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PREFACE

Volume Nineteen contains the works of Lenin written
between March and December 1913, in the period of the new
upsurge of the revolutionary movement in Russia. The
greater part of the volume consists of articles published
in the Bolshevik legal press—in the newspapers Pravda and
Nash Put and the magazine Prosveshcheniye.

In the articles “The Three Sources and Three Component
Parts of Marxism”, “Twenty-Fifth Anniversary of the Death
of Joseph Dietzgen”, “Liberal and Marxist Conceptions of
the Class Struggle” and “The Marx-Engels Correspondence”,
Lenin expounded and developed some basic problems of
Marxist theory.

The articles “The National Programme of the R.S.D.L.P.”,
“The Working Class and the National Question” and others
elaborate and substantiate the Bolshevik programme on
the national question.

An important place in the volume is occupied by articles
against the Menshevik liquidators, Trotskyists, Bundists!
and Socialist-Revolutionaries,? all of which deal with ques-
tions of the struggle to consolidate the Bolshevik Party
and the unity of the working class; among them are “Con-
troversial Issues”, “Working-Class Unity”, “Has Pravda
Given Proof of Bundist Separatism?”, “There’s a Trudovik
for You” and the resolutions of the “Summer” Joint Confer-
ence of the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. and
Party officials held at Poronin.

In “May Day Action by the Revolutionary Proletariat”,
“The Results of Strikes in 1912 as Compared with Those of
the Past”, “The Role of Social Estates and Classes in the
Liberation Movement”, “Liberals as Defenders of the Fourth
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Duma,” Lenin dealt with the political crisis that was
maturing in Russia on a nation-wide scale, showed the
leading role of the proletariat in the growing revolutionary
movement and exposed the counter-revolutionary liberal
bourgeoisie.

The articles “Is the Condition of the Peasants Improving
or Worsening?”, “The Land Question and the Rural Poor”
and “The Agrarian Question and the Present Situation in
Russia” expose the impoverishment and ruin of the greater
part of the peasantry as a result of Stolypin’s agrarian policy
and confront the Bolshevik Party and the working class
with the task of drawing the peasantry into an active strug-
gle against the autocracy.

The volume includes documents that characterise Lenin’s
leadership of the Bolshevik group in the Fourth State Du-
ma—the draft speeches “The Question of Ministry of Edu-
cation Policy”, “The Question of the (General) Agrarian
Policy of the Present Government”, the articles “The Duma
‘Seven’”, “Material on the Conflict within the Social-
Democratic Duma Group”, and others.

There is also a group of articles—“Civilised Barbarism”,
“A Great Technical Achievement”, “Armaments and Capi-
talism”, “Who Stands to Gain?”, “The Awakening of Asia”,
“Exposure of the British Opportunists”—devoted to world
economics and politics. Lenin cited facts in these articles
showing the decay of capitalism, the growth of armaments,
the preparations for a world war and the awakening of the
colonial peoples and criticised the growing opportunism in
the international working-class movement.

Nine of the documents published in this volume appeared
for the first time in the fourth Russian edition of the Collected
Works. In his report on “Contemporary Russia and the
Working-Class Movement” and in the articles “Conversa-
tion”, “For the Attention of Luch and Pravda Readers”,
“A Discreditable Role”, “The Working-Class Masses and
the Working-Class Intelligentsia” and “The Question of
Bureau Decisions”, Lenin exposed the liquidators, who
strove to destroy the illegal Social-Democratic Party, as
out-and-out traitors to the working class. The article “The
Split in the Russian Social-Democratic Duma Group” was
written by Lenin for the international socialist press in
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reply to the slander about the Bolshevik Party that was
being spread by the liquidators and Trotskyists. In the
articles “The ‘Oil Hunger’” and “An Incorrect Appraisal (Luch
on Maklakov)” Lenin revealed the counter-revolutionary role
of the Russian bourgeoisie and showed that they, in alliance
with the feudal landowners were hampering Russia’s eco-
nomic development.
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THE THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT
PARTS OF MARXISM®

Throughout the civilised world the teachings of Marx evoke
the utmost hostility and hatred of all bourgeois science
(both official and liberal), which regards Marxism as a kind
of “pernicious sect”. And no other attitude is to be expected,
for there can be no “impartial” social science in a society
based on class struggle. In one way or another, all official
and liberal science defends wage-slavery, whereas Marxism
has declared relentless war on that slavery. To expect science
to be impartial in a wage-slave society is as foolishly naive
as to expect impartiality from manufacturers on the ques-
tion of whether workers’ wages ought not to be increased by
decreasing the profits of capital.

But this is not all. The history of philosophy and the
history of social science show with perfect clarity that there
is nothing resembling “sectarianism” in Marxism, in the
sense of its being a hidebound, petrified doctrine, a doctrine
which arose away from the high road of the development of
world civilisation. On the contrary, the genius of Marx
consists precisely in his having furnished answers to ques-
tions already raised by the foremost minds of mankind.
His doctrine emerged as the direct and immediate continua-
tion of the teachings of the greatest representatives of phi-
losophy, political economy and socialism.

The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent because it is true.
It is comprehensive and harmonious, and provides men
with an integral world outlook irreconcilable with any form
of superstition, reaction, or defence of bourgeois oppression.
It is the legitimate successor to the best that man pro-
duced in the nineteenth century, as represented by German
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philosophy, English political economy and French social-
ism.

It is these three sources of Marxism, which are also its
component parts, that we shall outline in brief.

I

The philosophy of Marxism is materialism. Throughout
the modern history of Europe, and especially at the end of
the eighteenth century in France, where a resolute struggle
was conducted against every kind of medieval rubbish,
against serfdom in institutions and ideas, materialism has
proved to be the only philosophy that is consistent, true
to all the teachings of natural science and hostile to super-
stition, cant and so forth. The enemies of democracy have,
therefore, always exerted all their efforts to “refute”, under-
mine and defame materialism, and have advocated various
forms of philosophical idealism, which always, in one way
or another, amounts to the defence or support of religion.

Marx and Engels defended philosophical materialism in
the most determined manner and repeatedly explained how
profoundly erroneous is every deviation from this basis.
Their views are most clearly and fully expounded in the
works of Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and Anti-Diihring, which,
like the Communist Manifesto, are handbooks for every
class-conscious worker.

But Marx did not stop at eighteenth-century materialism:
he developed philosophy to a higher level. He enriched it
with the achievements of German classical philosophy, espe-
cially of Hegel’s system, which in its turn had led to the
materialism of Feuerbach. The main achievement was dia-
lectics, i.e., the doctrine of development in its fullest,
deepest and most comprehensive form, the doctrine of the
relativity of the human knowledge that provides us with a
reflection of eternally developing matter. The latest dis-
coveries of natural science—radium, electrons, the trans-
mutation of elements—have been a remarkable confirmation
of Marx’s dialectical materialism despite the teachings
of the bourgeois philosophers with their “new” reversions
to old and decadent idealism.
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Marx deepened and developed philosophical materialism
to the full, and extended the cognition of nature to include
recognition of human society. His historical materialism
was a great achievement in scientific thinking. The chaos
and arbitrariness that had previously reigned in views on
history and politics were replaced by a strikingly integral
and harmonious scientific theory, which shows how, in con-
sequence of the growth of productive forces, out of one
system of social life another and higher system develops—
how capitalism, for instance, grows out of feudalism.

Just as man’s knowledge reflects nature (i.e., developing
matter), which exists independently of him, so man’s social
knowledge (i.e., his various views and doctrines—philosoph-
ical, religious, political and so forth) reflects the economic
system of society. Political institutions are a superstructure
on the economic foundation. We see, for example, that the
various political forms of the modern European states serve
to strengthen the domination of the bourgeoisie over the pro-
letariat.

Marx’s philosophy is a consummate philosophical mate-
rialism which has provided mankind, and especially the
working class, with powerful instruments of knowledge.

II

Having recognised that the economic system is the foun-
dation on which the political superstructure is erected,
Marx devoted his greatest attention to the study of this
economic system. Marx’s principal work, Capital, is de-
voted to a study of the economic system of modern, i.e.,
capitalist, society.

Classical political economy, before Marx, evolved in
England, the most developed of the capitalist countries.
Adam Smith and David Ricardo, by their investigations of
the economic system, laid the foundations of the labour
theory of value. Marx continued their work; he provided
a proof of the theory and developed it consistently. He showed
that the value of every commodity is determined by the
quantity of socially necessary labour time spent on its
production.
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Where the bourgeois economists saw a relation between
things (the exchange of one commodity for another) Marx
revealed a relation between people. The exchange of com-
modities expresses the connection between individual pro-
ducers through the market. Money signifies that the con-
nection is becoming closer and closer, inseparably uniting
the entire economic life of the individual producers into
one whole. Capital signifies a further development of this
connection: man’s labour-power becomes a commodity. The
wage-worker sells his labour-power to the owner of land,
factories and instruments of labour. The worker spends
one part of the day covering the cost of maintaining himself
and his family (wages), while the other part of the day he
works without remuneration, creating for the capitalist
surplus-value, the source of profit, the source of the wealth
of the capitalist class.

The doctrine of surplus-value is the corner-stone of Marx’s
economic theory.

Capital, created by the labour of the worker, crushes
the worker, ruining small proprietors and creating an army
of unemployed. In industry, the victory of large-scale
production is immediately apparent, but the same phenom-
enon is also to be observed in agriculture, where the su-
periority of large-scale capitalist agriculture is enhanced,
the use of machinery increases and the peasant economy,
trapped by money-capital, declines and falls into ruin
under the burden of its backward technique. The decline
of small-scale production assumes different forms in agri-
culture, but the decline itself is an indisputable fact.

By destroying small-scale production, capital leads to
an increase in productivity of labour and to the creation
of a monopoly position for the associations of big capitalists.
Production itself becomes more and more social —hundreds
of thousands and millions of workers become bound together
in a regular economic organism—but the product of this
collective labour is appropriated by a handful of capitalists.
Anarchy of production, crises, the furious chase after mar-
kets and the insecurity of existence of the mass of the popu-
lation are intensified.

By increasing the dependence of the workers on capital,
the capitalist system creates the great power of united labour.
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Marx traced the development of capitalism from embryon-
ic commodity economy, from simple exchange, to its high-
est forms, to large-scale production.

And the experience of all capitalist countries, old and
new, year by year demonstrates clearly the truth of this
Marxian doctrine to increasing numbers of workers.

Capitalism has triumphed all over the world, but this
triumph is only the prelude to the triumph of labour over
capital.

II1

When feudalism was overthrown and “free” capitalist
society appeared in the world, it at once became apparent
that this freedom meant a new system of oppression and ex-
ploitation of the working people. Various socialist doctrines
immediately emerged as a reflection of and protest against
this oppression. Early socialism, however, was utopian
socialism. It criticised capitalist society, it condemned and
damned it, it dreamed of its destruction, it had visions
of a better order and endeavoured to convince the rich of the
immorality of exploitation.

But utopian socialism could not indicate the real solution.
It could not explain the real nature of wage-slavery under
capitalism, it could not reveal the laws of capitalist develop-
ment, or show what social force is capable of becoming the
creator of a new society.

Meanwhile, the stormy revolutions which everywhere in
Europe, and especially in France, accompanied the fall of
feudalism, of serfdom, more and more clearly revealed the
struggle of classes as the basis and the driving force of all
development.

Not a single victory of political freedom over the feudal
class was won except against desperate resistance. Not a
single capitalist country evolved on a more or less free and
democratic basis except by a life-and-death struggle between
the various classes of capitalist society.

