over 120 hectares each),
or whether some of them are also employed by the well-
to-do peasants owning from 10 to 40 hectares, we have no
information.

Of the two highest groups, the upper Thirty Thousand
of Danish agriculture, there is little to say: the capitalist
character of their agriculture and livestock farming is graph-
ically illustrated by the figures quoted at the beginning.

Finally, the last data of general interest touched upon
and partly analysed in Danish agricultural statistics are
those relating to the question whether the development of
livestock farming, that main foundation of the “prosperity”
of the “ideal country”, is accompanied by a process of de-
centralisation or concentration. The statistics for 1898,
already quoted by us, provide extremely interesting data
compared with those for 1893; and for one type of livestock,
the most important, it is true, namely, total cattle, we can
also make a comparison between the figures for 1876 and
1898.

Between 1893 and 1898 the branch of livestock farming
which made most progress in Denmark was pig breeding.
In this period the number of pigs increased from 829,000 to
1,168,000, or by 40 per cent, while the number of horses
increased only from 410,000 to 449,000, of cattle from
1,696,000 to 1,744,000, and the number of sheep even di-
minished. Who reaped the main benefits of this tremendous
progress of the Danish farmers, united in innumerable co-
operative societies? The compilers of the 1898 statistics
answer this by comparing the returns for 1893 and 1898.
All the pig-owners are divided into four groups: big owners
having 50 and more pigs; medium-big owners with from 15
to 49; medium-small owners with from 4 to 14; and small
owners with from 1 to 3 pigs. The compilers give the fol-
lowing figures for these four groups:
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1893 1898 Per cent Per cent
Groups of increase distribution
farr%s Number of Number of or decrease | of total pigs
Farms Pigs Farms Pigs Farms | Pigs | 1893 | 1898
50 head and
over 844 | 79,230 1,487 | 135,999 | 76.2 | TL7 9.6 | 11.6

15 to 49 20,602 {350,277 | 30,852 | 554,979 | 48.2 | 58.4 | 42.3 | 47.5
4 to 14 38,357 | 211,868 | 50,668 | 282,642 | 32.1 | 33.4 | 25.5 | 24.2
1 to 3 108,820 | 187,756 |108,544 | 194,873| 0.3 3.8 | 22.6 | 16.7

Total 168,623 | 829,131 | 191,651 | 1,168,493 | 13.6 | 40.9 |100.0 {100.0

These figures clearly show that a rapid concentration
of livestock farming is taking place. The larger the farm,
the more it gained from the “progress” of livestock farming.
The big farms increased their number of livestock by 71.7
per cent; the medium-big farms increased theirs by 58.4
per cent; the medium-small farms by 33.4 per cent; and the
small farms only by 3.8 per cent. The increase in wealth
occurred mainly among the small “upper” minority. The
total increase of pigs during the five years was 339,000;
of these 261,000, or, more than three-fourths, were accounted
for by the big and medium-big farms, numbering 32,000
(out of a total of 266,000-277,000 farms!). Small-scale pro-
duction in livestock farming of this type is being ousted
by large-scale production: during the five years there was
an increase in the share of the big farms (from 9.6 per cent
to 11.6 per cent) and that of the medium-big farms (from
42.3 per cent to 47.5 per cent); whereas that of the medium-
small farms diminished (from 25.5 per cent to 24.2 per cent),
and that of the small farms diminished still more (from 22.6
per cent to 16.7 per cent).

If instead of the bare figures of area we could get statis-
tics of agricultural farming expressing the scale of produc-
tion as precisely as the figures of the number of livestock
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express™ the scale of livestock farming, there is no doubt
that here as well we would see the process of concentra-
tion which the bourgeois professors and opportunists
deny.

Still more interesting are the corresponding figures of
total cattle. We can supplement the comparison of the
figures of 1893 and 1898 made by the compilers of the 1898
statistics with the returns of the census of July 17, 1876.
(Danmarks Statistik. Statistik Tabelvaerk, 4-de Raekke,
litra C, Nr. 1. Kreaturholdet d. 17 juli, 1876, Kgbenhavn,
1878.) Here are the figures for the three years.

These figures, covering a longer period of time and a
more important type of livestock, illustrate the process of
capitalist concentration as graphically as those previously
quoted. The growth of livestock farming in Denmark indi-
cates the progress almost exclusively of large-scale capital-
ist farming. The total livestock increase between 1876
and 1898 was 424,000 head. Of these, 76,000 belonged to
farms having 50 head and more, and 303,000 to farms hav-
ing from 15 to 49 head each, i.e., these upper 38,000 farms
gained 379,000 head, or nearly nine-tenths of the total in-
crease. No more striking picture of capitalist concentration
could be imagined.

The total number of cattle-owning farms increased be-
tween 1876 and 1898 by 12,645 (180,641-167,996), or by
7.5 per cent. The total population of Denmark increased
between 1880 and 1901 (i.e., during a slightly shorter pe-
riod of time) from 1,969,039 to 2,449,540,** i.e., by 24.4
per cent. Clearly, the relative number of “haves”, i.e.,
owners of livestock, diminished. The smaller part of the
population belongs to the class of property-owners. The
number of smallest owners (one to three head of livestock)
steadily diminished. The number of medium-small owners
(with 4 to 14 head) increased very slowly (+12.5 per cent
between 1876 and 1893, +2.5 per cent between 1893 and

*We showed above, according to Drechsler’s figures, that the
livestock in the big farms are bigger. Here too, therefore, the overall
statistics minimize the degree of concentration.

**In 1880, the urban population constituted 28 per cent, and in
1901, 38 per cent.
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1898) and lagged behind the increase of the population. A
real and rapid increase is observed only in large-scale cap-
italist livestock farming. Between 1876 and 1893 the
medium-big farms increased more rapidly than the big farms;
but between 1893 and 1898, the biggest farms increased
more rapidly.

Taking the figures for 1876 and 1898 for the group of
biggest farms, i.e., owners of 200 or more head of cattle,
we find that in 1876 they numbered 79 (0.05 per cent of the
total number of livestock owners) with 18,970 head of
cattle (1.4 per cent of the total); while in 1898, there were
twice as many, viz., 195 (0.1 per cent of the total) with
52,385 head of cattle (3.0 per cent of the total). The number
of the biggest farmers more than doubled and their output
nearly trebled.

The ousting of small-scale production by large-scale pro-
duction proceeded steadily between 1876 and 1898. The
share of the small farms in the total number of cattle con-
tinually diminished: from 11.0 per cent in 1876 to 8.4 per
cent in 1893, and to 8.1 per cent in 1898. The share of the
medium farms also continually diminished, although
somewhat more slowly (38.2—31.8—31.7 per cent). The
share of the medium-big farms increased from 39.0 per cent
in 1876 to 46.8 per cent in 1893, but remained at the same
level between 1893 and 1898. Only the share of the biggest
farms steadily increased, pushing aside all the other cate-
gories (11.8—13.0—13.4 per cent).

The more favourable the conditions for livestock farming,
the more rapid is the development and progress of commer-
cial livestock farming, and the more intense is the process
of capitalist concentration. For example, in the Copenhagen
district, which had a population of 234,000 in 1880 and
378,000 in 1901, dairy and meat products were, of course,
the most marketable items. The farmers in that district
were richer in cattle than all the other farmers in Denmark,
both in 1876 and in 1898, having on an average 8.5 and
11.6 head of cattle each, compared with an average of 7.9
and 9.7 for the whole country. And in this district, in which
the conditions are most favourable for the development of
livestock farming, we see the process of concentration is
most intense.
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The following are the figures for this district for 1876
and 1898, according to the groups which we adopted above:

1876 1898
Number of | Number of | Number of | Number of

farms cattle farms cattle

50 head and
over 44 4,488 86 9,059
15 to 49 1,045 22,119 1,545 35,579
4 to 14 2,011 16,896 1,900 14,559
1 to 3 2,514 4,468 1,890 3,767
Total 5,614 4797 5,421 62,964

During the 22 years even the absolute number of owners
diminished! Livestock wealth was concentrated in the hands
of a smaller number of farmers. Both the small and the
middle farmers after 22 years proved to be fewer and to
have fewer livestock. The medium-big farmers increased
their possessions by fifty per cent (from 22,000 to 35,000).
The big farmers more than doubled their possessions. Of
the biggest farmers, owning 200 and more head of cattle,
there were in 1876 two who owned 437 head; in 1898, how-
ever, there were 10 who owned 2,896 head of cattle.

