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PREFACE

Volume 16 contains works written by V. I. Lenin in the
period from September 1909 to December 1910.

The volume consists mainly of articles and documents
devoted to the struggle for the Party and its revolutionary
principles, against the two kinds of opportunism in the
Party: the liquidators, the “direct opponents of the Party”,
and the otzovists, the “hidden enemies of the Party”, as well
as against the conciliators, who served as a screen for both
kinds of opportunists.

The articles “The Liquidators Exposed”, “Methods of
the Liquidators and Party Tasks of the Bolsheviks”,
“Golos Sotsial-Demokrata and Cherevanin”, and “Golos
(Voice) of the Liquidators Against the Party” are devoted to
the struggle against liquidationism—the agency of the
liberal bourgeoisie in the Party.

The articles “The Faction of Supporters of Otzovism and
God-building”, “A Word to the Bolsheviks of St. Peters-
burg”, “A Shameful Fiasco” and “The Vperyod Faction™, are
directed against otzovism and ultimatumism.

The work “Notes of a Publicist” gives an appraisal of the
decisions of the plenary session of the C.C. of the R.S.D.L.P.
in January 1910 and an account of the struggle at the ple-
nary session against the liquidators, Trotskyists and con-
ciliators.

The articles “The Eleventh Session of the International
Socialist Bureau”, “The Question of Co-operative Societies
at the International Socialist Congress in Copenhagen”,
“Two Worlds”, and “Differences in the European Labour
Movement” are directed against opportunism in the Euro-
pean labour movement, against the treacherous policy of
the leaders of the Second International.
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The articles “The Historical Meaning of the Inner-Party
Struggle in Russia” and “Strike Statistics in Russia” are
devoted to a study of the experience of the Revolution of
1905-07.

Included in this volume are eight documents published
in the Collected Works for the first time: “To Pupils of the
Capri School”, which reveals the anti-Party activity
of the Capri school; “Ideological Decay and Disunity
Among Russian Social-Democrats™; “The Vperyod Group”;
“Announcement on the Publication of Rabochaya Gazeta™;
“An Open Letter to All Pro-Party Social-Democrats”
with an exposition of the inner-Party situation after the
January plenum of the C.C. of the R.S.D.L.P. in 1910; and
two statements to the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
Like the majority of the works in this volume, these docu-
ments are devoted to the struggle for the Party, the struggle
on two fronts.

Among the newly included articles is a large work of
Lenin’s, “The Capitalist System of Modern Agriculture”,
written at the end of 1910. The manuscript of this work
has not yet been found in its entirety. The end of the article
with the signature V. Ilyin, as well as the end of Chapter I
and the beginning of Chapter II, which were absent when
the work was published in 1932, have now been found, and
therefore Chapters I, II and VII are now published in full
for the first time.



V. . LENIN
1910
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THE LIQUIDATORS EXPOSED

Our readers know, of course, that during the past year
our Party has had to concern itself with the so-called
liquidationist trend in Social-Democracy. The liquidators
are those most undaunted opportunists who have begun to
advocate the view that an illegal Social-Democratic Party
i1s unnecessary in Russia today, that the R.S.D.L.P. is
unnecessary. Our readers are also aware that the Bolsheviks
waged and carried through a struggle against this liqui-
dationist trend, carried it through at least to such an extent
that at the All-Russian Party Conference in December 1908!
liquidationism was condemned in the most decisive and irre-
vocable manner against the votes of the Mensheviks and part
of the Bundists’ (the other part of the Bundists? came out
against liquidationism).

However, the official organ of the Menshevik faction,
Golos Sotsial-Demokrata,® not only did not admit that it
was liquidationist but, on the contrary, assumed an unusual-
ly “proud and noble” pose and denied that it was in any way
involved in liquidationism. The facts convicted them. But
Golos Sotsial-Demokrata grandly ignored the facts. The
recent issue, No. 9, of Plekhanov’s Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokra-
ta,* (August 1909) is extremely valuable because in it one of
the leaders of Menshevism completely exposes liquidation-
ism. This is not the only significance of Dnevnik but it is
on this aspect of the matter that we must dwell first of all.

No. 45 of Proletary® published a letter from Mensheviks
of Vyborg District (in St. Petersburg) protesting against
the Menshevik liquidators. This letter is reprinted in Golos
No. 14 (May 1909) and the editors remark: “The editorial
board of Proletary pretends to have seen in the letter of the
Vyborg comrades a step away from the newspaper Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata....”
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Plekhanov’s Dnevnik appears. Its author shows the whole
content of liquidationist ideas in the article published in
Golos No. 15, without the slightest reservation on the part
of the editors (and moreover in an article expressing entirely
the same views as those of the editors). Plekhanov quotes
in this connection the letter of the Vyborg comrades and
says: “This letter shows us how the broad workers’ organisa-
tions are at times influenced by people who have deserted
our Party on the pretext of ‘new’ work” (Dnevnik, p. 10). It
is just this “pretext” that has always been put forward by
Golos! “Such influence,” Plekhanov continues, “is by no
means a Social-Democratic influence; it is in spirit absolute-
ly hostile to Social-Democracy” (p. 11).

And so, Plekhanov quotes the letter of the Vyborg com-
rades against No. 15 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata. We ask the
reader: in point of fact, who is it that is “pretending”? Was
Proletary “pretending” when it accused Golos of liquidation-
ism, or was “Golos” pretending when it denied that it had
any connection with liquidationism.

The literary dishonesty of the editorial board of Golos has
been exposed, and exposed by Plekhanov, who until recently
was one of its members.

But this is by no means all.

In Golos No. 15 (June 1909), in an article signed F. Dan,
we find a statement that Pravda’s® reputation for non-fac-
tionalism protects it “from stupid and unscrupulous accusa-
tions of liquidationism™ (p. 12). One could not put it more
forcefully. It would be difficult to show on one’s countenance
a more lofty, nobler indignation at Golos being accused of
liquidationism.

Plekhanov’s Dnevnik appears. The author shows the
whole content of liquidationist ideas in one of the articles
of Golos No. 15 and declares to the Mensheviks who share
those ideas: “Why are you offended at the charge of liqui-
dationism when in fact you are very much guilty of this
sin?” (p. 5). “Comrade S.” [the author of the article in Golos
No. 15 examined by Plekhanov]* not only can but must be

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.
—Ed.
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accused of liquidationism, because the plan that he expounds
and defends in his letter is in reality nothing but a plan for
the liquidation of our Party” (Dnevnik, p. 6). In his article
Comrade S. plainly expresses his solidarity with “the Cau-
casian delegation™, i.e., with the editorial board of “Golos”,
which had, as is known, two mandates out of three in this
delegation.

Plekhanov continues:

“One must make a choice here: either liquidationism or a
fight against it. There is no third way. In saying so I have
in mind, of course, comrades who are guided not by their
personal interests but by the interests of our common cause.
For those who are guided by their personal interests, for
those who are thinking only of their revolutionary careers—
and there is indeed such a career!—for them, of course, a
third way does exist. Big and little people of this calibre can,
and even must at the present time, manoeuvre between the
liquidationist and anti-liquidationist trends; under existing
conditions they have to make the strongest possible excuses
for not giving a straight answer to the question whether it is
necessary to combat liquidationism; they have to escape
from giving such an answer by means of ‘allegories and emp-
ty hypotheses’, for nobody knows yet which trend will get
the upper hand—the liquidationist or anti-liquidationist—
and these sapient diplomatists want at any rate to share in
the celebration; they want at all costs to be on the side of
the victors. I repeat, for such people there is a third way.
But Comrade S. will probably agree with me if I say that
they are not genuine people, but only ‘toy manikins’.8 They
are not worth talking about; they are inborn opportunists;
their motto is: ‘as you please’” (Dnevnik, pp. 7-8).

This can be called: a gentle hint ... at a serious matter.
The fifth and last act, scene 1. On the stage are the editors
of Golos, all except one. Editor So-and-so, addressing the
public with an air of exceptional nobility: “the accusations
of liquidationism levelled at us are not only stupid but
deliberately dishonest.”

Scene 2. The same persons and “he”, the editor of Golos
who has just safely resigned from the editorial board?;
he pretends not to notice any of the editors and says, address-
ing contributor S., who is at one with the editors: “Either
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liquidationism, or a fight against it. There is a third way
only for revolutionary careerists, who manoeuvre, who make
excuses for not giving a straight answer, who wait to see who
will get the upper hand. Comrade S. probably agrees with me
that these are not genuine people but toy manikins. They
are not worth talking about: they are inborn opportunists;
their motto is—’as you please’.”

Time will show whether “Comrade S.”, the collective-
Menshevik Comrade S., really agrees with Plekhanov or
whether he prefers to retain as his leaders certain toy mani-
kins and inborn opportunists. One thing we can safely say
already: among Menshevik workers, if Plekhanov, Potresov
(a “convinced liquidator” according to Plekhanov’s com-
ment on p. 19 of Dnevnik) and the toy manikins, whose
motto is “as you please”, fully lay bare their views before
them, you will certainly not find ten per cent who are in
favour of Potresov and in favour of those who say “as you
please”, taken together. You can be sure of that. Plekhanov’s
statement is sufficient to make Menshevik workers turn in
disgust from both Potresov and those who say “as you ple-
ase”. Our task is to see to it that the working-class Menshe-
viks, especially those who are not readily influenced by prop-
aganda coming from the Bolsheviks, become fully acquaint-
ed with No. 9 of Plekhanov’s Dnevnik. Our task is to see to
it that the working-class Mensheviks now seriously set about
clarifying the ideological basis of the divergencies between
Plekhanov, on the one hand, and Potresov and those who say
“as you please” on the other.

On this particularly important question, Plekhanov in
Dnevnik No. 9 provides material that is also extremely
valuable, but far, very far, from adequate. “Hurrah for
‘general delimitation’!” exclaims Plekhanov, greeting the
fixing of boundaries between the Bolsheviks and the anarcho-
syndicalists (as Plekhanov calls our otzovists, ultimatumists
and god-builders'®) and declaring that “we Mensheviks must
demarcate ourselves from the liquidators™ (Dnevnik, p. 18).
Of course, we Bolsheviks, who have already fixed our general
boundary, whole-heartedly associate ourselves with this
demand for a general delimitation within the Menshevik
faction. We shall await with impatience this general delim-
itation among the Mensheviks. We shall see where the
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general boundary among them will lie. We shall see whether
it will be a really general boundary.

Plekhanov depicts the split within the Menshevik ranks
over liquidationism as a split over an organisational ques-
tion. At the same time, however, he provides data which
show that the matter is far from being confined to a question
of organisation. So far Plekhanov has drawn two bounda-
ries, neither of which as yet deserves to be called general.
The first boundary definitely divides Plekhanov from
Potresov, the second divides him indefinitely from the
“factional diplomatists”, the toy manikins and the
inborn opportunists. Concerning Potresov, Plekhanov says
that already in the autumn of 1907 he “spoke like a convinced
liquidator”. But there is more to it than that. Besides
this verbal statement of Potresov’s on the organisational ques-
tion, Plekhanov refers to the well-known collective work
of the Mensheviks The Social Movement in Russia at the
Beginning of the Twentieth Century, and says that he, Ple-
khanov, resigned from the editorial board of this symposium
because Potresov’s article (even after corrections and re-
draftings demanded by Plekhanov and carried out through the
mediation of Dan and Martov) was unacceptable to him.
“I became fully convinced that Potresov’s article could not
be corrected” (p. 20). “I saw,” he writes in Dnevnik, “that
the liquidationist ideas Potresov expressed in Mannheim were
firmly established in his mind and that he had completely
lost the ability to look at social life, at its present and past,
through the eyes of a revolutionary” (pp. 19-20). “Potresov
is no comrade of mine ... he and I do not go the same way”
(p. 20).

The question here is not at all one of present-day organi-
sational problems, which Potresov did not touch on, and
could not touch on, in his article. It is a question of the
fundamental ideas of the Social-Democratic programme and
tactics, which are being “liquidated” by the collective Men-
shevik “work”™ issued under the collective Menshevik editor-
ship of Martov, Maslov and Potresov.

In order to draw a really general boundary here it is not
enough to break with Potresov and make a “gentle” hint
at the “as you please” heroes. For this it is necessary to
reveal in detail precisely where, when, why and how “Potre-
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sov lost the ability to look at social life through the eyes
of a revolutionary”. Liquidationism, says Plekhanov, leads
to the “slough of the most disgraceful opportunism™ (p. 12).
“Among them (the liquidators) new wine is converted into
a very sour liquid suitable only for preparing petty-bour-
geois vinegar” (p. 12). Liquidationism “facilitates the pen-
etration of petty-bourgeois tendencies in a proletarian
environment” (p. 14). “I have repeatedly tried to prove to
influential Menshevik comrades that they are making
a great mistake in displaying at times their readiness to
go hand-in-hand with gentlemen who to a greater or lesser
extent are redolent of opportunism” (p. 15). “Liquidationism
leads straight to the muddy slough of opportunism and
petty-bourgeois aspirations hostile to Social-Democracy”
(p. 16). Compare all these comments of Plekhanov’s with
the recognition of Potresov as a convinced liquidator. It
is quite clear that Potresov is described by Plekhanov (is
now recognised by Plekhanov, it would be more correct to
say) as a petty-bourgeois democrat-opportunist. It is quite
clear that insofar as Menshevism, represented by all the
influential writers of the faction (except Plekhanov), par-
ticipates in this Potresovism (in The Social Movement), to
that extent Menshevism is now acknowledged by Plekhanov
to be a petty-bourgeois opportunist trend. Insofar as Men-
shevism, as a faction, gives its blessing to Potresov, and
screens him, Menshevism is now acknowledged by Plekhanov
to be a petty -bourgeots opportunist faction.

The conclusion is clear: if Plekhanov remains alone, if he
fails to gather around him the bulk, or at least a considerable
section, of the Mensheviks, if he fails to lay bare before all
Menshevik workers the entire roots and manifestations
of this petty-bourgeois opportunism, then our estimate
of Menshevism will prove to be confirmed by the
Menshevik who is the most outstanding as regards theory
and who led the Mensheviks farthest in the tactics of
1906-07.

Time will show whether the “revolutionary Menshevism”
proclaimed by Plekhanov will be strong enough to wage a
struggle against the whole circle of ideas that have given
rise to Potresov and liquidationism.

In speaking of the general delimitation among the Bolshe-
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viks Plekhanov compares the Bolshevik Marxists, Social-
Democrats, to Gogol’s Osip,!! who picked up all sorts of
rubbish, every little bit of string (including empirio-criti-
cism'? and god-building). Now the Bolshevik Osip, says
Plekhanov jokingly, has begun “to clear the space around
him”, to expel the anti-Marxists, to throw away the “string”
and other rubbish.

Plekhanov’s joke touches not on a frivolous question but
on a fundamental and very serious one for Russian Social-
Democracy, namely, which trend within it has been most
to the benefit of rubbish, “string”, i.e., to the benefit of
bourgeois-democratic influences in the proletarian environ-
ment. All the “subtleties” of factional disputes, all the long
vicissitudes of the struggle over various resolutions, slogans,
etc.—all this “factionalism”™ (which is now so frequently
being condemned by empty cries against “factionalism”
that encourage unprincipledness most of all) turns on this
fundamental and very serious question for Russian Social-
Democracy: which trend within it has been the most subser-
vient to bourgeois-democratic influences (which are inevi-
table to some extent at some time during the bourgeois
revolution in Russia, just as they are inevitable in every
capitalist country). Every trend in Social-Democracy inevi-
tably receives the adherence of a greater or lesser number of
not purely proletarian but semi-proletarian and semi-petty-
bourgeois elements; the question is which trend is less subor-
dinate to them, more rapidly rids itself of them, more
successfully combats them. This is the question of the
socialist, proletarian, Marxist Osip in relation to the
liberal or anarchist, petty-bourgeois, anti-Marxist “bit of
string”.

Bolshevik Marxism, says Plekhanov, is a “more or less
narrow and crudely conceived Marxism”. The Menshevik va-
riety, apparently, is “more or less broad and subtle”. Let
us look at the results of the revolution, at the results of six
years of the history of the Social-Democratic movement
(1903-09), and what six years they were! The Bolshevik
Osips have already drawn a “general boundary” and “shown
the door” to the Bolshevik petty-bourgeois “bit of string”,
which is now whining that it has been “ousted” and “re-
moved”.
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The Menshevik Osip has proved to be a lone figure, who
has resigned both from the official Menshevik editorial
board and from the collective editorial board of the most
important Menshevik work, a lone protester against “petty-
bourgeois opportunism” and liquidationism, which reign
both in the one and the other editorial board. The Menshevik
Osip has proved to be tied up by the Menshevik “bit of
string”. He did not pick it up; it picked him up. He has not
overpowered it, it has overpowered him.

Tell us, reader, would you prefer to be in the position of
the Bolshevik Osip or the Menshevik Osip? Tell us, does
that Marxism in the history of the workers’ movement prove
to be “narrow and crude” that is more firmly linked with the
proletarian organisations and is more successfully coping
with the petty-bourgeois “bit of string”?

Proletary No. 47-48, Published according to
September 5 (18), 1909 the text in Proletary
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ON THE OPEN LETTER
OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
OF THE MOSCOW REGIONAL COMMITTEE®

In connection with this resolution on the celebrated
“school” we must remark that we do not make any accusa-
tion against the workers who have eagerly seized the opportu-
nity to go abroad to study. These workers made “contact”
both with us and with the Central Committee (in the letter
just received and the Executive Committee of the Moscow
Regional Committee writes that one of the students has al-
ready sent it a report as well) and we explained to them the
significance of this so-called school. Incidentally, here are a
few quotations from the hectographed “Report” of this
school which was sent to us. “It has been decided to begin the
courses with the students (nine comrades) and lecturers (six
comrades) already here.” Of these six lecturers the following
are well-known to the Party: Maximov, Lunacharsky, Lya-
dov and Alexinsky. Comrade Alexinsky (at the opening of
the school) “pointed out”: “A certain place has been chosen
as the venue of the school because many of the lecturers are
there.” Comrade Alexinsky is too modest: not “many” but
all the lecturers of the new faction (some even say all the
initiators, and organisers, and agitators, and functionaries)
are “there”. Finally: “Comrade Alexinsky opened the prac-
tical course on the organisational question.” We venture
to hope that a detailed explanation during this “practical”
course is being given of the hints in Maximov’s “Report”
that the editorial board of Proletary is trying to get control
over the property of the whole faction....

Proletary No. 47-48, Published according to
September 5 (18), 1909 the text in Proletary
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THE ELECTION IN ST. PETERSBURG"
A COMMENT

The election in St. Petersburg has been fixed for Septem-
ber 21. The conditions which the workers’ party has to con-
tend with in this election are extraordinarily difficult. But
it is an event of the highest importance and all Social-
Democrats must exert every effort in the forthcoming elec-
tion campaign, which in some respects has already begun.

The election is taking place in an atmosphere of the most
rabid reaction, with the counter-revolutionary fury of the
tsarist government gang raging in full force. All the more
important then is it that this reaction should be opposed
by the nomination put forward by the Social-Democratic
Party, the only party which even from the platform of the
Black-Hundred Third Duma has succeeded in raising its
voice, declaring its unshakable socialist convictions, reit-
erating the slogans of the glorious revolutionary struggle,
and unfurling the republican banner in the face of the Octob-
rist-Black-Hundred!> heroes of counter-revolution and the
liberal (Cadet)! ideologists and defenders of counter-revo-
lution.