The genius of Marx lies in his having been the first to
deduce from this the lesson world history teaches and to
apply that lesson consistently. The deduction he made is
the doctrine of the class struggle.
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People always have been the foolish victims of deception
and self-deception in politics, and they always will be until
they have learnt to seek out the interests of some class or
other behind all moral, religious, political and social phra-
ses, declarations and promises. Champions of reforms and
improvements will always be fooled by the defenders of the
old order until they realise that every old institution, how-
ever barbarous and rotten it may appear to be, is kept going
by the forces of certain ruling classes. And there is only
one way of smashing the resistance of those classes, and that
is to find, in the very society which surrounds us, the forces
which can—and, owing to their social position, must—con-
stitute the power capable of sweeping away the old and creat-
ing the new, and to enlighten and organise those forces for
the struggle.

Marx’s philosophical materialism alone has shown the
proletariat the way out of the spiritual slavery in which
all oppressed classes have hitherto languished. Marx’s
economic theory alone has explained the true position of
the proletariat in the general system of capitalism.

Independent organisations of the proletariat are multi-
plying all over the world, from America to Japan and from
Sweden to South Africa. The proletariat is becoming enlight-
ened and educated by waging its class struggle; it is ridding
itself of the prejudices of bourgeois society; it is rallying
its ranks ever more closely and is learning to gauge the meas-
ure of its successes; it is steeling its forces and is growing
irresistibly.

Prosveshcheniye No. 3, Published according to
March, 1913 the Prosveshcheniye text
Signed: V. L.
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BIG ACHIEVEMENT OF THE CHINESE REPUBLIC

We know that the great Chinese Republic, established at
the cost of such sacrifice by progressive democrats among
the Asian masses, recently encountered very grave financial
difficulties. The six “Great” Powers, which are considered
civilised nations, but which in reality follow the most
reactionary policies, formed a financial consortium which
suspended the granting of a loan to China.

The point is that the Chinese revolution did not evoke
among the European bourgeoisie any enthusiasm for freedom
and democracy—only the proletariat can entertain that
feeling, which is alien to the knights of profit; it gave rise
to the urge to plunder China, partition her and take away
some of her territories. This “consortium” of the six Powers
(Britain, France, Russia, Germany, Japan and the United
States) was trying to make China bankrupt in order to
weaken and undermine the republic.

The collapse of this reactionary consortium is a big suc-
cess for the young republic, which enjoys the sympathy of
the working masses the world over. The President of the
United States has announced that his government will no
longer support the consortium and will officially recognise
the Republic of China in the near future. The American
banks have now left the consortium, and America will give
China much-needed financial support, opening the Chinese
market to American capital and thereby facilitating the
introduction of reforms in China.

Influenced by America, Japan has also changed her policy
towards China. At first, Japan would not even allow Sun
Yat-sen to enter the country. Now the visit has taken place,
and all Japanese democrats enthusiastically welcome an
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alliance with republican China; the conclusion of that
alliance is now on the order of the day. The Japanese bour-
geoisie, like the American, has come to realise that it stands
to profit more from a policy of peace with China than from
a policy of plundering and partitioning the Chinese Repub-
lic.

The collapse of the robber consortium is, of course, a de-
feat of no mean importance for Russia’s reactionary foreign
policy.

Pravda No. 68, March 22, 1913 Published according to
Signed: W. the Pravda text
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OLD PROBLEMS
AND THE SENILE DECAY OF LIBERALISM

Deputy Shingaryov, one of the most prominent Cadets,*
recently delivered a lecture in St. Petersburg on “The New
Duma and Old Problems”, a lively, interesting and topical
subject.

As is the custom, our Cadet trounced the Octobrists.?
“The Octobrists”, he exclaimed, “hesitate to associate them-
selves with the Right wing and dare not associate with
the Left” (Rech® No. 70). Our bold (bold, that is, before
a democratic audience) Cadet apparently regards the Prog-
ressists as belonging to the “Left”. But Mr. Shingaryov re-
mained silent on the fact that three quarters of these closest
friends and political comrades-in-arms of the Cadets are
themselves Octobrists.

He wants democrats to regard the Cadets as “Lefts” not-
withstanding the permanent and very close bloc that actually
exists between the Cadets and the Progressists, who stand
half way between the Cadets and the Octobrists! In other
words—the Cadets are angling for the democrats although
they are themselves actually held in captivity by the Prog-
ressists, who are notoriously anti-democratic.

“The torpor reminds one of the state of passengers in a train that
has been held up at a wayside station,” said Mr. Shingaryov, speak-
ing of the Fourth Duma. “To shake off their torpor and get the
train going the passengers would have to clear the way themselves.
But to get the heavy legislative machine going, the strength of the
passengers alone is not enough. There are three padlocks on our re-
forms—the law of June 3, the upper chamber and the fact that the
executive authorities are not responsible. How these three padlocks
will be opened, whether in peace and quietness or in some other way,
history will show. Our contemporaries cannot remain absolute non-
participants; they must all pull together” (Rech No. 70).
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References to history are convenient! Mr. Shingaryov
and the Cadets refer to history in the same way as those
people about whom Marx said that they defend the whip
because it is a historical whip.”

“History will,” of course, “show how the padlocks will be
opened”; that is an incontestable and fruitless truism. It
is an excuse deriving from senile decay. A politician must
be able to say which class owns the padlocks and which
classes must open them and by what means.

“History will show” exactly what it showed seven and
a half years ago—the fruitlessness of liberal reformism and
liberal dreams of living in peace with the class that owns the
“padlocks™.

Pravda No. 71, March 26, 1913 Published according to
Signed: M. the Pravda text
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THE “OIL HUNGER™?

The question of the “oil hunger”, the inordinate increase
in the price of oil and the criminal conspiracy of the oil
magnates for the purpose of fleecing the consumer, has aroused
quite legitimate interest and quite understandable in-
dignation in the Duma, and to a still greater degree out-
side the Duma.

The duel between the Minister of Commerce and Industry,
who in a faintly disguised form defended the oil kings of the
syndicate, and Mr. Markov the Second, who furiously and
ardently expressed the hurt feelings of the noble feudal
landowners—this duel (at the State Duma sitting on March
22) deserves the particular attention of the working class
and all democrats. The duel throws a bright light on the
relations as a whole that exist between the two “ruling”
classes of Russia, the two so-called “higher” (but actually
very low, despicable, plundering) classes, the class of feudal
landowners and the class of financial tycoons.

It would seem at first glance that the question of the
oil syndicate is an isolated one. But that is not so. Actu-
ally it is only a manifestation of the general and fundamen-
tal question of the government of Russia (or rather the plun-
der of Russia) by the two commanding classes. The speech by
Markov the Second was a magnificent reply to the defender
of the oil “kings” given from the standpoint of a diehard®
who was cheated when the prey was divided. No wonder Mr.
Markov the Second could not “behold himself”, could not
look at himself (and his landowning friends) in the mirror
at the time of his speech. I shall try to do Mr. Markov the
Second a service—I will place a mirror in front of him.
I will draw him a portrait of himself. I will show that the
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“quarrel” between Markov the Second and Khvostov, on the
one hand and the oil kings, the tycoons of the kerosene syn-
dicate, the millionaires of Baku, on the other, is a domestic
quarrel, a quarrel between fwo plunderers of the people’s
property. “The falling-out of lovers is the renewing of love.”
The Minister and Messrs. Nobel & Co., on the one hand,
and Messrs. Khvostov, Markov and their friends in the Sen-
ate,'” the Council of State, etc., on the other, are “lovers”.
But the tens of millions of workers and ruined peasants
of Russia get a rough deal from this sweet and loving lot!

What lies at the bottom of the oil question?

First of all it is the shameless inflation of oil prices by the
oil kings accompanied by the artificial curtailment of oil-
well and refinery productivity by these “knights™ of capital-
ist profit.

The chief figures illustrating these points have been quoted
in the Duma, but I must repeat them in brief to make
my further exposition quite clear. The price of oil was six
kopeks a pood™ in 1902. By 1904 it had risen to fourteen
kopeks. Then the price “race” became all the merrier and,
after the Revolution of 1905, the price of a pood of oil rose
to twenty-one kopeks in 1908-09 and to thirty-eight kopeks
in 1912.

Thus the price has increased more than sixfold in ten
years! In the same period the extraction of oil has decreased
from 600-700 million poods in 1900-02 to 500-585 million
poods in 1908-12.

These figures are worth remembering. They deserve some
thought. A reduction of output in a decade of tremendous
upward leaps in world production, accompanied by a more
than sixfold price increase.

The Minister of Commerce and Industry put forward un-
believably weak arguments in defence of these merchants
and industrialists who are acting in collusion.

“There is an increased demand for fuel,” he said. “There
is an increased demand for oil from the automobile and air-
craft industry.” And he comforted us and the Russian people
by saying that it is a “world-wide” phenomenon.

*Pood=236.111bs.—Ed.
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“What about America?” we ask. This is a question that
arises naturally because everybody knows that America is
Russia’s only serious competitor in oil production. In 1900
Russia and America together produced over nine-tenths of
the world’s oil and in 1910 they produced over eight-tenths.

If it is a matter of a “world-wide” phenomenon, Mr.
Minister, the same must also be true of America? In order to
create an impression on inattentive listeners, the Minister,
when defending the conspiring oil plunderers, quoted figures
for America ... but only for two years! During the two past
years the price of oil in America, and in Rumania, too,
has doubled.

Very good, Mr. Minister! Why not make your comparison
complete? If you want to draw comparisons do so properly.
Don’t play with figures. You must take the figures for Amer-
ica for the same period as that for which the figures for Rus-
sia have been given. Surely it must be obvious that this is
the most fundamental, the most elementary condition, the
very ABC of every conscientious application of statistics!

In Russia in ten years prices have increased more than
sixfold as compared with the lowest price, that of 1902,
quoted by the Minister himself. And in America? Nothing
like such a rise in prices has occurred. Between 1900 and
1910 the price in America was reduced. During recent years
it has remained firm.

What, then, is the result? The price has been doubled
in America and increased sixfold in Russia. In 1900 the
output of oil in America was less than in Russia and in
1910 it was three times greater than in Russia!

This is something the Minister, in his clumsy defence
of the oil millionaires’ conspiracy, did not want to say.
The fact is there, however. Whatever figures you take, there
can be no doubt that the rise in prices in America for the past
ten years has been incomparably smaller than in Russia,
while the output has increased tremendously at a time of
disgraceful stagnation or even a step backward in Russia.

We see immediately how little truth and how much un-
truth there is in our Minister’s reference to the “world-wide”
phenomenon of price increase. Yes, there are higher prices
everywhere. Yes, there are the causes, common to all capi-
talism, that give rise to it.
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The situation is intolerable in Russia, however, because
in our country it is on oil that the price increase is immeas-
urably greater, and because in the oil industry we have
stagnation instead of increased output. The situation is
absolutely intolerable in Russia because we see, instead of
a broad, free and rapid development of capitalism, stag-
nation and decay. High prices are therefore a hundred times
more malignant in Russia.

Russia has a population of 170,000,000 and America
90,000,000, i.e., a little more than half. America now
extracts three times more oil than we do and eighteen times
more coal. Judging by the wages of the workers, living stand-
ards in America are four times higher than in Russia.

Is it not clear that the Minister’s statement to the effect
that the evil is a world-wide phenomenon contains a glaring
untruth? The evil bears four times, if not ten times, more
heavily on Russia.

Written not earlier than
March 26 (April 8), 1913

First published in Pravda No. 21, Published according to
January 21, 1940 the manuscript
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THE CADET ASSEMBLY BILL

Among the bills on civil liberties submitted to the Duma
by the Cadets there is one on assembly.