The concern which the Pudors, Davids, and other volun-
tary or involuntary servants of capital show for improved
marketing conditions, the development of farmers’ associa-
tions, and technical progress in livestock farming and agri-
culture can have only one purpose: to bring about through-
out the country and in all branches of agriculture condi-
tions like those in the Copenhagen district, i.e., particu-
larly rapid concentration of production in the hands of the
capitalists and the expropriation, proletarianisation of
the population, a reduction of the proportion of property-
owners to the total population, an increase in the propor-
tion of those whom capitalism is forcing out of the country
into the towns, etc.
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To sum up: the “ideal country” from the standpoint of
the opponents of Marxism on the agrarian question very
clearly reveals (despite the socio-economic statistics being
still at a low level and lacking analysis) the capitalist
agrarian system, the sharply expressed capitalist contradic-
tions in agriculture and livestock farming, the growing
concentration of agricultural production, the ousting of
small-scale production by large-scale production, and the
proletarianisation and impoverishment of the overwhelming
majority of the rural population.
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The two years of revolution, from the autumn of 1905
to the autumn of 1907, have furnished a vast amount of
experience of historical value concerning the peasant move-
ment in Russia and the character and significance of
the peasants’ struggle for land. Decades of so-called “peace-
ful” evolution (i.e., when millions of people peacefully
allow themselves to be fleeced by the upper ten thousand)
can never furnish such a wealth of material for explaining
the inner workings of our social system as has been furnished
in these two years both by the direct struggle of the
peasant masses against the landlords and by the demands
of the peasants, expressed with at least some degree of free-
dom, at assemblies of representatives of the people. There-
fore, the revision of the agrarian programme of the Rus-
sian Social-Democrats in the light of the experience of
these two years is absolutely necessary, particularly in
view of the fact that the present agrarian programme
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party was adopted
at the Stockholm Congress in April 1906, i.e., on the eve
of the first public appearance of representatives of the peas-
antry from all over Russia with a peasant agrarian pro-
gramme, in opposition to the programme of the government
and to that of the liberal bourgeoisie.

The revision of the Social-Democratic agrarian programme
must be based on the latest data on landed property
in Russia in order to ascertain with the utmost precision
what actually is the economic background of all the agra-
rian programmes of our epoch, and what precisely are the
issues in the great historic struggle. This economic basis
of the real struggle must be compared with the ideological-
political reflection of this basis that is found in the pro-
grammes, declarations, demands, and theories of the
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spokesmen of the different classes. This is the course, and the
only course, that a Marxist should take, unlike the petty-
bourgeois socialist who proceeds from “abstract” justice,
from the theory of the “labour principle”, etc., and unlike
the liberal bureaucrat who, in connection with every re-
form, covers up his defence of the interests of the exploiters
by arguments about whether the reform is practicable and
about the “state” point of view.

CHAPTERI

THE ECONOMIC BASIS AND NATURE
OF THE AGRARIAN REVOLUTION IN RUSSIA

1. LANDOWNERSHIP IN EUROPEAN RUSSIA

The Landed Property Statistics for 1905, published by
the Central Statistical Committee in 1907, enables us to
ascertain precisely the comparative size of the peasant
and landlord holdings in the fifty gubernias in European
Russia. First of all we will give the general data. The whole
territory of European Russia (50 gubernias) is given (see
census of January 28, 1897) as 4,230,500 square versts,
i.e., 440,800,000 dessiatins. The landed property statistics
for 1905 register a total of 395,200,000 dessiatins under
the following three main headings:

Million
dessiatins
A. Privately owned land 101.7
B. Allotment land®7 138.8
C. Land owned by state, church, and
various institutions 154.7
Total land in European Russia 395.2

From these general figures it is necessary to deduct,
first of all, state lands situated in the far north and consist-
ing partly of tundra and partly of such forest land as cannot
be expected to be used for agriculture in the near future.
There are 107,900,000 dessiatins of such land in the “north-
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ern region” (in the Arkhangelsk, Olonets and Vologda
gubernias). Of course, by deducting all these lands we con-
siderably overestimate the area of land unsuitable for agri-
culture. It suffices to point out that such a cautious statis-
tician as Mr. A. A. Kaufman calculates that in the Vologda
and Olonets gubernias 25,700,000 dessiatins of forest land
(with over 25 per cent of forest) could be utilised for addi-
tional allotment to the peasants. However, since we are
dealing with general data about the land area, without
giving separate figures for forest land, it will be more cor-
rect to take a more cautious estimate of the land area suit-
able for agriculture. After deducting 107,900,000 dessiatins,
there will be left 287,300,000 dessiatins, or in round figures,
280,000;000 dessiatins, leaving out a portion of urban land
(the total of which is 2,000,000 dessiatins) and a portion of
the state lands in the Vyatka and Perm gubernias (the total
area of state land in these two gubernias is 16,300,000 des-
siatins).

Thus, the aggregate amount of land suitable for agricul-
ture in European Russia is distributed as follows:

A. Privately owned land 101.7 million dessiatins
B. Allotment land 138.8 ” ”
C. State land and land owned

by various institutions 39.5 ” ”

EL) 2

Total land in European Russia 280.0

Now we must give separate figures for small and large
(particularly very large) holdings in order to obtain a
concrete idea of the conditions of the peasant struggle for
land in the Russian revolution. Such figures, however, are
incomplete. Of the 138,800,000 dessiatins of peasant allot-
ment land 136,900,000 dessiatins are classified according
to size of holdings. Of the 101,700,000 dessiatins of pri-
vately owned land, 85,900,000 dessiatins are so classified;
the remaining 15,800,000 dessiatins are recorded as belong-
ing to “societies and associations”. Examining the latter
we find that 11,300,000 dessiatins are owned by peasant

*The Agrarian Question, a collection of articles published by
Dolgorukov and Petrunkevich, Vol. II, Moscow, 1907, p. 305.
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societies and associations, which means that on the whole
they are small holdings, unfortunately not classified accord-
ing to size. Further, 3,700,000 dessiatins belong to “indus-
trial and commercial, manufacturing and other” associa-
tions, of which there are 1,042. Of these, 272 own more
than 1,000 dessiatins each, the total for the 272 being
3,600,000 dessiatins. These are, evidently, landlord lati-
fundia. The bulk of this land is concentrated in Perm Gu-
bernia, where nine such associations own 1,448,902 des-
siatins! It is known that the Urals factories own many thou-
sand dessiatins of land—a direct survival in bourgeois
Russia of the feudal, seigniorial latifundia.

We therefore single out 3,600,000 dessiatins from the
land owned by societies and associations as the biggest
landed estates. The remainder has not been classified, but
generally it consists of small holdings.

Out of the 39,500,000 dessiatins of state and other lands,
only the crown lands? (5,100,000 dessiatins) lend themselves
to classification according to size. These, too, are very
large semi-medieval landed estates. We thus get a total
area of land, both classified and not classified according
to size of holdings, as follows:

Land Land
classified not classified

according to size of holdings
(millions dessiatins)

A. Privately owned land 89.5% 12.2
B. Allotment land 136.9 1.9
C. State land and land owned

by various institutions 5.1 34.4
Total 231.5 48.5
Grand total 280.0

Let us now classify the allotment land according to size
of holdings. By rearranging the data obtained from our
source of information into somewhat larger groups, we get:

*85,900,000 dessiatins of privately owned land plus 3,600,000
dessiatins of latifundia owned by industrial and commercial associa-
tions and societies.
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Allotment Land

Groups of households Number of Total area of  Average dessiatins
households land (dess.) per household
Up to 5 dess. inclusive 2,857,650 } 9,030,333 } 3.1 }

5to8 7 ” 3,317,601 21,706,550 6.5
Total up to 8 dess. incl. 6,175,251 30,736,883 4.9
8to1s ” > 3,932,485 42,182,923 10.7
15to 30 ” > 1,551,904 31,271,922 20.1
Over 30 > ” 617,715 32,695,510 52.9
Total in European Russia 12,277,355 136,887,238 111