The election is taking place in conditions which entirely
preclude the participation of the broad mass of the working
class: the workers are excluded from the voters’ lists, the
ranks of the voters have been decimated by the triumphant
aristocratic gang who carried out the coup d’état of June 3,
1907.17 All the more important is it that there should come
out before this audience, least capable of sympathising in
general with the ideas of Social-Democracy, a party which
combines the fight for socialism with the fight for a con-
sistent and drastic democratic revolution in a bourgeois
country. However restricted, however hampered the work
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of the Social-Democratic Party has been of late among the
working masses, this work has been carried on without a
break. Hundreds of workers’ groups and circles are upholding
the traditions of the Social-Democratic Party, continuing
its cause, training new proletarian fighters. Through their
deputies, their agitators and their delegates, working-class
Social-Democrats will now come forward before the mass of
petty-bourgeois voters and remind them of the aims of real
democracy which have been forgotten by the bourgeois-
democratic parties and groups.

The election is taking place in a situation where the Social-
Democratic Party and all working-class organisations what-
soever have been totally outlawed, where it is utterly impos-
sible to hold meetings of workers, where the workers’ press
is totally banned, where the “opposition” is (through police
measures) entirely monopolised by the Cadet Party, which
has prostituted itself by a series of unprecedented acts of
flunkeyism in the Black Duma and has helped the autocracy
to raise money in Europe to spend on prisons and gallows,
which has helped to stage the comedy of a constitutional
autocracy for the benefit of the European capitalists. All the
more important is it that this Cadet monopoly, fenced around
by a forest of gallows, and “earned” by the unlimited grovel-
ling of the liberals to tsarism, should be broken, broken at
all costs, in full view of the masses who see the election,
hear about the election, and who are following the chances
of the candidates and the results of the election. If the most
important thing for the bourgeois politicians in all countries,
from the Russian Cadets to the “free-thinkers” of Germany
or the bourgeois-democratic “radicals” in France, is to achieve
an immediate success, to gain a parliamentary seat, the
most important thing for a socialist party is propaganda and
agitation among the masses, the most important thing is
to advocate the ideas of socialism and of a consistent, self-
denying struggle for complete democracy. And the success
of this propaganda is very far from being measured solely
by the number of votes, hand-picked under the law of June 3,
which was passed by the gentlemen of the nobility.

Look at our Cadet press: with what amazing effrontery
it uses its monopoly, earned by the accommodatingness of
Milyukov and protected by Stolypin.'® In its leading article
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of August 1 Rech' says: “No one has any doubts as to the
outcome of the St. Petersburg election.... If the nomination
of Kutler,?® who was one of the most authoritative deputies
in the Second Duma, is fixed, the election victory will be
even more imposing.” To be sure it will! What could be more
imposing” than a victory over the “Lefts” who have been
“disqualified” by the Black-Hundred coup d’état? What
could be more imposing than a victory over socialism which
has to propagate its old ideals in the illegal press and illegal
labour organisations, a victory of “democrats” whose democ-
racy fits in easily with the Stolypin Constitution? Who can
there be more “authoritative” in the eyes of the petty bour-
geois, the philistine, in the eyes of the cowed citizen of Rus-
sia, than ex-minister Mr. Kutler? For the party of “peo-
ple’s freedom™ the prestige of a deputy in the Duma is meas-
ured by his prestige in the eyes of Romanov, Stolypin and Co.

“We presume,” continues Rech majestically, “that on this
occasion there will be no purposeless splitting of votes be-
tween the progressive candidates as well. That is the sense of
a statement made by V. V. Vodovozov, one of the represent-
atives of the ‘Left bloc’.”

This little tirade reflects the whole nature of our Cadets
as a drop of water reflects the sun. Splitting the votes is “to
no purpose” (the Cadets no longer say it is dangerous in face
of the Black Hundreds, because the stupid liberal fable of
the Black-Hundred danger has been convincingly refuted
by the revolutionary Social-Democrats and by events), why
“to no purpose”, gentlemen? Because our man will not get in,
that is the first and last argument of the Cadets. Indeed,
this is an Octobrist argument, dear opponents of Octobrism;
this is the argument of submission to the law of June 3, the
very same loving submission and joyful obedience for which
you reproach the Octobrists! Your essential nature is such
that prior to an election, when you come before the voters,
before the crowd, you accuse the Octobrists of being incapa-
ble of carrying out a policy based on principle, of uttering
opportunist phrases about “purposelessness”, but at elec-
tions, before the authorities, before the tsar and Stolypin, you
pursue the very same policy as the Octobrists. Since it is
“purposeless” to vote against the budget—we shall vote for
the budget. Since it is “purposeless™ to uphold the ideals of
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the revolution and freedom—we shall vilify them, we shall
publish Vekhi,?® we shall throw mud at the revolution, we
shall hire as many renegades as possible—Izgoyevs, Gali-
ches, Struves and so forth—to demonstrate our renunciation
of the revolution. Since it is “purposeless” to fight against
the autocracy receiving support from foreign capital—we
shall help the autocracy to negotiate loans, we shall send
Milyukov as a footman on the step of the royal coach of
Nicholas the Bloody.

But if the phrase about an ideological struggle at the elec-
tions being “purposeless” is a true indication of the “ideolog-
ical” nature of the Cadets, the next phrase is a model of
downright election trickery. Exercising the monopoly of
“His Majesty’s Opposition”,?2 Rech slandered, firstly, the
Social-Democrats, who have never anywhere declared against
splitting votes (and who—this is very important—won
over the Trudoviks to their leadership in the famous Left
bloc, won them over by the firm determination to put up a
Social-Democratic candidate at all costs), and, secondly,
the Trudovik?® Vodovozov.

Apart from the leading article, there is an item in the issue
of August 1 imputing to Vodovozov a statement that the
electors have already declared for the Cadets, and that the
Trudoviks must either vote for the Cadets or abstain. Only
in its issue of August 6 does the organ of the party of “peo-
ple’s freedom” find an odd corner (underneath the “Country
Life” column) for a letter from Mr. Vodovozov, who protests
that he “never said” the words ascribed to him. Rech is not
at all abashed by this and goes on to argue the point with
Vodovozov. The deed is done, the reader has been deceived,
the monopoly of the press permitted by the Stolypins has
been utilised and that is all that matters. Finally in the issue
of August 9 there is a couple of lines on the Social-Democrat-
ic candidate Sokolov and on the fact that many Trudoviks
propose to vote for him. All that was reported in the leading
article of August 1 concerning the Lefts proves to have been
a canard....

The difficulties of the task confronting the Social-Demo-
crats in St. Petersburg will not dismay them but will make
them redouble their efforts. Not only all Party organisations,
every workers’ circle, every group of Social-Democratic



28 V. I. LENIN

sympathisers in any section of the community—even if
this group consists of two or three persons and is cut off from
active political work, in the way that only Russian citizens
can be cut off from politics in the epoch of the Stolypin
Constitution—everyone can and must take part in the Social-
Democratic election campaign. Some can draw up and dis-
tribute the election manifestoes of the Social-Democrats;
others can help to circulate the Duma speeches of the Social-
Democrats; some can organise a canvass of the electors in
order to propagate Social-Democratic ideas and explain the
aims of the Social-Democrats in the election campaign;
others will speak at meetings of voters or at private meet-
ings; still others can cull a bouquet of extracts from Cadet
literature and Cadet speeches that will cure all honest demo-
crats of any desire to vote for the Cadets; others ... but it is
not for us in a newspaper published abroad to point out ways
and means of agitation, ways and means will be found local-
ly, in St. Petersburg, a hundred times richer, livelier and
more varied. The members of the Social-Democratic group in
the Duma can, by virtue of their position, render partic-
ularly valuable services to the election campaign in St.
Petersburg; here the Social-Democratic deputies have a
particularly useful and particularly grateful part to play.
No administrative prohibitions, no police traps, no confis-
cations of Social-Democratic literature, no arrests of Social-
Democratic agitators can prevent the workers’ party from
doing its duty, namely, to make full use of the election cam-
paign to spread among the masses the whole, undiluted
programme of the socialist proletariat, the vanguard in the
Russian democratic revolution.

P.S. This article had been sent to press when we read in
Rech of August 13 the following extremely important
news item: “On August 13 the Trudoviks held their first
meeting devoted to the Duma election.... It was unanimously
decided to support the candidature of the Social-Democrat
Sokolov, and it was resolved not to make this support depend
on any political obligations.” Needless to say, the Social-
Democrats could not accept support on any other conditions.

Proletary No. 47-48, Published according to
September 5 (18), 1909 the text in Proletary
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THE FACTION OF SUPPORTERS OF OTZOVISM
AND GOD-BUILDING

Comrades Maximov and Nikolayev have issued a special
leaflet entitled “Report of the Members Removed from the
Enlarged Editorial Board of Proletary to the Bolshevik
Comrades.” Our victims of removal most bitterly complain
to the public of the wrongs suffered by them at the hands of
the editorial board and how it removed them.

To show the party of the working class what kind of people
these bitterly complaining victims of removal are, let us
first of all examine the principles embodied in their leaflet.
The reader knows, from Proletary No. 46 and the supple-
ment to it, that the Conference of the enlarged editorial
board of Proletary adjudged Comrade Maximov to be one
of the organisers of a new faction in our Party, a faction with
which Bolshevism has nothing in common, and it disclaimed
“all responsibility for the political actions of Comrade Maxi-
mov”.2* It is evident from the resolutions of the Conference
that the fundamental issue of divergence with the new fac-
tion that has broken away from the Bolsheviks (or rather,
with Maximov and his friends) is, firstly, otzovism and
ultimatumism; secondly, god-building. The attitude of the
Bolshevik group to both trends is set out in three detailed
resolutions.

What now do the bitterly complaining victims of removal
say in reply?

I

Let us begin with otzovism. Our victims of removal sum
up the parliamentary or Duma experience of the past years,
justify the boycott of the Bulygin and Witte Dumas, as
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well as the participation in the Second Duma, and con-
tinue:

“At a time of acute and increasing reaction all this changes again.
The Party cannot then carry out a big and spectacular election cam-
paign, nor obtain worth-while parliamentary representation.”

The first phrase with an independent idea not copied from
old Bolshevik publications at once reveals to us the abysmal
political thoughtlessness of the otzovists. Just reflect for
a moment, good souls, at a time of acute and increasing reac-
tion is it possible for the Party to organise in a “big and
spectacular” way the “training groups and schools™ for
boyeviks?** that you speak about on the very same page, in
the very same column of your literary production? Reflect
for a moment, good souls, can the Party obtain “worth-while
representation” in such schools? If you could think, if you
were at all capable of political judgement, O you unjustly
removed ones, you would see what absolute nonsense you
are talking. Instead of thinking politically, you pin your
faith to a “spectacular” signboard and so find yourselves in
the role of Simple Simons of the Party. You babble about
“training schools” and “intensifying [!] propaganda in the
armed forces” (ibid.) because, like all the political infants in
the camp of the otzovists and ultimatumists, you consider
such activities to be particularly “spectacular”, but you are
incapable of thinking about the conditions for applying
these forms of activity in practice (and not in words). You
have memorised fragments of Bolshevik phrases and slogans
but your understanding of them is precisely nil. “At a time
of acute and increasing reaction” all work is difficult for
the Party, but however great the difficulties, it is still
possible to obtain worth-while parliamentary representation.
This is proved too, for instance, by the experience of the
German Social-Democrats in a period of “acute and increas-
ing reaction” as during the introduction of the Anti-Social-
ist Law.?® By denying this possibility Maximov and Co.
only reveal their class political ignorance. To advocate “train-
ing schools” and “intensification of propaganda in the
armed forces” “at a time of acute and increasing reaction” and
at the same time to deny the possibility of the Party having
worthwhile parliamentary representation is to utter obvious
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incongruities which deserve to be published in an anthology
of logical absurdities for junior high-school boys. Both train-
ing schools and the intensification of propaganda in the
armed forces presuppose an inevitable violation of the old
laws, breaking through these laws, whereas parliamentary
activity by no means necessarily, or at any rate much more
rarely, presupposes a breach of the old laws by the new social
forces. Now reflect, good souls, when is it easier to force a
breach of the old laws: at a time of acute and increasing reac-
tion or when the movement is on the upgrade? Reflect, O
unjustly removed ones, and be ashamed of the nonsense you
utter in defending the otzovists, who are so dear to you.

Further. Which activity presupposes a wider scope for
the energy of the masses, greater influence of the masses on
immediate political life—parliamentary activity within the
laws framed by the old regime, or propaganda among the
troops, which at one stroke directly undermines this regime’s
material force? Reflect, good souls, and you will see that
parliamentary activity takes second place in this respect.
And what follows from this? It follows that the stronger the
immediate movement of the masses, and the greater the scope
of their energy, in other words: the more one can speak of
an “acute and increasing” revolutionary onslaught of the
people and not of “acute and increasing reaction”, all the
more possible, certain and successful will become both prop-
aganda among the troops and militant actions that are
really connected with the mass movement and are not merely
the adventurism of unrestrained boyeviks. That, O unjustly
removed ones, was the reason why Bolshevism could so
powerfully develop both militant activities and propaganda
among the troops in the period of “acute and increasing”
revolutionary upsurge; that was the reason why the Bol-
sheviks could (beginning from 1907) dissociate, and by 1909
did completely dissociate their group from the boyevism that
at a time of “acute and increasing reaction” degenerated,
inevitably degenerated, into adventurism.

But with these heroes of ours, who have learned by heart
fragments of Bolshevik phrases, it is the other way round.
The highest forms of struggle, which have never anywhere in
the world succeeded without a direct onslaught of the
masses, are put in the forefront and recommended as “feasi-
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ble” at a time of acute reaction, while the lower forms of
struggle, which presuppose not so much a direct breach of
the law by mass struggle as utilisation of the law for the
purpose of propaganda and agitation, preparing the minds of
the masses for struggle, are declared “unfeasible”!!

The otzovists and their “removed” echoers have heard,
and committed to memory, that the Bolsheviks regard
direct struggle of the masses, drawing into motion even the
troops (i.e., the most obdurate section of the population,
the slowest to move and most protected against propaganda,
etc.) and converting armed outbreaks into the real beginning
of an uprising, as the highest form of the movement, and
parliamentary activity without the direct action of the
masses as the lowest form of the movement. The otzovists and
their echoers, such as Maximov, heard this and learned it by
heart, but they did not understand it, and so disgraced
themselves. The highest form—that means the most “spec-
tacular”—thinks the otzovist and Comrade Maximov. Well,
then, I'll raise a highly “spectacular” cry, that should pro-
duce the most revolutionary result of all. As for the meaning
of it, that can be left to the devil!

Now listen to some more of Maximov’s ideas (we continue
the quotation from where we left off):

“The mechanical force of reaction severs the connection of the
already existing Party faction with the masses and makes it terribly
difficult for the Party to influence them, with the result that this
representative body is unable to conduct sufficiently broad and deep
organisational and propaganda work in the interests of the Party.
If the Party itself is weakened there is not excluded even the danger
of degeneration of the faction and its deviation from the main line
of Social-Democracy....”

In very truth, isn’t that supremely pretty? When it
is a matter of the lower, legal forms of struggle they try to
frighten us: “the mechanical force of reaction”, “unable to
conduct sufficiently broad work™, “the danger of degenera-
tion”. But when it is a matter of the higher forms of the class
struggle, which force a breach in the old laws, the “mechan-
ical force of reaction” disappears, there is no “inability”
to conduct “sufficiently broad” work among the troops, and
the “danger of degeneration™ of training groups and schools,
please observe, is altogether out of the question!
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There you have the best justification of the editorial board
of Proletary, why it had to remove political leaders who
spread such ideas among the masses.

Get this into your heads, O unjustly removed ones: when
the conditions of acute and increasing reaction are really
present, when the mechanical force of this reaction really
severs the connection with the masses, makes sufficiently
broad work difficult and weakens the Party, it is then that
the specific task of the Party becomes to master the parlia-
mentary weapon of struggle; and that, O unjustly removed
ones, is not because parliamentary struggle is higher than
any other forms of struggle; no, it is just because it is lower
than them, lower, for example, than a struggle which draws
into the mass movement even the armed forces, which gives
rise to mass strikes, uprisings, etc. Then why does mastery
of the lowest form of struggle become the specific (i.e., distin-
guishing the present moment from other moments) task of
the Party? Because the stronger the mechanical force of reac-
tion and the weaker the connection with the masses, the
more immediate becomes the task of preparing the minds of the
masses (and not the task of direct action), the more immedi-
ate becomes the task of utilising the methods of propaganda
and agitation created by the old regime (and not a direct
onslaught of the masses against this old regime).

II

For any Marxist who has at all pondered over the philoso-
phy of Marx and Engels, for any Social-Democrat who is
at all acquainted with the history of the international social-
ist movement, this conversion of one of the lowest forms of
struggle into the specific weapon of struggle of a special
historic moment contains nothing surprising. The anarchists
have absolutely never been able to understand this simple
thing. Now our otzovists and their removed echoers are
trying to introduce anarchist modes of thought among
Russian Social-Democrats, crying out (like Maximov and
Co.) that Proletary is dominated by the theory of “parlia-
mentarism at any price’.

To show how stupid and un-Social-Democratic these out-
cries of Maximov and Co. are, we shall once more have to
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begin with the ABC. Just reflect, O unjustly removed ones,
what is the specific difference between the policy and tactics
of the German Social-Democrats and those of the socialist
workers’ parties in other countries? The utilisation of par-
liamentarism; the conversion of bourgeois Junker (approx-
imate Russian equivalent: Octobrist-Black-Hundred) par-
liamentarism into an instrument for the socialist education
and organisation of the mass of the workers. Does this mean
that parliamentarism is the highest form of struggle of the
socialist proletariat? Anarchists the world over think it does
mean that. Does it mean that the German Social-Democrats
stand for parliamentarism at any price? Anarchists the
world over think it does mean that, and hence there is no
enemy more hateful to them than German Social-Democracy,
there is no target they love to aim at more than the German
Social-Democrats. And in Russia, when our Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries begin to flirt with the anarchists and advertise
their own “revolutionary militancy” they never fail-to drag
in real or imaginary errors of the German Social-Democrats,
and draw conclusions from them to the detriment of Social-
Democracy.

Now let us go further. In what lies the fallacy of the an-
archists’ argument? It lies in the fact that, owing to their
radically incorrect ideas of the course of social development,
they are unable to take into account those peculiarities of
the concrete political (and economic) situation in different
countries which determine the specific significance of one or
another means of struggle for a given period of time. In
point of fact the German Social-Democrats, far from stand-
ing for parliamentarism at any price, not only do not subor-
dinate everything to parliamentarism, but, on the contrary,
in the international army of the proletariat they best of all
have developed such extra-parliamentary means of struggle
as the socialist press, the trade unions, the systematic use
of popular assemblies, the socialist education of youth, and
so on and so forth.

What is the point then? The point is that a combination
of a number of historic conditions has made parliamentarism
a specific weapon of struggle for Germany over a given period,
not the chief one, not the highest, not of prime and essential
importance in comparison with other forms, but merely
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specific, the most characteristic in comparison with other
countries. Hence, the ability to use parliamentarism has
proved to be a symptom (not a condition but a symptom) of
exemplary organisation of the entire socialist movement, in
all its branches, which we have enumerated above.