The Cadets consider themselves a democratic party. They
must realise that an assembly bill submitted to the Fourth
Duma has a purely propaganda value, i.e., that the pur-
pose of its submission to the house is the propaganda,
dissemination and explanation of the principles of freedom
of assembly.

It is from this point of view that the Cadet bill must
be appraised—will it help explain to the population of
Russia the significance of freedom of assembly, the impor-
tance of that freedom and the conditions under which it can
be achieved?

It will not. The bill has been drawn up by liberal civil
servants, not by democrats. It contains a mass of absurd,
bureaucratic rules, but not what is needed from the stand-
point of democracy.

Meetings are forbidden on railway lines (§3) or within
a distance of one verst* of the building where the State
Duma is in session, etc. (§4); a preliminary announcement
is required in towns but not in villages (§§6 and 7), and so
on—what is all this? What is the need for all this miserable,
ridiculous, pitiful bureaucratic nonsense?

It has all been copied from European counter-revolutionary
laws, every bit of it reeks of periods when democracy was
under suspicion or suppressed, and it is all hopelessly out
of date. It is in the towns, for example, that public meetings
are announced in the newspapers—so why this idiotic fuss

*Verst=0.66 miles.—Ed.
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about “announcements”? For the sole reason that the Cadets
want to show the powers that be that they, the Cadets, have
a “statesmanly” point of view, that they are “people of law
and order” (i.e., enemies of democracy), and that they are
“also able to appreciate” civil service pettifoggery.

There is nothing important or serious in the bill as far as
present-day democracy is concerned. What the masses need
are premises in which to hold meetings. We need a law
to the effect that, on the demand of, say, a definite small
number of citizens, all public buildings, schools, etc., must
be made available to the people for meetings, free and un-
hindered, in the evenings and, in general, in non-working
hours. This is done in France, and there can be no other
obstacles to this democratic custom than the barbarity of
the Purishkeviches.

The fact of the matter is that the whole spirit of the Cadet
hill on civil liberties, its whole content, is not democratic
but liberal bureaucratic.

Pravda No. 72, March 27, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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THE BALKAN WAR AND BOURGEOIS CHAUVINISM

The Balkan War is coming to an end. The capture of
Adrianople is a conclusive victory for the Bulgarians, and
the problem’s centre of gravity has shifted from the theatre
of operations to that of the squabbles and intrigues of the
so-called Great Powers.

The Balkan War is one link in the chain of world events
marking the collapse of the medieval state of affairs in
Asia and East Europe. To form united national states in
the Balkans, shake off the oppression of the local feudal
rules and completely liberate the Balkan peasants of all
nationalities from the yoke of the landowners—such was the
historic task confronting the Balkan peoples.

The Balkan peoples could have carried out this task
ten times more easily than they are doing now and with a
hundred times fewer sacrifices by forming a Federative
Balkan Republic. National oppression, national bickering
and incitement on the ground of religious differences would
have been impossible under complete and consistent democ-
racy. The Balkan peoples would have been assured of truly
rapid, extensive and free development.

What was the real historical reason for settling urgent
Balkan problems by means of a war, a war guided by bour-
geois and dynastic interests? The chief cause was the weak-
ness of the proletariat in the Balkans, and also the reaction-
ary influence and pressure of the powerful European bour-
geoisie. They are afraid of real freedom both in their own
countries and in the Balkans; their only aim is profit at
other people’s expense; they stir up chauvinism and national
enmity to facilitate their policy of plunder and to impede
the free development of the oppressed classes of the Balkans.
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Russian chauvinism over the Balkan events is no less
disgusting than that of Europe. And the concealed, prettified
chauvinism of the Cadets, coloured with liberal phrases,
is more disgusting and more harmful than the crude chau-
vinism of the Black-Hundred newspapers. Those newspapers
openly attack Austria—in that most backward of European
countries the peoples (say we in parenthesis) are ensured
far greater liberty than in Russia. The Cadet Rech, however,
said on the occasion of the capture of Adrianople: “The new
circumstances give Russian diplomacy every opportunity
of showing greater firmness....”

Fine “democrats”, who pretend not to understand that
the only firmness that can be spoken of here is firmness
in the pursuit of chauvinist aims! No wonder Milyukov and
Yefremov, Guchkov, Bennigsen, Krupensky and Balashov
got on well together at a dinner given by Rodzyanko on
March 14. Nationalists, Octobrists, Cadets—these are but
different shades of the disgusting bourgeois nationalism and
chauvinism that are irrevocably hostile to liberty.

Pravda No. 74, March 28, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. L the Pravda text
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CONVERSATION

First Bystander. I am following, as closely as I can, the
struggle among the workers over “the six and the seven”.!
I try to follow both newspapers. I compare, as far as pos-
sible, the repercussions in the bourgeois and Black-Hundred
newspapers.... And d’you know what I think? It seems to
me that the struggle is taking grave forms, that it is degen-
erating into squabbles and bickerings, and that the result
will, in any case, be tremendous demoralisation.

Second Bystander. 1 don’t understand you. Whoever
heard of a struggle anywhere that did not become grave if
it was over something really serious? It is because the strug-
gle is over a serious problem that it cannot stop at “a slight
quarrel”. Those who are used to denying, and who continue
to deny, the principles of party organisation will not sur-
render without the most desperate resistance. Desperate
resistance always and everywhere engenders “grave forms
of struggle”, engenders attempts to shift the dispute from
the sphere of principles to that of squabbles. What if it
does? Because of that do you want us to reject the struggle
for the fundamental principles of party organisation?

First Bystander. You are wandering away a bit from the
question I raised and are in too much of a hurry to “go over
to the offensive”. Every workers’ group on both sides is in a
hurry to “dash off” a resolution, and there is something al-
most like competition developing between them to see who
can outdo the other in the use of strong language. So much
vituperation makes the working-class press repulsive to
large numbers of working people who are seeking the light
of socialism and who, perhaps, throw down the newspaper
with a feeling of confusion, or even a feeling of shame for
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socialism.... They may even be disappointed in socialism
for a long time. A slanging match creates a sort of “un-
natural selection” that brings the “fist-fight specialists”
to the fore.... Prowess in abusing one’s opponent is en-
couraged on both sides. Is this the sort of education the so-
cialist party should give the proletariat? Does this not
turn out to be approval of, or at least connivance at, opportu-
nism, since opportunism is the sacrifice of the basic interests
of the working-class movement to momentary success. The
basic interests of the working-class movement are being
sacrificed to momentary success by both sides.... Instead
of experiencing the joy of socialist work, of being inspired
by it and showing a serious attitude towards it, the social-
ists themselves are driving the masses away from socialism.
Willy-nilly, those bitter words come to mind—the prole-
tariat will achieve socialism despite the socialists.

Second Bystander. We are both outsiders, that is, neither
of us is a direct participant in the struggle. But bystanders
who are trying to understand what is happening before
their eyes may react to the struggle in two ways. Looking
on from the outside, one may see only what one might call
the outward aspect of the struggle; speaking figuratively,
one may see only clenched fists, distorted faces and ugly
scenes; one may condemn it all, one may weep and wail on
account of it. But one can also, looking on from the outside,
understand the meaning of the struggle that is going on,
which is slightly, if you will excuse my saying so, more
interesting and historically more significant than the scenes
and pictures of the so-called excesses or extremes of the
struggle. There can be no struggle without enthusiasm and
no enthusiasm without extremes; and as far as I’'m concerned
I hate most of all people who focus their attention on
“extremes” in the struggle of classes, parties and factions.
I always get the impulse—pardon me again—to shout at
those people: “I don’t care if you drink, as long as you
understand what you are doing.”!?

And this is about something big, historically big. A work-
ing-class party is being built up. Workers’ independence, the
influence of the workers on their own parliamentary group,
decisions by the workers themselves on questions of their
own party—such is the great historical significance of what
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is going on; the mere wish is becoming fact before our very
eyes. You are afraid of “extremes” and you regret them, but
I watch in admiration a struggle that is actually making
the working class of Russia more mature and adult, and I am
mad about one thing only—that I am a bystander, that I
cannot plunge into the midst of that struggle....

First Bystander. And into the midst of the “extremes”,
eh? And if the “extremes” lead to the fabrication of resolu-
tions will you also proclaim “hatred” for the people who
draw attention to it, who are indignant about it and who de-
mand that such things should be stopped at all costs?

Second Bystander. Don’t try to frighten me, please! You
won’t frighten me, anyway! You really are getting like those
people who are ready to condemn publicity because of some
false information that has been published. I remember once
in Pravda'® a report of the political dishonesty of a certain
Social-Democrat was published; some time afterwards the
report was refuted. I can well imagine what that Social-
Democrat’s feelings must have been in the period between
publication and refutal! But publicity is a sword that
itself heals the wounds it makes. There will be fabrication
of resolutions, you say? The falsifiers will be exposed and
thrown out, that’s all. Serious battles are not staged without
a field hospital somewhere nearby. But to allow yourself
to be scared, or your nerves shattered by “field hospital”
scenes is something unpardonable. If you’re scared of
wolves, keep out of the forest.

As to opportunism, that is, ignoring the basic aims of
socialism, you’re putting the blame on the wrong side.
According to you, those basic aims are some “angelic ideal”
that has nothing to do with the “sinful” struggle for the
cause of the day, for the urgent matters of the moment. To
look on matters that way is simply to turn socialism into
a sweet phrase, into saccharine sentimentalising. Every
struggle for every matter of the moment must be inti-
mately connected with basic aims. It is only this understand-
ing of the historical meaning of the struggle that makes it
possible, by deepening and sharpening it, to get rid of that
negative side, that “prowess”, that “fist-fighting” which is
inevitable wherever there is a crowd making a noise, shout-
ing and shoving, but which disappears of itself.
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You speak of a socialist party educating the proletariat.
In the present struggle the very question at issue is that of
defending the basic principles of party life. The question of
what policy it wants conducted in the Duma, what attitude
it has to an open party or an underground one, and whether
it considers the Duma group to be above the party or vice
versa, is confronting every workers’ study circle starkly,
in a form that demands an immediate and direct answer.
This, indeed, is the ABC of party existence, it is a question
of whether the party is to be or not to be.

Socialism is not a ready-made system that will be man-
kind’s benefactor. Socialism is the class struggle of the pres-
ent-day proletariat as it advances from one objective today
to another objective tomorrow for the sake of its basic ob-
jective, to which it is coming nearer every day. In this
country called Russia, socialism is today passing through
the stage in which the politically conscious workers are
themselves completing the organisation of a working-class
party despite the attempts of the liberal intelligentsia
and the “Duma Social-Democratic intelligentsia” to pre-
vent that work of organisation.

The liquidators are out to prevent the workers from build-
ing up their own working-class party—that is the meaning
and significance of the struggle between “the six and the
seven”. They cannot, however, prevent it. The struggle is a
hard one, but the workers’ success is assured. Let the weak
and the frightened waver on account of the “extremes” of
the struggle—tomorrow they will see for themselves that
not a step further could have been taken without going
through this struggle.

Written in March-April 1913

First published May 5, 1932 Published according to
in Pravda No. 123 the manuscript
Signed: K—v
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CONTEMPORARY RUSSIA
AND THE WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT"

A NEWSPAPER REPORT

A few days ago in Cracow a report was delivered by Com-
rade Lenin, one of the most outstanding leaders of the Rus-
sian Social-Democrats. Here follows a brief outline of the
report; for the information of our Galician readers we must
add that Lenin is the leader of the so-called “Bolshevik”
trend, that is, the more radical, implacable trend in the
Russian Social-Democratic Party.