From these data it is evident that more than half of
the households (6,200,000 out of 12,300,000) have up to 8
dessiatins each, i.e., in general and on the average, an area
of land that is absolutely insufficient to support a family.
Ten million one hundred thousand households possess up
to 15 dessiatins each (making a total of 72,900,000 des-
siatins), i.e., over four-fifths of the total number of house-
holds are, at the present level of peasant agricultural
technique, on the brink of semi-starvation. Middle and well-
to-do households—according to amount of land owned—
number only 2,200,000 out of 12,300,000, owning altogether
63,900,000 dessiatins out of 136,900,000 dessiatins. Only
households having more than 30 dessiatins each can be re-
garded as rich; of these there are only 600,000, i.e., one-
twentieth of the total number of households. They possess
nearly one-fourth of the total land area: 32,700,000 out
of 136,900,000 dessiatins. To give an idea as to which cat-
egories of peasants constitute this group of rich households,
we shall point out that first place among them is held by
the Cossacks. In the over-30-dessiatins-per-household group,
the Cossack households number 266,929 having a total of
14,426,403 dessiatins, i.e., the overwhelming majority of
the Cossacks (in European Russia: 278,650 households hav-
ing a total of 14,689,498 dessiatins of land, i.e., an aver-
age of 52.7 dessiatins per household).

The only data available for the whole of Russia enabling
us to judge how all the peasant households are approximate-
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ly classified according to scale of farming and not accord-
ing to area of allotments, are those about the number of
horses owned. According to the last army horse censuses
of 1888-91, the peasant households in 48 gubernias of Euro-
pean Russia are classified as follows:

Households

Poor Without horses 2,765,970
Owning 1 horse 2,885,192

Middle { i 2 horses 2,240,574
i 3 > 1,070,250

Well-to-do > 4 > or more 1,154,674
Total 10,116,660

Broadly speaking, this means that over one-half are poor
(5,600,000 out of 10,100,000), about one-third are middle
households (3,300,000 with 2 or 3 horses), and slightly over
one-tenth are well-to-do (1,100,000 out of 10,100,000).

Let us now examine the distribution of individual private
landed property. The statistics do not give a clear enough
idea of the smallest holdings, but they give extremely de-
tailed data on the biggest latifundia.

Individual Private Landed Property
in European Russia

Groups of holdings Number of Total area of  Average dess.
holdings land (dess.) per holding
10 dess. and less 409,864 1,625,226 3.9
10-50 dess incl. 209,119 4,891,031 23.4
50-500 ” ” 106,065 17,326,495 163.3
500-2,000 > 21,748 20,590,708 947
2,000-10,000 » > 5,386 } 20,602,109 } 3,825 }
Over 10,000 > 699 20,798,504 29,754
Total over 500 dess. 27,833 61,991,321 2,227
Grand total for 752,881 85,834,073 114

European Russia

We see here, first, the enormous preponderance of large
landownership: 619,000 small holders (up to 50 dessiatins)
own only 6,500,000 dessiatins. Secondly, we see vast lati-
fundia: 699 owners have almost 30,000 dessiatins each!
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28,000 owners have a total of 62,000,000 dessiatins, i.e.,
2,227 dessiatins each. The overwhelming majority of these
latifundia are owned by the nobility, namely, 18,102 es-
tates (out of 27,833) and 44,471,994 dessiatins of land, i.e.,
over 70 per cent of the entire latifundia area. The medieval
character of landlordism is very strikingly revealed by these
data.

2. WHAT IS THE STRUGGLE ABOUT?

Ten million peasant households own 73,000,000 dessia-
tins of land, whereas 28,000 noble and upstart landlords
own 62,000,000 dessiatins. Such is the main background
of the arena on which the peasants’ struggle for the land
is developing. On such a main background amazing techni-
cal backwardness, the neglected state of agriculture, an
oppressed and downtrodden state of the mass of peasantry
and an endless variety of forms of feudal, corvée exploi-
tation are inevitable. Not to wander too far afield we must
confine ourselves to mentioning briefly these commonly
known facts, which have been described at great length
in the extensive literature on peasant agriculture. The size
of the landholdings outlined by us in no way corresponds
to the scale of farming. In the purely Russian gubernias
large-scale capitalist farming definitely drops into the
background. Small-scale farming preponderates on large
latifundia, comprising various forms of tenant farming
based on servitude and bondage, labour service (corvée)
farming, “winter hiring”,%? bondage for cattle trespassing on
the landlords’ pastures, bondage for the cut-off lands, and
so on without end. The mass of the peasants, crushed by
feudal exploitation, are being ruined and some of them
let their allotments to “thrifty” farmers. The small minor-
ity of well-to-do peasants develops into a peasant bourgeoi-
sie, rents land for capitalist farming and exploits hundreds
of thousands of farm-hands and day-labourers.

Bearing in mind all these facts, which have been fully
established by Russian economic science, we must distin-
guish, in regard to the present struggle of the peasants for
the land, four basic groups of landholdings: (1) a mass of
peasant farms crushed by the feudal latifundia and directly
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interested in the expropriation of these latifundia, an ex-
propriation from which they stand to gain directly more
than anyone else; (2) a small minority of middle peasants
already possessing an approximately average amount of
land, sufficient to conduct farming in a tolerable way; (3)
a small minority of well-to-do peasants who are becoming
transformed into a peasant bourgeoisie and who are connect-
ed by a number of intermediate stages with farming con-
ducted on capitalist lines, and (4) feudal latifundia far
exceeding in dimensions the capitalist farms of the present
period in Russia and deriving their revenues chiefly from
the exploitation of the peasants by means of bondage and
the labour-rent system.

Of course, the available data on landed property enable
us to distinguish these basic groups only very approxi-
mately and sketchily. Nevertheless, we are obliged to
distinguish them if we are to present a complete picture
of the struggle for land in the Russian revolution. And we
can safely say in advance that partial corrections of the
figures, partial shifting of the boundary line between one
group and another, cannot substantially alter the general
picture. It is not partial corrections that are important;
what is important is that a clear contrast be made between
small landownership, which is striving for more land, and
the feudal latifundia, which monopolise an enormous
amount of land. The chief falsity of both the government’s
(Stolypin’s) and the liberals’ (the Cadets’) economics lies
in the fact that they conceal, or obscure, this clear con-
trast.

Let us assume the following sizes of landholdings for the
four groups mentioned: (1) up to 15 dessiatins; (2) 15 to
20 dessiatins; (3) 20 to 500 dessiatins, and (4) over 500 des-
siatins per holding. Of course, in order to present a com-
plete picture of the struggle for land, we must, in each of
these groups, combine the peasants’ allotments with the
private holdings. In our source of information the latter
category is divided into groups: up to 10 dessiatins, and
from 10 to 20 dessiatins, so that a group up to 15 dessiatins
can be singled out only approximately. Any inaccuracy
that may arise from this approximate calculation and from
the round figures that we give, will be quite negligible (as
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the reader will soon see) and will not affect the conclusions
to be drawn.

Here is a table showing the present distribution of land
among these groups in European Russia:

Number of Total area Average
Group holdings of land dess. per
(millions) (million holding

dessiatins.)
(a) Ruined peasantry, crushed

by feudal exploitation 10.5 75.0 7.0
(b) Middle peasantry 1.0 15.0 15.0

(¢) Peasant bourgeoisie and cap-
italist landownership 1.5 70.0 46.7
(d) Feudal latifundia 0.03 70.0 2,333.0
Total 13.03 230.0 17.6

Not classified according to

holdings — 50 —
Grand total* 13.03 280.0 21.4

Such are the relations which give rise to the peasants’
struggle for land. Such is the starting-point of the peasants’
struggle (7-15 dessiatins per household plus renting on
terms of bondage, etc.) against the very big landlords (2,333
dessiatins per estate). What is the objective tendency, the
ultimate point of this struggle? Obviously, it is the aboli-
tion of large feudalist estates and the transfer of the land