Let us turn from Germany to Russia. Anyone who pre-
sumed to draw an exact parallel between the conditions in
these two countries would be guilty of a number of gross er-
rors. But try to put the question as a Marxist is bound to do:
what is the specific peculiarity of the policy and tactics of
the Russian Social-Democrats at the present time? We must
preserve and strengthen the illegal Party—just as before the
revolution. We must steadily prepare the masses for a new
revolutionary crisis—as in the years 1897-1903. We must
strengthen to the utmost the Party’s ties with the masses,
develop and utilise all kinds of workers’ organisations for
the furtherance of the socialist cause, as has always been the
practice of all Social-Democratic parties. The specific pecu-
liarity of the moment is, namely, that the old autocracy is
making an attempt (an unsuccessful attempt) to solve new
historic problems with the help of the Octobrist-Black-Hun-
dred Duma. Hence, the specific tactical task of the Social-
Democrats is to use this Duma for their own purposes, for
spreading the ideas of revolution and socialism. The point is
not that this specific task is particularly lofty, that it opens
grand vistas, or that it equals or even approaches in impor-
tance the tasks which faced the proletariat in, say, the period
of 1905-06. No. The point is that it is a special feature of the
tactics of the present moment, marking its distinction from
the period that is past or from that which is yet to come (for
this coming period will certainly bring us specific tasks, more
complex, more lofty, more interesting than that of utilising
the Third Duma). We cannot be equal to the present situa-
tion, we cannot solve the whole assemblage of problems with
which it confronts the Social-Democratic Party, unless we
solve this specific problem of the moment, unless we convert
the Black-Hundred-Octobrist Duma into an instrument for
Social-Democratic propaganda.

The otzovist windbags, taking their cue from the Bol-
sheviks, talk, for instance, of taking account of the experi-
ence of the revolution. But they do not understand what they
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are talking about. They do not understand that taking ac-
count of the experience of the revolution includes defending
the ideals and aims and methods of the revolution from inside
the Duma. If we do not know how to defend these ideals,
aims and methods from inside the Duma, through our work-
ing-class Party members who might enter and those who have
already entered this Duma, it means that we are unable to
make the first step towards politically taking account of
the experience of the revolution (for what we are concerned
with here is of course not a theoretical summing up of ex-
perience in books and researches). Our task is by no means
ended by this first step. Incomparably more important than
the first step will be the second and third steps, i.e., the
conversion of the experience already gained by the masses
into ideological stock-in-trade for new historic action. But
if these otzovist windbags themselves speak of an “inter-
revolutionary” period they should have understood (if they
were able to think and reason things out in a Social-Demo-
cratic way) that “inter-revolutionary” signifies precisely
that elementary, preliminary tasks come on the order of the
day. “Inter-revolutionary” denotes an unsettled, indefinite
situation when the old regime has become convinced that
it is impossible to rule with the old instruments alone and
tries to use a new instrument within the general framework
of the old institutions. This is an internally contradictory,
futile attempt, in which the autocracy is once more going
towards inevitable failure, is once more leading us to a
repetition of the glorious period and glorious battles of 1905.
But it is going not in the same way as in 1897-1903, it is
leading the people to revolution not in the same way as
before 1905. It is this “not in the same way” that we must
be able to understand; we must be able to modify our tactics,
supplementing all the basic, general, primary and cardinal
tasks of revolutionary Social-Democracy by one more task,
not very ambitious, but a specific task of the present new
period: the task of utilising the Black-Hundred Duma in
a revolutionary Social-Democratic way.

Like any new task it seems more difficult than the others,
because it requires of people not a simple repetition of slo-
gans learned by heart (beyond which Maximov and the otzo-
vists are mentally bankrupt), but a certain amount of initia-
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tive, flexibility of mind, resourcefulness and independent
work on a novel historical task. But in actual fact this task
can appear particularly difficult only to people who are
incapable of independent thought and independent effort:
actually this task, like every specific task of a given moment,
is easier than others because its solvability is determined
entirely by the conditions of the given moment. In a period
of “acute and increasing reaction” to solve the problem of
organising “training schools and groups” in a really serious
way, i.e., one that really connects them with the mass
movement, that really subordinates them to it, is quite im-
possible, for it is a task set stupidly by people who have
copied the formulation of it from a good pamphlet, which
was based on the conditions of a different period. But to
solve the problem of subordinating the speeches, actions
and policy of the Social-Democrats in the Third Duma to
the mass party and the interests of the masses is possible.
It is not easy, compared with the “easy” matter of repeating
things learned by heart, but it can be done. However we exert
all the forces of the Party now, we cannot solve the problem
of a Social-Democratic (and not anarchist) organisation of
“training schools™ at the present “inter-revolutionary” mo-
ment, for the solution of this problem requires altogether
different historical conditions. On the contrary, by exerting
all our forces we shall solve (and we are already beginning
to solve) the problem of utilising the Third Duma in a revo-
lutionary Social-Democratic way. And we shall do so, O you
otzovists and ultimatumists wronged by removal and the
harshness of God, not in order to put parliamentarism on
some high pedestal, not to proclaim “parliamentarism at
any price”, but in order, after the solution of the “inter-
revolutionary” problem, corresponding to the present “inter-
revolutionary” period, to proceed to the solution of loftier
revolutionary problems, which will correspond to the higher,
i.e., more revolutionary period of tomorrow.

I11

These stupid outcries of Maximov and Co. about the
Bolsheviks’ standing for “parliamentarism at any price”,
sound particularly queer in view of the actual history of



38 V. I. LENIN

otzovism. What is queer is that the shout about exaggerated
parliamentarism should come from the very people who
have developed and are developing a special trend exclusively
over the question of their attitude to parliamentarism!
What do you call yourselves, dear Maximov and Co.? You
call yourselves “otzovists”, “ultimatumists”, “boycottists”.
Maximov to this day is so proud of being a boycottist of the
Third Duma that he can’t get over it, and his rare Party
utterances are invariably accompanied by the signature:
“Reporter on behalf of the boycottists at the July Conference
of 1907.726 One writer in olden times used to sign himself:
“Substantive state councillor and cavalier.” Maximov signs
himself: “Reporter on behalf of the boycottists”—he, too,
is a cavalier, you see!

In the political situation of June 1907, when Maximov
advocated the boycott, the mistake was still quite a small
one. But when Maximov comes out in July 1909 with a mani-
festo of sorts and persists in admiring his “boycottism”
in regard to the Third Duma, it is downright stupidity.
Boycottism, otzovism and ultimatumism—all these expres-
sions in themselves imply the formation of a trend over
the question of the attitude to parliamentarism and
exclusively over this question. To make a separate stand
on this question, to persist (two years after the Party has
settled it in principle!) in this separate stand, is a sign of
unparalleled narrow-mindedness. It is just those who behave
in this way, i.e., the “boycottists” (of 1909) and the otzovists
and the ultimatumists, who prove thereby that they do not
think like Social-Democrats, that they are putting parlia-
mentarism on a special pedestal, that exactly like the anar-
chists they make a trend out of isolated formulas: boycott
that Duma, recall your men from that Duma, present an
ultimatum to that group in the Duma. To act like that is
to be a caricature of a Bolshevik. Among Bolsheviks the
trend is determined by their common attitude to the Russian
revolution and the Bolsheviks have emphatically declared
a thousand times (as it were to forewarn political infants)
that to identify Bolshevism with boycottism or boyevism
is a stupid distortion and vulgarisation of the views of revo-
lutionary Social-Democracy. Our view that Social-Demo-
cratic participation in the Third Duma is obligatory, for
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instance, follows inevitably from our attitude to the present
moment, to the attempts of the autocracy to take a step
forward along the path of creating a bourgeois monarchy, to
the significance of the Duma as an organisation of counter-
revolutionary classes in a representative institution on a
national scale. Just as the anarchists display an inverted
parliamentary cretinism when they separate the question
of parliament from the whole question of bourgeois society
in general and try to create a trend from outcries against
bourgeois parliamentarism (although criticism of bourgeois
parliamentarism is in principle on the same level as criti-
cism of the bourgeois press, bourgeois syndicalism and so
forth), so our otzovists, ultimatumists and boycottists, in
exactly the same way, display inverted Menshevism when
they form a separate trend on the question of the attitude to
the Duma, on the question of methods of combating devia-
tions on the part of the Social-Democratic group in the Duma
(and not the deviations of bourgeois literati, who come into
the Social-Democratic movement incidentally, and so on).

The climax of this inverted parliamentary cretinism is
reached in the famous argument of the leader of the Moscow
otzovists whom Maximov is shielding: the recall of the Duma
group should serve to emphasise that the revolution is not
dead and buried! And Maximov with pure and unruffled
brow does not hesitate to declare publicly: “the otzovists
have never (of course, never!) expressed anti-parliamentary
sentiments at all.”

This shielding of the otzovists by Maximov and Co. is
one of the most characteristic features of the new faction
and we must dwell on it in all the more detail because the
unenlightened public is all too often taken in by our bitterly
complaining removed ones. It consists firstly in the fact that
Maximov and Co. are forever beating their breasts and
protesting: we are not otzovists, we do not share the opinions
of the otzovists at all! Secondly, Maximov and Co. accuse
the Bolsheviks of exaggerating the fight against the otzo-
vists. It is an exact repetition of the story of the attitude of
the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists (in the years 1897-1901) to the
adherents of Rabochaya Mysl. “We are not Economists,”?7
cried the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists, beating their breasts, “we
do not share the views of Rabochaya Mysl, we are carrying
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on a controversy with them (in just the same way as Maxi-
mov carried on a ‘controversy’ with the otzovists!), it is only
those wicked Iskrists who have brought a false charge against
us, slandered us, ‘exaggerated’ Economism, etc., etc.” Thus
among the supporters of Rabochaya Mysl—frank and honest
Economists—there were not a few people who had genuinely
gone astray, who had the courage of their convictions,
whom it was impossible not to respect—while the Rabocheye
Dyelo clique abroad specialised in definite intrigues, in
covering up their tracks, in playing hide-and-seek and deceiv-
ing the public. The consistent and declared otzovists (like
Vsev,?® and Stan,?® who are well known in Party circles)
stand in exactly the same relation to Maximov’s clique
abroad.

We are not otzovists, cry the members of this clique. But
make any of them say a few words about the contemporary
political situation and the tasks of the Party and you will
hear in full all the otzovist arguments, slightly watered
down (as we have seen in the case of Maximov) by Jesuitical
reservations, additions, suppressions, mitigations, confu-
sions, etc. Your Jesuitry, O unjustly removed ones, cannot
acquit you of the charge of otzovist stupidity, but aggra-
vates your guilt tenfold, for an ideological confusion that is
concealed is a hundred times more corrupting to the prole-
tariat, a hundred times more harmful to the Party.*

We are not otzovists, cry Maximov and Co. Yet after
June 1908, when he resigned from the small editorial board
of Proletary, Maximov formed an official opposition inside
the collegium, demanded and obtained freedom of discussion
for this opposition, demanded and obtained special repre-
sentation for the opposition in the organisation’s chief
executive bodies responsible for the circulation of the
newspaper. It goes without saying that ever since that time,

* A little example which, by the way, serves to illustrate Maxi-
mov’s assertion that only Proletary is spreading tales about the ul-
timatumists out of spite. In the autumn of 1908 Alexinsky appeared
at the congress of the Polish Social-Democrats and there proposed
an ultimatumist resolution. This was before “Proletary” embarked
on a determined campaign against the new faction. And what hap-
pened? The Polish Social-Democrats ridiculed Alexinsky and his
resolution, telling him: “You are nothing more than a cowardly otzo-
vist.”
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i.e., for over a year all the otzovists have been in the ranks
of this opposition, have jointly organised an agency in
Russia, have jointly adapted the school abroad (of which
more below) for the purposes of an agency, and so on and so
forth.

We are not otzovists—cry Maximov and Co. Yet at the
All-Russian Party Conference in December 1908, when the
more honest otzovists of this opposition came out before
the whole Party as a separate group, as a specific ideological
trend, and, as such, received the right to put forward their
spokesman (the Conference had decided that only separate
ideological trends or separate organisations—time being
short—could be represented by a separate spokesman), the
spokesman from the otzovist faction—by sheer accident!
sheer accident!—was Comrade Maximouv....

This deception of the Party by harbouring otzovism is
systematically pursued by Maximov’s group abroad. In
May 1908 otzovism suffered defeat in open battle: it was
outvoted by 18 to 14 at the general city conference in Moscow
(in July 1907, in this district almost all the Social-Demo-
crats without exception were boycottists but, unlike Maxi-
mov, by June 1908 they had the sense to understand that it
would be unpardonable stupidity to insist on “boycotting”
the Third Duma). After this, Comrade Maximov organ-
ised abroad an official opposition to Proletary and began a
controversy in the columns of the Bolshevik periodical,
something which had never been practised before. Finally,
in the autumn of 1908 when the whole St. Petersburg organ-
isation divided into otzovists and non-zovists (the term
coined by the workers) during the election of delegates to the
All-Russian Conference, when discussions were held in all
districts and subdistricts of St. Petersburg, not on the plat-
form of Bolsheviks versus Mensheviks but on that of otzo-
vists versus non-zovists, the otzovists hid their platform from
the eyes of the public. It was not communicated to Proletary.
It was not released for the press. It was not communicated
to the Party at the All-Russian Conference of December
1908. Only after the Conference, on the insistent demand of
the editorial board, was it communicated to us and we print-
ed it in Proletary No. 44. (“Resolution of the St. Petersburg
Otzovists™.)
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A well-known otzovist leader in Moscow Region “edit-
ed” an article by an otzovist worker, which was published
in Rabocheye Znamya®® No. 5, but we have still not received
this leader’s own platform. We know perfectly well that in
the spring of 1909 when the regional conference of the Cen-
tral Industrial Region was in preparation the otzovist lead-
er’s platform was being read and passed from hand to hand.
We know from the reports of Bolsheviks that there were
incomparably more gems of un-Social-Democratic thought
in this platform than in the St. Petersburg platform. But
we were never supplied with the text of the platform, probably
for reasons just as accidental, purely accidental, as those
which caused Maximov to address the conference as the
spokesman of the otzovist faction.

The question of utilising legal opportunities, too, Maxi-
mov and Co. covered up by a “smooth” phrase: “It is taken
for granted.” It would be interesting to know if “it is taken
for granted” now also by the practical leaders of the Maxi-
mov faction, Comrade Lyadov and Stanislav, who only three
months ago caused a resolution fo be passed in the Regional
Bureau of the Central Industrial Region, which was then in
their hands (the same Regional Bureau which endorsed the
famous “school”; the membership of this Bureau has changed
since), against Social-Democratic participation in the congress
of factory doctors.?* As we know this was the first congress
at which the revolutionary Social-Democrats were in the
majority. Yet all the prominent otzovists and ultimatumists
campaigned against participation in this congress, declaring
that it would be “treason to the cause of the proletariat” to
take part in it. And Maximov covers up his tracks—“it is
taken for granted”. We may “take it for granted” that the
franker otzovists and ultimatumists are openly disrupting
practical work in Russia, while Maximov and Co. who are
hankering for the laurels of Krichevsky and Martynov,??
obscure the point at issue: there are no differences of opinion,
no one is opposed to the idea of utilising legal opportu-
nities.

The restoration of the Party bodies abroad, the foreign
groups for the organisation of connections, etc., leads inev-
itably to a repetition of the old abuses which must be com-
bated most relentlessly. It is a complete repetition of the
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history of the Economists, who in Russia carried on a cam-
paign against political action while they sheltered them-
selves abroad behind Rabocheye Dyelo. It is a complete
repetition of the history of the bourgeois-democratic “Credo”
(Credo—a symbol of faith), which was advocated in Russia
by Prokopovich and Co. and was made public in the revo-
lutionary Social-Democratic press against the will of the
authors. Nothing could have a more demoralising influence
on the Party than this game of hide-and-seek, this exploita-
tion of the onerous conditions of illegal work to hold things
back from Party publicity, this Jesuitry of Maximov and
Co., who, while operating wholly and in every respect hand
in glove with the otzovists, in print beat their breasts and
declare that all this business of otzovism is a deliberate
exaggeration on the part of Proletary.

We are not pettifoggers, we are not formalists, but revo-
lutionaries. What matters to us is not the verbal distinctions
which might be drawn between otzovism, ultimatumism,
and “boycottism” (of the Third Duma), but the actual
content of Social-Democratic propaganda and agitation. And
if views which have nothing in common with Bolshevism
nor with Social-Democracy in general are being propagated
in illegal Russian circles under the mask of Bolshevism,
those persons who are hindering a full exposure of these
views and a full explanation of their falsity before the whole
Party are acting as enemies of the proletariat.

v

These people have also disclosed themselves on the ques-
tion of god-building. The enlarged editorial board of Proletary
adopted and published two resolutions on this question:
one on the principle involved, the other with special refer-
ence to Maximov’s protest. The question arises, what does this
same Maximov say now in his “Report”? He writes his
“Report” in order to cover up his tracks exactly in the style
of the diplomat who said that language was given to man so
as to hide his thoughts.?® We are told that “wrong informa-
tion” is being spread about the “so-called god-building”
trend of Maximov’s clique, and that is all.



44 V. I. LENIN

“Wrong information” do you say? Oh no, my dear fellow,
it is just because you know perfectly well that the “infor-
mation” in Proletary on god-building is absolutely correct
that you have been covering up the tracks. You know per-
fectly well that this “information™, as is stated in the pub-
lished resolution, refers primarily to the literary productions
emanating from your literary clique. These literary produc-
tions are very exactly specified in our resolution; one thing
alone being omitted, which could not be added in the reso-
lution, namely, that for about a year and a half the strongest
resentment against the “god-building” of your confréres has
been expressed in leading Bolshevik circles, and it is on these
grounds (besides those stated above) that the new faction
of caricature Bolsheviks has been poisoning for us, by means
of evasions, artifices, pin-pricks, objections and quibbles,
every opportunity of working. One of the most notable of
these quibbles is particularly well known to Maximov be-
cause it was a protest in writing lodged in due form with the
editors of Proletary against the publication of an article en-
titled “Our Ways Part” (Proletary No. 42). Perhaps this
too is “wrong information”, O unjustly removed ones? Per-
haps this too was only a “so-called protest”?

No, let me tell you that the policy of covering up tracks
does not always succeed and you will never succeed with
it in our Party. It is no use playing hide-and-seek and by
putting on airs trying to make a secret of something which
everybody knows who takes an interest in Russian literature
and Russian Social-Democracy. There is a literary clique
who, with the help of several bourgeois publishers, are
flooding our legal literature with systematic propaganda of
god-building. Maximov too belongs to this clique. This
propaganda has become systematic precisely in the past
eighteen months, when the Russian bourgeoisie for its coun-
ter-revolutionary purposes felt a need to revive religion,
increase the demand for religion, invent religion, inoculate
the people with religion or strengthen the hold of religion
on them in new forms. Hence the preaching of god-building
has acquired a social, political character. Just as the bour-
geois press in the period of the revolution fondled and petted
the most zealous of the Mensheviks for their pro-Cadetism,
so in the period of counter-revolution the bourgeois press is
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fondling and petting the god-builders in the ranks—it is no
joke!—in the ranks of the Marxists and even in the ranks of
the “also-Bolsheviks”. And when the official organ of Bol-
shevism stated in an editorial that Bolshevism had nothing
in common with such propaganda (this statement was issued
in the press after endless persuasion in letters and personal
conversations had failed to stop this disgraceful propaganda),
Comrade Maximov lodged a formal, written protest with the
editorial board of Proletary. He, Maximov, had been elected
by the London Congress,3* hence his “acquired right” was
being violated by those who dared to officially repudiate
the disgraceful doctrine of god-building. “Why, is our fac-
tion in bondage to the god-building literati?” This was the
remark that Comrade Marat?® let slip during a stormy scene
in the editorial office—yes, yes, the very same Comrade
Marat who is so modest, so well-meaning, so peaceable and
so good-hearted that he cannot properly decide to this very
day whether to go with the Bolsheviks or the godly otzovists.

