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PREFACE

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

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

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

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

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

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

A considerable part of the volume is taken up by docu-
ments which throw light on the significance of the Prague
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Party Conference which expelled Menshevik liquidators from
the Party, a fact that played an outstanding role in preserving
and strengthening the revolutionary party of the proletariat.
These documents include the article on “The Climax of the
Party Crisis”, “Draft Resolution on Liquidationism and the
Group of Liquidators™, the resolutions of the Prague Con-
ference, “Report to the International Socialist Bureau on
the All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.”, the pam-
phlet “The Anonymous Writer in Vorwdrts and the State of
Affairs in the R.S.D.L.P.”, “A Letter to Huysmans, Secre-
tary of the International Socialist Bureau”.

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

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

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

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

* See footnote to p. 29.—Tr.
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pleases the liquidators more than a hopeless situation for
the Party.

But Martov was in too much of a hurry. The Bolsheviks
still have at their disposal an archi-legal means of emerg-
ing from this situation as foreseen by the Plenary Meeting
and published in its name in No. 11 of the Central Organ.®
This is the demand for the return of the funds, because the
Golos and Vperyod groups obviously have not abided by the
terms agreed on—to eliminate factions and to struggle
against the liquidators and the otzovists.” It was precisely
on these conditions, clearly agreed to, that the Bolsheviks
handed over their property to the Central Committee.

Then, on the 5th December, 1910 (New Style), the Bolshe-
viks, having signed the conditions at the Plenary Meeting®
applied for the return of the funds. According to legal pro-
cedure this demand must lead to the convening of a plenary
meeting. The decision of the Plenary Meeting states that
“should it prove impossible” (literally!) for a plenary meet-
ing to take place within three months from the date of the
application, then a commission of five members of the C.C.—
three from the national, non-Russian, parties, one Bolshevik
and one Menshevik—is to be set up.

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

The liquidator Igor, true servant of the Party traitors,
Messrs. Potresov and Co., calculates quite simply that the
plenary meeting is a sovereign body and consequently its
session would open the door to a solution of the whole Party
crisis. A commission, however, is not a sovereign body and
has no rights apart from the investigation into the claim
put forward in the application. (Three Germans are now
considering this claim.) Hence, having obstructed the
Russian Central Committee, the liquidators (and their lack-
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eys abroad, the Golos group) are now trying to prevent any-
thing in the nature of a Central Committee from working.
We shall yet see whether this attempt succeeds. The Poles
in the Central Committee Bureau Abroad' are voting for
the plenary meeting. It now all depends on the Latvians and
the Bund members,'? from whom so far no reply has been
received. Our representative in the Bureau Abroad has sub-
mitted and distributed a firm protest against Igor, (Copies
of Igor’s statement and this protest are attached here-
with.)

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

Plekhanov and his friends,!® whom we kept informed of
every step, are in complete agreement with us on the necessi-
ty for a plenary meeting. They, too, are in favour of it;
the draft of our joint statement on this matter is now being
considered, and in the near future we shall either come for-
ward with a statement together with Plekhanov’s group,
oOr we shall publish an article on the question in the Central

rgan.

Further, on the 26th November (N.S.), 1910, Trotsky
carried through a resolution in the so-called Vienna Party
Club (a circle of Trotskyites, exiles who are pawns in the
hands of Trotsky) which he published as a separate leaflet.
I append this leaflet.

In this resolution, open war is declared on Rabochaya
Gazeta,"* the organ of the Bolsheviks and Plekhanov’s
group. The arguments are not new. The statement that
there are now “no essential grounds” for a struggle against
the Golos and Vperyod groups is the height of absurdity and
hypocrisy. Everybody knows that the Golos and Vperyod
people had no intention of dispersing their factions and
that the former in reality support the liquidators, Potresov
and Co., that the Vperyod group organised the factional school
abroad' (using funds of well-known origin), where they
teach Machism, where they teach that otzovism is a “legal
shade of opinion” (taken literally from their platform),
etc., etc.
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Trotsky’s call for “friendly” collaboration by the Party
with the Golos and Vperyod groups is disgusting hypocrisy
and phrase-mongering. Everybody is aware that for the
whole year since the Plenary Meeting the Golos and Vperyod
groups have worked in a “friendly” manner against the Party
(and were secretly supported by Trotsky). Actually, it is
only the Bolsheviks and Plekhanov’s group who have for a
whole year carried out friendly Party work in the Central
Organ, in Rabochaya Gazeta, and at Copenhagen,' as well
as in the Russian legal press.

Trotsky’s attacks on the bloc of Bolsheviks and Plekha-
nov’s group are not new; what is new is the outcome of his
resolution: the Vienna Club (read: “Trotsky”) has organised
a “general Party fund for the purpose of preparing and
convening a conference of the R.S.D.L.P.”.

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

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

Thus, the whole matter has taken on definite shape, the
situation has clarified itself. The Vperyod group collected
“certain funds” for struggle against the Party, for support of
the “legal shade of opinion” (otzovism). Trotsky in the last
number of Pravda (and in his lecture in Zurich) goes all out to
flirt with Vperyod. The liquidators in Russia sabotaged the
work of the Russian Central Committee. The liquidators
abroad want to prevent a plenary meeting abroad—in other
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words, sabotage anything like a Central Committee. Taking
advantage of this “violation of legality”, Trotsky seeks an
organisational split, creating “his own” fund for “his own”
conference.

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

You will understand why I call Trotsky’s move an adven-
ture; it is an adventure in every respect.

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

It is an adventure in the party-political sense. At present
everything goes to show that the real unity of the Social-
Democratic Party is possible only on the basis of a sincere
and unswerving repudiation of liquidationism and otzo-
vism. It is clear that Potresov (together with Golos) and the
Vperyod group have renounced neither the one nor the oth-
er. Trotsky unites them, basely deceiving himself, deceiv-
ing the Party, and deceiving the proletariat. In reality,
Trotsky will achieve nothing more than the strengthening
of Potresov’s and Maximov’s anti-Party groups. The col-
lapse of this adventure is inevitable.

Finally, it is an organisational adventure. A conference
held with Trotsky’s “funds”, without the Central Committee,



22 V. I. LENIN

is a split. Let the initiative remain with Trotsky. Let
his be the responsibility.

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

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

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

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

Written not later than
December 15 (28), 1910

First published in 1941 in Published according to
Proletarskaya Revolutsia, No. 1 a typewritten copy
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THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY

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

Martov’s article and Trotsky’s resolution conceal defi-
nite practical actions—actions directed against the Party.
Martov’s article is simply the literary expression of a cam-
paign launched by the Golos group to sabotage the Central Com-
mittee of our Party. Trotsky’s resolution, which calls upon
organisations in the localities to prepare for a “general Party
conference” independent of, and against, the Central Commit-
tee, expresses the very aim of the Golos group—to destroy
the central bodies so detested by the liquidators, and with
them, the Party as an organisation. It is not enough to lay
bare the anti-Party activities of Golos and Trotsky; they
must be fought. Comrades to whom the Party and its reviv-
al are dear must come out most resolutely against all
those who, guided by purely factional and narrow circle
considerations and interests, are striving to destroy the
Party.

Martov’s article “Where Have We Landed?” is poorly
disguised mockery of the Plenary Meeting’s decisions and
the rejoicing of a liquidator over the adversities suffered
by the Party. “Not once did they succeed in convening in
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Russia the Collegium of the Central Committee although
it consists of only a few members”—this is how Martov
writes, using italics, as if bubbling over with the pleasure
all liquidators will derive from the publication of this
fact.

Unfortunately, what Martov says is true. The Russian
Central Committee has not succeeded in meeting. But Mar-
tov is mistaken if he thinks that he can evade the question
as to who sabotaged the work of the Central Committee in
Russia. It was not only the police who hindered the holding
of the meeting, in addition to the police there was one ob-
stacle of a political nature. That obstacle was the well-
known refusal by Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri to attend a
meeting of the Central Committee even if only to co-opt
new members, and their statement that they “consider the
very existence of the Central Committee harmful”.

It cannot be denied that refusal to attend even one meet-
ing for the purpose of co-option, refusal to attend at the
invitation of people who carry on their work amid a host
of obstacles placed in their way by the police, means sabotag-
ing the work of the Central Committee. Nor can it be denied
that this political act, accompanied by a statement that
its motives were matters of principle, was carried out by
members of the group of “most prominent” Golos contribu-
tors in Russia (the letter of the sixteen!® in Golos,
No. 19-20), who are also members of the liquidationist legal
groups of Potresov and Co. All these are facts. The group
of independent legalists, the enemies of the Social-Democratic
Party—these are the people who sabotaged the work of the
Central Committee in Russia.

When Axelrod asserts (in Golos, No. 23) that the “label”
of liquidator is tacked on “indiscriminately”, when he stoops
even to such nonsense as to state that we are capable of
calling a liquidator someone who is physically tired or crushed
by the struggle for his daily bread; when, indulging as he
does in this kind of infantile twaddle, he maintains silence
about that particular group and those very groups of liqui-
dators who have been mentioned in the Central Organ of the
Party by name, then there is no need to prove the unscrupu-
lousness of such subterfuges. When Martov and other Golos
people pretend to “argue” in Golos against the liquidators
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in Russia, declaring that their acts are “frivolous™ (1), and
“exhorting” them to wait a little longer (Martov on Levitsky
in No. 23), and at the same time work hand in glove with
them, and, together with them, form a separate faction
abroad for the purpose of fighting the Party and lending
support to its enemies, such as Mr. Potresov, we can see in
this but one of many manifestations of political hypocrisy.
No politically-minded person will say that Mr. Milyukov
is seriously fighting the Vekhi'® writers when he “argues”
with them, declares them to be “frivolous™, and at the same
time works hand in glove with them politically. Everyone
will see that this only proves Mr. Milyukov’s hypocrisy,
and by no means disproves his political solidarity with
Vekhi. No politically-minded person will say that Mr. Sto-
lypin and his government are seriously fighting the Black
Hundreds?® when he “argues” with them (in Rossiya?!),
accuses them of “frivolity”, but at the same time works
hand in glove with them. Everyone will see that Mr. Stoly-
pin and the tsar’s government thereby prove nothing but
their hypocrisy, that this by no means disproves the
fact of their political solidarity with the Purishke-
viches.

But if everyone is clear about the political hypocrisy
of Golos, Martov’s hint that “legality finishes” the official
representatives of the Party cannot be clear to 999 out
ﬁf 1,000 readers, because it is a deliberately vague

int.