* As already mentioned, this table is given in round figures. Here
are the exact figures: allotment land: (a) 10,100,000 holdings and
72,900,000 dessiatins; (b) 874,000 holdings and 15,000,000 dessiatins.
Private landed property up to 10 dessiatins, 410,000 holdings and
1,600,000 dessiatins; 10-20 dessiatins, 106,000 holdings and 1,600,000
dessiatins. Sum total a+b of both categories of land: 11,500,000
holdings and 91,200,000 dessiatins. For group (c) the exact figures
are 1,500,000 holdings and 69,500,000 dessiatins. For group (d): 27,833
holdings and 61,990,000 dessiatins of land. To the latter are added as
already mentioned, 5,100,000 dessiatins of crown lands and 3,600,000
dessiatins owned by the very large industrial and commercial
associations. The exact figure of land not classified according to
holdings was given above as 48,500,000 dessiatins. From this the reader
may see that all our approximate calculations and round figures involve
quite negligible numerical changes and cannot affect our conclusions in
the least.
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(according to certain principles) to the peasants. This ob-
jective tendency inevitably arises from the predominance
of small-scale cultivation, which is held in bondage by the
feudal latifundia. To depict this tendency in the same
graphic way in which we depicted the starting-point of the
struggle, i.e., the present state of affairs, we must take the
best conceivable eventuality, i.e., we must assume that all
the feudalist latifundia, as well as all land not classified
according to holdings, have passed into the hands of the
ruined peasantry. It is this best eventuality which all the
participants in the present agrarian struggle envisage more
or less distinctly: the government talks about “allotting”
land to the “needy”, the liberal official (or Cadet) talks
about supplementary allotments to those who have little
land, the peasant Trudovik talks about increasing hold-
ings to the “subsistence” or “labour” “norm”, and the Social-
Democrat, differing on the question of the form of land
tenure, generally accepts the proposal of the Narodniks
about allotting land to the poorest peasants. (In the Second
Duma, 47th sitting, May 26, 1907, Tsereteli accepted the
figure of the value of the 57,000,000 dessiatins of land to be
alienated as given by the Narodnik Karavayev, namely,
6,500,000,000 rubles, of which the poorest peasants having
up to 5 dessiatins account for 2,500,000,000 rubles. See
Stenographic Record, p. 1221.) In short, however much
the landlords, the officials, the bourgeoisie, the peasantry,
and the proletariat may differ in their view of the aims
and terms of the reform, they all outline the same tendency,
namely, the transfer of the large landed estates to the most
needy peasants. With the fundamental differences of opin-
ion among the classes concerning the extent and terms of
such a transfer we shall deal separately elsewhere. At pres-
ent we shall supplement our outline of the starting-point
of the struggle with a similar outline of its possible ultimate
point. We have already shown what the situation is now.
We shall show what it may be then. Let us assume that
30,000 landlords will retain 100 dessiatins each, i.e., a
total of 3,000,000 dessiatins, while the remaining 67,000,000
dessiatins and 50,000,000 dessiatins of unclassified land
will be transferred to 10,500,000 poor households. We shall
then get the following:
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Now Then
Number  Total Average Number Total Average
of hold- area  dess.per of hold- area  dess. per
ings of land holding ings ofland holding
(mill.) (mill. (mill.) (mill.
dess.) dess.)
(a) Small ruined peasants 10.5 75 7.0 — — —
(b) Middle peasants 1.0 15 15.0 115 207 18.0
(c) Wealthy peasants and
bourgeoisie 1.5 70 46.7 1.53 73 47.7
(d) Feudal landlords 0.03 70  2,333.0 — — —
Total 13.03 230 17.6  13.03 280 21.4
Unclassified land — 50 — — — —
Grand total 13.03 280 21.4 — — —

Such is the economic basis of the struggle for land in the
Russian revolution. Such is the starting-point of this strug-
gle and its tendency, i.e., its ultimate point, its result in
the best eventuality (from the standpoint of those engaged
in the struggle).

Before proceeding to examine this economic basis and
its ideological (and ideological-political) cloak, let wus
dwell on possible misunderstandings and objections as well.

First, it may be said that my picture presupposes the
division of the land, whereas I have not yet examined the
question of municipalisation, division, nationalisation,
or socialisation.

That would be a misunderstanding. My picture leaves
out altogether the terms of landownership; it does not
deal at all with the terms of the transfer of the land to the
peasants (whether in ownership or in one or another form of
tenure). I have taken only the transfer of the land in general
to the small peasants and there can be no doubt whatever
that this is the trend of our agrarian struggle. The small
peasants are fighting, fighting to have the land transferred
to themselves. Small (bourgeois) cultivation is fighting
large-scale (feudal) landownership.* At best, the revolu-
tion can have no other result than the one I have drawn.

*What I have put in brackets is either ignored or denied by the
petty-bourgeois ideology of the Narodniks. I shall deal with this
later on.
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Secondly, it may be said that 1 had no right to assume
that all the confiscated lands (or expropriated lands, for
I have not yet said anything about the terms of expropria-
tion) will be transferred to the peasants with little land. It
may be said that owing to economic necessity the lands
must be transferred to the wealthier peasants. But such an
objection would be a misunderstanding. To demonstrate
the bourgeois character of the revolution, I must take the
best eventuality from the standpoint of the Narodniks,
I must assume the achievement of the aim set themselves by
those who are fighting. I must take an aspect that most
closely approaches the so-called General Redistribution'®®
and not the further consequences of the agrarian revolu-
tion. If the masses win the struggle, they will take the fruits
of the victory for themselves. To whom these fruits will
ultimately go is another matter.

Thirdly, it may be said that I have assumed an unusually
favourable result for the poor peasantry (that the whole
of the poor peasantry will be transformed into middle peas-
ants with holdings up to 18 dessiatins per household) by
overestimating the extent of the unoccupied land area. It
may be said that I should have discounted forests, which,
it is said, cannot be allotted to the peasants. Such objec-
tions may, and even inevitably will, be raised by the
economists in the government and Cadet camp, but they
will be wrong. First, one must be a bureaucrat who all his
life grovels to the semi-feudal landlord to imagine that
the peasants will not be able to manage forest land prop-
erly and derive an income from it for themselves and not
for the landlords. The standpoint of the police official and
of the Russian liberal is: how to provide the muzhik with
an allotment? The standpoint of the class-conscious worker
is: how to free the muzhik from feudal landlordism? How
to break up the feudal latifundia? Secondly I have left out
the whole of the northern region (the Arkhangelsk, Vologda,
and Olonets gubernlas) as well as parts of the Vyatka and
Perm gubernias, i.e., areas in which it is difficult to imag-
ine that the agrlcultural exploitation of land covered by
forests is likely in the near future. Thirdly, a special calcu-
lation of the forest areas would greatly complicate the
matter without much altering the results. For instance,
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Mr. Kaufman, who is a Cadet, and, consequently, is very cau-
tious when dealing with landlord estates, calculates that
land with over 25 per cent of forest might go to cover the
shortage of land, and he thus obtains an area of 101,700,000
dessiatins for 44 gubernias. For 47 gubernias I have estimat-
ed a land area of approximately 101,000,000 dessiatins,
i.e., 67,000,000 out of the 70,000,000 dessiatins of the feu-
dal latifundia, and 34,000,000 dessiatins owned by the state
and by various institutions. Assuming that all landed es-
tates of over 100 dessiatins are to be expropriated, these
lands will be increased by another nine or ten million des-
siatins.*

3. THE CADET WRITERS OBSCURE THE NATURE OF THE STRUGGLE

The data given here on the role of the large landlord es-
tates in the struggle for land in Russia must be amplified
in one respect: A characteristic feature of the agrarian pro-
grammes of our bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie is the fact
that in them the question as to which class is the most pow-
erful opponent of the peasantry, and which holdings form
the bulk of the expropriable lands are obscured by argu-
ments about “norms”. They (both the Cadets and the Tru-
doviks) talk mainly about how much land the peasants
need according to this or that “norm”, instead of dealing
with the more concrete and vital question: how much land
is available for expropriation? The first day of presenting
the question obscures the class struggle, conceals the essence

*The alienation limit of 500 dessiatins, which I have taken in
the text, is purely hypothetical. If this limit is taken as 100 dessia-
tins, which is also purely hypothetical, the picture of the change
will be as follows:

Now Then
Households Total area of Households Total area of Dess. per
(millions) land (million (millions) land (million household
dessiatins) dessiatins)
(a) 10.5 75 (a) — —
(b) 1.0 15 (b) 11.5 217 18.8
() 14 50 (c) 1.53 63 411
(d) 0.13 90 (d) — — —
13.03 230 13.03 280 21.4
+50

The main conclusions about the character and essence of the
change are identical in either case.
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of the matter by hollow pretensions to a “state” point of
view. The second places the chief emphasis on the class
struggle, on the class interests of a definite landowning
stratum which largely represents feudal tendencies.