Or is this perhaps also a piece of “wrong information”,
O unjustly removed Maximov? There is no clique of god-
building literati, you never defended them, you never pro-
tested against the article “Our Ways Part”? eh?

Of “wrong information” on the god-building trend Com-
rade Maximov speaks in his “Report” concerning the school
abroad which is being held by the new faction. Comrade
Maximov is so emphatic about this being “the first [Maxi-
mov’s italics] Party school to be held abroad” and is so
bent on misleading the public on this question, that we shall
have to speak of the notorious “school” in greater detail.

Comrade Maximov bitterly complains:

“Not a single attempt, not only to lend support to the school but
even to take control over it, was made by the editorial board (of Pro-
letary); while spreading false information about the school derived
from unknown sources, the editorial board did not address a single
enquiry to the organisers of the school to verify this information.
Such was the attitude of the editorial board to the whole affair.”

So. So. “Not a single attempt even to take control over the
school.”... In this phrase Maximov’s Jesuitry goes so far
that it exposes itself.

Remember, reader, Yerogin’s hostel in the period of the
First Duma. A retired rural superintendent (or some bureau-
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cratic knight of the same nature) Yerogin opened a hostel
in St. Petersburg for peasant deputies coming in from the
country, his desire being to lend support to the “plans of
the government”. The inexperienced peasants on arriving
in the capital were intercepted by Yerogin’s agents and
directed to Yerogin’s hostel, where, of course, they found
a school in which the heretical doctrines of the “Lefts” were
refuted, in which the Trudoviks, etc., were covered with
obloquy, and in which the new-fledged Duma members
were schooled in “true Russian” statecraft. Fortunately,
since the State Duma was held in St. Petersburg it was in St.
Petersburg that Yerogin had to organise his hostel, and as
St. Petersburg is a centre with a fair breadth and freedom of
ideological and political life Yerogin’s deputies, of course,
very soon began to desert Yerogin’s hostel and transfer to
the camp of the Trudoviks or the independent deputies.
Thus Yerogin’s little intrigue resulted only in disgrace,
both for himself and the government.

Now imagine, reader, that a Yerogin hostel like this is
organised, not in some foreign St. Petersburg, but in some
foreign equivalent of Tsarevokokshaisk.?® If you grant
this hypothesis, you will have to agree that the otzovist-
god-building Yerogins have used their knowledge of Europe
to prove themselves more cunning than the true-blue Russian
Yerogin. People calling themselves Bolsheviks set up an
exchequer of their own—independent of what, as far as we
know, is the one and only general Bolshevik exchequer,
out of which comes the cost of publishing and circulating
Proletary—organised an agency of their own, shipped some
of “their” agitators to Tsarevokokshaisk, sent out there some
workers belonging to the Social-Democratic Party and pro-
claimed this (hidden away from the Party in Tsarevokok-
shaisk) Yerogin hostel the “first Party” (party, because it
is hidden from the Party) “school abroad”.

We hasten to make the reservation—since the removed
Comrade Maximov has so vigorously raised the question
whether his removal was regular or irregular (of this, later)—
that there is nothing at all “irregular” in the actions of the
otzovist-god-building Yerogins. Nothing whatsoever. Every-
thing there is quite regular. It is quite regular for kindred
spirits in a party to form a group together. It is quite
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regular for these kindred spirits to collect a fund and start
some joint enterprise of propaganda and agitation. It is
quite regular that in this instance they should wish to choose
as the form of their enterprise, say, not a newspaper, but
a “school”. It is quite regular that they should consider it an
official Party affair, so long as it is organised by members of
the Party and so long as there is a Party organisation, no
matter which, assuming political and ideological respon-
sibility for the enterprise. Everything is quite regular here
and everything would be quite all right if ... if there were
no Jesuitry, no hypocrisy, no deception of your own Party.

Is it not a deception of the Party if you publicly emphasise
that the school is a Party affair, i.e., if you restrict yourself
to the question of its formal legitimacy and do not give the
names of the initiators and organisers of the school, i.e.,
you keep silent about the ideological and political trend
of the school as the undertaking of a new faction in our
Party? There have been two “documents” about this school
in the possession of the editors of Proletary (for over a year
now relations between the editorial board and Maximov have
been carried on entirely through the medium of “documents”
and diplomatic notes). The first document bore no signature,
nobody’s signature at all. It was merely an abstract state-
ment of the virtue of education and the educational value
of institutions called schools. The second document was
signed by figure-heads. Now, coming out in print before the
public with praise of the “first Party school abroad” Com-
rade Maximov, as before, keeps silent about the factional
character of the school.

This policy of Jesuitry is harmful to the Party. We shall
expose this “policy”. The initiators and organisers of the
school are in actual fact Comrades “Er”37 (thus we will
name the leader the Moscow otzovists well known to all
Party members, who delivered lectures on the school,
organised a circle of pupils and was appointed to the
roster of lecturers by several workers’ circles), Maximov,
Lunacharsky, Lyadov, Alexinsky and so on and so forth.
We do not know and we are not interested in knowing what
particular part was played by one or other of the above-
mentioned comrades, what places they occupy in the various
official institutions of the school, in its “Council”, “execu-
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tive commission”, collegium of lecturers, etc. We do not
know which “non-factional” comrades might supplement this
clique in one or another particular case. All this is quite
unimportant. What we assert is that the actual ideological
and political trend of this school, as a new factional centre,
is determined precisely by the names enumerated and that
by concealing this from the Party Maximov is conducting a
policy of Jesuitry. What is bad is not that a new factional
centre has come into being in the Party—we by no means
belong to the class of people who are not averse to making
a little political capital out of cheap and fashionable outcries
against factionalism—on the contrary, it is a good thing
that a distinctive shade of opinion, once it exists, should
be able to have its special expression in the Party. What is
bad is the deception of the Party and the workers who—
naturally—sympathise with the idea of any school, as they
do with any educational undertaking.

Is it not hypocrisy when Comrade Maximov complains to
the public that the editorial board of Proletary had not
“even” (“even!”) the desire “to take control over the school”?
Only think: in June 1908 Comrade Maximov left the small
editorial board of Proletary; since that time internal strife
has gone on almost continuously in a thousand different
forms in the Bolshevik group; Alexinsky abroad, “Er” and
Co. abroad and in Russia, repeat after Maximov all the
arrant nonsense of the otzovists and god-builders against
Proletary in a thousand different tones. Maximov lodges
written and formal protests against the article “Our Ways
Part”; everybody who knows anything of Party affairs if only
by hearsay speaks of a coming inevitable split in the ranks
of the Bolsheviks (it suffices to point out that the Menshevik
Dan at the All-Russian Conference of December 1908 de-
clared for all to hear, at an official gathering: “Who does not
know that the Bolsheviks are now accusing Lenin of betray-
ing Bolshevism”!)—yet Comrade Maximov, playing the role
of an innocent, absolutely innocent, child, asks the hon-
ourable public, why is it that the editorial board of Proletary
did not “even” want to take control over a Party school in
god-building Tsarevokokshaisk? “Control” over the school!
Supporters of Proletary in the capacity of “inspectors”,
sitting in at the lectures of Maximov, Lunacharsky, Ale-
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xinsky and Co.!! Come now, why do you play this unbecom-
ing, this disgraceful farce? For what purpose? Why throw
dust in the eyes of the public by circulating meaningless
“programmes” and “reports” of the “school” instead of ad-
mitting frankly and openly who are the ideological leaders
and inspirers of the new factional centre!

For what purpose?—we shall answer this question pres-
ently, but first let us finish with the question of the school:
There is room for Tsarevokokshaisk in St. Petersburg and
it can be transferred (most of it, anyway) to St. Petersburg,
but St. Petersburg can neither be accommodated in nor
transferred to Tsarevokokshaisk. The more energetic and
independent of the students at the new Party school will
manage to find their way from the narrow new faction to
the broad Party, from the “science” of the otzovists and
god-builders to the science of Social-Democracy in general
and Bolshevism in particular. As for those who prefer to
limit themselves to a Yerogin education, nothing can be
done with them. The editorial board of Proletary is prepared
to give and will give every possible assistance to all workers,
whatever their views, if they want to migrate (or travel)
from the foreign Tsarevokokshaisk to the foreign St. Peters-
burg and acquaint themselves with Bolshevik views.
The hypocritical policy of the organisers and initiators
of the “first Party school abroad”, however, we shall
expose before the whole Party.

\Y

What is the purpose of all this hypocrisy of Maximov’s,
we asked, and deferred our reply until we had finished talk-
ing about the school. But, strictly speaking, the question
to be cleared up here is not “for what purpose”, but “why?”
It would be wrong to think that all the members of the
new faction are conducting a hypocritical policy delibe-
rately for a definite purpose. No. The fact is that in the very
situation of this faction, in the conditions in which it has
appeared and is active, there are causes (which many otzo-
vists and god-builders are not conscious of) that give rise to
a hypocritical policy.
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There is an old saying to the effect that hypocrisy is the
tribute that vice pays to virtue. But this saying refers to
the sphere of personal ethics. As applied to ideological and
political trends it must be said that hypocrisy is the screen
adopted by groups that are internally not homogeneous,
that are made up of assorted elements, accidentally thrown
together, who feel that they are too weak for open, straight-
forward action.

The composition of the new faction is the determining
factor that made it adopt this screen. The general staff
of the faction of godly otzovists consists of unrecognised
philosophers, ridiculed god-builders, otzovists convicted of
anarchistic nonsense and reckless revolutionary phrase-
mongering, muddled ultimatumists and, lastly, those boye-
viks (fortunately few in the Bolshevik faction) who consid-
ered it below their dignity to come down from the outwardly
showy and “spectacular” to obscure, modest revolutionary
Social-Democratic work corresponding to the conditions and
tasks of the “inter-revolutionary” period, and on whom
Maximov bestows honours by his “spectacular” phrases
about training schools and groups ... in 1909. The only thing
that holds these diverse elements so strongly together at the
present moment is—a burning hatred to Proletary, a hatred
it has quite properly incurred, because not a single attempt
by these elements to obtain self-expression in Proletary, or
even indirect recognition or the slightest defence and con-
donation, has ever failed to encounter the most strenuous
opposition.

“Abandon hope for ever’—that was what Proletary told
these elements in every issue, at every meeting of the edi-
torial board, in every declaration on every Party question
of the day.

And when (due to the objective conditions of the devel-
opment of our revolution and the counter-revolution in our
country) it came about that god-building and the theoretical
foundations of Marxism became the questions of the day in
the literary sphere, and the utilisation of the Third Duma
and of the Third Duma platform by the Social-Democratic
Party in the sphere of political work, these elements rallied
together and the natural and inevitable explosion took
place.
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Like any explosion it was instantaneous, not in the sense
that there had been previously no signs of such tendencies, or
isolated manifestations of them, but in the sense that the
political fusion of diverse tendencies, including some very
remote from politics, took place almost in a flash. Hence
the general public, as always, is inclined to be satisfied
primarily with a philistine explanation of the new split, one
imputing it to the bad qualities of one or another of the lead-
ers, the influence of life abroad, parochialism and so on and
so forth. There is no doubt that the location abroad, which,
due to objective conditions, became the inevitable base of
operations of all the central revolutionary organisations,
has left its imprint on the form of the split. There is no doubt
that its form was also affected by the idiosyncrasies of the
literary circle one wing of which came into the Social-Demo-
cratic movement. What we call a philistine explanation is
not one that takes note of these circumstances, which can
explain nothing but the form, the occasions and the “exter-
nal history” of the split, but one that is based on refusal or
incapacity to understand the ideological and political foun-
dations, causes and roots of the divergence.

The new faction’s failure to understand these foundations
is also the reason why it has resorted to the old method of
camouflage, covering up tracks, denying the inseparable
connection with otzovism, etc. The failure to understand
these foundations causes the new faction to speculate on a
philistine explanation of the split and on philistine sympathy.

What indeed is it but speculation on philistine sympathy
to weep publicly about being “ousted” and “removed” as
Maximov and Co. are doing now? Bestow the charity of
your sympathy, for Christ’s sake, on the ousted, the un-
justly removed ones.... That this is a method counting with
infallible certainty on philistine sympathy is proved by the
curious fact that even Comrade Plekhanov, the enemy
of all god-building, all “new” philosophy, all otzovism
and ultimatumism, etc., even Comrade Plekhanov bestowed
his mite of sympathy for Christ’s sake, taking advantage
of Maximov’s whining, and over and over again called
the Bolsheviks “stiff-necked” in this connection (see Ple-
khanov’s Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata, August 1909). If
Maximov has even managed to extract a mite of sympathy
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from Plekhanov, you can imagine, reader, what tears
of sympathy for Maximov will be shed by the philistine
elements inside and on the fringe of the Social-Demo-
cratic movement over the “ousting” and “removal” of
the virtuous, well-meaning and modest otzovists and
god-builders.

The question of this “ousting” and “removal” is treated
by Comrade Maximov both from its formal aspect and
with regard to the essence of the matter. Let us examine
this treatment.

From the formal point of view the removal of Maximov
was “irregular”, say the removed ones, and “we do not recog-
nise this removal”, for Maximov was “elected by the Bol-
shevik congress, i.e., the Bolshevik section of the Party
Congress”. Reading Maximov and Nikolayev’s leaflet, the
public sees a grave accusation (“irregular removal”) without
being given either an exact formulation of it or material
from which to judge the matter. But that is the invariable
method of a certain side during splits abroad: to obscure
the divergence of principle, to draw a veil over it, to keep
silent about the ideological dissensions, to conceal their
ideological friends, and to make as much noise as possible
about organisational conflicts, which the public is not in
a position to analyse exactly and has not the right to sort out
in detail. That was how the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists behaved
in 1899, with their outcry that there was no Economism
in any shape or form, but that Plekhanov had stolen the
press. That was how the Mensheviks behaved in 1903 with
their outcry that they had made no turn whatsoever to
Rabocheye Dyelo-ism but that Lenin had “ousted” or “re-
moved” Potresov, Axelrod and Zasulich, etc. That is the be-
haviour of people who are speculating on elements abroad who
are fond of rows and sensations. There is no otzovism, nor
any god-building, but there is the “irregular removal” of Ma-
ximov “by the majority of the editorial board”, who want to
“leave at their full disposal” “the property of the whole fac-
tion” —come into the shop, gentlemen, we will tell you some-
thing most spicy about this business....

An old device, Comrades Maximov and Nikolayev! And
the politicians who resort to it are bound to break their
necks.
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Our “victims of removal” talk of “irregularity” because
in their opinion the editorial board of Proletary has no
right to decide the question of the fate of the Bolshevik
faction and of the split in its ranks. Very well, gentlemen.
If the editorial board of Proletary and the 15 Bolshevik
members and candidate members of the Central Committee
elected at the London Congress have not the right to repre-
sent the Bolshevik faction you have every opportunity to
make a public declaration to that effect and conduct a cam-
paign for the overthrow of these undesirable representatives
or for new elections to replace them. But you have indeed
conducted such a campaign and only after you had met with
a certain number of reverses did you prefer to complain and
whine. If you raised the question of a congress or conference
of Bolsheviks, Comrades Maximov and Nikolayev, then
why did you not tell the public that several months ago
Comrade “Er” submitted a draft resolution to the Moscow
Committee calling for a vote of no confidence in Proletary
and the holding of a Bolshevik conference to elect a new
ideological centre for the Bolsheviks?

Why did you keep silent about this, O wrongly removed
ones?

Why did you keep silent about the fact that “Er’s” reso-
lution was rejected by every vote except his own?

Why did you keep silent about the fact that in the
autumn of 1908 in the whole St. Petersburg organisation
from top to bottom a struggle was going on over the
platforms of the two trends of Bolshevism, the otzovists
and the opponents of otzovism, and that the otzovists were
defeated?

Maximov and Nikolayev want to whine to the public be-
cause they have been repeatedly defeated in Russia. Both
“Er” and the St. Petersburg otzovists had the right to wage
a struggle against Bolshevism, in the highest down to the
lowest organisations, without waiting for any conference
and without making public their platforms before the whole
Party.

But had not the Proletary editorial board, which declared
open war on otzovism from June 1908, the right after a
year of strife, a year of controversy, a year of friction, con-
flict, etc., after it had invited three regional delegates from
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Russia and consulted several Russian members of the en-
larged editorial board, who had not taken part in a single con-
flict abroad, had it not the right to declare what was a matter
of fact, to declare that Maximov had split away from the
board, to declare that Bolshevism has nothing in common
with otzovism, ultimatumism and god-building?

Stop this hypocrisy, gentlemen! You fought on what you
thought was your strongest ground and you suffered defeat.
You went preaching otzovism to the masses in spite of a
decision of the official centre of the Bolsheviks and without
waiting for a special conference. And now you start whining
and complaining because you found yourselves in a ludi-
crously small minority on the enlarged editorial board, at the
confe'rence held with the participation of regional dele-
gates!

Here again we have a device of Russians abroad exactly
after the manner of Rabocheye Dyelo: playing at “democ-
racy”’ when the conditions for complete democracy are absent,
speculating on the inflammation of all kinds of discontent
“abroad” and at the same time transmitting from abroad
(through the “school”) your otzovist and god-building prop-
aganda—starting a split among the Bolsheviks, and after-
wards moaning about a split—forming a private faction
(under cover of a “school”) and shedding crocodile tears over
the “splitting” policy of Proletary.

No, this squabble has gone on long enough! A faction is
a free union of kindred minds within a party and after over
a year of strife both in Russia and abroad we had a perfect
right, we had the duty, to make a definite decision. And
we have done so. You have a perfect right to oppose it, to
put forward your platform and try to win a majority for it.
If you do not do so, if instead of forming an open alliance
with the otzovists and putting forward a common platform
you persist in playing hide-and-seek and speculating on a
cheap “democracy” abroad, you will get nothing in return
but the contempt you deserve.

You are playing a double game. On the one hand, you
declare that for a whole year Proletary has been “wholly”
pursuing a non-Bolshevik policy (and your supporters in
Russia have tried more than once to gain acceptance for
these views in resolutions of the St. Petersburg Committee
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and the Moscow Committee). On the other hand, you bewail
the split and refuse to recognise the “removal”. On the one
hand, you are in fact hand in glove with the otzovists and
god-builders, on the other you repudiate them and pose as
peacemakers who want to make peace between the Bolsheviks
and the otzovists and god-builders.

“Abandon hope for ever!” You can try to win a majority.
You can gain what victories you like among immature Bol-
shevik members. We shall not agree to any reconciliation.
Form your faction, or rather: go on forming it, since you
have already begun, but do not try to deceive the Party,
do not try to deceive the Bolsheviks. All the conferences
and congresses in the world are powerless now to reconcile
the Bolsheviks with the otzovists, the ultimatumists and
the god-builders. We have said and we repeat it once again:
every Bolshevik Social-Democrat and every class-conscious
worker must make his fixed and final choice.