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

What Martov means is that, apart from a decision of the
Central Committee, there is no other way out of the crisis
that would conform to Party legality. Consequently, since
the liquidators in Russia have succeeded in sabotaging the
work of the Central Committee there (and if the liquida-
tors abroad succeed in preventing the Central Committee from
meeting even outside Russia), there will be no legal way out
of the situation. And Martov rejoices in advance: the Cen-
tral Committee, he gays, has been completely wrecked, there
is no legal way out, and the liquidators, he thinks, have
won their game.



26 V. I. LENIN

Martov was in too much of a hurry. He has blurted out
too soon what Mr. Potresov and the other enemies of the
Party have kept to themselves.

Yes, Martov is right! The Central Committee alone can
find the way out of the crisis in the Party. Hence, if, on
account of police obstacles, and on account of the above-
mentioned political obstacles, the Central Committee is
prevented from meeting in Russia, it must be convened
abroad. This is the only way of approaching a solution to the
crisis. The Bolsheviks, one of the Party trends that con-
cluded at the last Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee
the agreement which provided for joint Party work out-
side the factions, took measures to hasten the only possible
solution to the Party crisis. The representatives of the Bol-
shevik group placed its property at the disposal of the Party,
on condition that simultaneously with the dissolution of
its own group centre, those of the Mensheviks (the Golos
group) and the otzovists (the Vperyod group) would also
be dissolved. This has not been done. What is more, Golos
Sotsial-Demokrata (the leading organ of the Golos group),
has deliberately taken under its wing and protection the
enemies within the Party, whom the Plenary Meeting of
the Central Committee unanimously instructed us to fight
most resolutely, as representing bourgeois and anti-Party
deviations from Social-Democracy. In view of this obvious
violation of the terms of the agreement concluded at the
Plenary Meeting between all the Party trends and groups,
in view of the obvious anti-Party policy of one of the parties
to the agreement, the Bolsheviks thought it necessary to
demand the return of the funds which a year before they had
placed at the disposal of the Party on definite conditions.
On December 5, 1910, they filed an application to this
effect with the Central Committee Bureau Abroad. Whether
the Bolsheviks were right or wrong in acting as they
did will be determined by the body appointed by the Ple-
nary Meeting. The point is that now, since the representa-
tives of the Bolshevik trend have filed their application, it
is imperative to convene a plenary meeting of the Central
Committee abroad, and not only for the purpose of finding
a way out of the internal crisis in the Party; it is imperative
as a step dictated to all the trends and groups which conclud-
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ed the agreement of January 6, 1910, according to the obli-
gation they themselves assumed, in the resolution which they
themselves adopted unanimously.® The convocation of a ple-
nary meeting of the Central Committee has become not only a
necessity in the interests of the Party, it has become a
juridical obligation. We see again that there can be no legal
way out of the situation, other than the convening of a plenary
meeting of the Central Committee....

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

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

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

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

* At the Plenary Meeting, the Central Committee entered into
an agreement with certain representatives of the Bolshevik trend,
providing for the conditional transfer of their funds to the Party. This
agreement was recognised as Party law, as the source of Party legality.
It was published in the Central Organ (No. 11), together with the
entire procedure stipulated by the meeting in connection with the
agreement. The principal provision was, that if the Bolsheviks filed
an application showing that the Golos and Vperyod trends violated
the terms of amalgamation, a plenary meeting was to be called (abroad).
The decision printed in No. 11 of the Central Organ, states: “Should
it prove impossible for various reasons to arrange a plenary meeting
within three months after the representatives of the Bolshevik trend
have filed their application”, a special commission “is to be set up”.
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The saying has proved true—he who diggeth a pit shall
fall into it.

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

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

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

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

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

*In a letter addressed to the Central Organ this comrade requests
us to help him inform the Party of the Golos group’s attempts to pre-
vent the plenary meeting.
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on the part of revolutionaries to help one another in car-
rying out common work.

If the Party Rules and decisions (the Party’s “legality”)
do not serve to facilitate this joint work, but are used as
pretexts for people in some of the most important Party
bodies to hamper this work from within, then Party work
becomes an indignified farce. In any other party the difficul-
ties attending the convening of the Central Committee
would have led at once to dozens of ways and means being
found to circumvent police obstacles, they would have pro-
duced a host of new methods of work. We, however, find
factionalists inside the Party, some of whom serve the Potre-
sovs, and others the out-and-out otzovists and semi-anar-
chists, outside the Party. In the hands of people like Igorev
of Golos, “legality” is converted into an instrument for
damaging the Party from within, for hampering its work,
for helping the Potresovs to destroy the Party*. This is
an impossible situation. And it will not be remedied by
“well-meaning resolutions” which Martov legitimately holds
up to ridicule. In order to help matters, we must, first
of all, understand them. We must understand why it is
absurd, unbecoming, and ridiculous to concoct well-meaning
resolutions about joint work with gentlemen like Potresov
and Co. Once the Party realises that we have here two
incompatible policies, that it is a question of Social-Democ-
racy versus liberalism, it will rapidly find a way out. Then
we shall succeed in creating a “legality” which the liquida-
tors will be unable to use as a means of tripping up the Party.

It must be admitted that Mr. Potresov and his friends,
as well as Igorev of Golos, deserve our thanks for the success-
ful way in which they are helping the Party to realise this.

Trotsky’s statement, though outwardly entirely uncon-
nected with Martov’s jeering at the adversities of the Party,
and with the attempts of the Golos supporters to sabotage
the Central Committee, is actually connected with the one

* When Martov jeers at official Party institutions, saying that
“legality finishes them”, he is right insofar as the fruitfulness of the
work is killed by such “legal” (i.e., created in accordance with the
Party Rules or by decisions of the Plenary Meeting) forms of these
institutions as permit Mikhail, Roman, Yuri, the Golos group (as
represented by Igorev), etc., to hamper the work.
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and the other by inseverable ties, by the ties of “interest”.
There are many Party members who still fail to see this con-
nection. The Vienna resolution of November 26, 1910, will
undoubtedly help them understand the essence of the mat-
ter.

The resolution consists of three parts: (1) a declaration
of war against Rabochaya Gazeta (a call to “rebuff it resolute-
ly” as one of the “new factional group undertakings”,
using Trotsky’s expression); (2) polemics against the line
of the Bolshevik-Plekhanov “bloc”; (3) a declaration that
the “meeting of the Vienna Club [i.e., Trotsky and his
circle]* resolves: to organise a general Party fund for the
purpose of preparing and convening a conference of the
R.S.D.L.P.”.

We shall not dwell on the first part at all. Trotsky is quite
right in saying that Rabochaya Gazeta is a “private undertak-
ing”, and that “it is not authorised to speak in the name of
the Party as a whole™.

Only Trotsky should not have forgotten to mention that
he and his Pravda are not authorised to speak in the name
of the Party either. In saying that the Plenary Meeting
recognised the work of Pravda as useful, he should not have
forgotten to mention that it appointed a representative of
the Central Committee to the Editorial Board of Pravda.
When Trotsky, in referring to the Meeting’s decisions on
Pravda, fails to mention this fact, all one can say about it
is that he is deceiving the workers. And this deception on the
part of Trotsky is all the more malicious, since in August
1910 Trotsky removed the representative of the Central Com-
mittee from Pravda. Since that incident, since Pravda has
severed its relations with the Central Committee, Trotsky’s
paper is nothing but a “private undertaking”, and one,
moreover, that has failed to carry out the obligations it
assumed. Until the Central Committee meets again, the
only judge of the relations between Pravda and the Central
Committee is the Central Committee representative appoint-
ed by the Plenary Meeting who has declared that Trotsky
behaved in a manner hostile to the Party.

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.
—Ed.
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That is what emerges from the question, so opportunely
raised by Trotsky, as to who is “authorised to speak in the
name of the Party as a whole”.

Nor is that all. Inasmuch as (and so long as) the legalist
liquidator-independents obstruct the Central Committee in
Russia, and inasmuch as (and so long as) the Golos group
obstruct the Central Committee abroad, the sole body au-
thorised “to speak in the name of the Party as a whole” is the
Central Organ.

Therefore, we declare, in the name of the Party as a whole,
that Trotsky is pursuing an anti-Party policy; that, by fail-
ing to make the least mention of the Central Committee
in his resolution (as if he had already come to an understand-
ing with Golos that the work of the Central Committee
would be sabotaged), and by announcing in the name of
one group abroad the “organisation of a fund for the purpose
of convening a conference of the R.S.D.L.P.”, he is contra-
vening Party legality and is embarking on the path of adven-
turism and a split. If the efforts of the liquidators to sabotage
the work of the Central Committee meet with success, we,
as the sole body authorised to speak in the name of the
Party as a whole, will immediately declare that we take
no part whatever in Trotsky’s “fund” or in his venture, and
that we shall recognise as a general Party conference only
one convened by the Central Organ, not one convened by
Trotsky’s circle.*

But so long as events have not brought about the final
wrecking of the Central Committee, there is still hope for
a way out that is entirely legal from the Party point of
view.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

And what about the Vperyod group? Trotsky knows per-
fectly well that ever since the Plenary Meeting they have
been strengthening and developing their separate faction,
disposing of funds independently of the Party, and main-
taining a separate factional school in which they teach, not
“consistent Social-Democratic tactics”, but that “otzovism
is a legal shade of opinion”; in which they teach otzovist
views on the role of the Third Duma, views expressed in the
factional platform of Vperyod.