We shall revert to the question of “norms” elsewhere.
Here we want to mention one “happy” exception among
the Trudoviks, and one typical Cadet writer.

In the Second Duma, the Popular Socialist Delarov re-
ferred to the percentage of landowners who would be affect-
ed by the alienation of land (47th sitting, May 26, 1907).
Delarov spoke of alienation (compulsory), without rais-
ing the question of confiscation, and apparently accepted
the same norm of alienation which I have taken hypothet-
ically in my table, namely, 500 dessiatins. Unfortunate-
ly, in the stenographic records of the Second Duma this
particular passage in Delarov’s speech (p. 1217) is distorted,
unless Mr. Delarov himself made a mistake. The record
says that compulsory alienation would affect 32 per cent
of the private estates and 96 per cent of their total area of
land; the rest, 68 per cent of the landowners, it is claimed,
have only 4 per cent of the private land. Actually, the
figure should be not 32 per cent, but 3.7 per cent, because
27,833 out of 752,881 landowners constitute 3.7 per cent,
whereas the area of land affected—62,000,000 dessiatins
out of a total of 85,800,000 dessiatins—amounts to 72.3
per cent. It is not clear whether this was a slip on Mr. De-
larov’s part, or whether he got hold of the wrong figures.
At all events, of the numerous speakers in the Duma, he,
if we are not mistaken, was the only one who approached
the real issue of the struggle in the most direct and con-
crete way.

A Cadet writer whose “works” one must mention when
dealing with this question is Mr. S. Prokopovich. True,
he is, strictly speaking, a member of the Bez Zaglaviya
group, who, like the majority of the contributors to the
bourgeois newspaper Tovarishch, at one moment poses as a
Cadet and at another as a Menshevik Social-Democrat.
He is a typical representative of the handful of consistent
Bernsteinians among the Russian bourgeois intellectuals
who waver between the Cadets and the Social-Democrats,
who (in most cases) join no party, and in the liberal press
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pursue a line slightly to the right of Plekhanov. Mr. Pro-
kopovich must be mentioned here because he was one of
the first to quote in the press figures from the 1905 landed
property statistics, and in so doing actually adopted the
Cadet position on agrarian reform. In two articles which
he wrote for Tovarishch (No. 214 of March 13, 1907, and No.
238 of April 10, 1907), Mr. Prokopovich argues against
General Zolotaryov, the compiler of the official statistics,
who tries to prove that the government can tackle the land
reform quite easily without any compulsory alienation,
and that 5 dessiatins per household are quite sufficient for
the peasant to conduct his husbandry! Mr. Prokopovich is
more liberal: he puts the figure at 8 dessiatins per household.
He repeatedly makes the reservation, however, that this
amount of land is “quite inadequate”, that this is a “very
modest” calculation, and so forth; nevertheless, he accepts
this figure in order to determine the “degree of the land
shortage” (the title of the first of Mr. Prokopovich’s articles
mentioned above). He explains that he takes this figure
“to avoid unnecessary disputes” —presumably with the Zo-
lotaryovs. Calculating thus the number of “obviously land
poor” peasant households at one half the total, Mr. Proko-
povich correctly estimates that in order to bring the peas-
ants’ holdings up to 8 dessiatins, 18,600,000 dessiatins
will be required, and since the government’s total land
reserve is alleged to be not more than 9,000,000 dessiatins,
“it will be impossible to avoid compulsory alienation”.

Both in his calculations and in his arguments, this Men-
shevik-minded Cadet, or Cadet-minded Menshevik, admir-
ably expresses the spirit and meaning of the liberal agrar-
ian programme. The questions of the semi-feudal lati-
fundia, and of latifundia in general, is quite glossed over.
Mr. Prokopovich quoted the figures only for private hold-
ings of more than 50 dessiatins. Thus, the actual issue
of this struggle is obscured. The class interests of a hand-
ful, literally a handful, of landlords are concealed behind a
veil. Instead of an exposure of those interests, we are given
the “state point of view”: the state lands “will not suffice”.
Hence, if they did suffice, Mr. Prokopovich, to judge from
his argument, would be quite willing to leave the feudal
latifundia intact....
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The peasant’s allotment scale that he takes (8 dessiatins)
is a starvation scale. The amount of land to be “compul-
sorily alienated” from the landlords that he allows for is
insignificant (18—9=9 million dessiatins out of 62,000,000
in estates of over 500 dessiatins!). To carry out that kind
of “compulsory alienation”, the landlords will have to use
compulsion on the peasants, as in 1861!

Whether he meant to or not, wittingly or unwittingly,
Mr. Prokopovich has correctly expressed the landlord nature
of the Cadet agrarian programme. But the Cadets are cau-
tious and sly: they prefer to say nothing at all about how
much land they are inclined to expropriate from the land-
lords.

4. THE ECONOMIC NATURE OF THE AGRARIAN REVOLUTION
AND ITS IDEOLOGICAL CLOAKS

We have seen that the essence of the revolution now in
progress amounts to the break-up of the feudal latifundia
and to the creation of a free and (as far as this is possible
under present circumstances) well-to-do peasantry capable
not only of toiling in misery on the land, but of developing
the productive forces and promoting the progress of agri-
culture. This revolution does not and cannot in any way
affect the system of small production in agriculture, the
domination of the market over the producer and, conse-
quently, the domination also of commodity production,
since the struggle for the redistribution of the land cannot
alter the relations of production in the farming of this land.
And we have seen that a feature of this struggle is the strong
development of small-scale farming on the feudal latifun-
dia.

The ideological cloak of the struggle now in progress is
furnished by the theories of the Narodniks. The fact that in
the First and Second Dumas the peasant representatives
from all over Russia openly came out with agrarian pro-
grammes has definitely proved that the theories and pro-
grammes of the Narodniks do indeed constitute the ideolog-
ical cloak of the peasants’ struggle for land.

We have shown that the basic and chief component of
the distributable land for which the peasants are fighting
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are the big feudal estates. We have taken a very high norm
of expropriation—500 dessiatins. But it can easily be seen
that our conclusions hold good however much this norm is
reduced, let us say to 100 or to 50 dessiatins. Let us divide
group (¢)—20-500 dessiatins, into three subgroups: (aa)
20-50 dessiatins, (bb) 50-100, and (cc) 100-500, and see what
the size of the peasant allotments and private holdings is
within these subdivisions:

Allotment Land

Subdivisions Number of Total area of Average per
holdings land holding
(dessiatins)
20-50 dess. 1,062,504 30,898,147 29.1
50-100 i 191,898 12,259,171 63.9
100-500 i 40,658 5,762,276 141.7
Private Land Total in European Russia
Number Total area Average Number Total area Average
of holdings of land per holding of holdings of land per holding
(dessiatins) (dessiatins)
103,237 3,301,004 32.0 1,165,741 34,199,151 29.3
44 877 3,229,858 71.9 236,775 15,489,029 65.4
61,188 14,096,637 230.4 101,846 19,858,913 194.9

Hence it follows, first, that the confiscation of estates
of over 100 dessiatins will increase the distributable land,
as already stated above, by nine to ten million dessiatins,
whereas the confiscation of estates of over 50 dessiatins, as
assumed by Chizhevsky, a member of the First Duma,
will increase this land by eighteen and a half million des-
siatins. Consequently, in this case also, the feudal lati-
fundia will form the basis of the distributable land area.
That is the crux of the present-day agrarian problem. More-
over, the connection that exists between these big estates
and the higher bureaucracy is also quite well known: G. A.
Alexinsky in the Second Duma quoted Mr. Rubakin’s data
on the size of the estates owned by higher officials in Rus-
sia. Secondly, it is seen from these data that even after
deducting the peasant allotments and the estates of over
100 dessiatins, the size of the bigger allotments (and the
small estates) still varies considerably. The revolution
already finds the peasants differentiated in regard to size
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of holdings, and still more in the amount of capital, number
of livestock, the quantity and quality of implements, etc.
That the differentiation in the sphere of non-allotment
property, so to speak, is far more considerable than in the
sphere of allotment landownership has been sufficiently
proved in our economic literature.