VI

Concealing their ideological kin, afraid to declare their
real platform, the new faction is trying to fill up the gaps
in its ideological stock-in-trade by borrowing words from
the vocabulary of old splits. The “new Proletary”, the
“new Proletary line”, shout Maximov and Nikolayev
imitating the fight against the new Iskra in the old days.

It is a trick that might beguile certain political infants.

But you are not even capable of repeating old words,
gentlemen. The “point” of the slogan “against the new
Iskra” was that when the Mensheviks took over Iskra they
themselves had to start a new line of policy, whereas the
Congress (the Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. in 1903)
had endorsed the line of the old Iskra. The “point” was that
the Mensheviks (through the mouth of Trotsky in 1903-04)
had to declare: the old Iskra and the new are poles apart.
And to this day Potresov and Co. are trying to remove from
themselves the “traces” of the period when they were guided
by the old Iskra.

Proletary is now in its 47th issue. The first came out
exactly three years ago, in August 1906. In this first issue of
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Proletary, dated August 21, 1906, we find an editorial
article “The Boycott” and it states in black and white: “The
time has now come when the revolutionary Social-Democrats
must cease to be boycottists.”* Since that time there has not
been a single issue of Proletary containing even one line of
print in favour of “boycottism” (after 1906), otzovism and
ultimatumism, without a refutation of this caricature of
Bolshevism. And now the caricature Bolsheviks are getting
on stilts and trying to compare themselves with those who
first fought the three-year campaign of the old Iskra and
secured the endorsement of its line by the Second Party
Congress and then exposed, the volte-face of the new Iskra!

Comrade Maximov now signs himself “Former editor of
the popular workers’ newspaper Vperyod”, wanting to remind
the reader that it was said “geese saved Rome”. “Your rela-
tion to the policy of Vperyod,”?® we tell Maximov in reply
to this reminder, was exactly the same as Potresov’s rela-
tion to the old Iskra. Potresov was its editor, but he did not
lead the old Iskra, the old Iskra led him. As soon as he
sought to change the policy the supporters of the old Iskra
turned their backs on him. And now even Potresov himself is
making frantic efforts to blot out the “sin of his youth”, his
participation in the editorship of the old Iskra.

Maximov did not lead Vperyod, but Vperyod led him.
Proof: the policy of boycotting the Third Duma, in support
of which Vperyod did not and could not say a single word.
Maximov acted very wisely and well when he allowed him-
self to be led by Vperyod. Now he has begun to think up (or,
what comes to the same thing, to help the otzovists to think
up) a line of policy that is inevitably leading him into the
morass, just like Potresov.

Remember this, Comrade Maximov: the basis one should
take for comparison is the integrity of an ideological and
political trend, not “words” and “slogans”, which some
people learn by heart without understanding their meaning.
Bolshevism ran the old Iskra for three years, from 1900 to
1903, and emerged as an integral trend for the struggle with
Menshevism. The Mensheviks persisted for a long time in
their new alliance with the anti-Iskrists and the support-

*See present edition, Vol. 11, p. 145.—Ed.
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ers of Rabocheye Dyelo until finally they surrendered Pot-
resov (and only Potresov?) to Prokopovich. The Bolsheviks
ran the “old” Proletary (1906-09) in a spirit of resolute
opposition to “boycottism”, etc., and emerged as an integral
trend for the struggle against those who are now thinking up
“otzovism”, “ultimatumism”, “god-building”, etc. The
Mensheviks wanted to reform the old Iskra in the spirit of
Martynov and the Economists, and they broke their necks
in the attempt. You want to reform the old Proletary in
the spirit of “Er”, the otzovists and the god-builders—and
you will break your necks too.

But what about the “turn towards Plekhanov”, says Maxi-
mov triumphantly? What about the formation of a “new
Centrist faction”? And our “also-Bolshevik” describes as
“diplomacy” a “denial” that “the realisation of the idea of
a ‘centrist group’ is being contemplated!”

These cries which Maximov is uttering against “diplom-
acy”’ and “uniting with Plekhanov” are simply laughable.
Here, too, the caricature Bolsheviks are true to themselves:
they have firmly learned by heart that Plekhanov pursued an
ultra-opportunist policy in 1906-07. And they think that
if they repeat it rather frequently, without bothering to
analyse the changes that are taking place, this will denote
the maximum degree of “revolutionary spirit”.

The fact of the matter is that starting from the London
Congress the “diplomats” of Proletary always openly pursued
and succeeded in carrying out a pro-Party policy against
the grotesque exaggerations of factionalism, a policy of
defending Marxism against anti-Marxist criticism. There
are two reasons for Maximov’s present outcries: on the one
hand, ever since the London Congress there have always been
individual Bolsheviks (Alexinsky is an example) alleging
that a policy of “conciliation™, a “Polish-Lettish” policy,
etc., has been substituted for a policy of Bolshevism. These
stupid allegations, which were merely evidence of bigoted
thinking, were seldom taken seriously by the Bolsheviks.
On the other hand, the literary clique to which Maximov
belongs and which has never at any time had more than one
foot in the Social-Democratic movement, has for a long time
regarded Plekhanov as the chief enemy of their god-building
and suchlike tendencies. In the eyes of this clique nothing
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is more terrible than Plekhanov. Nothing is more destruc-
tive to their hope of inculcating their ideas into the workers’
party than “uniting with Plekhanov”.

And now these two elements: bigoted factionalism with
its incomprehension of the tasks of the Bolshevik faction
in forming the Party, and the god-builders of the literary
circles and apologists of god-building, have come together
on the “platform”: against “union with Plekhanov”, against
the “conciliatory”, “Polish-Lettish” policy of Proletary, etc.

Plekhanov’s Dnevnik No. 9, which is now out, makes
it unnecessary for us to explain to the reader in special detail
what a caricature this “platform” of the caricature Bol-
sheviks is. Plekhanov exposed the liquidationism of Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata, the diplomacy of its editors and declared
that his “way parted” with Potresov, who had ceased to be
a revolutionary. It is clear now to every Social-Democrat
that working-class Mensheviks will go with Plekhanov against
Potresov. It should be clear to everyone that the split among
the Mensheviks vindicates the policy of the Bolsheviks.
It is clear to everyone that Plekhanov’s declaration of the
pro-Party line of policy against the splitting tactics of the
liquidators is a tremendous victory for Bolshevism, which
now holds the predominant position in the Party.

Bolshevism has won this tremendous victory because it
pursued its pro-Party policy in spite of the outcries of the
immature “Lefts” and god-building literati. Only such peo-
ple as these can be afraid of a rapprochement with the
Plekhanov who exposes and expels the Potresovs from the
workers’ party. Only in the stagnant bog of the god-builders’
circle or of the heroes of phrases learned by heart is there any
chance of success for a “platform”: “Against union with
Plekhanov”, that is to say, against rapprochement with the
pro-Party Mensheviks for the struggle against liquidationism,
against rapprochement with the orthodox Marxists (which
is disadvantageous to the clique of literary Yerogins),
against the winning of further Party support for revolutionary
Social-Democratic policy and tactics.

We Bolsheviks can point to great achievements in winning
such support. Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Kautsky—Social-
Democrats who often write for Russians and to that extent
are in our Party—have been won over to our point of view,
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although at the beginning of the split (1903) their sympa-
thies were entirely with the Mensheviks. They were won
over because the Bolsheviks made no concessions to “criti-
cism” of Marxism, because the Bolsheviks upheld, not the
letter of their own, definitely their own factional theory,
but the general spirit and meaning of revolutionary Social-
Democratic tactics. We shall continue to advance along
this path, we shall wage an even more relentless war against
pedantic stupidity and reckless phrase-mongering with
phrases learned by heart, against the theoretical revisionism
of the god-building circle of literati.

Two liquidationist trends have now quite clearly mate-
rialised among the Russian Social-Democrats: Potresov’s
and Maximov’s. Potresov is necessarily afraid of the Social-
Democratic Party because henceforth there is no hope of
his line being adopted by it. Maximov is necessarily afraid
of the Social-Democratic Party because there is now no hope
of his line being adopted by it. Both the one and the other
will support and shield by fair means or by foul the esca-
pades of the separate literary circles with their peculiar forms
of revision of Marxism: Both the one and the other will clutch,
as the last shadow of hope, at the preservation of the circle
spirit against the Party spirit, for Potresov can still win
occasional victories in a select company of bigoted Men-
sheviks, Maximov can still gain an occasional laurel wreath
from circles of especially bigoted Bolsheviks, but neither
the one nor the other will ever obtain a firm footing whether
among Marxists or in a really Social-Democratic workers’
party. They represent two opposite, but mutually comple-
mentary, equally limited, petty-bourgeois trends in the
Social-Democratic movement.

VII

We have shown what the general staff of the new faction
is like. Where can its army be recruited from? From the
bourgeois-democratic elements who attached themselves to
the workers’ party during the revolution. The proletariat
everywhere is constantly being recruited from the petty
bourgeoisie, is everywhere constantly connected with it
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through thousands of transitional stages, boundaries and
gradations. When a workers’ party grows very quickly (as
ours did in 1905-06) its penetration by a mass of elements
imbued with a petty-bourgeois spirit is inevitable. And
there is nothing bad about that. The historic task of the pro-
letariat is to assimilate, re-school, re-educate all the ele-
ments of the old society that the latter bequeaths it in the
shape of offshoots of the petty bourgeoisie. But the prole-
tariat must re-educate these newcomers and influence them,
not be influenced by them. Of the “Social-Democrats of the
days of freedom”, who first became Social-Democrats in
the days of enthusiasm and celebration, the days of clarion
slogans, the days of proletarian victories which turned the
heads of even purely bourgeois intellectuals, very many
began to study in earnest, to study Marxism and to learn
persistent proletarian work—they will always remain Social-
Democrats and Marxists. Others did not succeed in gaining,
or were incapable of gaining, anything from the proletarian
party but a few texts and “striking” slogans learned by heart,
a few phrases about “boycottism”, “boyevism”, and so forth.
When such elements thought to foist their “theories™, their
world outlook, i.e., their short-sighted views, on the work-
ers’ party, a split with them became inevitable.

The fate of the boycottists of the Third Duma is an obvious
example that admirably shows the difference between the
two elements.

The majority of the Bolsheviks, sincerely carried away
by the desire for a direct and immediate fight against the
heroes of June 3, were inclined to boycott the Third Duma,
but were very soon able to cope with the new situation. They
did not go repeating words learned by heart but attentively
studied the new historical conditions, pondered over the
question why events had gone that way and not otherwise,
worked with their heads, not merely with their tongues,
carried out serious and persistent proletarian work, and they
very quickly realised the utter stupidity, the utter paltriness
of otzovism. Others clutched at words, began to concoct
“their own line” from half-digested phrases, to shout about
“boycottism, otzovism, ultimatumism”, to substitute these
cries for the proletarian revolutionary work which the given
historical conditions dictated, and to collect a new faction
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from all sorts of immature elements in the ranks of Bolshe-
vism. Good riddance to you, my friends? We have done every-
thing we could to teach you Marxism and Social-Demo-
cratic work. Now we declare the most ruthless and irrecon-
cilable war on the liquidators, both of the Right and of the
Left, who are corrupting the workers’ party by theoretical
revisionism and petty-bourgeois methods of policy and
tactics.

Supplement to Proletary Published according to
No. 47-48, the Supplement to Proletary
September 11 (24), 1909
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ONCE MORE ON PARTYISM AND NON-PARTYISM

The question of Party and non-Party, necessary and “un-
necessary’, candidatures is undoubtedly one of the most
important—if not the most important—in the present Duma
election. First of all and above all, the electors and the
broad masses who are watching the election must realise
why the election is necessary, what is the task that faces a
Duma deputy, what the tactics of a St. Petersburg deputy in
the Third Duma should be. But a really full and accurate
idea of all this is possible only if the whole election campaign
is of a Party character.

For those who desire in the election to uphold the inter-
ests of the really broad and broadest masses the first and
foremost task is to develop the political consciousness of
the masses. The more this consciousness is developed, and
in inseparable connection with its development, the more
clearly defined is the grouping of the masses according to
the real interests of the various classes of the population.
All non-partyism, even under exceptionally favourable con-
ditions, invariably indicates that clarity and maturity are
lacking in the political consciousness of the candidate, the
groups or parties supporting him and the mass of people who
take part in his election.

In the case of all the parties devoid of proper organisation
and a clear-cut and principled programme, whose aim in the
election is to cater for the interests of particular small groups
of the propertied classes, the development of the political
consciousness of the masses is always thrust into the back-
ground, while a clear class grouping of the masses is practi-
cally always regarded as undesirable and dangerous. For
those who have no desire to come to the defence of the bour-
geois parties clarity of political consciousness and of class
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alignment comes before everything. This, of course, does
not exclude temporary joint actions by different parties in
certain special cases, but it does absolutely exclude all
non-partyism and all weakening or obscuring of party char-
acter.

But for the very reason that we uphold the party princi-
ple, in the interests of the broad masses, for the sake of freeing
them from any kind of bourgeois influence, for the sake of
the fullest clarity of class alignments, we must exert to the
maximum our strength and vigilance to see that the Party
principle is observed not in words merely, but in fact.

The non-party candidate Kuzmin-Karavayev, who has
already been labelled an “unnecessary candidate”, lays down
that, strictly speaking, there are no party candidates at the
elections in St. Petersburg. This opinion is so false that it
is not worth pausing to refute it. It is impossible to doubt
that Kutler and N. D. Sokolov are party candidates. Kuzmin-
Karavayev is led astray partly by the fact that neither of
the parties which have nominated them are existing quite
openly as such. But if this makes it difficult to run the
elections on a party basis it does not do away with the neces-
sity of it. To give in to such difficulties, to fold ones arms
in face of them, is absolutely identical with acceding to
Mr. Stolypin’s desire to hear confirmation of his “consti-
tutionalism” from the lips of the “opposition” (the so-called
opposition).

For the masses who are taking part in the St. Petersburg
election it is particularly important now to find out which
parties have given up in face of these difficulties and which
of them have preserved in their entirety both their programme
and their slogans; which have tried to “adapt themselves”
to the reactionary regime by curtailing and restricting their
Duma activity, their press and their organisation to the
framework of this regime and which of them have adapted
themselves to it by changing certain forms of activity, but
not by any means by clipping their slogans in the Duma, or
by strait-jacketing their press, organisation, etc. Such a
comprehensive inquiry, based on the history of the parties,
based on the facts of their activity inside and outside the
Duma, should be the main content of the election campaign.
The masses should, in this new and, for democrats, more
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difficult situation, re-acquaint themselves with the parties
which claim the title of democratic. The masses should
familiarise themselves again and again with the features
that distinguish the bourgeois democrats from the demo-
crats who have nominated N. D. Sokolov on this occasion,
the differences in their general outlook, ultimate aims,
their attitude to the task of the great international movement
for emancipation, their ability to uphold the ideals and meth-
ods of the movement for emancipation in Russia. The masses
must come out of this election campaign more party-con-
scious, more clearly aware of the interests, aims, slogans,
points of view and methods of action of the different classes—
that is the permanent result which the political trend repre-
sented by N. D. Sokolov values above everything and which
it will be able to achieve by the most strenuous, unwa-
vering, persistent and comprehensive work.

Novy Dyen No. 9, Published according to
September 14 (27), 1909 the text in Novy Dyen
Signed: VI. Ilyin
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A WORD TO THE BOLSHEVIKS OF ST. PETERSBURG

By the time this issue of Proletary reaches Russia the elec-
tion campaign in St. Petersburg will be over. Hence it
is quite in place now to discuss with the St. Petersburg Bol-
sheviks—and all the Russian Social-Democrats—the struggle
with the ultimatumists, which almost came to the point of
a total split in St. Petersburg during the election and which
is of tremendous significance for the whole Social-Democratic
Labour Party in Russia.

First of all the four stages of this struggle have to be clearly
established, after which we shall dwell on the significance
of the struggle and on certain differences of opinion between
ourselves and a section of the Bolsheviks in St. Petersburg.
These four stages are as follows: 1) At the Conference of the
enlarged editorial board of Proletary held abroad the atti-
tude of the Bolsheviks to otzovism and ultimatumism was
definitely stated, and the fact of Comrade Maximov’s split-
ting off was also noted (Proletary No. 46 and its Supple-
ment*). 2) In a special leaflet likewise printed and circulated
abroad, entitled “Report of the Members Removed from the
Enlarged Editorial Board of Proletary to the Bolshevik
Comrades”, Comrades Maximov and Nikolayev (condition-
ally and partially supported by Comrades Marat and Domov)
set out their views on the policy of Proletary as a “Menshevik”
policy, etc., and defended their ultimatumism. An analysis
of this leaflet was given in a special supplement to Proletary
No. 47-48.** 3) At the very beginning of the election cam-
paign in St. Petersburg the Executive Committee of the St.
Petersburg Committee of our Party adopted an ultimatumist

* See present edition, Vol. 15, pp. 425-33, 442-60.—Ed.
**See pp. 29-61 of this volume.—Ed.
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resolution on the election. The text of this resolution is given
elsewhere in this issue. 4) The adoption of this resolution
raised a regular storm in Bolshevik Party circles in St.
Petersburg. The storm raged, if you will permit the expres-
sion, from above and from below. “From above”—the indig-
nation and protests of the representatives of the Central
Committee and members of the enlarged editorial board
of Proletary. “From below”—the calling of a non-official
inter-district meeting of Social-Democratic workers and
functionaries in St. Petersburg. The meeting adopted a
resolution (see text in this issue) of solidarity with the edi-
torial board of Proletary, but sharply censured the “splitting
actions” of both this editorial board and of the otzovist-
ultimatumists. Then a new meeting of the St. Petersburg
Committee and Executive Committee was held and the ulti-
matumist resolution was rescinded. A new resolution was
adopted in harmony with the policy of Proletary. The text
of this resolution is quoted in full in the Current Events
column of the present issue.

Such, in the main, is the picture of events. The signif-
icance of the notorious “ultimatumism” in our Party has now
been completely demonstrated in practice and all Russian
Social-Democrats should ponder carefully over the questions
in dispute. Further, the censure which a section of our com-
rades in St. Petersburg passed on our “splitting” policy gives
us a welcome opportunity to explain ourselves definitively
to every Bolshevik on this important question as well. It
is better to “explain ourselves” fully now than to arouse
new friction and “misunderstandings” at every step in our
practical work.

First of all let us establish what exactly was the stand-
point we adopted on the question of a split immediately
after the Conference of the enlarged editorial board of
Proletary. The “Communication” on this Conference (Supple-
ment to Proletary No. 46™) states from the outset that ulti-
matumism, as the trend proposing that an ultimatum should
be presented to the Social-Democratic group in the Duma,
is vacillating between otzovism and Bolshevism. One of
our ultimatumists abroad—says the “Communication”—

*See present edition, Vol. 15, pp. 425-33.—Ed.
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“admitted that there had been a great improvement lately in
the work of the Social-Democratic group in the Duma, and
that he did not intend to present an ultimatum to it now,
immediately”.

“It is of course possible,” the “Communication” contin-
ues, “to get along with ultimatumists like this within
one and the same wing of the Party.... In the case of such
Bolshevik ultimatumists a split is out of the question.”
It would be ridiculous even to speak of such a thing.

Further on, on the second page of the “Communication”
we read:

“It would be a profound mistake for any local functionary to un-
derstand the resolutions of the Conference as an instruction to expel
otzovist-minded workers, let alone bring about an immediate split
in organisations where there are otzovist elements. We warn local
functionaries in all seriousness against such actions.”