While describing the working-class movement in Russia,
the speaker noted its great importance to the Western coun-
tries as well, since there was no doubt that in the period
of socialist revolutions events there would resemble those
that had taken place in Russia. As an example, the speaker
mentioned the sudden transition from relative calm to the
emergence of mass movements. In 1895 the number of
strikers in Russia had been only 40,000 whereas in 1905
there had been 400,000 striking workers in January alone;
in the course of the whole year the figure had increased to
three million.

The present political situation in Russia had come about
as a result of revolutionary experience, as a result of the
class battles that had taken place at that time. A certain
Japanese had called the Russian revolution “an impotent
revolution under an incompetent government”. The govern-
ment, however, had made full use of the experience of the
revolution. It would suffice to mention the attitude of the
government to the peasantry. At first, when the law govern-
ing the elections to the First Duma had been drawn up, the
government had placed great hopes in the peasantry as a
quiet, patriarchal element. But when it turned out that the
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Russian peasant, fighting for land, is by nature, not a so-
cialist indeed, as some Narodnik utopians had thought, but, at
any rate, a democrat, the government made a volte-face
and changed the election law.'

The present Duma, he said, was no plaything, but an
actual organ of power of the reactionary strata, the tsarist
bureaucracy allied to the feudal landowners and the top
bourgeoisie.

What had been the role of the Russian liberals? In the
First and Second Dumas the liberals had tried to pacify
the peasants, to divert them from the revolutionary to the
so-called constitutional path. It was obvious, however, that
the purchase of part of the landed estates, proposed by the
Cadets, was only a fresh attempt to plunder and deceive the
Russian peasant. This attempt had failed mainly owing to
the tactics of the Social-Democrats in the Duma, who had
been persistently urging the peasants leftward.

The October strike had been a turning-point in Russian
liberalism. Before the revolution the liberals had said that
“the revolution must become the ruling power” (Struve),
but they later changed their tone, allegedly in fear of the
excesses of the revolution although they knew perfectly
well that the only “excesses” were those of the government.
The Octobrists departed from liberalism and went over
directly to the side of the government, serving the govern-
ment as its lackeys. It was at that time that Guchkov,
leader of the Octobrists, had written to Prince Trubetskoi
that further revolutionary explosions menaced the very
well-being of the bourgeoisie.

Such was the class basis of contemporary counter-revolu-
tion. Acts of lawlessness were committed quite openly and
the class character of the government had been exposed. The
government handed out praise and medals for lawless acts
against revolutionary elements. The speaker gave an exam-
ple: during the recent search of Deputy Petrovsky’s apart-
ment the police, in violation of the law, had locked him in a
room, and when a question was asked about it in the Duma,
the Minister said that they should be grateful to the police
for such zeal.

Stolypin had learned from the experience of class battles
during the revolution and had launched his notorious agrar-
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ian policy of stratifying the peasants into affluent petty
bourgeois and semi-proletarian elements. This new policy
was a mockery of the old “patriarchal slogans™ of Katkov
and Pobedonostsev.'® The government, however, could not
have acted otherwise.

The government, therefore, relied on the landowners and
the terrified bourgeoisie in introducing the present counter-
revolutionary system. It was true that the “united no-
bility”!" had tried to get the Duma disbanded as far back as
1906, but the government had then waited before making
the coup, expecting results from its agrarian policy in respect
of the peasants and changes in the psychology of a bourgeoi-
sie terrified by the revolution.

This counter-revolutionary system had now played itself
out, had exhausted its social forces. Circumstances had
arisen that made any social reforms in contemporary Russia
impossible. The Duma was concerned with trivialities; if
it did adopt any decision, the Council of State and the Court
annulled it or changed it beyond all recognition. There
were no possibilities of effecting reforms in contemporary
Russia. This made clear the demagogy of Cadet tactics in
submitting to the Duma various “bills of principle” for all
kinds of liberties; they introduced them because they knew
that the Duma could under no circumstances adopt them.
“We have a constitution, thank God!” Milyukov had ex-
claimed There could not be any reforms under the exist-
ing social system although Russia’s internal situation was
pitiful and her backwardness, even as compared with Asia,
was obvious. Even the Octobrist press had said “it is im-
possible to go on living like this any longer”.

All this made clear the tasks of a proletariat faced with
another revolution. The mood was rising. In 1910 the num-
ber of strikers, according to official statistics, had been only
40,000, but in 1912 it had been 680,000, of which 500,000
had taken part in political strikes.

This made clear the tactics of the Russian Social-Demo-
crats. They would have to strengthen their organisation,
their press, etc.; that was the ABC of socialist tactics long
since elaborated in the West, especially by the German
Social-Democrats. The primary task of the R.S.D.L.P.,
however, was to train the masses for democratic revolution.
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This task was no longer on the order of the day in the West;
theirs was an altogether different task, that of mobilisation,
of mustering the masses and training and organising them
for the abolition of the capitalist system.

If attention were concentrated on the question of the ap-
proaching revolution in Russia and on the tasks of the Social-
Democrats in that revolution, the essence of the dispute
with those known as “liquidators” among the Russian So-
cial-Democrats would be understood. Liquidationism was
not the invention of a section of the Russian Social-Demo-
crats; the first liquidators were the “Narodniks”, who in
1906 published their slogans in the magazine Russkoye Bo-
gatstvo®—down with the underground movement, down
with the republic! The liquidators wanted to abolish the
illegal party and organise an open party. That was ridicu-
lous, especially if we bear in mind that even the Progressists
(a mixture of Octobrists and Cadets) dared not ask to be le-
galised. Under such circumstances the liquidators’ slogans
were downright treachery. It stood to reason that an illegal
party should take advantage of all legal opportunities—the
press, the Duma, even the insurance law'®—but only for
the purpose of extending agitation and organisation; the
substance of the agitation must remain revolutionary. There
must be a struggle against the illusion that there was a con-
stitution in Russia, and reformist slogans should be counter-
posed by the slogan of revolution, of a republic!

Such was the content of Comrade Lenin’s report. One
of those present asked him about his attitude to the national
question; the speaker said that the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Party recognised in full the right of every nation to
“self-determination”, to decide its own fate, even to secede
from Russia. The Russian revolution and the cause of de-
mocracy were not in any way connected (as was the case in
Germany) with the cause of unification, centralisation. The
democratisation of Russia depended not on the national
but on the agrarian question.

At the same time Comrade Lenin stressed the necessity
for full unity throughout the revolutionary army of the
proletariat of different nationalities in the struggle for the
full democratisation of the country. Only on that basis
could the national question be solved, as in America, Bel-
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gium and Switzerland. The speaker dealt polemically with
Renner’s theses on the national question and came out
sharply against the slogan of cultural-national autonomy.
There were people in Russia who maintained that Russia’s
further development would follow the Austrian path, a path
that was slow and rotten. But, said the speaker, we must
beware of any national struggle within Social-Democracy
because it would militate against the great task of revolu-
tionary struggle; in that respect the national struggle in
Austria should be a warning to us.?’ The Caucasian Social-
Democrats should be a model for Russia; they conducted
propaganda simultaneously in the Georgian, Armenian
Tatar and Russian languages.?

Published April 22, 1913 Published according to
in the newspaper Naprzéd No. 92 the Naprzéd text
First published in Russian

in the fourth Russian edition
of V. I. Lenin’s Collected Works
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EDUCATED DEPUTIES

At the evening sitting on April 2, the Octobrist L. G. Lyuts
said, when objecting to the working-class deputies’ demand
for a discussion of the question asked about the Lena
events??:

“Two days from now will be the anniversary of the events on the
Lena. Apparently the Social-Democrats are trying to budirovat the
feelings of the workers in order to encourage excesses....”

The French word bouder, rendered in Russian by budiro-
vat means to sulk, to pout. Mr. Lyuts, apparently, derives
budirovat from budorazhit (excite) or, perhaps, vozbudit (in-
cite). How the bourgeois deputies and the bourgeois press
laughed when a peasant in the First Duma used the foreign
word “prerogatives” in the sense of barriers (“rogatki” in
Russ.—Ed.)! The mistake was all the more pardonable since
various prerogatives enjoyed by the ruling classes are
actually barriers in Russian life. Mr. Lyuts’ educational
attainments, however, did not “vozbudirovat” the laughter
of his educated friends or their press.

Pravda No. 83, April 10, 1913 Published according to
Signed: B. the Pravda text
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“WHO STANDS TO GAIN?”

There is a Latin tag cui prodest? meaning “who stands
to gain?” When it is not immediately apparent which politi-
cal or social groups, forces or alignments advocate certain
proposals, measures, etc., one should always ask: “Who
stands to gain?”

It is not important who directly advocates a particular
policy, since under the present noble system of capitalism
any money-bag can always “hire”, buy or enlist any number
of lawyers, writers and even parliamentary deputies, profes-
sors, parsons and the like to defend any views. We live in
an age of commerce, when the bourgeoisie have no scruples
about trading in honour or conscience. There are also sim-
pletons who out of stupidity or by force of habit defend
views prevalent in certain bourgeois circles.

Yes, indeed! In politics it is not so important who directly
advocates particular views. What is important is who stands
to gain from these views, proposals, measures.

For instance, “Europe”, the states that call themselves
“civilised”, are now engaged in a mad armaments hurdle-race.
In thousands of ways, in thousands of newspapers, from
thousands of pulpits, they shout and clamour about patriot-
ism, culture, native land, peace, and progress—and all in
order to justify new expenditures of tens and hundreds of
millions of rubles for all manner of weapons of destruction—
for guns, dreadnoughts, etc.

“Ladies and gentlemen,” one feels like saying about all
these phrases mouthed by patriots, so-called. “Put no faith
in phrase-mongering, it is better to see who stands to gain!”

A short while ago the renowned British firm Armstrong,
Whitworth & Co. published its annual balance-sheet. The
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firm is engaged mainly in the manufacture of armaments of
various kinds. A profit was shown of £877,000, about 8 mil-
lion rubles, and a dividend of 12.5 per cent was declared!
About 900,000 rubles were set aside as reserve capital, and
so on and so forth.

That’s where the millions and milliards squeezed out
of the workers and peasants for armaments go. Dividends
of 12.5 per cent mean that capital is doubled in 8 years. And
this is in addition to all kinds of fees to directors, etc. Arm-
strong in Britain, Krupp in Germany, Creusot in France,
Cockerill in Belgium—how many of them are there in all
the “civilised” countries? And the countless host of contrac-
tors?

These are the ones who stand to gain from the whipping
up of chauvinism, from the chatter about “patriotism”
(cannon patriotism), about the defence of culture (with
weapons destructive of culture) and so forth!

Pravda No. 84, April 11, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. the Pravda text
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IN BRITAIN

(THE SAD RESULTS OF OPPORTUNISM)

The British Labour Party, which must be distinguished
from the two socialist parties in Britain, the British Social-
ist Party and the Independent Labour Party, is the workers’
organisation that is most opportunist and soaked in the
spirit of liberal-labour policy.

In Britain there is full political liberty and the socialist
parties exist quite openly. But the Labour Party is the par-
liamentary representative of workers’ organisations, of
which some are non-political, and others liberal, a regular
mixture of the kind our liquidators want, those who hurl so
much abuse at the “underground”.

The opportunism of the British Labour Party is to be
explained by the specific historical conditions of the latter
half of the nineteenth century in Britain, when the “aristoc-
racy of labour” shared to some extent in the particularly
high profits of British capital. Now these conditions are be-
coming a thing of the past. Even the Independent Labour
Party, i.e., the socialist opportunists in Britain, realises
that the Labour Party has landed in a morass.