What, then, is the significance of the Narodnik theories,
which more or less accurately reflect the views of the peas-
ants on their struggle for land? The substance of these Na-
rodnik theories is contained in two “principles”: the “labour
principle” and “equalisation”. The petty-bourgeois nature
of those principles is so manifest and has been so often and
so fully demonstrated in Marxist literature that there is
no need to dwell on it here. It is important, however, to
note a feature of these “principles” that has not yet been
properly appreciated by Russian Social-Democrats. In a
vague form those principles do express something real and
progressive at the present historical moment. Namely,
they express the struggle for the break-up of the feudal
latifundia.

Look at the outline given above of the evolution of our
agrarian system from the present stage to the “ultimate
point” of the present, bourgeois revolution. You will clearly
see that the future “then” is distinguished from the present
“now” by an incomparably greater “equalisation” in owner-
ship, that the new distribution of the land conforms far
more to the “labour principle”. And that is not accidental.
It cannot be otherwise in a peasant country, the bourgeois
development of which emancipates it from serfdom. In
such a country, the break-up of the feudal latifundia is
undoubtedly a condition for the development of capitalism.
But as long as small-scale farming predominates in agri-
culture, the break-up of the feudal latifundia inevitably
implies greater “equalisation” in landownership. In break-
ing up the medieval latifundia, capitalism begins with a
more “equalised” landownership, and out of that creates
large-scale farming on a new basis, on the basis of wage-
labour, machinery and superior agricultural technique,
and not on the basis of labour rent and bondage.

The mistake all the Narodniks make is that by confining
themselves to the narrow outlook of the small husbandman,
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they fail to perceive the bourgeois nature of the social
relations into which the peasant enters on coming out of
the fetters of serfdom. They convert the “labour principle”
of petty-bourgeois agriculture and “equalisation”, which
are their slogans for breaking up the feudal latifundia,
into something absolute, self-sufficing, into something
implying a special, non-bourgeois order.

The mistake some Marxists make is that, while criti-
cising the Narodnik theory, they overlook its historically
real and historically legitimate content in the struggle
against serfdom. They criticise, and rightly criticise, the
“labour principle” and “equalisation™ as backward, reac-
tionary petty-bourgeois socialism; but they forget that
these theories express progressive, revolutionary petty-
bourgeois democracy, that they serve as the banner of the
most determined struggle against the old, feudal Russia.
The idea of equality is the most revolutionary idea in the
struggle against the old system of absolutism in general,
and against the old system of feudal landlordism in partic-
ular. The idea of equality is legitimate and progressive
for the petty-bourgeois peasant insofar as it expresses the
struggle against feudal, serf inequality. The idea of “equal-
ised” landownership is legitimate and progressive insofar
as it expresses the aspirations of ten million peasants, with
allotments of seven dessiatins and ruined by the landlords,
for a division™ of the 2,300-dessiatin feudal latifundia.
And in the present historical situation that idea really
expresses such strivings, it gives an impetus towards con-
sistent bourgeois revolution, while mistakenly clothing
this in vague, quasi-socialist phraseology. He would be a
poor Marxist indeed who, while criticising the falsity of a
socialist disguise for bourgeois slogans, failed to appreciate
their historically progressive significance as the most de-
cisive bourgeois slogans in the struggle against serfdom.
The real content of the revolution which the Narodnik
regards as “socialisation” will be that it will most consist-

*We speak here of division not as private property, but for eco-
nomic use. Such a division is possible—and, with the predominance
of small farming, inevitable for some time—both under municipalisa-
tion and under nationalisation.
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ently clear the way for capitalism, will most resolutely
eradicate serfdom. The outline which I have drawn above
indicates precisely the maximum to be achieved in the
abolition of serfdom and the maximum of “equalisation”
to be attained thereby. The Narodnik imagines that this
“equalisation” eliminates the bourgeois element, whereas,
in reality, it expresses the aspirations of the most
radical bourgeoisie. And whatever else there is in “equali-
sation” over and above that is nothing but ideological
smoke, a petty-bourgeois illusion.

The short-sighted and unhistorical judgement of some
Russian Marxists on the significance of Narodnik theories
in the Russian bourgeois revolution is to be explained by
the fact that they have not reflected on the significance of
the “confiscation” of the landlord estates which the Narod-
niks advocate. One has only to visualise clearly the econom-
ic basis of this revolution under the present conditions
of landownership in our country in order to grasp not only
the illusory nature of the Narodnik theories, but also the
truth of the struggle, restricted to a definite historical task,
the truth of the struggle against serfdom, which represents
the real content of those illusory theories.

5. TWO TYPES OF BOURGEOIS AGRARIAN EVOLUTION

To proceed. We have shown that the Narodnik theories,
while absurd and reactionary from the standpoint of the
struggle for socialism against the bourgeoisie, turn out to
be “rational” (in the sense of being a specific historic task)
and progressive in the bourgeois struggle against serfdom.
The question now arises: when we say that serfdom must
inevitably die out in Russian landownership and in the
whole social system in Russia, when we say that a bour-
geois-democratic agrarian revolution is inevitable, does
that mean that this can take place only in one definite form?
Or is it possible in various forms?

That question is of cardinal importance for arriving
at correct views on our revolution and on the Social-Demo-
cratic agrarian programme. And solve this question we must,
starting out from the data given above concerning the eco-
nomic basis of the revolution.
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The pivot of the struggle is the feudal latifundia which
are the most conspicuous embodiment and the strongest
mainstay of the survivals of serfdom in Russia. The de-
velopment of commodity production and capitalism will
certainly and inevitably put an end to those survivals.
In that respect Russia has only one path before her, that
of bourgeois development.

But there may be two forms of that development. The
survivals of serfdom may fall away either as a result of
the transformation of landlord economy or as a result of
the abolition of the landlord latifundia, i.e., either by re-
form or by revolution. Bourgeois development may proceed
by having big landlord economies at the head, which will
gradually become more and more bourgeois and gradually
substitute bourgeois for feudal methods of exploitation.
It may also proceed by having small peasant economies at
the head, which in a revolutionary way, will remove the
“excrescence” of the feudal latifundia from the social or-
ganism and then freely develop without them along the path
of capitalist economy.

Those two paths of objectively possible bourgeois de-
velopment we would call the Prussian path and the Amer-
ican path, respectively. In the first case feudal landlord
economy slowly evolves into bourgeois, Junker landlord
economy, which condemns the peasants to decades of most
harrowing expropriation and bondage, while at the same
time a small minority of Grossbauern (“big peasants™)
arises. In the second case there is no landlord economy, or
else it is broken up by revolution, which confiscates and
splits up the feudal estates. In that case the peasant predom-
inates, becomes the sole agent of agriculture, and evolves
into a capitalist farmer. In the first case the main content
of the evolution is transformation of feudal bondage into
servitude and capitalist exploitation on the land of the
feudal landlords—dJunkers. In the second case the main
background is transformation of the patriarchal peasant
into a bourgeois farmer.