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

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

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

The most profound reason why this bloc is doomed to
failure—no matter how great its success among the philis-
tines and no matter how large the “funds” Trotsky may
succeed in collecting with the assistance of Vperyod and
Potresov’s “sources”—is that it is an unprincipled bloc.
The theory of Marxism, “the fundamental principles” of our
entire world outlook and of our entire Party programme and
tactics, is now in the forefront of all Party life not by mere
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chance, but because it is inevitable. It was no mere chance
that since the failure of the revolution, all classes of society,
the widest sections of the popular masses, have displayed a
fresh interest in the very fundamentals of the world outlook,
including the questions of religion and philosophy, and the
principles of our Marxist doctrine as a whole; that was
inevitable. It is no mere chance that the masses, whom the
revolution drew into the sharp struggle over questions of
tactics, have subsequently, in the period characterised by
the absence of open struggle, shown a desire for general
theoretical knowledge; that was inevitable. We must again
explain the fundamentals of Marxism to these masses; the
defence of Marxist theory is again on the order of the day.
When Trotsky declares that the rapprochement between the
pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks is “devoid of
political content” and “unstable”, he is thereby merely
revealing the depths of his own ignorance, he is thereby
demonstrating his own complete emptiness. For it is precisely
the fundamental principles of Marxism that have triumphed
as a result of the struggle waged by the Bolsheviks against
the non-Social-Democratic ideas of Vperyod, and as a result
of the struggle waged by the pro-Party Mensheviks against
the Potresovs and Golos. It was precisely this rapproche-
ment on the question of the fundamental principles of Marx-
ism that constituted the real basis for really harmonious
work between the pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks
during the whole year following the Plenary Meeting. This
is a fact—not words, nor promises, nor “well-meaning reso-
lutions”. And no matter what differences divided the Men-
sheviks and the Bolsheviks in the past, and will divide
them in future (only adventures are capable of attracting
the crowd with promises that the differences would be set
aside, or that they would be “liquidated” by this or that
resolution)—this fact cannot be expunged from history.
Only the internal development of the principal factions
themselves, only their own ideological evolution, can pro-
vide the guarantee that the factions will really be abolished
as a result of their drawing closer together, as a result
of their being tested in joint work. This began after the Ple-
nary Meeting. We have so far not seen harmonious work
between Potresov and the Vperyod group and Trotsky; all
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we have seen is group diplomacy, juggling with words, soli-
darity in evasions. But the Party has seen the pro-Party
Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks work in harmony for a whole
year, and anyone who is capable of valuing Marxism, any-
one who holds dear the “fundamental principles” of Social-
Democracy, will not doubt for a moment that nine-tenths
of the workers belonging to both groups will be fully in
favour of this rapprochement.

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

“The historical circumstances in which the Social-Democratic
movement finds itself in the period of bourgeois counter-revolution,”
the resolution of the Plenary Meeting states, “inevitably beget—as
a manifestation of bourgeois influence upon the proletariat—on the
one hand, the repudiation of the illegal Social-Democratic Party, the
belittling of its role and importance, attempts to curtail the program-
matical and tactical tasks and slogans of revolutionary Social-Democ-
racy, etc.; and, on the other hand, repudiation of Social-Democratic
work in the Duma and of the utilisation of opportunities for legal
work, failure to appreciate the importance of the one and the other,
inability to adapt revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics to the
peculiar historical conditions of the present moment, etc.”

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

The experience of the year since the Plenary Meeting
has shown in practice that it is precisely Potresov groups
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and the Vperyod faction that are the embodiment of this
bourgeois influence upon the proletariat. The evasion of
this obvious fact is what we call adventurism, for so far
nobody has dared to say openly that the line of Potresov
and his friends is not liquidationism, or that recognition
of otzovism as “a legal shade of opinion” conforms to the
line of the Party. The year that followed the Meeting has
not been wasted on us. We have enriched our experience.
We have seen the practical manifestation of the tendencies
noted at the time. We have seen factions arise that embody
those tendencies. And words about the “harmonious work”
of these anti-Party factions in an allegedly “Party” spirit
can no longer deceive any large sections of the workers.

Thirdly and lastly, Trotsky’s policy is adventurism in
the organisational sense; for, as we have already pointed
out, it violates Party legality; by organising a conference in
the name of one group abroad (or of a bloc of two anti-Party
factions—the Golos and Vperyod factions), it is directly
making for a split. Since we are authorised to speak in the
name of the whole Party, it is our duty to uphold Party
legality to the end. But we by no means want the Party mem-
bership to see only the form of “legality” and to overlook the
essence of the matter. On the contrary, we draw the main
attention of Social-Democrats to the essence of the matter,
which consists in the bloc formed by the Golos and Vperyod
groups—a bloc which stands for full freedom for Potresov
and his friends to engage in liquidationist activity and for
the otzovists to destroy the Party.

We call upon all Social-Democrats to fight resolutely for
Party legality, to fight the anti-Party bloc, for the sake of
the fundamental principles of Marxism, and in order to
purge Social-Democracy of the taint of liberalism and
anarchism.

P. S. The publication of the above article in a special edi-
tion (decided on by the vote of a majority of the Editorial
Board—two representatives of the Bolshevik trend and one
representative of the Polish organisation) has led to a pro-
test (published as a separate leaflet) on the part of the two
other members of the Editorial Board who belong to the
Golos trend. The authors of the leaflet do not deal with the
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contents of the article, The State of Affairs in the Party,
on their merits, but accuse the majority of the Editorial
Board (1) of violating their formal rights as co-editors, and
(2) of committing an act of “police informing”. Since the dis-
pute is not conducted on the plane of principles and tactics
but along the lines of an organisational squabble and per-
sonal attacks, we consider that the most proper procedure
is to refer it entirely to the Central Committee. We believe
that, even before the Central Committee comes to a deci-
sion on this question, all Party comrades will be able to
form a proper opinion of the “polemical” methods of the two
members of the Editorial Board—Martov and Dan.

Written not later than
December 15 (28), 1910

Published on December 23 or 24, 1910 Published according to

(January 5 or 6, 1911) the text of the reprint

as a reprint from the supplement to verified with the text
Sotsial-Demokrat, No. 19-20 in the supplement

to Sotsial-Demokrat,
No. 19-20
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CERTAIN FEATURES
OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM*

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Zvezda, No. 2, December 23, 1910 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Zvezda text
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JUDAS TROTSKY'S BLUSH OF SHAME

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

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

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

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

Such is Judas Trotsky’s blush of shame.

Written after January 2 (15), 1911

First published on January 21, Published according to
1932, in Pravda, No. 21 the manuscript
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THE CAREER OF A RUSSIAN TERRORIST

The above is the subtitle of an article on the death of
Karaulov, which Mr. Rubanovich, representative of the
Socialist-Revolutionary Party,?® published in the French
socialist newspaper L’Humanité.?® It is, indeed, an
instructive career.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sotsial-Demokrat, No. 19-20, Published according to
January 13 (26), 1911 the Sotsial-Demokrat text
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LEV TOLSTOI AND HIS EPOCH

The epoch to which Lev Tolstoi belongs and which is
reflected in such bold relief both in his brilliant literary
works and in his teachings began after 1861 and lasted
until 1905. True, Tolstoi commenced his literary career
earlier and it ended later, but it was during this period,
whose transitional nature gave rise to all the distinguishing
features of Tolstoi’s works and of Tolstoi-ism, that he fully
matured both as an artist and as a thinker.

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

“Talk about the harvest, hiring labourers, and so forth, which,
as Levin knew, it was the custom to regard as something very low,

. now seemed to Levin to be the only important thing. ‘This, per-
haps, was unimportant under serfdom, or is unimportant in England.
In both cases the conditions are definite; but here today, when every-
thing has been turned upside down and is only just taking shape
again, the question of how these conditions will shape is the only
important question in Russia,” mused Levin.” (Collected Works,
Vol. X, p. 137.)

“Here in Russia everything has now been turned upside
down and is only just taking shape”,—it is difficult to im-
agine a more apt characterisation of the period 1861-1905.
What “was turned upside down” is familiar, or at least
well known, to every Russian. It was serfdom, and the whole
of the “old order” that went with it. What “is just taking
shape” is totally unknown, alien and incomprehensible
to the broad masses of the population. Tolstoi conceived
this bourgeois order which was “only just taking shape”
vaguely, in the form of a bogey—England. Truly, a bogey,
because Tolstoi rejects, on principle, so to speak, any at-
tempt to investigate the features of the social system in
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this “England”, the connection between this system and the
domination of capital, the role played by money, the rise
and development of exchange. Like the Narodniks,** he
refuses to see, he shuts his eyes to, and dismisses the thought
that what is “taking shape” in Russia is none other than the
bourgeois system.

It is true that, if not the “only important” question,
then certainly one of the most important from the stand-
point of the immediate tasks of all social and political
activities in Russia in the period of 18611905 (and in our
times, too), was that of “what shape” this system would
take, this bourgeois system that had assumed extremely va-
ried forms in “England”, Germany, America, France, and so
forth. But such a definite, concretely historical presentation
of the question was something absolutely foreign to Tolstoi.
He reasons in the abstract, he recognises only the stand-
point of the “eternal” principles of morality, the eternal
truths of religion, failing to realise that this standpoint is
merely the ideological reflection of the old (“turned upside
down”) order, the feudal order, the way of the life of the
Oriental peoples.

In Lucerne (written in 1857), Tolstoi declares that to re-
gard “civilisation” as .a boon is an “imaginary concept”
which “destroys in human nature the instinctive, most bliss-
ful primitive need for good”. “We have only one infallible
guide,” exclaims Tolstoi, “the Universal Spirit that per-
meates us.” (Collected Works, 1I, p. 125.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“love”, his preaching of asceticism and quietism, and so
forth.

Zvezda, No. 6, January 22, 1911 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Zvezda text
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MARXISM AND NASHA ZARYA®

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

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

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

By this unsuccessful attempt to evade the issue, Mr.
Potresov supplied the best corroboration, one startling in
its Herostratean boldness, of the view which he intended to
refute. In January and February 1910, Mr. Potresov must
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have known that his opponents would not agree with his
appraisal of the actual state of affairs. Consequently, it
could not be dismissed as something “which no longer exists”
since the non-existent cannot be appraised. The question is
not whether in actual practice one-tenth, or one-twentieth,
or one-hundredth, or any other fraction equals nought, it is
whether there exists a trend which regards that fraction as
superfluous. The question is whether there is a difference
in principle as to the significance of the fraction, what
attitude should be taken toward it, should it be increased,
etc. By replying to this question that there is “nothing”,
“nought”, and that “nought is but nought”, Mr. Potresov
fully expressed the liquidationist trend whose existence he
denies. His sally was remarkable only for its particular “mal-
ice” (as it was aptly put in the press review in Zvezda, No. 4),
for its lack of straightforwardness and journalistic clarity.
But it is precisely because it is not a matter of personali-
ties, but of a trend, that Moscow rushed to the assistance of
St. Petersburg. The Moscow Vozrozhdeniye,® No. 5, of March
30, 1910, quoted Mr. Potresov approvingly and added on its
own behalf: “There is nothing to liquidate and for ourselves
we may add, the dream of resuscitating that hierarchy, in
its 0ld”, etc., “shape is nothing but a harmful, reactionary
utopia” (p. 51).