In the last issue of The Labour Leader, the organ of the
Independent Labour Party, we and the following edifying
communication. Naval estimates are being discussed in the
British Parliament. The socialists introduce a motion to
reduce them. The bourgeoisie, of course, quash it by voting
for the government.

And the Labour M.P.s?

Fifteen vote for the reduction, i.e., against the govern-
ment; 21 are absent; 4 vote for the government, i.e., against
the reduction!
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Two of the four try to justify their action on the grounds
that the workers in their constituencies earn their living in
the armament industries.

There you have a striking example of how opportunism
leads to the betrayal of socialism, the betrayal of the workers’
cause. As we have already indicated, condemnation of this
treachery is spreading ever wider among British socialists.
From the example of other people’s mistakes, the Russian
workers, too, should learn to understand how fatal are
opportunism and liberal-labour policy.

Pravda No. 85, April 12, 1913 Published according to
Signed: W. the Pravda text



57

CIVILISED EUROPEANS AND SAVAGE ASIANS

The well-known English Social-Democrat, Rothstein, re-
lates in the German labour press an instructive and typical
incident that occurred in British India. This incident re-
veals better than all arguments why the revolution is grow-
ing apace in that country with its more than 300 million
inhabitants.

Arnold, a British journalist, who brings out a newspaper
in Rangoon, a large town (with over 200,000 inhabitants)
in one of the Indian provinces, published an article en-
titled: “A Mockery of British Justice”. It exposed a local
British judge named Andrew. For publishing this article
Arnold was sentenced to twelve months’ imprisonment,
but he appealed and, having connections in London, was
able to get the case before the highest court in Britain. The
Government of India hastily “reduced” the sentence to four
months and Arnold was released.

What was all the fuss about?

A British colonel named McCormick had a mistress whose
servant was a little eleven-year-old Indian girl, named Aina.
This gallant representative of a civilised nation had en-
ticed Aina to his room, raped her and locked her up in his
house.

It so happened that Aina’s father was dying and he sent
for his daughter. It was then that the village where he lived
learned the whole story. The population seethed with indig-
nation. The police were compelled to order McCormick’s
arrest.

But Judge Andrew released him on bail, and later acquit-
ted him, following a disgraceful travesty of justice. The
gallant colonel declared, as gentlemen of noble extraction
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usually do under such circumstances, that Aina was a pros-
titute, in proof of which he brought five witnesses. Eight
witnesses, however, brought by Aina’s mother were not even
examined by Judge Andrew.

When the journalist Arnold was tried for libel, the Presi-
dent of the Court, Sir (“His Worship”) Charles Fox, refused
to allow him to call witnesses in his defence.

It must be clear to everyone that thousands and millions
of such cases occur in India. Only absolutely exceptional
circumstances enabled the “libeller” Arnold (the son of an
influential London journalist) to get out of prison and secure
publicity for the case.

Do not forget that the British Liberals put their “best”
people at the head of the Indian administration. Not long
ago the Viceroy of India, the chief of the McCormicks,
Andrews and Foxes, was John Morley, the well-known radical
author, a “luminary of European learning”, a “most honour-
able man” in the eyes of all European and Russian liberals.

The “European” spirit has already awakened in Asia, the
peoples of Asia have become democratic-minded.

Pravda No. 87, April 14, 1913 Published according to
Signed: W. the Pravda text
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MERCHANT ACCOUNTANCY

The biggest millionaires, the tycoons of our big industry,
belong to a “council of congresses of industrial and commer-
cial representatives”. This council of congresses issues its
own periodical, Promyshlennost i Torgovlya.?® The interests
of our Kit Kityches?* are defended by this journal in its
ponderous, elaborate and mostly semi-literate articles.

They show particular discontent at the injustice of Zem-
stvo representation and Zemstvo taxation. Believe it or not,
the feudal landowner is unfair to poor Kit Kitych! Here
is an instructive table showing the composition of the
elected membership at uyezd Zemstvo assemblies?® (Promy-
shlennost 1 Torgovlya, 1913, No. 3):

Number
of Percentages
members

From the First Electoral Assembly (land-

ed nobility) . . 5,508 53.4
From the Second Electoral Assembly

(commer01al and industrial enter-

prises, etc.) . 1,294 12.6
Jointly from the First and Second As-

semblies . . . . 290 2.8
From village communes. . . . . . . 3,216 31.2

In 34 gubernlas with
Zemstvos . . . 10,308 100.0

There is indeed a crying injustice in the matter of repre-
sentation in the Zemstvos. The conclusion to be drawn is
obvious and incontestable—the Zemstvos in Russia have
been put entirely into the hands of the feudal landowners.

These interesting figures must give any educated person
cause to ponder over the conditions that give rise to such
unequal representation.



60 V. I. LENIN

It would, of course, be ridiculous to expect the Kit Ki-
tyches and their hack writers to be capable of pondering over
general political questions or to be interested in political
knowledge. The only thing that interests Kit Kitych is that
he pays “a lot” and a member of the nobility pays “little”.
The writer hired by Kit Kitych quotes the total amounts
of Zemstvo impositions (as fixed by the official scale)—
First Electoral Assembly (24.5 million rubles in 34 gu-
bernias with Zemstvos), Second Electoral Assembly (49 mil-
lion rubles) and village communes (45.5 million rubles).
He divides these impositions by the number of members
and in this way determines “the cost of one seat”! Thus it
turns out that a seat for a nobleman “costs” 4,500 rubles, for
a merchant 38,000 rubles and for a peasant 14,000 rubles.

That is how the hired advocates of the merchant class ar-
gue—election rights are calmly examined as though they
were an article of commerce. As though those who pay the
impositions fixed by the Zemstvo thereby purchase the
right to representation.

Of course, there actually is glaring inequality in Zemstvo
impositions. The full burden of that inequality, however,
is not borne by the industrialists, but by the peasants and
workers. If the peasantry pay 45.5 million rubles that they
squeeze out of their poor, exhausted, over-cultivated land
while the landowners pay 24.5 million rubles, that can mean
nothing but the extortion of millions of rubles ¢{ribute from
the “muzhiks” in the form of Zemstvo impositions in
addition to all their other burdens.

This the Kit Kityches do not see. What they are after
is that privileges, instead of going to the nobility alone,
should be shared “on an equal footing” with the merchants.

Pravda No. 90, April 20, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. F. the Pravda text
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A GREAT TECHNICAL ACHIEVEMENT

The world-famous British chemist, William Ramsay, has
discovered a method of obtaining gas directly from a coal
seam. Ramsay is already negotiating with a colliery owner
on the practical application of this method.

A great modern technical problem is thus approaching
solution. The revolution that will be effected by this solu-
tion will be a tremendous one.

At the present time, to utilise the energy contained in it,
coal is transported all over the country and burned in nu-
merous factories and homes.

Ramsay’s discovery means a gigantic technical revolution
in this, perhaps the most important, branch of production
in capitalist countries.

Ramsay has discovered a method of transforming coal
into gas right where the coal lies, without hauling it to the
surface. A similar but much simpler method is sometimes
used in the mining of salt: it is not brought to the surface
directly, but is dissolved in water, the solution being
pumped to the top.

Ramsay’s method is to transform, as it were, the coal
mines into enormous distilling apparatuses for the produc-
tion of gas. Gas is used to drive gas engines which can ex-
tract twice as much energy from coal as steam-engines can.
Gas engines, in their turn, transform the energy into elec-
tricity, which modern technology can already transmit over
enormous distances.

Such a technical revolution would reduce the cost of
electricity to one-fifth or even one-tenth of its present price.
An enormous amount of human labour now spent in extract-
ing and distributing coal would be saved. It would be
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possible to use even the poorest seams, now not being work-
ed. The cost of lighting and heating houses would be
greatly reduced.

This discovery will bring about an enormous revolution
in industry.

But the consequences this revolution will have for social
life as a whole under the present capitalist system will be
quite different from those the discovery would yield under
socialism.

Under capitalism the “release” of the labour of millions
of miners engaged in extracting coal will inevitably cause
mass unemployment, an enormous increase in poverty, and
a worsening of the workers’ conditions. And the profits of
this great invention will be pocketed by the Morgans,
Rockefellers, Ryabushinskys, Morozovs, and their suites of
lawyers, directors, professors, and other flunkeys of capital.

Under socialism the application of Ramsay’s method,
which will “release” the labour of millions of miners, etc.,
will make it possible immediately to shorten the working day
for all from 8 hours to, say, 7 hours and even less. The “elec-
trification™ of all factories and railways will make working
conditions more hygienic, will free millions of workers from
smoke, dust and dirt, and accelerate the transformation of
dirty, repulsive workshops into clean, bright laboratories
worthy of human beings. The electric lighting and heating
of every home will relieve millions of “domestic slaves™ of
the need to spend three-fourths of their lives in smelly
kitchens.

Capitalist technology is increasingly, day by day, out-
growing the social conditions which condemn the working
people to wage-slavery.

Pravda No. 91, April 21, 1913 Published according to
Signed: I. the Pravda text
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A FEW WORDS ON RESULTS AND FACTS

The Pravda anniversary must turn the thoughts of every
politically conscious worker (and, we would add, every
politically conscious democrat) to the results achieved by
the newspaper of consistent democrats and Marxists.

The question of results, of course, is connected with the
question of whether the advanced workers of Russia are,
in their mass, on the side of Pravda. As far as bourgeois
subscribers are concerned a newspaper is important if it
sells, it does not matter to them where it is sold or whether
it serves to rally a certain class and which class; a newspaper
1s important to the Marxist and consistent democrat as an
organ for the enlightenment and consolidation of truly ad-
vanced classes.

We are not indifferent to the question of where and how
our newspaper is sold. It is most important for us to know
whether it really does serve to enlighten and consolidate
the advanced class of Russia, i.e., the working class.

To gain this knowledge one must look for facts that can
provide an answer to the question.

By facts, different people understand different things.
Bourgeois journalists do not hesitate to lie by omitting to
cite a single precise and clear fact that can be verified.

Liberal working-class politicians, the liquidators, imitate
the bourgeois journalists. One of them, and a leading one
at that, F. D.?6 himself, wrote in Luch? No. 57 (143):

“It is a fact that cannot be denied and one that we feel [what
feeling people they are!] with pride in our day-to-day work, that
our newspaper [Luch] is truly the organ of a good nine-tenths of
the advanced, politically conscious workers of Russia.”

It is worth while having a good laugh at this Khlestakov
or Nozdryov,?® and Pravda has already had its laugh. Mere
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ridicule, however, is not enough. Workers must learn to
grasp facts and verify them for themselves so that the Nozd-
ryovs will not be able to deceive them or their less develop-
ed workmates.

How are facts to be sought and verified? Best of all by
finding out how Pravda and Luch circulate among workers
(and not among the liberal intelligentsia, who are liquida-
tors almost to a man). But no such facts are available.

Let us look for some others.

Let us take the figures for the workers’ groups that support
Pravda and Luch by voluntary contributions. These figures,
published in the two papers, are facts. Anybody can verify
them, anybody can, by studying them, expose the Nozd-
ryovs, of whom there are many in the world of journalism.

Pravda has once already published these facts for a half
year (see No. 80 for 1912*)—for the first six months of 1912
—and nobody can refute them. We now give them for the
whole of 1912 and the beginning of 1913.