In the economic history of Russia both these types of
evolution are clearly in evidence. Take the epoch of the fall
of serfdom. A struggle went on between the landlords and
the peasants over the method of carrying out the reform.
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Both stood for conditions of bourgeois economic develop-
ment (without being aware of it), but the former wanted a
development that would preserve to the utmost the land-
lord economies, the landlord revenues, and the landlord
(bondage) methods of exploitation. The latter wanted a de-
velopment that would secure for the peasants the greatest
degree of prosperity possible with the existing level of ag-
riculture, the abolition of the landlord latifundia, the
abolition of all serf and bondage methods of exploitation,
and the expansion of free peasant landownership. Needless
to say, in the second case the development of capitalism
and the growth of the productive forces would have been
wider and more rapid than by peasant reform, carried out
in the landlords’ way.* Only caricature Marxists, as the
Narodniks, the opponents of Marxism, tried to depict them,
could have believed that the divorcement of the peasantry
from the land in 1861 guaranteed the development of capi-
talism. On the contrary, it would have been a guarantee—
and so in fact it turned out to be—a guarantee of bondage,
i.e., semi-serf tenant farming and labour rent, i.e., corvée
economy, which exceedingly retarded the development of
capitalism and the growth of the productive forces in Rus-
sian agriculture. The conflict of interests between the peas-
ants and the landlords was not a struggle waged by “peo-
ple’s production” or the “labour principle” against the bour-

*In the magazine Nauchnoye Obozreniye (May-June 1900), I
wrote on this subject as follows: “...The more the land the peasants
received when they were emancipated, and the lower the price they
paid for it, the faster, wider, and freer would have been the develop-
ment of capitalism in Russia the higher would have been the stand-
ard of living of the population, the wider would have, been the home
market, the faster would have been the introduction of machinery
into production; the more, in a word, would the economic develop-
ment of Russia have resembled that of America. I shall confine myself
to indicating two circumstances which, in my opinion, confirm the
correctness of the latter view: (1) land-poverty and the burden of taxa-
tion have led to the development over a very considerable area of
Russia of the labour-service system of private-landowner farming,
i.e., a direct survival of serfdom, and not at all to the development
of capitalism; (2) it is in our border regions, where serfdom was eith-
er entirely unknown, or was feeblest, and where the peasants suffer
least from land shortage, labour-service, and the burden of taxation,
that there has been the greatest development of capitalism in agri-
culture.” (See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 624-25.—Ed.)
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geoisie (as our Narodniks have imagined it to be)—it was a
struggle for the American type of bourgeois development
as against the Prussian type of bourgeois development.

And in those localities of Russia where no serfdom had
existed, where agriculture was undertaken entirely, or chief-
ly, by free peasants (for example, in the steppes of the
Trans-Volga area, Novorossia, and the Northern Caucasus,
which were colonised after the Reform), the growth of the
productive forces and the development of capitalism pro-
ceeded far more rapidly than in the central provinces
which were burdened by survivals of serfdom.*

While Russia’s agricultural centre and agricultural
borderlands show us, as it were, the spatial or geographical
distribution of the localities in which one or the other
type of agrarian evolution prevails, the fundamental fea-
tures of both types of evolution are also clearly evident
in all those localities where landlord and peasant farming
exist side by side. A cardinal mistake of the Narodnik
economists was that they believed that landlord farming
was the only source of agrarian capitalism, while they re-
garded peasant farming from the point of view of “people’s
production” and the “labour principle” (that is the view
taken even now by the Trudoviks, the “Popular Socialists”,
and the Socialist-Revolutionaries). We know that this is
wrong. Landlord economy evolves in a capitalist way and
gradually replaces the labour rent system by “free wage-
labour”, the three-field system by intensive cultivation, and
the obsolete peasant implements by the improved machin-
ery employed on the big private farms. Peasant farming
also evolves in a capitalist way and gives rise to a rural
bourgeoisie and a rural proletariat. The better the condition
of the “village commune” and the greater the prosperity
of the peasantry in general, the more rapid is the process of
differentiation among the peasantry into the antagonistic

*1 have dealt in detail with the importance of the borderlands
of Russia as colonisation lands during the development of capitalism
in The Development of Capitalism in Russia. (St. Petersburg, 1899,
pp. 185, 444, et al.) Second edition issued, St. Petersburg, 1908.
(See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 257, 562, 591-96.—Ed.) The ques-
tion of the importance of the borderlands in regard to the Social-
Democratic agrarian programme will be dealt with separately later on.
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classes of capitalist agriculture. Consequently, we see
two streams of agrarian evolution everywhere. The con-
flict of interests between the peasants and the landlords
which runs like a scarlet thread through the whole history
of post-Reform Russia and constitutes the most important
economic basis of our revolution, is a struggle for one or
the other type of bourgeois agrarian evolution.

Only by clearly understanding the difference between
these two types and the bourgeois character of both, can
we correctly explain the agrarian question in the Russian
revolution and grasp the class significance of the various
agrarian programmes put forward by the different parties.*
The pivot of the struggle, we repeat, is the feudal latifun-
dia. The capitalist evolution of these is beyond all dispute,
but it is possible in two forms: either they will be abolished,
eliminated in a revolutionary manner by peasant farmers,
or they will be gradually transformed into Junker estates
(and correspondingly, the enthralled muzhik will be trans-
formed into an enthralled Knecht).

*The amount of confusion that reigns at times in the minds of
Russian Social-Democrats about the two paths of bourgeois agrarian
evolution in Russia is demonstrated by P Maslov. In Obrazovaniye
(No. 3, 1907), he outlines two paths: (1) “capitalism in process of de-
velopment” and (2) “a useless struggle against economic development”.
“The first path”, if you please, “leads the working class and the whole
of society towards socialism; the second path pushes [!] the working
class into the arms [!] of the bourgeoisie, into a struggle between big
and small proprietors, into a struggle from which the working class
has nothing to gain but defeat” (p. 92). In the first place, the “second
path” is an empty phrase, a dream and not a path, it is a false ideolo-
gy, and not a real possibility of development. Secondly, Maslov fails
to see that Stolypin and the bourgeoisie are also leading the peasantry
along the capitalist road; consequently, the real struggle is not about
capitalism as such, but about the type of capitalist development.
Thirdly, it is sheer nonsense to talk as if there can be a path in Rus-
sia which will not “push” the working class under the domination of
the bourgeoisie.... Fourthly, it is equally nonsensical to allege that
there can be a “path” on which there will be no struggle between small
and big proprietors. Fifthly, by the use of terms descriptive of general
European categories (big and small proprietors), Maslov obscures
the historical peculiarity of Russia which is of great significance in
the present revolution: the struggle between petty-bourgeois and big
feudal proprietors.
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6. TWO LINES OF AGRARIAN PROGRAMMES
IN THE REVOLUTION

If we now compare the agrarian programmes put forward
by the different classes in the course of the revolution with
the economic basis outlined above, we shall at once per-
ceive two lines in these programmes, corresponding to
the two types of agrarian evolution which we have indi-
cated.

Let us take the Stolypin programme, which is supported
by the Right landlords and the Octobrists. It is avowedly
a landlords’ programme. But can it be said that it is reac-
tionary in the economic sense, i.e., that it precludes, or
seeks to preclude, the development of capitalism, to pre-
vent a bourgeois agrarian evolution? Not at all. On the
contrary, the famous agrarian legislation introduced by
Stolypin under Article 87 is permeated through and through
with the purely bourgeois spirit. There can be no doubt
that it follows the line of capitalist evolution, facilitates
and pushes forward that evolution, hastens the expropria-
tion of the peasantry, the break-up of the village commune,
and the creation of a peasant bourgeoisie. Without a doubt,
that legislation is progressive in the scientific-economic
sense.

But does that mean that Social-Democrats should “sup-
port” it? It does not. Only vulgar Marxism can reason in
that way, a Marxism whose seeds Plekhanov and the Men-
sheviks are so persistently sowing when they sing, shout,
plead, and proclaim: we must support the bourgeoisie in
its struggle against the old order of things. No. To facili-
tate the development of the productive forces (this highest
criterion of social progress) we must support not bourgeois
evolution of the landlord type, but bourgeois evolution of
the peasant type. The former implies the utmost preserva-
tion of bondage and serfdom (remodelled on bourgeois
lines), the least rapid development of the productive forces,
and the retarded development of capitalism; it implies
infinitely greater misery and suffering, exploitation and
oppression for the broad mass of the peasantry and, conse-
quently, also for the proletariat. The second type implies
the most rapid development of the productive forces and
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the best possible (under commodity production) conditions
of existence for the mass of the peasantry. The tactics of
Social-Democracy in the Russian bourgeois revolution are
determined not by the task of supporting the liberal
bourgeoisie, as the opportunists think, but by the task of
supporting the fighting peasantry.

Let us take the programme of the liberal bourgeoisie,
i.e., the Cadet programme. True to the motto: “at your
service” (i.e., at the service of the landlords), they proposed
one programme in the First Duma and another in the Sec-
ond. They can change their programme as easily and im-
perceptibly as all the European unprincipled bourgeois
careerists do. In the First Duma the revolution appeared
to be strong, and so the liberal programme borrowed from
it a bit of nationalisation (the “state land available for
distribution”). In the Second Duma the counter-revolution
appeared to be strong, and so the liberal programme threw
the state land available for distribution overboard, swung
round to the Stolypin idea of stable peasant property,
strengthened and enlarged the scope of exemptions from the
general rule of compulsory alienation of the landlords’
land. But we note this two-faced attitude of the liberals
only in passing. The important thing to note here is some-
thing else, viz., the principle which is common to both
“faces” of the liberal agrarian programme. That common
principle consists of: (1) redemption payments; (2) preser-
vation of the landlords’ estates; (3) preservation of the
landlords’ privileges when carrying out the reform.