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

Take, for instance, Mr. Bazarov; who was a Bolshevik
once and perhaps still considers himself one—all kinds of
strange things happen in our days. In the April issue of
Nasha Zarya he refuted Mr. Potresov, and did this so success-
fully, so fortunately (for Potresov) that he declared liter-
ally that “the notorious question of hegemony” is “the big-
gest and yet most trivial misunderstanding™ (p. 87). Note:
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Mr. Bazarov refers to that question as “notorious”, i.e., one
that had been raised before, that was already known in
April 1910! We note this fact, it is very important. We
note that Mr. Bazarov’s statement that “there will be no
question of hegemony” (p. 88) if among the petty bourgeoi-
sie in town and countryside there is “a sufficiently radical
sentiment against political privileges”, etc., and if it is
“permeated with a strongly nationalistic spirit”, actually
amounts to a complete failure to understand the idea of
hegemony and to a renunciation of this idea. It is precisely
the concern of the leader to fight “nationalism™ and to drive
it out of those “sentiments” of which Bazarov speaks. The
success of this work cannot be measured by immediate,
direct results achieved today. There are times when the
results of the resistance to nationalism, of resistance to the
spirit of decay, and of resistance to liquidationism—which,
incidentally, is as much a manifestation of bourgeois influ-
ence on the proletariat as is the nationalism which at times
affects a section of the workers—there are times when these
results begin to tell only after years, perhaps even after very
many years. It happens that a spark merely smoulders for
many years, a spark which the petty bourgeoisie regard and
proclaim as non-existent, liquidated, extinguished, etc.,
but which actually lives and feeds the spirit of resistance
to despondency and renunciation, and manifests itself after
a protracted period of time. Everywhere and always, oppor-
tunism clutches at the minute, at the moment, at today,
for it is unable to appreciate the connection between
“yesterday” and “tomorrow”. Marxism, on the other hand,
demands a clear awareness of this connection, an awareness
that expresses itself not in words alone but in deeds. That
is why Marxism cannot be reconciled with the liquidation-
ist trend in general, and particularly with the denial of
hegemony.

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

This one sentence represents a remarkably apt and con-
centrated expression of the spirit of all the writings of the
Levitskys, Potresovs, Bazarovs, of the whole of Vozrozhde-
niye, the whole of Nasha Zarya, and the whole of Dyelo
Zhizni.’® The above-quoted passage from Mr. Levitsky
could be supplemented, replaced, enlarged upon and illus-
trated by hundreds of other quotations. It is just as “classi-
cal” a phrase as Bernstein’s famous: “The movement is eve-
rything, the final aim is nothing”3°—or like Prokopovich’s
(in the Credo of 1899)*°: the workers should confine them-
selves to the economic struggle, leaving the political
struggle to the liberals.

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

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

When you say: in the past there was hegemony, but in
the future there ought to be a “class party”—you thereby
glaringly show the connection between liquidationism and
the renunciation of hegemony, and confirm the fact that
this trend has broken with Marxism. Marxism maintains:
since there was “hegemony” in the past, consequently, the
sum of trades, specialities, guilds gave rise to the class;
for it is the consciousness of the idea of hegemony and its
implementation through their own activities that converts
the guilds as a whole into a class. And once they have grown
to the level of a “class”, no external conditions, no burdens,
no reduction of the whole to a fraction, no rejoicing on the
part of Vekhi, and no pusillanimity on the part of the oppor-
tunists, can stifle this young shoot. Even if it is not
“seen” on the surface (the Potresovs do not see it, or pretend
not to see it, because they do not care to see it), it is alive;
it lives, preserving the “past” in the present, and carrying
it into the future. Because there was hegemony in the past,
Marxists are in duty bound—despite all and sundry renuncia-
tors—to uphold its idea in the present and in the future;
and this ideological task fully corresponds to the material
conditions which have created the class out of guilds and
which continue to create, extend and consolidate it, and
which lend strength to its resistance to all “manifestations
of bourgeois influence”.



MARXISM AND NASHA ZARYA 59

The magazine Nasha Zarya, however, in the issues pub-
lished during the year, represents, in a concentrated form,
that very expression of bourgeois influence on the proletar-
iat. Liquidationism exists not only as a trend of people
who profess to be the supporters of a given class. It repre-
sents one of the minor streams in that wide torrent of “re-
gression” which has swept up several classes, is characteristic
of the three years 1908-10 and, perhaps, will remain charac-
teristic of a few more years. In the present article I had to
confine myself to a definition of this minor stream on the
basis of quotations from Nasha Zarya, Nos. 2-7. In future
articles I expect to dwell on Nos. 10, 11, and 12 of that mag-
azine, as well as to prove in greater detail that the minor
stream of liquidationism is but a part of the torrent of
Vekhi doctrines.

Written after January 22
(February 4), 1911

First published in Published according to
Sovremennaya Zhizn (Baku), the Sovremennaya Zhizn text
No. 3, April 22, 1911
Signed: V. Ilyin
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THOSE WHO WOULD LIQUIDATE US

RE: MR. POTRESOV AND V. BAZAROV*

We sometimes come across literary efforts whose only
significance lies in their Herostratean nature. A most or-
dinary literary work, as, for instance, Eduard Bernstein’s
well-known The Premises of Socialism, assumes outstanding
political significance and becomes the manifesto of a trend
amongst Marxists, although it departs from Marxism all
along the line. Similar outstanding significance, by reason
of their Herostratean nature, undoubtedly attaches to Mr.
Potresov’s article on trivialities in last year’s February
issue of Nasha Zarya, and V. Bazarov’s article in reply to
it in the April Nasha Zarya. To be sure, the questions dis-
cussed in these articles are far from being so profound or
of such wide scope, and have not the same international sig-
nificance, as the questions raised by Bernstein (or, rather,
which he put forward after the bourgeoisie had already done
so0), but for us Russians, in the period of 1908-9-10-?, these
are questions of tremendous and cardinal importance. That
is why Mr. Potresov’s and V. Bazarov’s articles are not¢ out
of date, and it is necessary, it is our duty, to deal with them.

I

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

“It is precisely liberalism as an ideological trend,” writes
Mr. Potresov, “that presents a picture of the greatest degen-
eration and the greatest helplessness. We need only consider
the widening gulf between practical liberalism and theoris-
ing liberalism” —between the “empiricism” of Milyukov’s
Rech and the theories of Vekhi.

Tut, tut, my dear sir! The gulf is widening between what
you and semi-liberals like you said and thought of the
Cadets in 1905-6-7 and what you are compelled to admit,
stuttering and contradicting yourself, in 1909-10. The con-
tradiction between the “empiricism” of the practical liber-
als and the theories of gentlemen a la Struve was fully ap-
parent even before 1905. Just recall how the Osvobozhdeniye4
of those days blundered in literally every one of its attempts
at “theorising”. Since you are now beginning to put two and
two together, and find that liberalism “seems” to be “broken
up” (this is yet another of your verbal tricks, an empty
phrase, for Vekhi has not broken with Rech, or vice versa;
they have been, are, and will go on living in perfect harmony
with each other), that it is “sterile”, “suspended in mid-air”,
and represents but the “least stable™ (sic!) “section of bour-
geois democrats”, who are “not bad as voters”, etc.—your
cries about the “drama” of liberalism merely signify the
tragicomedy of the collapse of your illusions. It is not at
the present time, not during the three years 1908-10, but in
the preceding three-year period that the liberals “seemed”
to be the least stable section of bourgeois democrats. The
“least stable” are those quasi-socialists who serve mustard
to the public after supper. The distinguishing feature of
the previous three-year period (insofar as the question
examined by Mr. Potresov is concerned) was liberalism
“suspended in mid-air”, “sterile”, “voting”, etc., liberalism.
At that time it was the political duty of the day to recog-
nise the nature of liberalism for what it was; it was
the urgent duty, not only of socialists, but also of consistent
democrats, to warn the masses of this. March 1906, not
February 1910—that was the time when it was important
to sound the warning that the liberalism of the Cadets was
suspended in mid-air, that it was sterile, that the objective
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conditions reduced it to nothingness, to the farce of being
“not bad as voters”; that the victories of the Cadets repre-
sented an unstable zigzag between the “serious” constitution-
alism (read: sham constitutionalism) of the Shipovs or
Guchkovs and the struggle for democracy waged by those ele-
ments that were not suspended in mid-air and did no¢ confine
themselves to the fond contemplation of ballots. Just call
to mind, my dear sir, who it was that spoke the truth about
the liberals at the proper time, in March 1906.%6

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

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

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

II

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

In trying to ignore the past and the present of the peas-
ant democratic movement, Mr. Potresov again misses the
mark when he confidently discusses the future. Late again,
my dear sir! You yourself speak of the “possible conse-
quences of the law of November 974%; hence, you yourself
admit the possibility (purely abstract, of course) of its
success. But as a result of this success the “new chapter in
history” may prove to be a chapter not only in the history
of peasant democracy, but also in the history of peasant
agrarians.

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

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

“In face of all the changes,” writes Mr. Potresov, referring to
the changes in the ranks of the intellectual, Narodnik democratic
movement, “one thing has remained unchanged: so far [!] the real
peasantry have not introduced any corrections of their own into
intellectualist ideology with its peasant trimmings.”

This is a statement of the purest Vekhi type and it
is absolutely false. In 1905, the “real” peasant masses, the rank
and file themselves, acted in the open historical arena, and
introduced quite a number of “corrections” into the “intel-
lectualist ideology” of the Narodniks and the Narodnik par-
ties. Not all of these corrections have been understood by
the Narodniks, but the peasantry did introduce them. In
1906 and in 1907, the very “real” peasantry created the
Trudovik®® groups and the Draft Platform of the 104,
thereby introducing a number of corrections, some of which
even the Narodniks noted. It is generally recognised, for
example, that the “real” peasantry revealed their economic
aspirations, and approved private and co-operative land
tenure in place of the “commune”.

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

IT1

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

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

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

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

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

Liquidationism, writes Mr. Potresov, is “a figment of a
diseased imagination”, for you cannot liquidate “what is
already beyond liquidation and actually no longer exists as
an organised whole”.

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

But, enough of that.