It would be impossible to express oneself more clearly,
one would think. The splitting off of Comrade Maximov,
who refuses to submit to the resolutions of the Conference,
is inevitable. As for the vacillating, indefinite otzovist-
ultimatumist elements, far from declaring a split with them
we emphatically warned against it.

Now look at the second stage of the struggle. Comrade
Maximov and Co. publish a leaflet abroad, in which on the
one hand we are accused of a split, while on the other hand
the policy of the new Proletary (which is supposed to have
betrayed the old Proletary, the old Bolshevism) is declared
Menshevist, “Duma-ist” and so forth. Is it not absurd to
complain of a split in the faction, i.e., in a union of kindred
minds within a party, if you yourselves admit that there
is no unanimity? Defending their ultimatumism Comrade
Maximov and Co. wrote in their leaflet that “the Party cannot
then [i.e., in the conditions of acute and increasing reaction
characteristic of the present time] carry out a big and spec-
tacular election campaign, nor obtain worth-while parli-
amentary representation” —that the “question of the actual
usefulness of taking part in a pseudo-parliamentary insti-
tution then becomes doubtful and disputable”—that “in
essence” Proletary was “going over to the Menshevik point
of view of parliamentarism at any price”. These phrases
are accompanied by an evasive defence of otzovism (“the
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otzovists have never [!!!] expressed anti-parliamentary
sentiments at all”) and an evasive repudiation of otzovism
(we are not otzovists; the Party must not liquidate the So-
cial-Democratic group in the Duma now; “the Party must” ...
“decide whether in the last analysis the whole undertaking—
participation in the Third Duma—has not been disadvan-
tageous to it”, as though the Party had not decided this
question already!).

This evasiveness of Maximov and Co. has deceived and
still deceives many people. They say: “Well, what harm can
the Party or even the faction suffer from people who do not at
all refuse to carry out the Party’s decisions but only cau-
tiously defend their own somewhat different point of view
on tactics?”

Such a reaction to the propaganda of Maximov and Co.
is very widespread among the unthinking public who give
credence to words without taking into account the concrete
political significance of evasive, guarded, diplomatic phrases
in the circumstances of the present Party situation. Now
they have received an excellent lesson.

Maximov and Co.’s leaflet is dated July 3 (16), 1909.
In August the Executive Committee of the St. Petersburg
Committee passed the following resolution by three ulti-
matumist votes to two on the prospective election campaign
in St. Petersburg (which is now over).

“On the question of the election the Executive Committee, without
attaching special importance to the State Duma and our group there,
but being guided by the general Party decision, resolves to take part
in the election, not investing all the available forces, but merely put-
ting forward its own candidates to gather the Social-Democratic votes
and organising an election committee subordinated to the Executive
Committee of the St. Petersburg Committee through its representa-
tive.”

Let readers compare this resolution with Maximov’s
foreign leaflet. A comparison of these two documents is
the best and surest way of opening the eyes of the public to
the true character of Maximov’s group abroad. This resolu-
tion, just like Maximov’s leaflet, professes submission to
the Party but, again just like Maximov, in principle defends
ultimatumism. We do not at all mean to say that the St.
Petersburg ultimatumists have been guided directly by
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Maximov’s leaflet—we have no data on this subject. And it
is not important. We assert that the ideological affinity of
the political stand here is indubitable. We assert that this
is a particularly clear example of the application of “cau-
tious”, “diplomatic™, tactical, evasive—call it what you
will—ultimatumism in practice, an application that, to any
person who is close to Party work, is familiar from a hAundred
analogous cases which are less “striking”, are not authenti-
cated by official documents and concern matters that a So-
cial-Democrat cannot tell to the public for reasons of secrecy,
etc. Of course, the St. Petersburg resolution is less skilful
as regards literary technique than Maximov’s leaflet. But in
practice the views of Maximov will always (or in 999 cases
out of a thousand) be applied in the local organisations not by
Maximov himself but by his less “skilful” supporters. What
concerns the Party is not who is more “skilful” in covering
up tracks, but what is the actual content of Party work,
what is the actual trend imparted to it by particular leaders.

And we ask any impartial person: is it possible for the
supporters of Proletary and the authors of such resolutions
to work in one faction, i.e., in one union of Party members
with kindred opinions? Is it possible to speak seriously of
putting into effect the Party decision to utilise the Duma
and the Duma tribune when such resolutions are passed by
the governing bodies of the local committees?

That the resolution of the Executive Committee did in
effect put a spoke in the wheel of the election campaign
that had just begun, that this resolution did in effect disrupt
the election campaign, was immediately understood by
everyone (except the authors of it and the ultimatumists who
were enraptured by Maximov’s “art” in covering up the
tracks). We have already related how the Bolsheviks in St.
Petersburg reacted to this resolution and we shall say more
farther on. As for ourselves, we immediately wrote an article
entitled “The Otzovist-Ultimatumist Strike-breakers”3%—
strike-breakers because the ultimatumists, by the position
they took, were obviously betraying the Social-Democratic
election campaign to the Cadets—in which we showed what
a downright disgrace it was for Social-Democrats to pass
such a resolution and invited the Executive Committee
which passed this resolution to immediately withdraw from



70 V. I. LENIN

Proletary the heading “Organ of the St. Petersburg Commit-
tee” if this Executive Committee claimed to voice the views
of the St. Petersburg Social-Democrats: we do not want to
be hypocritical—said this article—we have never been and
never will be the organ of such ... also-Bolsheviks.

The article was already set up and even in page proof
when we received a letter from St. Petersburg informing
us that the notorious resolution had been rescinded. We had
to postpone publication (as a result No. 47-48 came out a
few days later than it should have). Now, fortunately, we
have to speak of the ultimatumists’ resolution not in connec-
tion with an election campaign in process but in an account
of something that is past ... and it would be well if it were
“buried in oblivion”.

Here is the text of the resolution passed by the St. Peters-
burg Bolsheviks at a non-official meeting called after the
adoption of the notorious resolution:

“This non-official inter-district meeting of Social-Democratic
workers and functionaries, having discussed the resolutions of the
enlarged editorial board of Proletary, expresses complete solidarity
with the political line of the resolutions: ‘The Tasks of the Bolsheviks
in the Party’, ‘The Attitude to Duma Activities, etc.” and ‘On Ulti-
matumism and Otzovism’.

“At the same time the meeting strongly disagrees with the methods
of struggle against the ultimatumist comrades pursued by the edito-
rial board in the said resolutions, considering such methods an ob-
stacle to the solution of the basic tasks outlined by the editorial board
of Proletary—the rebuilding of the Party.

“The meeting protests no less strongly against the splitting actions
of our ultimatumist and otzovist comrades.”

After this resolution was adopted the St. Petersburg
Committee held a new meeting which rescinded the ulti-
matumist resolution and adopted a new one (see Current
Events). This new resolution concludes: “Considering it
highly important and essential to utilise the forthcoming
election campaign, the St. Petersburg Committee resolves
to take an active part in it.”

Before we go on to reply to the comrades who do not agree
with what they call our splitting policy we shall quote some
passages from a letter sent by one of these comrades:

...“But if the participants in the meeting (the non-official inter-

district meeting), two-thirds of them workers, were unanimous in
their estimate of the present period and of our tactical moves resulting
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from it, they were no less unanimous in their disapproval of the meth-
ods of struggle which the editorial board of Proletary proposed against
our tactical opponents—the wultimatumists. They did not agree
with the resolutions of Proletary that it is necessary to make a faction-
al break with these comrades, but considered that such a break would
be a step endangering the existence of the Party.... I am sure that I
correctly express the opinion and sentiment of the meeting if I say:
we shall not allow a split. Comrades! You people abroad have conjur-
ed up for yourselves a dreadful demon of ultimatumism that in real-
ity does not exist over here. A chance combination in the St. Peters-
burg Committee and the Executive Committee produced an ultima-
tumist majority, the result of which was the adoption of a silly, il-
literate resolution which dealt these ultimatumists such a moral blow
that they can scarcely recover-from it.... At the meeting of the St. Pe-
tersburg Committee which adopted this resolution there were no
representatives from three districts, and it has now come to light
that the representative of the fourth district was not entitled to vote.
So there were in effect no representatives from four districts and the
one vote which gave the majority to the ultimatumists, is “accounted
for”. So It turns out that even with the St. Petersburg Committee
meeting under strength the ultimatumists did not have a majority.... As
regards the resolution of the St. Petersburg Committee on the elec-
tion, the meeting resolved to get it reconsidered and there is no doubt
that at the very next meeting of the St. Petersburg Committee, where
it now appears that we shall be in the majority, a different resolution
will be adopted. The ultimatumists themselves are ashamed of their re-
solution and agree to have It reconsidered. They all agree, the proposer
himself not excepted, it seems, that it is altogether stupid, but—and
I emphasise this—there is nothing criminal in it. The ultimatumist
comrades who voted for it voiced their disagreement with the author
of the resolution who was really following the advice of the saying that

EEET)

one should behave so as ‘to acquire capital without incurring blame’.

Thus our supporter charges us with spending our time
abroad conjuring up a vision of a dreadful demon of ultimatum-
ism, and with impeding (or undermining) the cause of rebuild-
ing the Party by our splitting attacks on the ultimatumists.

The best reply to this “charge” is the history of what took
place in St. Petersburg. That is why we have told it in such
detail. The facts speak for themselves.

We considered that Comrade Maximov had broken with
our faction because he refused to submit to the resolutions
of the enlarged editorial board and organised under the guise
of the notorious “school” the ideological and organisational
centre of a new organisation abroad. For this we are being
censured by some of our supporters who in St. Petersburg
had to use the most drastic measures (a special non-official
meeting of influential workers and the reconsideration of a
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resolution already adopted!) to rescind an “altogether stu-
pid” resolution that reproduced the views of Maximov!!

No, comrades, when you accuse us of splitting and of
“conjuring-up demons” you only prove over and over again
that it was imperatively necessary to recognise that Maxi-
mov had broken with our faction, you only prove that we
should have hopelessly disgraced Bolshevism and done ir-
reparable damage to the Party cause if we had not dissociated
ourselves from Maximov on the eve of the election in St.
Petersburg. Your deeds, comrades who accuse us of a split,
contradict your words.

You “differ only” with our methods of combating the ulti-
matumists. We do not differ at all with your methods of
combating the ultimatumists, we whole-heartedly and en-
tirely approve of both your methods and the victory you won
by them—but we are most profoundly convinced at the same
time that your methods are nothing more than the practical
application of “our” methods to a certain Party milieu.

In what do our “bad” methods consist? In the fact that
we called for a dissociation from Maximov and Co.? In
what do your good methods consist? In the fact that you
condemned as “altogether stupid” a resolution wholly advo-
cating Maximov’s views, called a special meeting, raised a
campaign against this resolution, with the result that the
authors themselves became ashamed of it, that it was re-
scinded and another resolution passed in its stead, not ulti-
matumist but Bolshevist.

Your “campaign”, comrades, does not cut across our cam-
paign but is a continuation of it.

“But we do not admit that anyone has broken away,” you
will say. Very well. If you want to “refute” our, bad method,
try to do abroad what you have done in St. Petersburg.
Try to secure that Maximov and his supporters (if only at
the site of the celebrated Yerogin “school”) admit that the
ideological content of Maximov’s leaflet (“Report to the Bol-
shevik Comrades™) is “altogether stupid”, to secure that Maxi-
mov and his clique become “ashamed” of this leaflet, that
the notorious “school” issue a leaflet with a diametrically
opposite ideological content.™ If you could secure this you

* Here, incidentally, is an illustration how Maximov and the no-
torious “school” cover their tracks. The school issued a printed leaflet,
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would really refute our methods of struggle and we should
gladly admit that “your” methods were better.

In St. Petersburg there was vital, urgent, general Party
business in hand: the election. In St. Petersburg the Social-
Democratic proletariat immediately called the ultimatumists
to order in such a tone that they obeyed at once: the Party
spirit prevailed, the proximity of the proletarian masses
exerted a favourable influence; it at once became clear to all
that the ultimatumist resolution made work impossible.
The ultimatumists were immediately presented with an
ultimatum, and the St. Petersburg ultimatumists (to their
honour be it said) replied to this ultimatum of the Bolsheviks
by submitting to the Party, by submitting to the Bolsheviks,
and not by waging a struggle against the Bolsheviks (at
least, not at the election; whether they will refrain from a
struggle after the election remains to be seen).

Maximov and Co. are ultimatumists not only in sentiment.
They are trying to make ultimatumism a whole political
line. They are building a complete system of ultimatum-
ist policy (we say nothing of their friendship with the
god-builders, for which the St. Petersburg ultimatumists are
probably not to blame), they are creating a new trend on
this basis, they have begun to wage systematic war against

dated August 26, 1909, containing the programme of the school, a
letter from Kautsky (who very mildly advises that philosophical
differences should “not be brought to the fore”, and declares that he
“does not consider justified the sharp criticism of the Social-Demo-
cratic group in the Duma”, not to speak of “ultimatumism™!), a let-
ter of Lenin’s (see present edition, Vol. 15, pp. 468-69—Ed.) and a
resolution passed by the school Council. This droll Council declares
that “factional strife has absolutely no relation to its (the school’s)
aims and objects, which strictly coincide with the general aims and
objects of the Party”. We read the signatories to the leaflet. Lecturers:
Maximov, Gorky, Lyadov, Lunacharsky, Mikhail, Alexinsky. Only
think: a school with such a roster of lecturers “has absolutely no re-
lation” to “factional strife”. Listen, my dear comrades: ... invent,
but don’t stretch it too far!—We shall be told that the school has
“invited” other lecturers too. In the first place, it did so, knowing
that these others would practically never be able to come. In the se-
cond place, it sent out invitations, but.... “But the school could not
offer them (the other lecturers) travelling expenses and maintenance
during the period of the lectures.” (Leaflet of August 26, 1909). Nice
that, is it not? We are absolutely not factionalists, but we “cannot
offer” travelling expenses to anyone but our “own” people....
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Bolshevism. Of course these inspirers of the otzovists, too,
will suffer (and are already suffering) defeat, but to rid our
faction and Party more rapidly of the disease of otzovism-
ultimatumism, more drastic methods are required and the
more decisively we combat the overt and covert otzovists
the sooner we shall be able to rid the Party of this disease.

“An accidental majority” of the ultimatumists—say our
friends in St. Petersburg. You are profoundly mistaken,
comrades. What you see at present among you is a small
particle of the general phenomenon and you call it “acciden-
tal” because you do not see its connection with the whole.
Recall the facts. In the spring of 1908 otzovism raises its
head in the Central Region and collects 14 votes (out
of 32) at the Moscow City Conference. In the summer and
autumn of 1908 the otzovist campaign in Moscow: Rabo-
cheye Znamya opens a discussion and refutes otzovism. In
August 1908 Proletary too takes up the controversy. The
autumn of 1908: the otzovists form a separate “trend” at
the Party’s All-Russian Conference. The spring of 1909: the
otzovists’ campaign in Moscow (see Proletary No. 47-48,
“Conference of the Moscow Area Organisation”). The summer
of 1909: the ultimatumist resolution of the Executive Com-
mittee of the St. Petersburg Committee.

In the face of these facts to speak of the ultimatumist
majority as “accidental” is sheer naiveté. In some localities
very marked variations in the make-up of our organisations
are inevitable, while reaction is so strong and the member-
ship of the Social-Democratic organisations is so weak, as
is the case now. Today the Bolsheviks declare “accidental”
an ultimatumist majority in X. Tomorrow the ultima-
tumists declare “accidental” a Bolshevik majority in Y.
There are hosts of people ready to squabble on this score—
but we are not among them. It must be understood that these
squabbles and wrangles are a product of a deep-seated ideolog-
ical divergence. Only if we understand this can we help
the Social-Democrats to replace fruitless and degrading
squabbles (over “accidental” majorities, organisational con-
flicts, money matters, contacts, etc.) by an explanation of
the ideological causes of the divergence. We know perfectly
well that in many towns the struggle between the ultimatum-
ists and the Bolsheviks has spread to the most diverse
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branches of work, and has sown discord and disorder also
in activities in legal unions, associations, congresses and
assemblies. We have letters from the “field of battle” about
this discord and disorder—unfortunately, the requirements
of secrecy allow us to publish only a tenth, if not a hundredth,
part of what we have received on this subject. We declare
most categorically that the fight against the ultimatumists
in St. Petersburg election was no accident, but was one of
the innumerable symptoms of a general disease.

Hence we repeat over and over again to all our Bolshevik
comrades, to all workers who cherish the cause of revolu-
tionary Social-Democracy: there is nothing more erroneous
and harmful than attempts to conceal this disease. We must
lay bare for all to see the causes, the nature and the sig-
nificance of our difference with the supporters of otzovism,
ultimatumism and god-building. The Bolshevik faction,
i.e., the union of like-minded Bolsheviks, who want to
lead the Party along the line set by Proletary and known to
all, must be clearly separated, demarcated from the new
faction which today leads its supporters inevitably to “acci-
dental” anarchist phrases in the platforms of the Moscow
and St. Petersburg otzovists, tomorrow to an “accidental”
caricature of Bolshevism in Maximov’s leaflet, and the day
after that to an accidentally “stupid” resolution in St.
Petersburg. We must understand this disease and energeti-
cally co-operate to cure it. Where it can be treated by the St.
Petersburg method, i.e., by an immediate and successful
appeal to the Social-Democratic consciousness of the advanced
workers, such treatment is the best of all, there no one
has ever preached splitting off and demarcation at all costs.
But wherever, due to various conditions, centres and circles
are being formed on anything like a permanent basis for the
propagation of the ideas of the new faction, demarcation
is essential. There demarcation from the new faction is
an earnest of practical unity of work in the ranks of the
Party, for in St. Petersburg the Party practical workers
themselves have just admitted that such work is impossible
under the banner of ultimatumism.

Proletary No. 49, Published according to
October 3 (16), 1909 the text in Proletary
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NOTE TO THE ARTICLE
“THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTION"*

Only the Bolsheviks have protested against the exaggera-
tion of this Bolshevik idea. When the newspaper Novy
Dyen*' struck a false note by demarcation inadequate in
principle from the Trudoviks and Popular Socialists, three
Bolshevik writers made an attempt to correct this oblit-
eration of differences in programme and to put agitation
in the newspaper and at election meetings on more consistent
class, socialist lines. This attempt failed, as far as we know,
through no fault of the Bolsheviks. Equally unsuccessful was
the attempt of a certain Bolshevik to protest against Jor-
dansky’s arguments in Novy Dyen concerning Social-Demo-
cratic views on law and order. Jordansky, like many oppor-
tunists, vulgarised Engels’s well-known statement about the
“rosy cheeks” that the Social-Democratic movement had
acquired on the basis of “legality”. Engels himself strongly
protested against a loose interpretation of his idea (see his
letters in Neue Zeit), which applied to a definite period of
development in Germany (with universal suffrage, etc.).*?
Jordansky thinks it is in place to speak of such a thing under
the “legality” of June 3.

Proletary No. 49, Published according to
October 3 (16), 1909 the text in Proletary
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DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE CONSOLIDATION
OF THE PARTY AND OF ITS UNITY*

The editorial board of the Central Organ** recognises
that the consolidation of our Party and of its unity may
at the present time be achieved only by the rapprochement,
which has already begun, between definite factions that
are strong and influential in the practical workers’ move-
ment, and not by moralising whining for their abolition.
Moreover, this rapprochement must take place and develop
on the basis of revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics and
an organisational policy aiming at a determined struggle
against liquidationism both of the “Left” and of the “Right”,
especially against the latter, since “Left” liquidationism,
being already routed, is a lesser danger.