Number of collections for
newspapers by workers’
groups

Year Moscow

Pravda Luch workers’

newspapers
1912 1st quarter . . . . . 108 7 —
> 2nd » e e e 396 8 —
> 3rd ” e e e 81 9 —
> 4th > e e e 35 65 5
1913 1st » e e e 309 139 129
> 10 days of April. . . 93 28 43
Totals . . . . . . . 1,022 256 177

Any reader can check these figures by taking Pravda and
Luch and can correct the totals if he finds a mistake.

These are real facts that it is worth while distinguishing
from the boasting and untruths of Messrs. F. D. and other
Luch gentlemen.

Do not these facts constitute a splendid confirmation
of Luch’s reference to nine-tenths, made in the Nozdryov
manner?

* See present edition, Vol. 18, pp. 196-200.—Ed.
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The “nine-tenths” Luch supporters, among whom there
are, notoriously, the Bund members and the “upper crust”
of the Letts, have not been able, in the more than six months
of Luch’s existence (fourth quarter of 1912 and first quarter
of 1913, plus ten days of April), to mobilise even one half
the number of workers Pravda and the future Moscow news-
paper have been able to. Is this not a true Nozdryov method,
this conversion of an obvious minority into “nine-tenths”?

The workers are surrounded on all sides by such a sea of
lies in the bourgeois newspapers that they must fight for the
truth at all costs, they must learn to recognise falsehoods
and reject them. The erroneous views of the liquidators of
the workers’ party must be calmly refuted. But an impudent
Nozdryov lie, this shameless corruption of the workers,
must be branded, and the liars chased out of the workers’
midst.

The workers want unity in their actions. The workers
are right. Without unity of action there is no salvation
for the workers.

When you think of it—how can there be unity without the
submission of the minority to the majority? Everyone
realises that without it unity is impossible.

And so, even if the liquidators were not the liquidators
of the Party, the workers would have to know what views
are held by the majority. If they do not know this the
workers cannot achieve unity of action (because frequently
Party and non-Party workers have to act jointly).

The workers cannot build up their own party unless they
ruthlessly fight every lie that is told about it. In order to
expose lies it is necessary to seek precise facts, verify them
and think about the meaning of what has been verified.

Class-conscious workers, those who oppose liquidationism,
have undoubtedly taken first place in creating a working-
class press. They have won an incontestable, overwhelming
majority for themselves. They will treat every lie that is
spread about this serious and very important question with
contempt and disdain.

Pravda No. 92, April 23, 1913 Published according to
Signed: K. P. the Pravda text
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESETTLEMENT SCHEME

We know that since 1905, the government, in connection
with its “new” agrarian policy in European Russia, has been
making particular efforts to promote peasant resettlement to
Siberia. The landowners regarded these resettlement schemes
as a sort of opening of the safety valve, and as a “blunting”
of the agrarian contradictions in the centre of Russia.

What has happened as a result? Has there been a blunting
or a sharpening of contradictions following their transfer
to a wider arena?

First of all let us cite some general figures on the reset-
tlement of peasants to Siberia.

From 1861 to 1885 about 300,000 peasants migrated, that
is, 12,000 a year; from 1886 to 1905 the number was about
1,520,000, that is, about 76,000 a year; from 1906 to 1910
it was about 2,516,075 or about 500,000 a year.

The growth in the number of peasants resettled in the
counter-revolutionary period is enormous. Undoubtedly a
temporary “rarefaction” of the atmosphere in Central Rus-
sia was bound to take place as a result.

But for how long and at what cost?

The answer to this is provided by the figures showing the
drop in the wave of settlers that began in 1909 and the
amazing growth in the number of those returning Here

are the figures:
Number of Number

Year settlers returning
(thousand) (percentage)
1905 39 10
1906 141 4
1907 427 6
1908 665 6
1909 619 13
1910* 316 36
1911 183 60

* Eleven months.
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Thus the official promoters of resettlement succeeded
in rarefying the atmosphere for something like four years
(1906-09). Then a new crisis began, because the huge drop
in the number of settlers and the incredible increase in the
number of “returnees”—36 per cent and 60 per cent—without
any doubt mean a crisis, and an extremely serious one at
that, one that covers an immeasurably wider arena.

Thirty-six and 60 per cent of settlers returning means
a sharpening of the crisis in Russia and in Siberia. It is the
poorest who return to Russia, the most unfortunate, who
have lost everything and are bitterly angry. The land ques-
tion must have become very acute in Siberia for it to have
become impossible, despite the efforts of the government,
to accommodate hundreds of thousands of settlers.

The figures quoted show without doubt, therefore, that
the struggle against the 1905 agrarian crisis in Russia by
means of resettlement has brought about a postponement of
the crisis for only a very short period and at the cost of an
incomparably greater sharpening and extension of the crisis,
as at present.

An interesting confirmation of this conclusion drawn from
dry government statistical data is a book by Mr. A. I. Ko-
marov, a former official of the Forestry Department who
was twenty-seven years in the service and took a special
interest in the Siberian resettlement scheme. His book is
called The Truth About the Resettlement Scheme (St. Pe-
tersburg, 1913. Price 60 kopeks).

It consists mainly of newspaper articles written by the
author under a pseudonym for the newspaper Novaya Rus?®®
between 1908 and 1910 in which, in a “jovial” manner, he
tells a story “of state spoliation or, rather, devastation of
Siberian lands and forests that makes the plunder of
the Bashkirian lands that once took place seem trivial
indeed”.

The author’s position is that of the well-intentioned
official reduced to despair by the “resettlement muddle” (his
newspaper articles bore that title), the plunder, ruin and
impoverishment of the old inhabitants and the settlers, “the
complete disorganisation of all that is called rational for-
estry”, the flight of the settlers back to Russia and the for-
mation of an army, “hundreds of thousands strong”, of
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“vagrant Russia” and, finally, the impenetrable wall of stu-
pidity and officialdom, the system of secret informers, the
embezzling and incompetence in the organisation of the
whole business.

Despite the fact that the articles are written in a “jovial”
manner, or rather because they are, their cumulative effect
is to produce a very strong impression of the fumes, the fug,
the suffocation that surround the old feudal officialdom.
Nothing but disaster can come of a new bourgeois agrarian
policy that is carried out by such means and methods and
under such circumstances and is guided by such social ele-
ments.

Here is a picture of the journey to Siberia made in August
1910 by Prime Minister Stolypin and Mr. Krivoshein, the
Chief Administrator of Agriculture and Land Settlement.
A speech was made from the platform of the minister’s rail-
way coach at the Taiga station ... “everything is magnificent
and therefore satisfactory”.

“This clownish tour,” writes the old civil servant, “this jour-
ney so similar to that made by Catherine the Great to the south of
Russia, with Mr. Schumann, the Resettlement and Land Adminis-
trator of Tomsk Gubernia, playing the role of Potyomkin on instruc-
tions from St. Petersburg ... was the last straw that made me abandon
the service and publish this pamphlet.”

Poor, well-intentioned official—it was too much for him!
Here is a picture of the resettlement muddle at the time
of the greatest wave of settlers.

“The lands allotted were not ready, the roads to them had not
been laid, the resettlement centres were only just being built....
Then people began settling of their own accord in surveyed forest
areas that, took their fancy, and seizing plots leased from the state,
reserve plots that had at some earlier date been set aside for the Si-
berian estates of the nobility, etc.; and then, of course, began the
expulsion of these illegal settlers, accompanied by a series of sad
and often cruel scenes that it would be superfluous to describe.”
The resettlement officers were compelled to “tear to pieces areas of
state forest that had been surveyed only the day before”. “They
seized the land piecemeal, took whatever they first laid eyes on,
anything so long as they could accommodate, get rid of, the scores
of emaciated exhausted people hanging around the resettlement
centre and standing for long hours outside the resettlement office
people who for some unknown reason invade the gubernia municipal
offices in crowds and, in general, do not leave a single government
office in peace.”
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“Many millions of rubles” are being embezzled and wast-
ed. “One conclusion that suggests itself”, writes the author,
“is the need to transfer the resettlement scheme to the
future Siberian Zemstvo.” This naive, “honest-minded”
Russian official believes that this threadbare cloak can be
patched up ... with a Zemstvo.

Here is a picture of the way the forests are being looked
after. Settlers “upon whom fortune had smiled” were permit-
ted to sell timber; they sold 300 dessiatines of mature build-
ing timber at 17 rubles per dessiatine. Even by Siberian
standards a dessiatine of mature building timber is worth,
at the very least, about 200 rubles. Another picture: settlers
sold the contractor Zhogolyov 25,000 railway sleepers at
four kopeks each. He paid 5 kopeks for felling, 25 kopeks
for removal from the forest and 10 kopeks each for transport
by steamer, and received 80 kopeks a sleeper from the treas-
ury.... There you have Octobrist capitalism in the epoch
of primitive accumulation, and it lives comfortably side by
side with the Purishkeviches and the Purishkevichism of
Russian life!

Here is a series of pictures of land settlement. Minusinsk
Uyezd, the “Siberian Italy”. The old inhabitants of Minu-
sinsk received four dessiatines each and “came to know the
sacred rights of property”. At the same time they were
banned from using tens of thousands of dessiatines of the
best land.

“In recent times, this Italy, because of the general organisation
of state economy, has been very regularly visited by, to use the of-
ficial expression, ‘crop failures’....”

“...In Yeniseisk Uyezd there is the famous Ob-Yenisei Canal,
that has for a number of years duly devoured a good many millions
from the treasury, but has not thereby got itself into a decent con-
dition fitting it for the transport of goods, since it was dug in a place
where it should not have been dug....”

“Kurinsky resettlement area ... is made up of lands that belong-
ed to non-Russians around the Altai Salt Refinery. The non-Rus-
sians had a tough time of it after their land had been taken away
from them, but the settlers had a worse time—the local water was
quite unsuitable for drinking. Nor did well-digging produce any
results. Then the resettlement administration started drilling and
drilled down to water that was saltier still. The settlers now drive
seven or eight versts to the Yenisei from the village for water, so
‘everything is satisfactory’....”
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...A very valuable stand of pine had been completely
eaten away by the pine moth. When the trouble began the
forest warden had to send a written application asking for
credit. While the correspondence and negotiations with St.
Petersburg proceeded, the timber was ruined.... “Every-
thing that is usually called forestry,” writes the old warden,
“has been totally abandoned.”

People of any integrity are squeezed out of the civil service
world by informers (p. 118) and the “higher authorities” cut
short foresters who have thirty-five years’ service behind
them with roars of “Silence!” if they dare to tell the truth
(p. 121). “A base and sordid period,” says the good Mr. Ko-
marov, indignantly, who suggests this “period” began when
a “good” boss was changed for a bad one.

The author summarises his illustrations as follows:

“If all T have said sounds like so many anecdotes, then they are
anecdotes from a reality that Russian constitutional—save the mark!
—life has accustomed us to; and is not the whole of our present-day
Russian life one long and rather unpleasant anecdote?”

With regard to the settlers that are returning, Mr. Ko-
marov ridicules the assertion of some “bold” medical man
that they constitute no more than 6 per cent. We have
quoted exact figures on this question above.

“The Russian landowners, more than anybody, are very, very
interested in this [in the number of settlers returning],” writes Mr.
Komarov. “This is understandable: those returning are the sort that
are destined to play a terrible role in the future. The man who is
returning is not the one who all his life has been a farm labourer and
is no longer accustomed to that which gave him, like Antaeus of
old, gigantic, incredible strength. The man who is returning is the
one who, until recently, was a property-owner, a man who never
dreamed that he and the land could exist apart. This man is justi-
fiably indignant, to him it is a mortal offence that he has not been
provided for, but, on the contrary, that he and his family have been
ruined and transformed from farmers and growers of corn into people
of no consequence; this man is a menace to any political system, no
matter what it be. And the best minds, those that have seen the light
since 1905, are paying due consideration to this.”