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

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

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

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

*See his article in Russkaya Mysl,’? 1910, on Potresov the sup-

porter of Vekhi ideas. From such embraces Potresov will never wash
himself clean.
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Of such “weary” people, of Mr. Potresov and Co., one
cannot say in the well-known verses of the poet: “...No
traitors they—just weary carrying their cross; the fire of
anger and of sorrow, while mid-way still, they lost”.53

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

v

The philosophical struggle of the materialists, the Marx-
ists, against the Machists, i.e., against the idealists, is
also classed by Mr. Potresov as “triviality”. Mr. Potresov is
highly indignant over the “orgy” of philosophising (“Oh,
my friend Arkady Nikolayevich, spare me your eloquence!”’%%)
and, in this connection mentioning Plekhanov and
myself as representing the materialists, he describes us as
“political figures of yesterday”. I had a good laugh over this
expression. There is so much obvious and amusing boasting
in this that our hare really deserves a bit of the bear’s ear.*
Plekhanov and others—political figures of yesterday”! The
political figures of today are apparently Potresov and his
“gang”. Charming and frank.

Whenever Arkady Nikolayevich accidentally speaks with-
out eccentricity or grimaces, he defeats himself superbly.
Just make a little effort, Arkady Nikolayevich, and try
to think: you deny the existence of liquidationism as a
political trend, as a trend which distinguishes, not Menshe-
vism from Bolshevism, but Potresov and Co. from Plekhanov
and the Bolsheviks jointly. And yet, while you deny this,
you at the same time describe Plekhanov and myself as
“political figures of yesterday”. Look how clumsy you are:
Plekhanov and I together may be called political figures
of yesterday, precisely because we think that the organisa-
tion of yesterday, as a form of yesterday’s movement (yes-
terday’s in its principles) is necessary today. Plekhanov and

*The allusion is to I. A. Krylov’s fable “The Hare at the Hunt”,
in which the hare boasts about how “we” killed the bear.—Tr.
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I differed sharply, and we still differ on questions of what
steps that organisation of yesterday, working on the basis
of that movement of yesterday, should have taken at one
juncture or another; but we are drawn together by the
struggle against those who today deny the very principles of
yesterday’s movement (this includes also the question of
hegemony, of which more later), deny the very foundations
of yesterday’s organisation.

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

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

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

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

.. “But precisely because we know all this [why, of
course! haven’t we just seen what it amounts to when Mr.
Potresov writes: “We know all this”?], we want to see a living
and real connection established at last between the philo-
sophical controversy we are dealing with, and the Marxist
social and political trend, its problems and requirements.
Meanwhile” —here follows a reference to Kautsky’s letter
in which it was said that Machism is a Privatsache (a private
affair), that the controversy over it is a “fata morgana”, etc.

The reference to Kautsky is typical of philistine judge-
ment. The point is not that Kautsky is “unprincipled”, as
Mr. Potresov remarks sarcastically (a la Izgoyev), but that
Kautsky does not know, nor does he claim to know, the state
of affairs in regard to Russian Machism. In his letter Kauts-
ky admits that Plekhanov is well versed in Marxism, and
expresses his own conviction that idealism cannot be reconciled
with Marxism, and that Machism is not idealism (or that
not every form of Machism is idealism). It is obvious that
Kautsky is mistaken on the last point, particularly as re-
gards Russian Machism. But it is a pardonable mistake on
his part, for he has never studied Machism as a whole, and
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his opinion was expressed in a private letter obviously writ-
ten as a warning against exaggerating the differences. But a
Russian Marxist writer, who, under such circumstances,
refers to Kautsky, merely betrays a philistine laziness of
mind and cowardice in the fight. In 1908, when the letter
was written, Kautsky may have hoped that in a certain inter-
pretation Machism could be “reconciled” with materialism.
But to refer to Kautsky in connection with this question in
Russia in 1909-10 means to undertake the task of reconcil-
ing the Russian Machists with the materialists. Does Mr.
Potresov or anybody else really undertake this task in all
seriousness?

Kautsky is not unprincipled; but Potresov and Co., who
want to proclaim Machism “a private affair”, are a model of
unprincipledness among Russian Marxists today. Kautsky
was quite sincere and not a bit unprincipled when, in 1908,
never having read the Russian Machists, he advised them to
seek peace with Plekhanov as a man versed in Marxism, and
as a materialist; for Kautsky has always declared in favour
of materialism and against idealism, and he expressed the
same opinion in his letter. But Potresov and Co., who in
1909-10 hide behind Kautsky, have not a grain of sincerity,
not a trace of respect for principles.

You say, Mr. Potresov, that you fail to see any living
and real connection between the philosophical controversy
and the Marxist trend? Well, permit me, a political figure
of yesterday, most respectfully to point out to you at least
the following circumstances and considerations: (1) The
controversy over the question as to what is philosophical
materialism and why deviations from it are erroneous, dan-
gerous and reactionary always has “a real and living con-
nection” with “the Marxist social and political trend”—
otherwise the latter would not be Marxist, would not be so-
cial and political, would not be a trend. Only narrow-minded
“realistic politicians” of reformism or anarchism can deny
the “reality” of this connection. (2) Considering the wealth
and many-sidedness of the ideological content of Marxism,
there is nothing surprising in the fact that in Russia, just
as in other countries, various historical periods give promi-
nence now to one, now to another particular aspect of
Marxism. In Germany before 1848, the philosophical forming
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of Marxism was the aspect particularly stressed; in 1848
it was the political ideas of Marxism; in the fifties and six-
ties it was the economic doctrine of Marxism. In Russia
before the revolution, the aspect that was particularly stressed
was the application of the economic doctrine of Marxism
to Russian reality; during the revolution, it was Marxist
politics; since the revolution it is Marxist philosophy.
This does not mean that any of the aspects of Marxism may
at any time be ignored; it only means that the prevalence
of interest in one aspect or another does not depend on sub-
jective wishes, but on the totality of historical conditions.
(3) It is not by mere chance that the period of social and
political reaction, the period when the rich lessons of the
revolution are being “digested”, is also the period when the
fundamental theoretical, including the philosophical, prob-
lems are of prime importance to any living trend. (4) The
progressive trends of Russian thought cannot fall back upon
a great philosophical tradition, such as that connected with
the Encyclopaedists of the eighteenth century in France,
or with the epoch of classical philosophy from Kant to
Hegel and Feuerbach in Germany. That is why it was nec-
essary for the advanced class of Russia to sort out its phi-
losophy and there is nothing strange in the fact that the
belated “sorting-out” came about after this advanced class
had, during the recent great events, fully matured for its
independent historical role. (5) This philosophic “sorting-
out” had been ripening for a long time in other countries
as well, because modern physics, for instance, had posed a
number of new questions which dialectical materialism had
to “cope with”. In this respect, “our” (to use Potresov’s
expression) phllosophlcal controversy is of more than just
a certain, i.e., Russian, s1gn1flcance Europe provided
material for a freshenlng of philosophical thought; and
Russia, which was lagging behind, seized upon this material
with particular “eagerness” during the period of enforced
lull in 1908-10. (6) Belousov recently said of the Third Duma
that it is a sanctimonious body. He grasped correctly the
class characteristic of the Third Duma in this respect and
justly branded the hypocrisy of the Cadets.

Not accidentally, but of necessity, have our reactionaries
in general, and the liberal (Vekhi, Cadet) reactionaries in
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particular, “pounced on” religion. The stick and knout alone
are not sufficient to serve the purpose; in any case the stick
is cracked. Vekhi is helping the advanced bourgeoisie to find
a new, ideological stick, a spiritual stick. Machism, as a
species of idealism, is objectively a weapon in the hands of
the reactionaries, a vehicle of reaction. The struggle against
Machism “at the bottom” is therefore not accidental but
inevitable in an historical period (1908-10) when “at the top”
we see not only the “sanctimonious Duma” of the Octobrists
and Purishkeviches, but also sanctimonious Cadets and a
sanctimonious liberal bourgeoisie.

Mr. Potresov made the “reservation” that he was “not
at present touching” upon the subject of “god-building”.56
That is precisely what distinguishes the unprincipled and
philistine publicist Potresov from Kautsky. Kautsky knew
nothing either of the god-building of the Machists or of the
god-worshipping Vekhi people, and therefore he could afford
to say that not every type of Machism is idealism. But
Potresov knows all this, and by “not touching” upon the main
thing (the main thing to persons with a narrow “publicist”
approach) acts the hypocrite. By proclaiming the struggle
against Machism “a private affair” Mr. Potresov and his like
are abetting Vekhi in the “social and political” sense.

\Y

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

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

Bazarov, for instance, made the following statement of
a Herostratean nature: “In my opinion, the biggest and
yet most trivial misunderstanding of our times is the noto-
rious question of the hegemony of the working class”. There
seems to be some fate pursuing the Machists in our midst.
Some of them defend the “freedom of disintegration”, declar-
ing that otzovism is a legal shade of opinion; others, who
see the folly and harm of otzovism, frankly hold out their
hands to the liquidators in the sphere of politics. It is the
liquidators in Nasha Zarya, and in Zhizn, and in The So-
cial Movement,® who are waging a direct and indirect
struggle against the idea of this hegemony. We are sorry
to state that Bazarov has joined their camp.

What are his arguments on the substance of the matter?
Five years ago such hegemony was a fact. “At present, for
quite obvious reasons, that hegemony has disappeared.
More—it has turned into its direct opposite.” The proof:
“In our days, in order to become popular in democratic
circles of society, it has become a necessity to kick at Marx-
ism”. Example: Chukovsky.

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

You have no fear of God in you, V. A. Bazarov. Chukovsky
and other liberals, as well as a host of Trudovik democrats,
have always “kicked” at Marxism, and particularly ever
since 1906; but was not “hegemony” a fact in 1906? Get out
of your liberal-journalistic cubby-hole, consider at least
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the attitude of the peasant deputies in the Third Duma to
the working-class deputies. The mere juxtaposition of the
unquestionable facts of their political behaviour during the
past three years, even a mere comparison between their
formulations of motions for next business and the Cadet
formulations, to say nothing of a comparison between the
political declarations made in the Duma and the conditions
under which the large masses of the population have been
living during this period, proves incontrovertibly that even
today hegemony is a fact. The hegemony of the working
class is the political influence which that class (and its rep-
resentatives) exercises upon other sections of the population
by helping them to purge their democracy (where there is
democracy) of undemocratic admixtures, by criticising the
narrowness and short-sightedness of all bourgeois democ-
racy, by carrying on the struggle against “Cadetism” (mean-
ing the corrupting ideological content of the speeches and
policy of the liberals), etc., etc. There is nothing more char-
acteristic of our present times than the fact that Bazarov
could write such incredible things, and that a group of jour-
nalists who also consider themselves friends of the workers
and adherents of Marxism patted him indulgently on the
back for this!