Written October 21
(November 3), 1909

First published in 1929 Published according to
in the second and third the manuscript
editions of Lenin’s
Collected Works, Vol. XIV
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SPEECH AT THE MEETING
OF THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST BUREAU
ON THE SPLIT
IN THE DUTCH SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC LABOUR
PARTY®
OCTOBER 25 (NOVEMBER 7), 1909

Both Singer and Adler proceeded from a number of facts
which I want to mention once again here. First, the split
is a fact that has to be taken into account. Secondly, ac-
cording to Adler himself, the Social-Democratic Party is
a socialist Party. Thirdly, it has the incontestable right
to participate in international congresses. The S.D.P. it-
self does not even demand to be allowed to participate in
the decisions of the Bureau; it could be granted an advisory
vote in the Bureau, as was done in the case of a number of
Russian parties. Fourthly, Comrade Adler has found that the
votes at international congresses should be divided between
the two parties in the Dutch section of the Copenhagen Con-
gress, while the S.D.P. is to be granted the right of appeal
to the Congress. Unanimity should be achieved on these four
items at this session. I want to add that Comrade Roland
Holst mentioned by Troelstra had come out for the accept-
ance of the S.D.P.

Published on November 13, 1909 Published according to
in Supplement No. 4 to the the text of the supplement
newspaper Leipziger Volkszeitung Translated from the
No. 24 German
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THE TSAR AGAINST THE FINNISH PEOPLE

The Black-Hundred bandits of the Winter Palace*® and
the Octobrist tricksters of the Third Duma have begun a
new campaign against Finland. To do away with the consti-
tution that protects the rights of the Finns against the tyr-
anny of the Russian autocrats, to put Finland on a par
with the rest of Russia deprived of rights by the exceptional
laws—such is the purpose of this crusade which has been
inaugurated by the tsar’s ukase deciding the question of
military service over the head of the Finnish Diet and by the
appointment of new senators from Russian officialdom. It
would be a waste of time to dwell on the arguments with
which these bandits and tricksters are trying to prove the
legality and justice of the demands which are presented to
Finland under the threat of a million bayonets. The essence
of the matter is not in these arguments but in the aim that
is being pursued. In the person of free and democratic Fin-
land the tsarist government and its associates want to efface
the last trace of the popular gains of 1905. Hence the cause
of the whole Russian people is at stake in these days when the
Cossack regiments and artillery batteries are hastily occupy-
ing the urban centres of Finland.

The Russian revolution, supported by the Finns, com-
pelled the tsar to relax the stranglehold which he had kept
on the Finnish people for a number of years. The tsar, who
wanted to extend his despotic power over Finland, to whose
constitution his ancestors and he himself had taken the oath,
was compelled to sanction not only the expulsion of Bobri-
kov’s*” executioners from Finnish soil and the repeal of
his own unlawful ukases, but also the introduction of uni-
versal and equal suffrage in Finland. After crushing the Rus-
sian revolution the tsar is harking back to the past, but with
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the difference that he now feels behind him not only the sup-
port of the old guard, his hired spies and plunderers of the
public purse, but also the support of the moneyed gang,
headed by the Krupenskys and Guchkovs, which is operating
jointly in the Third Duma in the name of the Russian people.

The bandits’ venture has everything in its favour. The
revolutionary movement in Russia has been terribly enfee-
bled and the beast on the throne need have no concern on
its account to distract him from his coveted prey. The West-
European bourgeoisie, which had once petitioned the tsar
to leave Finland in peace, will not lift a finger to halt the
bandits. Only just recently it has been given assurances that
the tsar’s intentions are honest and “constitutional” by the
very people who, at that time, exhorted Europe to condemn
the tsar’s policy in Finland. Calling themselves “represent-
atives of the Russian intelligentsia” and “representatives
of the Russian people”, the Cadet leaders have solemnly as-
sured the European bourgeoisie that they, and the Russian
people with them, are at one with the tsar. The Russian
liberals have done everything to ensure that Europe remains
as indifferent to the new attacks of the two-headed ravager
on Finland as it was to his excursions against free Persia.

Free Persia has rebuffed tsarism by her own efforts. The
Finnish people—and the Finnish proletariat in the lead—
are preparing a strong rebuff to the successes of Bobrikov.

The Finnish proletariat is aware that it will have to fight
in extremely difficult conditions. It knows that the West-
European bourgeoisie who are flirting with the autocracy
will not interfere; that the moneyed section of Russian so-
ciety, partly bribed by Stolypin’s policy, partly corrupted
by the lies of the Cadets, will not lend Finland the moral
support which she enjoyed prior to 1905; that the insolence
of the Russian Government has grown beyond measure since
it managed to strike a blow at the revolutionary army in
Russia proper.

But the Finnish proletariat also knows that the outcome
of a political struggle is not decided by a single engagement,
that it sometimes entails long years of stubborn effort and
the winner in the long run is the side which has the force
of historical development behind it. The freedom of Finland
will triumph because without it the freedom of Russia is
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inconceivable, while without the triumph of freedom in Russia
the economic development of the latter is inconceivable.

The Finnish proletariat also knows from glorious experi-
ence how to wage a long, stubborn revolutionary struggle
for freedom, designed to wear down, disorganise and dis-
credit the vile enemy until circumstances permit the deliv-
ery of a decisive blow.

At the same time the proletariat of Finland knows that
from the outset of its new struggle it will have on its side
the socialist proletariat of all Russia, ready, however oner-
ous the conditions of the contemporary moment, to do their
duty, their whole duty.

The Social-Democratic group in the Diet has sent a depu-
tation to the Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma
in order jointly to discuss a plan of action against the coer-
cionists. From the lofty tribune of the Duma our deputies
will raise their voice, as they did last year, to brand the
tsarist government and unmask its hypocritical allies in
the Duma. Let then all the Social-Democratic organisations
and all workers exert every effort so that the voice of our
deputies in the Taurida Palace*® is not a cry in the wil-
derness, so that the enemies of Russian and Finnish liberty
see that the whole Russian proletariat is one with the Fin-
nish people. The duty of the comrades in each locality is to
use every opportunity that presents itself to make manifest
the attitude of the proletariat of Russia to the Finnish ques-
tion. Beginning with appeals to the Russian and Finnish
Social-Democratic groups, and proceeding to more active
forms of protests, the Party will find ways enough to break
the disgraceful conspiracy of silence in which the Russian
counter-revolution is rending the body of the Finnish people.

The struggle in Finland is a struggle for the freedom of
all Russia. Whatever bitter moments the new struggle will
cost the heroic Finnish proletariat, it will bind with new
ties of solidarity the working class of Finland and Russia,
preparing them for the moment when they will be strong
enough to finish what they began in the October days of
1905 and what they tried to continue in the glorious days
of Kronstadt and Sveaborg.

Sotsial-Demokrat No. 9, Published according to
October 31 (November 13), 1909 the text in Sotsial-Demokrat
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TO PUPILS OF THE CAPRI SCHOOL*

Dear comrades, we have received both your letters about
the incipient split in the “school”. These are the first com-
radely letters of kindred thinkers to reach us from Capri
and they have made all of us very happy. We most heartily
welcome the clear demarcation in the school.

It required time, of course, to lay bare the true character
of the school as a new centre of the new faction. We did
not doubt for a moment that sooner or later the most class-
conscious Social-Democratic workers would find their bear-
ings in this situation and select the right path. We learn
from Moscow that letters have been received there from out-
and-out “Bogdanovist” pupils of the school who are cam-
palgnlng openly for the Capri centre and very greatly help-
ing all Social-Democratic workers to understand the true
significance of the Capri school.

Now to come to the matter in hand. You must, comrades,
thoroughly think over the new situation that has arisen so
that we can discuss it together and take the right steps,
choosing the right time for them. You understand, of course,
that a split in the school is now inevitable: you yourselves
write that you cannot feel at home in such a school.
You, of course, are not counting on united action with the
out-and-out “Bogdanovists”. And once matters have reached
such a pitch that a split in the school is inevitable, it is
necessary to understand clearly the significance of this
split, to have a clear idea of the struggle ensuing from the
split, and how the Bogdanovists will try to “disarm” all
of you (i.e., to deprive you of the possibility of making your
influence felt and of telling the truth about the school),



TO PUPILS OF THE CAPRI SCHOOL 83

to compromise all of you (the nickname “agent of the Bol-
shevik Centre” bandied about, as you say, by Alexinsky is
only a beginning; it is only the bud, the fruit is still to
come), etc., etc.

You must think this over thoroughly and act firmly,
resolutely and intelligently, as in a battle; you yourselves
write that a “battle” is going on in the school over the plat-
form. This is the beginning of battles against you wher-
ever the Bogdanovists have penetrated.

You should begin by making an accurate count of your
numbers. How many resolute opponents of the “Bogdano-
vist” platform are there? Can this number be increased or
not? If yes, then how and in what period of time? If not,
then what is the behaviour of the “neutrals”? You must
think over what your behaviour should be during an
inevitable split in the school in order as far as possible
to win over these neutrals to your side or at worst to
prevent them falling wholly into the hands of the Bogdano-
vists.

Further, how do you intend to arrange your exit from the
school? As a simple departure or as a withdrawal owing to
the struggle over platforms? Of course, if the struggle among
you has developed as rapidly as one might judge from your
first two letters, the split has perhaps already happened,
i.e., perhaps the Bogdanovists have already ousted you,
quite simply ousted you, and in that case there is nothing
to be said. If this has not yet happened—think carefully
over how you will arrange your departure. You must give
a reply to all the Russian organisations. You must refute
precisely and clearly, by giving the facts, all the thousands
of attacks which will now be heaped on you by the “Bogda-
novists”. You must be prepared to defend your views on
the school and on the “platform”™ of the Bogdanovists.

If the question of your departure arises you must see that
you are given the means for travelling to Russia. That is
the school’s obligation, just as prior to the split among the
Bolsheviks it was the obligation of the Bolshevik Centre to
pay the expenses of travelling to Russia (after the Decem-
ber Party Conference of 1908) for Lyadov, Vsevolod and
Stanislav. They demanded their expenses from us at that
time and received them.
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We shall, of course, help you as regards passports and a
meeting with us (in Paris or in some small town, where it
would be more secret and save you time, as well as being
cheaper). We will discuss where to meet as a separate ques-
tion and make a choice later on. Our finances are not bril-
liant and we can only give you modest assistance.

I am writing all this to clarify matters and to exchange
opinions with you. When we have received more detailed
replies from you and cleared up all the questions by our
correspondence we shall convene the executive committee
of the enlarged editorial board of Proletary and then settle
the amount of assistance, the time and place of our meet-
ing, and so forth.

Please answer in detail. Can you give us your direct
address?

With greetings,
The Secretary of “Proletary”

Written October 1909

First published in 1933 Published according to
in Lenin Miscellany XXV the manuscript
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A SHAMEFUL FIASCO

The reader will remember the short but instructive his-
tory of the “Party” school in X.—. Here it is. After a year’s
internal strife the Bolshevik faction categorically disso-
ciated itself from the “new” trends—otzovism, ultimatum-
ism and god-building. The Bolshevik Conference passed
a special resolution declaring the school in X.—to be the
centre of a new faction consisting of the supporters of these
trends.* The leaders abroad of the new faction built on these
three monster bases split off from the Bolsheviks organisa-
tionally. Being endowed with unusual political courage and
unshakable belief in their creed, the heroes of the new fac-
tion did not venture to come out with visor up in their own
newspaper, etc. They chose instead the simple expedient
of deceiving the Party and our faction: they formed a school
abroad which they called a “Party” school and carefully
concealed its true ideological complexion. After a number
of efforts they managed to collect some thirteen workers in
this mock-Party school and a group consisting of Maximov,
Alexinsky, Lyadov and Lunacharsky set to work “teaching”
them. Throughout, this clique not only concealed the fact
that the “school” was the centre of a new faction but stren-
uously insisted that the “school” was not connected with
any faction but was a general Party undertaking. Maximov,
Alexinsky, Lyadov and Co. in the role of “non-factional”
comrades!**

* See present edition, Vol. 15, pp. 450-51.—Ed.

**Incidentally let Comrade Trotsky read the workers’ letters
inserted elsewhere in this issue and decide whether it is not time he
kept his promise to go and teach in the “school” at X.—(if one of the
reports of the “school” is correct in saying that such a promise was
given). Perhaps this is the opportune moment to come on the “field
of battle” holding an olive branch of peace and a cruse of “non-fac-
tional” unction.
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And, now, finally, the last stage. Of the workers who came
abroad to study at this mock-Party school, about half of
them are in revolt against the “bad shepherds” Elsewhere
we print two letters from pupils of the notorious “school”
and several reports from Moscow which completely expose
Maximov, Alexinsky, Lyadov and Co. for the adventurers
they are. The contents speak for themselves. It is all good
stuff: the “regular battle”, the “fiercest controversies every
day” and the picture of schoolmaster Alexinsky putting
his tongue out at the worker students, etc. In the weighty
reports of the school all these things will probably be trans-
muted into “practical studies” of questions of agitation
and propaganda, a course “on social philosophies™, etc.
But alas, no one will take this pitiful, shameful farce seri-
ously now!

For two months the leaders of the new faction have been
trying to persuade the workers of the superiority of otzo-
vism and god-building over revolutionary Marxism. Then,
losing patience, they began to force the otzovist-ultimatum-
ist “platform”™ down their throats. And the more enlight-
ened and independent of the workers protested of course.
We do not want to serve as a screen for the new ideological
centre of the otzovists and god-builders; there is no control
over the school either “from below” or “from above”, say the
worker comrades in their letters. And this is the surest guar-
antee that the policy of hide-and-seek and demagogic
“democratism” is doomed to bankruptcy in the eyes of the
pro-Party workers. “The local organisations themselves
will govern the school in X.—,” the workers were told by Ma-
ximov and Co. Now this game has been exposed by the same
workers who used to have faith in this clique.

In conclusion—one request, godly otzovist gentlemen.
When you in your divinely hallowed Tsarevokokshaisk
finish—as we hope you will—drawing up your platform,
don’t hide it from us on the precedent of your action on a
previous occasion. In any case we shall get hold of it soon-
er or later and publish it in the Party press. So it would
be better for you not to disgrace yourselves once again.

A separate reprint from Published according to
Proletary No. 50, the text of the separate
November 28 (December 11), 1909 reprint
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SOME SOURCES
OF THE PRESENT IDEOLOGICAL DISCORD

In the present issue of Proletary we print one of the nu-
merous letters we have received pointing out the tremendous
ideological discord among the Social-Democrats. Special
attention is merited by the ideas on the subject of the “Ger-
man line” (i.e., the prospect of Germany’s development
after 1848 being duplicated in our own country). In order
to trace the sources of the mistaken opinions current in
this very important question, for without its clarification
the workers’ party cannot devise correct tactics, we shall
take the Mensheviks and Golos Sotsial-Demokrata on the
one hand and Comrade Trotsky’s Polish article on the
other.

I

The tactics of the Bolsheviks in the Revolution of 1905-
07 were based on the principle that the complete victory
of this revolution was possible only as a dictatorship of
the proletariat and the peasantry. What are the economic
grounds for this view? Beginning with Two Tactics (1905)*
and continuing with numerous articles in newspapers and
miscellanies of 1906 and 1907 we have consistently given
the following grounds: the bourgeois development of Rus-
sia is now a foregone conclusion but it is possible in two
forms—the so-called “Prussian” form (the retention of the
monarchy and landlordism, the creation of a strong, i.e.,
bourgeois, peasantry on the given historical basis, etc.)

* See present edition, Vol. 9, pp. 15-140.—Ed.
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and the so-called “American” form (a bourgeois republic,
the abolition of landlordism, the creation of a farmer class,
i.e., of a free bourgeois peasantry, by means of a marked
change of the given historical situation). The proletariat
must fight for the second path as offering the greatest de-
gree of freedom and speed of development of the productive
forces of capitalist Russia, and victory in this struggle is
possible only with a revolutionary alliance between the
proletariat and the peasantry.

This is the view embodied in the resolution of the Lon-
don Congress on the Narodnik or Trudovik parties and on
the attitude of the Social-Democrats towards them. The
Mensheviks, as we know, are hostile to this resolution, par-
ticularly as regards the special question which we are ana-
lysing here. But how shaky the economic basis of their case
is can be seen from the following words of a most influential
Menshevik authority on the agrarian question in Russia,
Comrade Maslov. In the second volume of his Agrarian
Question, published in 1908 (the preface is dated December
15, 1907), Maslov wrote: “As long as [Maslov’s italics]
purely capitalistic relations have not developed in the coun-
tryside, as long as subsistence rent [Maslov wrongly uses
this unfortunate expression instead of the term: feudal
bondage rent] persists, a solution of the agrarian question
most advantageous for democracy will still be possible.
The past history of the world shows two types of capitalist
development: the type prevailing in Western Europe (not
counting Switzerland and some odd corners of other Euro-
pean states), which is the result of a compromise between
the nobility and the bourgeoisie, and the type of agrarian
relations which have been established in Switzerland, the
United States of America, and the British and other colo-
nies. The data which we cite on the status of the agrarian
question in Russia does not give us sufficient grounds to say
for certain which type of agrarian relations will become
established in our country, while our ‘scientific conscience’
does not allow us to draw subjective and arbitrary conclu-
sions...” (p. 457).

That is true. And it is a full recognition of the economic
basis of Bolshevik tactics. It is not a matter of “revolution-
ary intoxication” (as the Vekhists and the Cherevanins
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think) but of objective, economic conditions, which would
allow the possibility of an “American” line of capitalist de-
velopment in Russia. In his history of the peasant move-
ment in 1905-07 Maslov had to recognise our main prem-
ises. The agrarian “programme of the Cadets”, he writes in
the same place, “is the most utopian as there is no broad
social class interested in the question being solved in the
way they desire, either the interests of the landowners will
prevail with impending political concessions [Maslov
means to say: with inevitable concessions to the landown-
ing bourgeoisie] or the interests of democracy” (p. 456).

And that too is true. Hence it follows that the tactics
of proletarian support for the Cadets in the revolution was
“utopian”. Hence it follows that the forces of “democracy”, i.e.,
of the democratic revolution, are the forces of the proletar-
iat and peasantry. Hence it follows that there are two roads
of bourgeois development: one is that of the “landowners,
making concessions to the bourgeoisie”, the other is that
along which the workers and peasants want to lead and can
lead this development (cf. Maslov, p. 446: “If all the landed
estates were ceded gratis to the peasantry for their use, even
then ... the process of the capitalisation of peasant farming
would take place, but less painfully...”).

We see that when Maslov argues as a Marxist he argues
in a Bolshevik way. But the following is an instance where,
in attacking the Bolsheviks, he argues just like a liberal.
This instance, needless to say, is to be found in the liqui-
dationist book: The Social Movement in Russia at the Be-
ginning of the Twentieth Century which is being published
under the editorship of Martov, Maslov and Potresov; in the
section “Summing up” (Vol. I) we find an article by Mas-
lov: “The Development of the National Economy and Its
Influence on the Class Struggle in the Nineteenth Century”.
In this article, on page 661, we read:

“...some Social-Democrats have begun to regard the bourgeoisie
as a hopelessly reactionary class and a negligible quantity. Not only
has the strength and importance of the bourgeoisie been underestimated
but the historic role of this class has been viewed out of historical
perspective: the participation of the middle and petty bourgeoisie
in the revolutionary movement and the sympathy towards it by the
big bourgeoisie in the first stage of the movement have been ignored,
while it is taken as a foregone conclusion that in the future, too, the
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bourgeoisie will play a reactionary role, and so on” (that’s just as he
has it: “and so on”!). “Hence was deduced the inevitability of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, which would con-
tradict the whole trend of economic development.”