Redemption payment is tribute imposed upon social
development, tribute paid to the owners of the feudal
latifundia. Redemption payment is the realisation, ensured
by bureaucratic, police measures, of the feudal methods
of exploitation in the shape of the bourgeois “universal
equivalent”. Further, preservation of the landlords’ estates
is seen in one or another degree in both Cadet programmes,
no matter how the bourgeois politicians may try to con-
ceal that fact from the people. The third point—the pre-
servation of the landlords’ privileges when carrying out
the reform—is quite definitely expressed in the Cadets’
attitude to the election of local land committees on the
basis of universal, direct, and equal suffrage by secret bal-
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lot. We cannot here go into details* which concern another
part of our argument. All we need do here is to define the
line of the Cadet agrarian programme. And in this connec-
tion we must say that the question of the composition of
the local land committees is of cardinal importance. Only
political infants could be taken in by the sound of the Cadet
slogan of “compulsory alienation”. The question is, who
will compel whom? Will the landlords compel the peasants
(to pay an exorbitant price for inferior land), or will the
peasants compel the landlords? The Cadet talk “about
equal representation of the conflicting interests” and about
the undesirability of “one-sided violence” reveals as clear
as clear can be the essence of the matter, namely, that the
Cadet idea of compulsory alienation means that the land-
lords will compel the peasants!

The Cadet agrarian programme follows the line of Sto-
lypin progress, i.e., landlord bourgeois progress. That is
a fact. Failure to appreciate this fact is the fundamental
mistake made by those Social-Democrats who, like some of

* See the records of the First Duma, 14th sitting, May 24, 1906,
which show that the Cadets Kokoshkin and Kotlyarevsky, hand in
hand with the (then) Octobrist Heyden, resorted to the basest sophist-
ry to repudiate the idea of local land committees. In the Second Duma:
the evasions by the Cadet Savelyev (16th sitting, March 26, 1907)
and the open opposition to the idea of local committees by the Cadet
Tatarinov (24th sitting, April 9, 1907, p. 1783 of Stenographic Rec-
ord). The newspaper Rech, No. 82, for May 25, 1906, contained a
noteworthy leading article which is reprinted in Milyukov’s A Year
of Struggle, No. 117, pp. 457-59. Here is the decisive passage from
this Octobrist in disguise: “We believe that setting up these commit-
tees on the basis of universal suffrage would mean preparing them
not for the peaceful solution of the land problem in the local areas,
but for something entirely different. Control of the general direction
of the reform ought to be left in the hands of the state.... The local
commissions should consist as equally as possible [sic!] of represen-
tatives of the conflicting interests which can be reconciled without
impairing the state importance of the proposed reform, and without
turning it into an act of one-sided violence”... (p. 459). In the Cadet
Agrarian Question, Vol. II, Mr. Kutler published the text of his Bill
which ensures to the landlords, plus the officials, preponderance over
the peasants in all the principal, Gubernia and uyezd land commissions
and committees (pp. 640-41), while Mr. A. Chuprov—a “liberal”—
defends on principle the same despicable plan of the landlords to
swindle the peasants (p. 33).
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the Mensheviks, regard the Cadet agrarian policy as being
more progressive than the Narodnik policy.

As for the spokesmen of the peasantry, i.e., the Trudo-
viks, the Social-Narodniks, and partly the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries, we find that, in spite of considerable vacilla-
tion and wavering, they, in both Dumas, adopted a very
clear line of defending the interests of the peasantry against
the landlords. For instance, vacillation is observed in the
programme of the Trudoviks on the question of redemption
payments, but, in the first place, they frequently interpret
that as something in the nature of public relief for disabled
landlords™; secondly, in the records of the Second Duma
one can find a number of exceedingly characteristic speeches
by peasants repudiating redemption payments and proclaim-
ing the slogan: all the land to all the people.** On the
question of the local land committees—this all-important
question as to who will compel whom—the peasant depu-
ties are the originators and supporters of the idea of having
them elected by universal suffrage.

We are not, for the time being, dealing with the content
of the agrarian programmes of the Trudoviks and Social-
ist-Revolutionaries, on the one hand, and the Social-Dem-
ocrats, on the other. We must first of all note the incon-
trovertible fact that the agrarian programmes of all the
parties and classes which came out openly in the Russian
revolution can be clearly divided into fwo basic types, cor-
responding to the two types of bourgeois agrarian evolu-
tion. The dividing line between the “Right” and “Left”
agrarian programmes does not run between the Octobrists

*See Sbornik “Izvestii Krestyanskikh Deputatov” i “ Trudovoi
Rossii” (The Symposium of “Peasant Deputies’ News” and “Toiling
Russia”), St. Petersburg, 1906, a collection of newspaper articles by
the Trudoviks in the First Duma; for instance, the article entitled
“Grants, Not Redemption Payments” (pp. 44-49), et al.

** See the speech made by the Right-wing peasant deputy Petro-
chenko in the Second Duma (22nd sitting, April 5, 1907): Kutler,
he said, proposed good conditions.... “Of course, being a wealthy man
he has named a high figure, and we, poor peasants, cannot pay such a
price” (p. 1616). Thus, the Right-wing peasant is more to the left
than the bourgeois politician who is playing at being a liberal. See
also the speech of the non-party peasant deputy Semyonov (April 12,
1907), which breathes the spirit of the spontaneous revolutionary
struggle of the peasants, and many other speeches.
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and the Cadets, as is frequently and mistakenly assumed
by the Mensheviks (who allow themselves to be taken in
by the sound of “constitutional-democratic” words and
substitute analysis of the respective titles of the parties for
a class analysis). The dividing line runs between the Cadets
and the Trudoviks. That line is determined by the interests
of the two principal classes in Russian society which are
fighting for the land, viz., the landlords and the peasantry.
The Cadets stand for the preservation of landlordism and
for a civilised, European, but landlord bourgeois evolution
of agriculture. The Trudoviks (and the Social-Democratic
workers’ deputies), i.e., the representatives of the peas-
antry and the representatives of the proletariat, advocate a
peasant bourgeois evolution of agriculture.

A strict distinction must be drawn between the ideolog-
ical cloak of the agrarian programmes, their different
political details, etc., and the economic basis of those pro-
grammes. The present difficulty does not lie in understand-
ing the bourgeois character of the agrarian demands and
programmes of both the landlords and the peasants: that
was already explained by the Marxists before the revolu-
tion, and the revolution has confirmed the correctness of
their explanation. The difficulty lies in understanding
fully the basis of the struggle between the two classes with-
in the framework of bourgeois society and bourgeois evo-
lution. The fact that this struggle is a normal social phe-
nomenon will not be understood unless it is seen as part
and parcel of the objective tendencies of the economic de-
velopment of capitalist Russia.

Now, having shown the connection between the two types
of agrarian programmes in the Russian revolution and the
two types of bourgeois agrarian evolution, we must pass
on to the examination of a new, extremely important as-
pect of the question.

7. RUSSIA’S LAND AREA.
THE QUESTION OF THE COLONISATION

We have pointed out above that on the question of capi-
talism in Russia the economic analysis compels us to dis-
tinguish between the central agricultural provinces with
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their plentiful survivals of serfdom, and the borderlands
where those survivals are absent, or weak, and which bear
the features of free-peasant capitalist evolution.

What do we mean by the borderlands? Obviously, lands
which are unpopulated, or sparsely populated, and which
have not been completely drawn into agriculture. And
we must now pass from European Russia to the whole
of the Russian Empire in order to form an exact idea
of these “borderlands” and of their economic signifi-
cance.

In the pamphlet written by Prokopovich and Mertvago,
How Much Land There Is in Russia and How We Use It
(Moscow, 1907), the latter of those authors tries to summar-
ise all the statistical data available in 