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

In addition to being wrong, all this is monstrously absurd.
If certain sections of the population combine hostility to
privilege with nationalist sentiments, surely it is the duty
of the leader to explain to them that such a combination
hinders the abolition of privilege. Can the struggle against
privilege be waged unless it is combined with the struggle
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of the petty bourgeois who suffer from nationalism, against
the petty bourgeois who gain from it? Every struggle of
every petty bourgeois against every kind of privilege al-
ways bears the imprint of petty-bourgeois narrow-minded-
ness and half-heartedness, and it is the business of the
“leader” to combat these qualities. Bazarov argues like the
Cadets, like the Vekhi writers. Or, more correctly, Bazarov
has joined the camp of Potresov and Co., who already have
been arguing this way for a long time.

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

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

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

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

Mysl, Nos. 2 and 3, Published according to
January and February 1911 the text in the journal Mys!
Signed: V. Ilyin
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THE CADETS ON “TWO CAMPS”
AND “SENSIBLE COMPROMISE”

The answer given by Rech to the semi-official organ of
the Cabinet on the question of the “slogan™ for the elections
to the Fourth Duma and on the present-day political align-
ment represents an interesting and significant phenomenon.

Rech agrees with Russkiye Vedomosti®® that “the elections
to the Fourth Duma will be a contest between two camps
only: the Progressists and the Rights”. “Votes will have
to be cast not for parties, nor for individual candidates,
but for or against the consolidation of the constitutional
system in Russia. [“Consolidation” is a very charming way
of putting it!] The political meaning of this slogan ... is
an objective acknowledgement of the indisputable fact that
the line pursued by the government has again united the
entire opposition, both to the right and to the left of the
Cadets.” The Cadets will constitute “the centre of this polit-
ically heterogeneous group”, and, although they form part
of it, “will renounce their former programme and tactics
just as little as did the Social-Democrats when they joined
the pre-October alliances” (the editorial, January 21).

“Gentlemen, we can say in reply to the semi-official and
official press, it is you yourselves who have been instrumen-
tal in uniting us.... At present political trends in Russia are
merging to an ever greater extent in two big camps—for and
against the Constitution.... Our task at present is the same,
again the same, just as it was before October 17...” (ibid.).

In assessing these observations we must distinguish be-
tween the conditions attending the elections to the Fourth
Duma and the social and political meaning of the changes
under discussion (the “slogan” and the alignments). The
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circumstances of the elections in general, in the provinces
in particular, will certainly compel the “opposition” to
resort to the vague non-party term “Progressists”® on
an even wider scale than before. The refusal to legalise even
such parties as the Cadets will inevitably lead to this, and
the bewilderment of the semi-official organ of the Cabinet
on this score is, of course, nothing but sheer hypocrisy. In
the big cities, for instance, as the Cadets themselves admit
in that very same editorial, independent candidates of “groups
more to the left” (to use the expression of Russkiye Vedomosti)
will stand for election. This alone shows that there can
be no question of just fwo camps.

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

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

We fully admit that these predictions of the liberals
are based not on the wishes of the liberals alone, but on
objective facts as well—on the changes in the political
situation and in the political sentiments of the Russian bour-
geoisie. It would be impermissible, however, to forget that
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one can speak of fwo camps only when the field of observa-
tion is limited to the majority in the Third Duma. It would
be impermissible to forget that the actual meaning of all
this talk is nothing more than the tendency on the part of
the Octobrist and the Cadet “camps” to draw closer togeth-
er, merge and unite in the Progressist “camp” (with the
tacit understanding, of course, that a more or less consider-
able section of the Octobrist camp will defect to the camp
of the Rights). When the Cadets say: “we” have been united,
again “we” have one task, etc., these words “we”, “us”,
“our” actually mean nothing more than the Octobrists and
the Cadets.

Now, what has united “them”? What is “their” task?
What is “their” slogan for the elections to the Fourth Duma?
“The consolidation of the Constitution”, reply Russkiye
Vedomosti and Rech. This reply is only seemingly definite;
actually, it defines absolutely nothing; it amounts to the
same, absolutely meaningless, reference to some indefinite
“mean” between the Octobrists and the Cadets. For both
Milyukov and Guchkov agree that “Thank God, we have a
Constitution”, but when they dream of making common
cause, it is for the purpose of “consolidating”, not what “we”
have, but what we have not. It is also a dream, and not a
very sensible one at that, that Milyukov and Guchkov, the
Cadets and the Octobrists of today, and the “Progressists”
of tomorrow, could agree on a definition of what should
be included in the desired Constitution. They would be una-
ble to agree either on the legal formulations expressing the
Constitution, or on defining what real interests of what
actual classes this Constitution should meet and safeguard.
Hence, the real meaning of this joint slogan amounts to
this: while they are being drawn more closely together by
“a negative aim—that of the struggle against the common
enemy’ (as Rech puts it in the same editorial), the Octobrist
and the Cadets cannot define their positive tasks, cannot
find in their camps the forces that would be capable of
emerging from the deadlock.

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

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

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

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

In the eyes of Rech, as well as of the whole Cadet Party,
the criterion of the “wisdom” of a compromise is in its ap-
proval by men of affairs, businessmen, bigwigs, the Octobrists
themselves, the wire-pullers of the St. Petersburg mu-
nicipality themselves. But the actual state of affairs—
no matter how it is furbished up with phrases like “Thank
God, we have a Constitution” —unmasks these compromises
and tears away these veils rather rudely.
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To sum up: “You have been instrumental in uniting us”,
Rech says to the semi-official organ of the Cabinet. Who
do they mean by “us”? It appears that they mean the Octob-
rists and the Cadets. What have they united for? For a com-
mon task, the consolidation of the Constitution. And what
are we to understand by the Constitution and its consolida-
tion? A sensible compromise between the Octobrists and the
Cadets. What is the criterion of the wisdom of compromises
of this kind? Their approval by the worst representatives of
Russian “Kolupayev” capitalism,% such as the St. Peters-
burg municipal councillors. And what is the practical
result of these sensible compromises? The result is that
P. A. Stolypin, or the Council of State, or Tolmachov,? etc.,
“rudely unmask” these compromises.... Oh, these practical
politicians!

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

Zvezda, No. 8, February 5, 1911 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Zvezda text
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THE FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY
OF THE FALL OF SERFDOM

February 19, 1911, marks the fiftieth anniversary of
the fall of serfdom in Russia. Everywhere preparations
are under way to celebrate this jubilee. The tsarist gov-
ernment is taking every precaution to ensure that only the
most reactionary views regarding the so-called “emancipa-
tion” of the peasants are put forward in the churches and
schools, in the barracks and at public lectures. Circular
letters are being rushed from St. Petersburg to all parts
of Russia, instructing all and sundry institutions not to
order for distribution among the people any books and pam-
phlets other than those published by the National Club,
i.e., by one of the most reactionary parties in the Third
Duma. In some places overzealous governors have even gone
so far as to dissolve committees organised without police
“guidance” (for instance, by the Zemstvos®®) for the cele-
bration of the anniversary of the Peasant “Reform”; they
are being dissolved for showing insufficient willingness to
conduct the celebrations along the lines demanded by the
Black-Hundred government.

The government is worried. It sees that no matter how
downtrodden, intimidated, backward and ignorant a worker
or a peasant may be, the mere mention of the fact that
fifty years ago the abolition of serfdom was proclaimed
nevertheless stirs and agitates people repressed by the
Duma of the landlords, of the nobility, people who are
suffering more than ever before from the petty tyrannies,
violence and oppression of the feudal-minded landowners
and of their police and bureaucrats.

In Western Europe the last survivals of serfdom were
abolished by the Revolution of 1789 in France and by the
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revolutions of 1848 in most of the other countries. In Rus-
sia, in 1861, the people, who had for centuries been kept
in slavery by the landowners, were unable to launch a wide-
spread, open and conscious struggle for freedom. The peas-
ant revolts of those days remained isolated, scattered,
spontaneous “riots”, which were easily suppressed. The abo-
lition of serfdom was effected, not by an insurrectionary
people, but by the government, which realised after its
defeat in the Crimean War®* that it was no longer possible
to maintain the system of serfdom.

It was the landowners themselves, the landowning gov-
ernment of the autocratic tsar and his officials, that “eman-
cipated” the peasants in Russia. And these “emancipators”
manipulated matters in such a way that the peasants entered
“freedom” stripped to the point of pauperism; they were
released from slavery to the landowners to fall into bondage
to the very same landowners and their flunkeys.

The noble landowners “emancipated” the Russian peas-
ants in such a way that more than a fifth of all the peasant
land was cut off and taken away by the landlords. The peas-
ants were compelled to pay redemption money, i.e., tribute to
the former slaveholders, for their own peasant land drenched
with their sweat and blood. The peasants paid hundreds
of millions of rubles in such tribute to the feudal lords,
thus lapsing into ever greater poverty. Not content with
grabbing peasant land and leaving to the peasants the worst
and sometimes entirely worthless land, the landowners
frequently laid traps for them—they divided up the land in
such a way as to leave the peasants either without pastures,
or without meadows, forests, or water for their animals.
In most of the gubernias™ of Russia proper the peasants,
after the abolition of serfdom, remained in the same old
state of hopeless bondage to the landowners. After their
“emancipation” the peasants still remained the “lower”
social-estate, tax-paying cattle, the common herd over whom

* Gubernia, uyezd, volost—Russian administrative-territorial units.
The largest of these was the gubernia, which had its subdivisions in
uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts. This system of
districting continued under the Soviet power until the introduction
of the new system of administrative-territorial division of the
country in 1929-30.—Ed.
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the authorities set up by the landowners lorded it at will,
from whom they exacted taxes, whom they flogged with
birches, manhandled, and humiliated.

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

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

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

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

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

The Revolution of 1905 only undermined the autocracy;
it did not destroy it. Now the autocracy is venting its rage
on the people. The landowners’ Duma serves only to op-
press and repress the people all the more. Discontent and
anger are again rife everywhere. That first step will be fol-
lowed by a second. The beginning of the struggle will have
its continuation. The Revolution of 1905 will be followed
by a new, a second, revolution. The anniversary of the fall
of serfdom serves as a reminder of, and a call for, this second
revolution.