In the spring of 1910, the author visited a Marshal of the
Nobility®' in European Russia; he was a man of conservative
convictions who enjoyed the author’s trust and esteem.

“‘We are considering it indeed we are,” he told me. ‘It is not
for nothing that we have fled from the country into the town. The
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muzhik glowers at us like a wild beast. The young people are almost
all hooligans, and now there are these people coming back from you
in Siberia who have nothing to lose.’

“I understood dear Pyotr Fyodorovich best of all,” continues
kindly Mr. Komarov, “when among others who came to me for infor-
mation ‘about the lands in Siberia’ was one of the forgotten friends
of my childhood, one with whom I had played tip-cat and other games
and with whom I had later taken part in fist-fights. Alas, he was no
longer my former companion in the village fist-fights but a respect-
able-looking muzhik with a big beard with silver threads in it and
a bald patch exposing half his pate. We had a talk, recalled old
times and I mentioned 1905. I must mention that our uyezd was one
of those that had been particularly brightly illuminated by the rud-
dy glow of burning landowners’ mansions and ruined estates, and I
for my part made a quite natural reproach to my friend, as far as
I remember in the following terms:

“‘The devil alone knows what you people got up to in 1905! You
could have got much better conditions....’

“When I said this, I did not have in mind the theory of the agra-
rian question as propounded by the Social-Democrats and Socialist-
Revolutionaries which, to anybody in any degree acquainted with
political economy, somehow sounds completely inacceptable; I was
given this answer:

“‘How true your words are.... You're quite right.... That was
not what we should have done....’

“‘There you are,” I said soothingly, glad that we had understood
each other.

““Yes, it’s true enough.... We made a fine blunder.... We
shouldn’t have let anyone go....

““What do you mean by that?’

“‘I mean we should have gone through with it, ... given all of
them short shrift....

“And as he spoke his face was smiling and kindly, there were
attractive wrinkles around his bright, gentle, childishly naive and
smiling eyes....

“But I admit quite frankly that a cold shiver ran down my back
and the hair on my head must have stood on end; if that was how the
gentle ones felt about it, what could we expect from those who were
coming back, those who had sold their land and were ruined for ever?

“Yes, indeed, the ‘banking on the strong’ that was presented to
Russia by the late Prime Minister and the Octobrists, may, as time
goes on and the full effect of the resettlement muddle is felt, bring
many horrors into our lives” (p. 75).

We will stop here, at this conversation between a kind-

ly, peaceable intellectual and a gentle, mild, naive, respect-
able-looking, bald-headed muzhik.

Pravda No. 96 and 99, Published according to
April 27 and May 1, 1913 the Pravda text
Signed: V. I.
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VEKHI CONTRIBUTORS AND NATIONALISM

(BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE)

A boring magazine, that Russkaya Mysl.?? There is only
one interesting thing about it. Among its writers there are
liberals who contribute to and support Vekhi,?® the notorious
renegade book in which yesterday’s champions of liberty
poured mud and filth on the struggle of the masses for lib-
erty, a book in which, furthermore, the democratic masses
of workers and peasants were depicted as a herd led by
“intellectuals”—an old trick used by all Black-Hundred
supporters.

It was not mere chance that Russian liberal “educated
society” turned against the revolution and against democ-
racy; this was inevitable after 1905. The bourgeoisie was
frightened by the independent action of the workers and the
awakening of the peasants. The bourgeoisie, especially its
richer section, anxious to preserve its position as exploiter,
decided that reaction was better than revolution.

It was these selfish class interests of the money-bags that
gave rise to the extensive and deep-going counter-revolution-
ary trend among the liberals, a trend against democracy, in
defence of any kind of imperialism, nationalism and chau-
vinism, in defence of all obscurantism.

Class-conscious workers are not surprised at this apos-
tasy, this defection, because the workers never did have a
very high opinion of the liberals. It is, however, worth
while examining what the liberal renegades are preaching,
with what ideas they hope to fight democracy in general and
Social-Democracy in particular.

“Russian intellectual society,” writes Mr. Izgoyev in Russkaya
Mysl, “was, and, in the mass, still is convinced that the fundamental
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question of European life is the proletariat’s struggle for socialism
against the bourgeoisie....”

Mr. Izgoyev says that this idea is “preconceived and erro-
neous”; he points out that among the Poles in Germany
struggling to maintain their nationality, a new middle stra-
tum has been created and is growing up—“a democratic
middle class™.

When Izgoyev speaks of “intellectuals” he actually means
socialists and democrats. The liberal is not pleased that the
struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie is regard-
ed as the fundamental question. The liberal strives to ig-
nite and fan the names of national struggle in order to
divert attention from the serious questions of democracy
and socialism.

Socialism actually does take first place among the “ques-
tions of European life” and the national struggle takes ninth
place and becomes, furthermore, the weaker and less harm-
ful the more consistently democracy functions. It is ridi-
culous even to compare the struggle of the proletariat for
socialism, a world phenomenon, with the struggle of one of
the oppressed nations of Eastern Europe against the reac-
tionary bourgeoisie that oppresses it (and the Polish bour-
geoisie willingly joins forces with the German bourgeoisie
against the proletariat on every convenient occasion).

Prosveshcheniye No. 4, April 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. the Prosveshcheniye text
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THE LIBERALS AND FREEDOM FOR THE UNIONS

The Mining Congress has declared itself in favour of the
freedom for the unions. One of the biggest liberal bourgeois
newspapers, Kievskaya Mysl,> has this to say about it:

“One of the greatest services rendered by the Congress is this
declaration of the right of workers to organise, this support for the
demand for freedom of workers’ association.

“Since the working-class movement in Russia re-emerged after
the interval of 1908-09 and greater and more frequent repressions
have been showered upon it, the demand for freedom of association
is increasingly becoming a demand put forward by the masses of the
working-class. Until now, however, the demand for the right of asso-
ciation has been regarded as the slogan of the day only in working-
class circles. Liberal society showed complete indifference towards
it. The Congress, which included quite a number of industrialists,
has now been compelled to afford moral support to the demand of
the working class.”

Here we can clearly see how the liberals are employing
their widely circulated, profit-making press to curtail the
demands and slogans of the working class. The liberals know
full well that the workers have quite different “slogans of
the day”, uncurtailed slogans. The liberals are foisting on
the workers their own liberal narrowness which they claim
to be the opinion of “masses” of workers; this is the old,
worn-out method of making the supposedly undeveloped
masses responsible for the unwillingness of the liberal bour-
geoisie to face up to the real source of political privileges
and lack of political rights! This was the method employed
by the “liberal” serf-owners who, half a century ago, said
that the abolition of all landowner privileges was not “a
slogan of the day” for “the masses”.

Characteristically, the liberals give themselves away. The
Congress demand is incomplete, they say. Why? Listen to
this:
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“The Congress favoured the right of association but could not
hide from itself the fact that the realisation of this right inevitably
presupposes a whole series of legal conditions. It is impossible to
grant freedom to trade unions where general freedom for unions and
societies does not exist. Freedom for the working-class press can
only be established where there is freedom for the liberal and democ-
ratic press. Freedom of association cannot exist where administra-
tive control is the rule and where the masses of the population are
kept from participation in elections to legislative bodies. The Cong-
ress should have indicated the need to bring about these conditions
if it wished to be consistent.”

So the Congress was not consistent. In what way was it
not consistent? In its not having listed certain reforms,
answers the liberal.

But did you list everything, gentlemen?

Of course not! You got as far as the “conditions” that are
“presupposed” before certain liberties can be “brought
about”, but you did not say what these conditions were. You
stopped there. You are today afraid of the slogan of the
“working-class masses”—not reforms but “reform”. In sub-
stance you adopt the viewpoint of Struve. Struve took up
this slogan in the spring preceding October 17, but he does
not accept it today because the entire bourgeoisie, even
the most liberal, has turned to the right.

There was a similar situation at the time of the abolition
of serfdom. The consistent democrats, Dobrolyubov and
Chernyshevsky, justly ridiculed the liberals for their reform-
ism, underlying which there was always a striving to cur-
tail the activities of the masses and defend a little bit of
privilege for the landowners, such as redemption payments
for the land, etec.

The liberals are wasting their time trying to blame the
poverty of their reformism on the “masses of the working
class™!

Pravda No. 101, May 4, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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FOR THE ATTENTION OF LUCH AND PRAVDA
READERS

Both Luch and Pravda have on a number of occasions pub-
lished letters from workers demanding that the editors of
these newspapers give them a calm and clear exposition of
the substance of their differences. This is a legitimate and
natural demand, and it is worth while seeing how the two
editorial boards have complied with it.

Under the heading “Controversial Issues”* Pravda pub-
lished the explanatory articles that had been asked for. What
were they about? Those articles outlined and explained
Party decisions on disputed questions. Through the author
of those articles Pravda stated that to decide who is right
in the dispute, where the truth lies, one must examine the
facts and documents of Party history, try to put aside every-
thing personal, everything extraneous and understand the
social roots of the dispute. The dispute with the liquidat-
ors, said Pravda, “is not a matter of the evil will of certain
individuals, but of the historical situation of the working-
class movement”.** Those who seriously want to get at
the bottom of the dispute must take the trouble to under-
stand that historical situation.

“It is necessary to understand,” says Pravda, “the class
origin of the discord and disintegration, to understand what
class interests emanating from a non-proletarian environ-
ment *f*oster confusion among the friends of the proleta-
riat.”

This is a serious presentation of the question. It is a di-
rect response to the workers’ demand that they be helped to

*See pp. 147-56 of this volume.—Ed.
**See p. 154 of this volume.—Ed.
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understand the serious dispute between Pravda and Luch.
In this way the workers will get to know the facts of Party
life and will learn to distinguish what in this dispute is
true and a matter of principle, and what is shallow and
fortuitous; they will seek the class roots of the discord.

It is possible that a worker, having learned the facts,
having read through the documents, etc., will in the end not
agree with Pravda—that is a matter of his own convictions
and his experience. But in any case, if he follows Pravda’s
advice he will learn a lot and will realise what the whole
dispute is about.

Such is Pravda’s reply to the workers’ demand to make
them familiar with the existing differences. How did Luch
act?

At the same time as Pravda published its articles on “con-
troversial issues™, Luch printed a lengthy article on the same
subject. Not a single fact is cited in the article, the author
does not attach any social significance at all to the dispute
and does not call the reader’s attention to a single document.

This enormous article, spread over two issues of the paper,
is packed with gossip and allusions to personalities. The
working-class reader is informed of the “touchiness” and
“charming witticisms” of one Marxist, the “superman” pre-
tensions of a second and the “cynicism” of a third. All dis-
putes are attributed to “the settling of personal accounts™,
to “discontent over matters of seniority” and to the “struggle
for power” in the Party. And an underhand rumour, worthy
of the official press, is slipped in to suggest that certain
“master-hands at revolution” are to blame for it all be-
cause they are afraid of losing their influence if the broad
masses of the workers enter into the dispute.

What the author and the newspaper that published his
article are aiming at is to pack people’s heads with gossip,
squabbles and personalities, and thus avoid the necessity
of explaining their point of view. It would not be half as
bad if it were merely gossip. But this is the gossip of an
embittered renegade, that is the trouble. Read what he
writes at the beginning of the second part of his article
about “provoked and provoking acts”, about “the dictator-
ship in the Party of supermen with a cynical attitude to the
masses”’; read how he abuses the devoted people of 1905 by
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calling them “master-hands at revolution” who have be-
haved in a way that would be quite “impermissible in an en-
vironment with any degree of culture”. All that, of course,
is lifted straight from Zemshchina,®® or from Vekhi!