This tirade is wholly Vekhist. This “Marxism” is all of
the Brentano, Sombart or Struve variety.’® The standpoint
of its author is the standpoint of a liberal as distinct from
a bourgeois democrat. For a liberal is a liberal precisely
because he does not visualise, his mind does not accept,
any other course of bourgeois development than the one al-
ready in process, i.e., the one led by the landowners, who
make “concessions” to the bourgeoisie. A democrat is a
democrat precisely because he sees another way and fights
for it, the way led by the “people”, i.e., the petty bourgeoi-
sie, the peasantry and the proletariat, but he does not see
that this way too is bourgeois. In the “Summing up” of this
liquidationist book Maslov forgot all about the fwo lines
of bourgeois development, about the strength of the bour-
geoisie of the American type (in its Russian equivalent:
a bourgeoisie that grows out of the peasantry, on a soil
swept clean of landlordism by revolutionary means), about
the weakness of the bourgeoisie of the Prussian type (en-
slaved by “landowners™); he forgot that the Bolsheviks have
never spoken of the “inevitability” of “dictatorship”, but of
its necessity for the victory of the American path; he for-
got that the Bolsheviks deduced “dictatorship” not from the
weakness of the bourgeoisie, but from the objective, econom-
ic conditions making possible two lines of development of
the bourgeoisie. In its theoretical aspect the tirade quoted
is a sheer mass of confusion (which Maslov himself repudi-
ates in the second volume of the Agrarian Question); in
its practical political aspect it is liberalism, an ideological
defence of extreme liquidationism.

Now see how an unsound position on the main economic
question leads to unsound political conclusions. Here is
a quotation from Martov’s article “Whither Next?” (Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata No. 13): “In contemporary Russia no
one can say definitely just now whether in a new political
crisis favourable objective conditions will be created for
a radical democratic revolution; we can only indicate the
specific conditions under which a revolution of this kind
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will become inevitable. Until history decides this question
of the future as it was decided for Germany in 1871, the So-
cial-Democrats must not relinquish the aim of meeting the
inevitable political crisis with their own revolutionary so-
lution of the political, agrarian and national problem (a
democratic republic, the confiscation of landed estates, and
the full right of self-determination). But they must go for-
ward to meet the crisis which will settle once and for all
the question of the ‘German’ or ‘French’ consummation of
the re,\’folution, not stand and wait for the advent of the
crisis.

True. Splendid words paraphrasing the resolution of the
Party Conference of December 1908. This formulation is in
full accord with Maslov’s words in the second volume of
the Agrarian Question and the tactics of the Bolsheviks.
There is a decided difference between this formulation and
the standpoint expressed in the famous exclamation that
the “Bolsheviks at the Conference of December 1908 decided
to push in where they had had one licking already.”?!
We can “go forward with our revolutionary solution of the
agrarian question” only together with the revolutionary
sections of the bourgeois democracy, i.e., only with the peas-
antry, not with the liberals, who are satisfied with “con-
cessions from the landowners”. To go forward to confiscation
together with the peasantry—there is nothing but a ver-
bal difference between this formulation and the principle:
to go forward to a dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry. But Martov, who came so close to the standpoint
of our Party in Golos No. 13, does not hold to this position
consistently but constantly deviates towards Potresov and
Cherevanin, not only in the liquidationist book The Social
Movement but in the same issue, No. 13. In the same arti-
cle, for instance, he defines the task of the moment as the
“struggle for a legal labour movement, including one for
winning the legalisation of our own existence [of the So-
cial-Democratic Party!”. To say that means making a con-
cession to the liquidators: we want to strengthen the
Social-Democratic Party, utilising all legal possibilities
and all opportunities of open action; the liquidators want
to squeeze the Party into the framework of a legal and open
(under Stolypin) existence. We are fighting for the revolu-
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tionary overthrow of the Stolypin autocracy, utilising for
this struggle every case of open action, widening the prole-
tarian basis of the movement for this purpose. The liquida-
tors are fighting for the open existence of the labour move-
ment ... under Stolypin. Martov’s statement that it is our
duty to fight for a republic and the confiscation of the land
is so formulated that it precludes liquidationism; his state-
ment about fighting for the open existence of the Party
is so formulated that it does not preclude liquidationism.
Here in the political field is the same inconsistency as Mas-
lov’s in the economic field.*

This inconsistency soars to Himalayan heights in Marty-
nov’s article on the agrarian question (No. 10-11). Marty-
nov tries to carry on a biting controversy against Proletary
but, owing to his inability to formulate the question, he
flounders helplessly and clumsily. For Proletary, you see,
the result is as Tkachov has it: “Now, a little bit later, or
never!”%2 This is the “result” also for Maslov and Martov,
dear Comrade Martynov; it should be the result for any
Marxist, since it is a question not of a socialist revolution
(as in the case of Tkachov) but of one of the two methods of
consummating the bourgeois revolution. Just think, Comrade
Martynov: can Marxists undertake in general to support the
confiscation of large landed estates or are they obliged to do
so only “until” (whether “now, a little bit later” or for quite
a long time yet is more than you or I can say) the bourgeois
system is definitely “established?” Another example. The
law of November 9, 1906°® “threw the countryside into a
great tumult, a state of veritable internecine war, some-
times running to knife-play”, says Martynov rightly. And his
conclusion: “in the near future to expect any unanimous
and impressive revolutionary action of the peasantry, a peas-
ant uprising, is quite impossible in view of this internecine
war.” It is ludicrous of you, dear Comrade Martynov to
counterpose an uprising, i.e., civil war, to “internecine
war”. Furthermore, the questlon of the near future does not
enter here since it is not a question of practical directives
but of the line of the whole agrarian development. Another

*We took as an example only one instance of the political incon-
sistency of Martov, who in the same article, No. 13, speaks of the com-
ing crisis as a “constitutional” crisis, and so on.
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example. “The exodus from the village communes is proceed-
ing at a forced pace.” True. What is your conclusion?...
“It is obvious that the break-up by the landlords will be suc-
cessfully completed and that in the course of a few years,
precisely in those extensive areas of Russia where quite re-
cently the agrarian movement was taking the most acute
forms, the village commune will be destroyed and with it
the chief cradle of Trudovik ideology will disappear. Thus
one of Proletary’s two prospects, the ‘bright’ one, is elimi-
nated.”

It is not a question of the village commune, dear Com-
rade Martynov, for the Peasant Union in 1905 and the Tru-
doviks in 1906-07 demanded that the land be transferred
not to the village communes but to individuals or free as-
sociations. The village commune is being destroyed both by
the landlords’ breaking up of the old system of land tenure
under the supervision of Stolypin and its breaking up by the
peasants, i.e., confiscation for the creation of a new order
on the land. Proletary’s “bright” prospect is not connected
with the village commune or with Trudovism as such, but
with the possibility of an “American” development, the
creation of free farmers. So by saying that the bright pros-
pect is eliminated, and at the same time declaring that “the
slogan of expropriating the big landowners will not go by
the board” Comrade Martynov is making an unholy muddle.
If the “Prussian” type is established this slogan will go by
the board and the Marxists will say: we have done every-
thing in our power to bring about a more painless develop-
ment of capitalism, now we must fight for the destruction of
capitalism itself. If, on the other hand, this slogan does not
go by the board it will mean that the objective conditions
are at hand for switching the “train” on to the American
“line”. In that case the Marxists, if they do not wish to become
Struve-ists, will know how to see, behind the reactionary
“socialist” phraseology of the petty bourgeois, expressing
the latter’s subjective views, the objectively real struggle
of the masses for better conditions of capitalist development.

Let us sum up. Disputes over tactics are vain if they are
not based on a clear analysis of economic possibilities.
The question of Russia’s agrarian evolution taking a Prus-
sian or American form has been raised by the struggle of
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1905-07, which proved its reality. Stolypin is taking anoth-
er step further along the Prussian path—it would be a lu-
dicrous fear of the bitter truth not to recognise this. We
must go through a peculiar historical stage in the condi-
tions created by this new step. But it would be criminal as
well as ludicrous not to recognise the fact that Stolypin has
so far only complicated and aggravated the old state of af-
fairs without creating anything new. Stolypin is “putting his
stake on the powerful” and asks for “20 years of peace and
tranquillity” for the “reformation” (read: spoliation) of Rus-
sia by the landlords. The proletariat must put its stake
on democracy, without exaggerating the latter’s strength
and without limiting itself to merely “pinning hopes” on it,
but steadily developing the work of propaganda, agitation
and organisation, mobilising all the democratic forces—the
peasants above all and before all—calling upon them to
ally themselves with the leading class, to achieve the “dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry” for the pur-
pose of a full democratic victory and the creation of the
best conditions for the quickest and freest development of
capitalism. Failure to fulfil this democratic duty on the part
of the proletariat will inevitably lead to vacillations and
objectively play into the hands of the counter-revolutionary
liberals outside the labour movement and the liquidators
within it.

Proletary No. 50, November 28 Published according to

(December 11), 1909 the text in Proletary
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METHODS OF THE LIQUIDATORS
AND PARTY TASKS OF THE BOLSHEVIKS

The crisis affecting our Party at the present time is due,
as we have said more than once, to the instability of the petty-
bourgeois elements who joined the working-class movement
during the revolution and who have now gone over to the
liquidationism of the Mensheviks on one flank and to ot-
zovism and ultimatumism on the other. Hence a fight on
two flanks is an essential task for defending correct revolu-
tionary Social-Democratic tactics and building the Party.
And this fight is being waged steadfastly by the Bolshevik
faction, which is thereby rallying and uniting all really
Party, really Marxist, Social-Democratic elements.

In order to wage the fight for the Party successfully—
for the Party emphatically condemned liquidationism at
the December Conference in 1908 and equally emphatically
dissociated itself from otzovism and ultimatumism at the
same Conference—one must have a clear idea of the situa-
tion in which this struggle within the Social-Democratic
movement has to be carried on. Golos Sotsial-Demokrata
No. 16-17 and the new semi-newspaper of the otzovists
and ultimatumists (the 8-page leaflet of Comrades Maximov
and Lunacharsky: “To All Comrades™) merit attention pri-
marily because they clearly depict this situation. Both Go-
los and Maximov and Co. shield the liquidators. The iden-
tity of the methods used by the liquidators of the Right and
of the Left is strikingly obvious and demonstrates the equal
shakiness of the two positions.

Liquidationism is “a deliberately vague, maliciously
indefinite catchword”, asserts a leading article in Golos.
Maximov asserts that Proletary magnifies and inflates
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practical differences of opinion with the ultimatumists until
they become differences in principle. Poor Golos! So far
it has been able to lay the blame for all “malicious inven-
tion” on the Bolsheviks, i.e., on its “factional opponents”.
Now it is Plekhanov and the Bund that have to be charged
with malicious invention (see No. 3 of Otkliki Bunda on
liquidationism in the Bund). Is it Plekhanov and the Bund-
ists or is it Golos who “maliciously” prevaricates; which
is more likely to be true?

We are not liquidators, Golos assures us, we merely in-
terpret membership of the Party differently; in Stockholm
we adopted Clause 1 of the Rules in the Bolshevik way, but
there is no harm in that; now, after Plekhanov’s charge
of liquidationism against us, we shall bring out Clause 1 and
interpret all our notorious liquidationism as being merely
a desire to extend the concept of the Party. The Party,
you see, is not merely the sum of the Party organisations (as
we ourselves conceded to the Bolsheviks in Stockholm), but
also all those who work outside the Party organisations un-
der the control and leadership of the Party!

What a magnificent subterfuge, what a brilliant inven-
tion: there is no liquidationism—merely the old disputes
over Clause 1! The only unfortunate thing, dear Golos-
ists, is that you thereby confirm Plekhanov’s charge, for in
fact, as every Party Social-Democrat and every worker So-
cial-Democrat will understand at once, you have dragged
out all the old rubbish about Clause 1 precisely in defence
of liquidationism (= replacement of the Party organisation
by an “amorphous” legal organisation: see the resolution
of the December 1908 Conference). In fact, what you do
is to open the door to the liquidators, however much you
assure us in words that your “desire” is to open the door
for the Social-Democratic workers.

Exactly like Maximov, who assures us that he is not a
defender of otzovism, that he only (only!) regards the ques-
tion of participation in the Duma as “very, very disputa-
ble”. Clause 1 is disputable, participation in the Duma is
disputable—what has this to do with “malicious” inven-
tions about otzovism and liquidationism?

We are not liquidators, Golos assures us, we only find
that Plekhanov “successfully avoided the question of what
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is to be done if the structure of the Party unit hinders noth-
ing more nor less than its rebuilding”. In actual fact Ple-
khanov did not avoid this question but answered it frankly
and directly: he replied to the Bolsheviks’ removal of the
otzovists and ultimatumists by a call to observe the Party
principle and by condemning splitting and liquidationism.
The Party unit is a type of illegal Party organisation in
which as a rule the Bolsheviks predominate and the rebuild-
ing of which (for participation in the Duma, in legal as-
sociations, etc.) the otzovists have hindered. The pro-Party
Mensheviks cannot reply to the Bolsheviks’ removal of
the otzovists in any other way than that of Plekhanov.
Golos, however, prevaricates and in fact supports the liq-
uidators, repeating in an illegal publication abroad the
liberals’ slander about the conspiratorial character of the
Bolsheviks’ organisations, about the Bolsheviks’ unwilling-
ness to form broad workers’ organisations, to take part in
congresses, and so forth (for, by taking part in the new “op-
portunities”, the Party units were thereby reconstructed
for such participation and learned reconstruction in prac-
tice). To say that the “structure” of the Party unit hinders
its reconstruction means in fact to advocate a split, to justi-
fy the splitting actions of the liquidators against the Party,
which consists of the sum of the units built precisely in
the present way.

We are not liquidators, not legalists, we merely assert in
a “Party” (according to its signboard!) “illegal” (but ap-
proved by Mme Kuskova) publication that the structure of
the Party unit (and of the sum of the units, the Party) hin-
ders the rebuilding of the Party. We are not otzovists, not
wreckers of the work of the Social-Democrats in the Duma,
we only assert (in 1909) that the question of participation
in the Duma is “very disputable” and that “Duma-ism”
overshadows everything for our Party. Which of these two
types of liquidator does more harm to the Party?

Plekhanov resigned from The Social Movement, declar-
ing that Potresov had ceased to be a revolutionary. Potre-
sov writes a letter to Martov: why have I been insulted.
I don’t know. Martov replies: I too don’t know. The two
editors make an “investigation” (Golos’s expression!) of the
causes of Plekhanov’s dissatisfaction. The two editors write
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to the third editor, Maslov, but it turns out that Maslov,
too, does not know why Plekhanov resigned. They had
worked for years with Plekhanov, they had tried to correct
Potresov’s article in accordance with Plekhanov’s directive
and, when an accusation was made against them in print
and openly, they suddenly find themselves unable to un-
derstand what Plekhanov is accusing Potresov of and they
make an “investigation” of it! Prior to this unfortunate oc-
currence they were such skilled, such experienced literati—
now they have become children who “don’t know” what
kind of spirit of repudiation of the revolution emanates
from Cherevanin’s articles, from Potresov, from the whole
of The Social Movement. Roland-Holst noticed this spirit
in Cherevanin—obviously, also out of malice! But Chereva-
nin, while continuing together with Potresov to write in the
same spirit, inserted somewhere a reservation ... where is
there any liquidationism here? The Cadets= Vekhists with
reservations. Cherevanin, Potresov and The Social Move-
ment=repudiation of the revolution with reservations.
Yes, yes, what a deliberately vague, maliciously indefinite
catchword “liquidationism” is!

But the catchword “god-building” is just as deliberate-
ly vague and maliciously indefinite, cry Maximov and Lu-
nacharsky. Cherevanin can be shielded by writing a reser-
vation; in what way is Lunacharsky worse than Cherevanin
and Potresov? And Lunacharsky together with Maximov
concoct a reservation. “Why do I reject this terminology?”—
such is the heading of the main paragraph in Lunacharsky’s
article. Let us change inconvenient terms, we will not speak
either of religion or of god-building ... one can speak rath-
er of “culture” ... just try afterwards to make out what we
are offering you in the shape of a now, genuinely new and
genuinely socialist, “culture”. The Party is so importu-
nate, so intolerant (Lunacharsky’s paragraph: On “Intoler-
ance”)—well, let us change the terminology, they are not
fighting against ideas, you see, but against “terminology”....

And so, dear Golosists, are you not intending in
No. 18-19 to announce your rejection of terminology ... for
instance, as regards liquidationism? And so, editors of The
Social Movement, are you not intending in Volumes III-X
to explain that “you have been misunderstood”, that you
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have not called in question any “idea of hegemony”, that
you do not approve the slightest spirit of liquidationism ...
not the least bit!?

On the eve of the Duma elections (in September 1909)
the St. Petersburg otzovists and ultimatumists, who have
long been spoiling all the work of the St. Petersburg Commit-
tee, secured the passage of a resolution actually disrupt-
ing the elections. The workers raised a revolt in the name
of the Party and forced the Left liquidators to rescind this
stupid resolution. Maximov now prevaricates: the resolu-
tion, he says, was “extremely mistaken” but the comrades
“themselves rejected it”. “It is quite clear,” writes Maxi-
mov, “this mistake had nothing to do with ultimatumism
as such.” What is clear, Comrade Maximov, is not this, but
your shielding of Left liquidationism, which is ruinous for
the Party. The Mensheviks of Vyborg District in St. Peters-
burg came out against liquidationism (also, presumably,
solely out of malice?). Golos at first approved them (after
Proletary). Now the Menshevik liquidator G-g°* comes
forward in Golos No. 16-17, and—can you imagine?—he
swears like a trooper at the Vyborg comrades, using the most
abusive language. In the Menshevik organ he abuses the
Mensheviks as being Bolsheviks! The editors of Golos become
modest, very modest, innocent, very innocent, and wash
their hands of the matter in the Maximov fashion: “We
shall not take upon ourselves the responsibility” (p. 2, col-
umn 2 of the Supplement to No. 16-17), “it is a question
of fact”....

... Well, what wicked slanderers they are who invented
the “legend” (Martov’s expression in Vorwdrts®®) that Go-
los shields liquidationism, helps liquidationism! Is it not
a slander to say that someone assists the liquidators if
in an illegal organ he ridicules the Duma work of the Cen-
tral Committee, insinuating that this work has developed
“after the majority of the Central Committee began to live
abroad” (ibid.)—taking advantage of the fact that it is
itmpossible to refute these insinuations, i.e., to tell the truth
about the Duma work of the illegal Central Committee....

Maximov asserts that the question of the possibility of
Party leadership of the Duma group is a very, very dis-
putable one (after two years’ experience). Golos asserts that
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this leadership by the Party amounts to empty words (“af-
ter the majority of the members of the Central Committee
began to live abroad”). And both Maximov and the Golos-
ists beat their breasts and declare that only slanderers
set afloat rumours about anti-Party activity by the Right
and Left liquidators.

Both Maximov and the Golosists explain the whole strug-
gle with liquidationism as due to “ousting” inclinations
on the pa