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

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

The Black-Hundred Duma and the fury with which the
tsarist government is persecuting its enemies is not prevent-
ing but hastening the new revolution. The grim experience
of 1908-10 has taught the people to take up the fight again.
The workers’ summer strikes (in 1910) have been followed
by the students’ winter strikes. The new struggle is gaining
momentum perhaps more slowly than we would wish, but
surely and inevitably.
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The revolutionary Social-Democratic movement, while
purging itself of the sceptics who have turned their backs
on the revolution and the illegal party of the working class,
is mustering its ranks and welding its forces for the im-
pending great battles.

Rabochaya Gazeta, No. 3, Published according to
February 8 (21). 1911 the Rabochaya Gazeta text
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PAUL SINGER

DIED JANUARY 18 (31), 1911

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

Paul Singer came of bourgeois stock, from a family of
merchants, and for quite a long time was a wealthy manu-
facturer. At the beginning of his political career he was
associated with the bourgeois democrats. But, unlike the
bulk of bourgeois democrats and liberals, who very soon
forget their love of liberty out of fear of the successes of the
labour movement, Singer was an ardent and sincere demo-
crat, fearless and consistent to the end. He was not caught
up by the vacillations, cowardice and treachery of the bour-
geois democrats which aroused in him only a feeling of
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repulsion and strengthened his conviction that only the
party of the revolutionary working class is capable of
pursuing the great struggle for liberty to its consummation.

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

Since then the history of Singer’s life is inseparably bound
up with that of the German Social-Democratic Party. He
devoted himself heart and soul to the difficult task of build-
ing up the revolutionary organisation. He gave the Party
all his energy, all his wealth, all his remarkable abilities as
an organiser, all his talent as a practical worker and leader.
Singer was one of those few, we might say, one of the ex-
tremely rare cases of socialists of bourgeois origin whom
the long history of liberalism, the history of the treachery,
cowardice, deals with the government, and sycophancy of
the bourgeois politicians does not enervate and corrupt;
but it steels and converts them into stalwart revolutionaries.
There are few such socialists of bourgeois origin, and the
proletariat should trust only these rare people, people who
have been tested in the course of many years of struggle, if
it desires to forge for itself a working-class party capable
of overthrowing contemporary bourgeois slavery. Singer
was a ruthless enemy of opportunism in the ranks of the
German workers’ party, and to the end of his days remained
undeviatingly faithful to the uncompromising policy of
revolutionary Social-Democracy.
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Singer was not a theoretician, or a writer, or a brilliant
orator. He was first and foremost a practical organiser of the
illegal party during the period of the Anti-Socialist Law,
and a member of the Berlin Municipal Council and, after
the repeal of that law, of the Reichstag. And this practical
organiser, who spent most of his time in minor, everyday,
technical parliamentary and every kind of “executive” activ-
ity was great for the reason that he did not make a fetish
of details, he did not yield to the quite usual and quite phi-
listine tendency to keep out of any sharp struggle on ques-
tions of principle, allegedly for the sake of this “executive”
or “positive” activity. On the contrary, every time a ques-
tion arose concerning the fundamental nature of the revolu-
tionary party of the working class, its ultimate aims, blocs
(alliances) with the bourgeoisie, concessions to monarchism,
etc., Singer, who devoted all his life to this practical activ-
ity, was always to be found at the head of the staunchest
and most resolute fighters against every manifestation of
opportunism. During the operation of the Anti-Socialist
Law, Singer together with Engels, Liebknecht and Bebel was
in the fight on two fronts: against the “young”,% the semi-
anarchists, who repudiated the parliamentary struggle, and
against the moderate “legalists at any price”. In later years,
Singer fought just as resolutely against the revisionists.

He earned the hatred of the bourgeoisie, and it followed
him to the grave. Singer’s bourgeois enemies (the German
liberals and our Cadets) now point out with malicious glee
that his death means the passing away of one of the last rep-
resentatives of the “heroic” period of German Social-Democ-
racy, that is to say, the period when its leaders were imbued
with a strong, fresh, unqualified faith in revolution and
championed a principled revolutionary policy. According
to these liberals, the rising generation of leaders, those who
are coming to replace Singer, are moderate, punctilious
“revisionists”, men of modest pretensions and petty cal-
culations. It is true that the growth of the workers’ party
often attracts many opportunists to its ranks. It is also true
that in our day socialists of bourgeois origin most often
bring to the proletariat their timidity, narrow-mindedness
and love of phrase-mongering rather than firmness of revo-
lutionary convictions. But the rejoicing of the enemies is



PAUL SINGER 95

premature! The masses of workers in Germany, as well as
in other countries, are becoming welded ever more strongly
into an army of revolution, and this army will deploy its
forces in the not far distant future—for the revolution is
gaining momentum both in Germany and in other countries.

The old revolutionary leaders are passing away; but the
young army of the revolutionary proletariat is growing and
gaining strength.

Rabochaya Gazeta, No. 3, Published according to
February 8 (21). 1911 the Rabochaya Gazeta text
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COMMENTS
MENSHIKOV, GROMOBOI, IZGOYEV®

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

ists—who, according to the calculations of a certain Moscow
newspaper, represent capital amounting to five hundred
million rubles—has given rise to a number of extremely
valuable and characteristic articles in various newspapers.
In addition to casting an uncommonly glaring light on the
present political situation, these articles furnish interesting
material on many fundamental questions of principle relat-
ing to the entire evolution in twentieth-century Russia.

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

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

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

“Despite the grim warning of the year 1905, the upper
classes of Russia, including the merchant class, are extreme-
ly hazy about the impending catastrophe.... Yes, Messrs.
Ryabushinsky, Morozov, and all others like you! Despite
the fact that you are flirting with the revolution, and
despite all the testimonials of liberalism which you are
hastening to earn, it is you who are going to be the first victims
of the revolution now brewing. You will be the first to
hang, not for any crimes you may have committed, but
for something which you consider a virtue, merely for
possessing those five hundred million rubles you brag so much
about.... The liberal bourgeoisie, with the middle sec-
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tions of the nobility, the civil service, and the merchant
class together with their titles, ranks and capital are heedless-
ly heading towards the brink of the revolutionary precipice.
If the liberal instigators of revolution live to see the
day at last when they are dragged to the gallows, let them
then recall their indulgent treatment by the old state power,
how considerately it listened to them, how it humoured
them, and how few were the claims it made upon their
empty heads. On that very day, which will be a black day
for them, let them compare the blessings of the radical
regime with the old, patriarchal order.”

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

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

There is probably not a single country in Europe in which
this call “not to instigate” addressed to the liberal bourgeoi-
sie by the “old state power”, the nobility and the reactionary
publicists, did not resound hundreds of times in the course
of the nineteenth century.... And never were these calls of
any avail, even though the “liberal bourgeoisie”, far from
wanting to “instigate”, fought against the “instigators”
with the same energy and sincerity with which the sixty-
six merchants condemn strikes. Both condemnations and
calls are powerless when all the conditions of social life
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make one class or another feel that the situation is intol-
erable, and compel it to voice its feeling. Mr. Menshikov
correctly expresses the interests and the point of view of
the government and the nobility when he tries to frighten
the liberal bourgeoisie with revolution and accuses it of
being frivolous. The sixty-six merchants correctly express
the interests and the point of view of the liberal bourgeoisie
when they accuse the government and condemn the “strik-
ers”. But these mutual accusations are only a sure symptom
testifying to serious deficiencies in the mechanism”, to the
fact that, despite all the willingness of “the old state power”
to satisfy the bourgeoisie, to meet it half-way and to reserve
for it a very influential place in the Duma, and despite the
very strong and sincere desire on the part of the bourgeoisie
to settle down, establish good relations, come to terms and
adjust itself, despite all this, the “adjustment” does not
make any headway! This is the substance of the matter,
this is the background; the mutual accusations are nothing
but trimmings.

Mr. Gromoboi, writing in Golos Moskvy, addresses “a
necessary warning” to “the government” (Golos Moskvy, No.
38, of February 17, in an article entitled “A Necessary Warn-
ing”). “No displays of ‘firm’ rule,” he writes, “no volitional
impulses will give the country peace unless they go hand
in hand with reforms which are long overdue.” (Mr. Gro-
moboi is not very literate in his writings, but the meaning
of his words is nevertheless quite clear.) “And the unrest
caused by the protracted crisis cannot be given as a force
majeure reason for not honouring promissory notes.” (This
is an awkward comparison, Mr. Publicist of the Octob-
rist merchants. In the first place, the notes happen to be
unsigned; secondly, even if they were signed, where is the
commercial court to which you could appeal and where is
the sheriff, etc., who would enforce the judgement? Think
it over, Mr. Gromoboi—you will see that not only the Oc-
tobrists, but the Cadets too, are a party of spurious promis-
sory notes in politics.) “In such a case unrest will only
increase ... the student riots will be followed by much that
has been experienced before. If you turn the ship round you
are bound to see its wake.... The bet on the weak was lost;
now it may turn out that the bet on the strong will also be
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lost. The government will have nothing to show. Its hopes
that the unrest will subside may vanish like smoke no mat-
ter what kind of elections take place.” (Mr. Gromoboi is
referring to the elections to the Fourth Duma.) “If the
caravans of the opposition begin to move over those cliffs
where only the mists of government hovered before, if the
government alienates the moderate elements and remains
in isolation, the elections will turn into bitter defeat, and
the entire system will be shaken because it is not a system
based on law.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This “contradiction” exists in real life, and is not the result
of faulty reasoning. The inevitability of bourgeois rule
does not in the least imply that the liberal bourgeoisie is
capable of such displays of historical independent activity as
might free it from its “enslavement” to the Purishkeviches.
In the first place, history does not move along a smooth and
easy road, such as would imply that every historically ripe
change means ipso facto that precisely the class which stands
to profit most by it, is mature and strong enough to carry
this change into effect. Secondly, in addition to the liberal
bourgeoisie, there is yet another bourgeoisie; for instance,
the entire peasantry, taken in the mass, is nothing but the
democratic bourgeoisie. Thirdly, the history of Europe
shows us that some changes, bourgeois in their social sub-
stance, were accomplished by elements whose background
was by no means bourgeois. Fourthly, we see the same thing
in the history of Russia during the past half-century.
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When the ideologists and leaders of the liberals begin
to argue the way the Karaulovs, the Maklakovs, the Milyu-
kovs and the Vekhi writers do, that means that a number of
historical factors have caused the liberal bourgeoisie to
exhibit such a pronounced tendency to “beat a retreat” and
to show such dread of moving forward, that this forward
movement will pass them by, will go beyond them, in spite
of their fears. And an altercation such as mutual accusa-
tions of being responsible for “increasing unrest” hurled
by Gromoboi at Menshikov and by Menshikov at Gromoboi,*
is but a sign that this historical movement forward is begin-
ning to be felt by all....

“Contemporary society,” says Mr. Izgoyev in the same
article, “based on the principle of private property, is a
class society, and for the time being it cannot be anything
else. Whenever one class is tottering another class is always
striving to step into its place.”

“What a clever chap,” Mr. Milyukov must think when he
reads such tirades in his Rech. It is rather pleasant to have
a Cadet who was a Social-Democrat at the age of twenty-
five and by the time he reached thirty-five had “come to
his senses” and repented of his errors.

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

When you turn your face to the United Nobility or to
the liberal Moscow merchants you shout that contemporary
society is a class society. But when you have to, when
unpleasant (ah, how terribly unpleasant!) events compel you
to turn around, even if for a brief moment, to face the peas-

*By the liberal merchants at the nobility and by the nobility
at the liberal merchants.
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ants or the workers, you begin to rail at the narrow, lifeless,
fossilised, immoral, materialist, godless and unscientific
“doctrine” of the class struggle. You would surely do better,
Mr. Izgoyev, not to tackle any sociological generalisations!
Don’t ask for trouble.

“Whenever one class is tottering another class is always striving
to step into its place.”

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

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

In illustration of these general sociological reflections,
I shall take the liberty of citing one example of a liberal
who does not strive, but is afraid to “step into the place” of
the tottering class, and who is, therefore (consciously or
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unconsciously, that makes no difference), most flagrantly
deceiving the population when he calls himself a “democrat”.
This liberal is the landlord A. Y. Berezovsky the First,
Member of the Third Duma, a Cadet. During the debate in
the Duma on the agrarian question (in 1908) he delivered the
following speech, which was approved of by the leader of
the Party, Mr. Milyukov, who described it as “splendid”.
In view of the forthcoming elections, we make bold to think
that it will not be amiss to recall that speech.

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

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

Zvezda, No. 11, February 26, 1911 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Zvezda text
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TO THE RUSSIAN COLLEGIUM OF THE C.C.

In view of the possibility and likelihood of the Central
Committee being convened in Russia, we consider it our
duty to outline our views on several important questions
affecting our position as people responsible to the Party.

(1) At the January 1910 Plenary Meeting, we, responsi-
ble representatives of the Bolshevik trend, concluded an
agreement with the Central Committee, published in the
Central Organ, No. 11. Our application, submitted by three
officials, with power of attorney from Meshkovsky,” is a
formal cancellation of this agreement owing to the non-ful-
filment of its clearly-defined conditions by the Golos and
Vperyod groups. Naturally, it is understood that we, al-
though compelled to submit this application because no func-
tioning Central Committee actually exists and there is
the beginning of a split abroad, will willingly withdraw
it, or agree to a review of the agreement, if the Central Com-
mittee succeeds in meeting and in re-establishing Party
work and the Party line violated by the afore-mentioned
factions.

(2) The Party line was clearly defined by the Plenary
Meeting, and it is useless for the Golos group and Trotsky and
Co. to try to confuse the issue. The line consists in recognis-
ing that both liquidationism and otzovism are bourgeois
theories having a fatal influence on the proletariat. After
the Plenary Meeting, in violation of its decisions, these two
trends have developed and taken shape in anti-Party fac-
tions—the Potresov and Golos groups on the one hand, and
the Vperyod group on the other. Among the Mensheviks,
support for the Party line laid down by the Meeting was
forthcoming from only the so-called pro-Party or Plekhanov
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group, those who have been and still are resolutely conduct-
ing a struggle against the Potresov and Golos trends.

(3) For this reason, as representatives of the Bolshevik
trend, we emphatically protest against the Golos group’s
attack on Innokenty™ for having refused, in the summer of
1910, to recognise as candidates for co-option those Menshe-
viks who remained true to Golos or whose actions were not
fully indicative of their Party affiliation. In doing so, Inno-
kenty, the chief representative of a trend in Bolshevism
differing from ours, acted correctly, and we have written
proof that precisely as its representative he defined the
Party principle uniting all Bolsheviks, before witnesses
from the P.S.D.,* in the manner shown.

(4) The attempt of the Golos group, in the name of the
splitting faction of émigrés, to propose from abroad “their
own” candidates for co-option to the C.C. cannot be regard-
ed as anything but an unheard-of affront. While at the Plen-
ary Meeting there may have been people who sincerely be-
lieved the pledges of the Mensheviks to struggle against the
liquidators, now, a year later, it is quite clear that the
Golos people cannot be trusted on this question. We protest
resolutely against candidates being put forward for election
by the émigré faction of liquidators, and demand that Ple-
khanov’s followers in Russia be circularised, they can un-
doubtedly provide candidates from among the pro-Party Men-
sheviks.

(5) The splitting moves of the Golos and Vperyod groups
and of Trotsky are now fully recognised, not only by the
Bolsheviks and the Poles (in the Central Organ), but also
by Plekhanov’s group (see the Paris resolution of Plekha-
nov’s group). We assert that the first decisive step towards a
split was the announcement made by Trotsky on November
27, 1910, without the knowledge of the C.C., of the convening
of a conference and of the “fund” for it. Our application (De-
cember 5, 1910) was the reply we were forced to make to
that announcement. The Vperyod school has become one of
the centres of this split; Trotsky took part in it in defiance
of the clear decision of the Party School Commission. We
were blamed in print by Golos for “disorganising” this

* Polish Social-Democrats.—Ed.
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school. Considering it our duty to disorganise anti-Party
émigré factions, we demand the appointment of a commis-
sion to investigate the “funds” of this school and the help
given it by Trotsky and Golos. By shouting about expro-
priation, which we put an end to once and for all at the Plen-
ary Meeting, the Golos group are not only blackmailing,
but are covering up their moral (and not only moral) support
of the violators of the resolution of the Meeting.

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

These trends have grown and developed since 1908. They
have brought Plekhanov’s group and the Bolsheviks closer
together, and have created a bloc between the Golos and Vpe-
ryod groups and Trotsky, who support the split while endeav-
ouring to hide its existence. The immediate future of our
Party (and it is useless closing our eyes to this) will inevi-
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tably be determined by the struggle along these lines; not
the desires of individuals or groups, but the objective con-
ditions of the epoch, as shown in the resolution of the Plen-
ary Meeting, give rise to the struggle.

The representatives of the Bolshevik trend,
signatories to the agreement with the C.C.
in January 1910 (three, and on the authority
of the fourth, Meshkovsky).”™

Written in February 1911

First published in 1931 Published according to
in Lenin Miscellany XVIII the manuscript
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APROPOS OF AN ANNIVERSARY

The fiftieth anniversary of the so-called Peasant Reform
raises many interesting questions. Here we can touch only
upon some of the economic and historical issues, deferring
publicist topics in the narrower sense of the term to another
occasion.

About ten or fifteen years ago, when the controversies
between the Narodniks and the Marxists were first brought
before the general public, the difference in the appraisal of
the so-called Peasant Reform emerged time and again as
one of the most important issues of that controversy. The
theoreticians of Narodism, for instance, the well-known Mr.
V. V., or Nikolai—on,’ regarded the basic features of the
Peasant Reform of 1861 as something fundamentally differ-
ent from, and hostile to, capitalism. They said that the Reg-
ulations of February 1977 legalised the “endowment of the
producer with means of production” and sanctioned “people’s
production” as distinct from capitalist production. They
regarded the Regulations of February 19 as an earnest of the
non-capitalist evolution of Russia.

Even then the Marxists opposed a fundamentally different
view to this theory. The Regulations of February 19 were one
of the episodes in the replacement of the serf (or feudal) mode
of production by the bourgeois (or capitalist) mode. Accord-
ing to this view, the Regulations contain no other historico-
economic elements. “The endowment of the producer
with means of production” is an empty, sentimental phrase
which glosses over the plain fact that the peasants, who
are small producers in agriculture, were being converted
from producers engaged primarily in natural economy into
producers of commodities. The precise extent to which com-
modity production had developed in peasant economy in
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various parts of Russia during that epoch is another question.
But it is beyond doubt that the “emancipated” peasant was
entering the sphere of commodity production and none oth-
er. “Free labour” in place* of serf labour thus meant nothing
more than the free labour of the wage-worker or small
independent producer under the conditions of commodity
production, i.e., of bourgeois social and economic relations.
The land redemption payments brought out this nature of the
Reform in even bolder relief, for they lent a stimulus to
monetary economy, i.e., they increased the peasant’s de-
pendence on the market.

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

* Insofar as this replacement was going on in actual fact, we shall
see further that it was a more complicated process than would appear
on the surface.
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tionism, which clings to Marxist terminology in order to
cover up its anti-Marxist substance).

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

The peasant entered the sphere of bourgeois social rela-
tions to the extent to which he was actually, and not merely
nominally, emancipated from serf relations (the essence of
these relations was “labour-rent”, i.e., the labour performed
for the landowner by a peasant endowed with an allot-
ment of land). But this real emancipation from feudal rela-
tions was much more complicated than the Narodniks thought.
At that time the struggle between those who were in favour
of depriving the peasants of land and those in favour of “en-
dowing” them, often expressed merely a struggle between
two feudalist camps, a dispute over the question as to whether
it was more advantageous to the landowner to have a tenant
(or a peasant rendering labour service) without any land or
with an “allotment”, i.e., one bound to the locality,
bound by a patch of land insufficient to provide for his
living and therefore compelling him to hire himself out
for a “livelihood” (selling himself into bondage to the
landowner).
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On the other hand, there is no doubt that the greater the
amount of land the peasants received upon their emanci-
pation, and the cheaper the price they had to pay for it,
the more rapidly, fully and freely would capitalism have
developed in Russia, and the sooner would the survivals of
serfdom and bondage have disappeared, the larger the home
market would have become, and the more certain would the
development of towns, industry and trade have been.

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

Thus, two tendencies were latent in Narodism, which
the Marxists defined even then, when they referred to the
liberal-Narodnik views, the liberal-Narodnik appraisal,
etc. Insofar as the Narodniks painted the Reform of 1861
in bright colours, forgetting that in the majority of cases
“endowment” actually meant that the landlords’ estates
were ensured a supply of cheap slave labour, a supply of
cheap hands tied to the place of residence, they descended
(often without being aware of it) to the point of view of
liberalism, the point of view of the liberal bourgeois, or
even of the liberal landow