This appeared not in Novoye Vremya?®® but in a paper
that calls itself a workers’ newspaper, it is offered as a reply
to working men’s demands for a serious explanation of
the paper’s point of view! And even after that Luch dares
protest against sharper forms of polemic and set itself up
as a model of decorum that wants to put Pravda to shame.

We most insistently advise those workers who still believe
that Luch, unlike Pravda, is a newspaper that stands for
unification and the cessation of internal squabbles, to read
the above-mentioned article and compare it with the way
Pravda discusses the same questions.

Pravda No. 102, May 5, 1913 Published according to
Signed: Reader of Pravda the Pravda text
and Luch
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TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE DEATH
OF JOSEPH DIETZGEN

Joseph Dietzgen, a tannery worker and one of the most
eminent German Social-Democratic philosophical writers,
died twenty-five years ago, in 1888.

Joseph Dietzgen was the author of a number of works
(most of them translated into Russian) that include The Na-
ture of the Workings of the Human Mind (published in 1869),
A Socialist’s Excursions into the Theory of Knowledge, Ac-
quisition of Philosophy, etc. It was Karl Marx, in a letter
to Kugelmann on December 5, 1868, who made the best ap-
praisal of Dietzgen and his place in the history of philosophy
and of the working-class movement:

“A fairly long time ago he sent me a fragment of a manu-
script on the ‘faculty of thought’ which, in spite of a certain
confusion and of too frequent repetition, contains much
that is excellent and—as the independent product of a
working man—admirable.”

Such is the importance of Dietzgen—a worker who arrived
at dialectical materialism, i.e., Marx’s philosophy, in-
dependently. In forming an assessment of the worker Dietz-
gen it is of great value to remember that he never considered
himself the founder of a school.

Dietzgen spoke of Marx as the leader of a trend as early
as 1873, when few people understood Marx. Dietzgen em-
phasised that Marx and Engels “possessed the necessary
philosophical training”. And in 1886, a long time after
the publication of Engels’s Anti-Diihring, one of the chief
Marxist philosophical works, Dietzgen wrote of Marx and
Engels as the “recognised founders™ of a trend.
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This must be borne in mind when judging the many sup-
porters of bourgeois philosophy, i.e., idealism and agnosti-
cism (including Machism), who attempt to take advantage of
“a certain confusion” in Dietzgen’s writing. Dietzgen himself
would have ridiculed such admirers and would have repulsed
them.

To become politically conscious, workers should read
Dietzgen but should never for a moment forget that he does
not always give a true picture of the doctrine of Marx and
Engels, who are the only writers from whom philosophy can
be learned.

Dietzgen wrote at a time when simplified, vulgarised
materialism was most widespread. Dietzgen, therefore, laid
his greatest stress on the historical changes that had taken
place in materialism, on the dialectical character of materi-
alism, that is, on the need to support the point of view of
development, to understand that all human knowledge
is relative, to understand the multilateral connections be-
tween, and interdependence of, all phenomena in the uni-
verse, and to develop the materialism of natural history to
a materialist conception of history.

Because he lays so much stress on the relativity of human
knowledge, Dietzgen often becomes confused and makes
incorrect concessions to idealism and agnosticism. Idealism
in philosophy is a defence, sometimes extremely elaborate,
sometimes less so, of clericalism, of a doctrine that places
faith above science, or side by side with science, or in some
way or another gives faith a place. Agnosticism (from the
Greek words “a” no and “gnosis” knowledge) is vacillation
between materialism and idealism, i.e., in practice it is
vacillation between materialist science and clericalism.
Among the agnostics are the followers of Kant (the Kanti-
ans), Hume (the positivists, realists and others) and the
present-day Machists. This is why some of the most react-
ionary bourgeois philosophers, the most thorough-placed
obscurantists and direct defenders of clericalism, try to
“use” Dietzgen’s mistakes.

By and large, however, Dietzgen was a materialist. He
was an enemy of clericalism and agnosticism. “The only
thing we have in common with earlier materialists,” wrote
Dietzgen, “is that we accept matter as the prerequisite to,
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or foundation of, the idea.” That “only thing” is precisely
the essence of philosophical materialism.

“The materialist theory of knowledge,” wrote Dietzgen,
“may be reduced to a recognition of the fact that the human
organ of knowledge does not irradiate any metaphysical
light but is a bit of nature that reflects other bits of na-
ture.” That is the materialist theory of the reflection in human
knowledge of eternally moving and changing matter, a the-
ory that evokes hatred and horror, calumny and distortion
on the part of all of ficial, professorial philosophy. And how
Dietzgen berated and branded the “certificated lackeys of
clericalism™, the idealist professors, the realists and others
—how he lambasted them with the deep passion of a true
revolutionary! “Of all parties,” Dietzgen rightly said, speak-
ing of the philosophical “parties™, i.e., materialism and
idealism, “the vilest is the party of the centre”.

To this “vile party” belong the Luch editorial board and
Mr. S. Semkovsky (Luch No. 92). The editors made a tiny
reservation. “We do not share the general philosophical
point of view”, they say, but the exposition of Dietzgen’s
views is “correct and clear”.

That is an appalling untruth. Mr. Semkovsky uncon-
scionably misquoted and distorted Dietzgen, seizing upon
the “confusion” and ignoring Marx’s appraisal of Dietzgen.
Incidentally, both Plekhanov, a socialist who possesses the
greatest knowledge of the philosophy of Marxism, and the
best Marxists of Europe have recognised that appraisal in
full.

Mr. Semkovsky distorts both philosophical materialism
and Dietzgen, talking nonsense on the question of “one or
two worlds” (this, supposedly, is the “key question”! Learn
a little, my friend, at least read Engels’s Ludwig Feuer-
bach) and on the question of the universe and phenomena
(Dietzgen is supposed to have reduced the real world to
nothing but phenomena; this is clerical and professorial
slander of Dietzgen).

It is impossible to list all Mr. Semkovsky’s distortions.
Let workers interested in Marxism know that the Luch edi-
tors are a union of liquidators of Marxism. Some want to
liquidate the underground, i.e., the Party of the proletariat
(Mayevsky, Sedov, F. D., etc.), others, the idea of the
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hegemony of the proletariat (Potresov, Koltsov, etc.), the
third, the philosophical materialism of Marx (Mr. Semkov-
sky & Co.), the fourth, the internationalism of proletarian
socialism (the Bund members Kosovsky, Medem and other
supporters of “cultural-national autonomy”), the fifth, the
economic theory of Marx (Mr. Maslov with his theory of
rent and the “new” sociology) and so on and so forth.

This blatant distortion of Marxism by Mr. Semkovsky
and the editors who defend him is only one of the more ob-
vious examples of the “activities” of this literary “union
of liquidators™.

Pravda No. 102, May 5, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. Ilyin the Pravda text



83

THE BOURGEOISIE AND PEACE

The conference of French and German parliamentarians
held in Berne last Sunday, May 11 (April 28 O.8S.), reminds
us once more of the attitude of the European bourgeoisie to
war and peace.

The initiative in calling the conference was taken by
representatives from Alsace-Lorraine and Switzerland. So-
cialist deputies from France and Germany turned up in full
force. Of the bourgeois deputies quite a number of French
Radicals and Radical-Socialists (petty-bourgeois democrats
who are, in fact, alien and, for the greater part, hostile
to socialism). An insignificant number of bourgeois deputies
from Germany attended. The National-Liberals (midway be-
tween the Cadets and the Octobrists, something like our
“Progressists”) confined themselves to sending greetings.
From the party of the “Centre” (the Catholic petty-bourgeois
party in Germany that loves playing at democracy) two
promised to come but—decided not to turn up!

Among the prominent socialists who spoke at the con-
ference were Greulich, a veteran Swiss Social-Democrat, and
August Bebel.

A resolution condemning chauvinism and declaring that
the overwhelming majority of the two nations, French and
German, want peace and demand the settlement of interna-
tional conflicts by courts of arbitration, was adopted unan-
imously.

There is no doubt that the conference was an impressive
demonstration in favour of peace. But it would be a huge
mistake to trust the tender-hearted speeches of those few
bourgeois deputies who attended the conference and voted
for the resolution. If they seriously wanted peace those
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bourgeois deputies should have condemned outright the in-
crease in Germany’s armaments (the German army is to be
increased by 140,000 officers and men; this new government
proposal will no doubt be adopted by the bourgeois parties
of Germany despite the vigorous protests of the socialists);
they should also have condemned in exactly the same way
the French government proposal to increase army service to
three years.

That was something the bourgeois deputies would not
venture to do. Still less were they capable of making a reso-
lute demand for a militia, that is, for the replacement of
the standing army by arming the entire people. This meas-
ure, which does not go beyond the bounds of bourgeois
society, is the only one that can democratise the army and
advance the question of peace even one step forward in a
manner at all serious.

But no, the European bourgeoisie clings frantically to the
militarists and reactionaries out of fear of the working-class
movement. The insignificant number of petty-bourgeois
democrats is not capable of a strong desire for peace and
still less capable of bringing it about. Power is in the hands
of the banks, the trusts and big capital in general. The one
guarantee of peace is the organised, conscious movement of
the working class.

Pravda No. 103, May 7, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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THE AWAKENING OF ASIA

Was it so long ago that China was considered typical of
the lands that had been standing still for centuries? Today
China is a land of seething political activity, the scene of
a virile social movement and of a democratic upsurge. Fol-
lowing the 1905 movement in Russia, the democratic revolu-
tion spread to the whole of Asia—to Turkey, Persia, China.
Ferment is growing in British India.

A significant development is the spread of the revoluti-
onary democratic movement to the Dutch East Indies, to
Java and the other Dutch colonies, with a population of
some forty million.

First, the democratic movement is developing among the
masses of Java, where a nationalist movement has arisen
under the banner of Islam. Secondly, capitalism has created
a local intelligentsia consisting of acclimatised Europeans
who demand independence for the Dutch East Indies. Third-
ly, the fairy large Chinese population of Java and the other
islands have brought the revolutionary movement from
their native land.

Describing this awakening of the Dutch East Indies, van
Ravesteyn, a Dutch Marxist, points out that the age-old
despotism and tyranny of the Dutch Government now meet
with resolute resistance and protest from the masses of the
native population.

The usual events of a pre-revolutionary period have begun.
Parties and unions are being founded at amazing speed. The
government is banning them, thereby only fanning the re-
sentment and accelerating the growth of the movement.
Recently, for example, it dissolved the “Indian Party”
because its programme and rules spoke of the striving for
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independence. The Dutch Derzhimordas®’ (with the approval,
incidentally, of the clericals and liberals—European liber-
alism is rotten to the core!) regarded this clause as a criminal
attempt at separation from the Netherlands! The dissolved
party was, of course, revived under a different name.

A National Union of the native population has been
formed in Java. It already has a membership of 80,000 and
is holding mass meetings. There is no stopping the growth
of the democratic movement.

World capitalism and the 1905 movement in Russia have
finally aroused Asia. Hundreds of millions of the down-
trodden and benighted have awakened from medieval stag-
nation to a new life and are rising to fight for elementary
human rights and democracy.

The workers of the advanced countries follow with interest
and inspiration this powerful growth of the liberation move-
ment, in all its various forms, in every part of the world.
The bourgeoisie of Europe, scared by the might of the work-
ing-class movement, is embracing reaction, militarism,
clericalism and obscurantism. But the proletariat of the
European countries and the young democracy of Asia,
fully confident of its strength and with abiding faith in the
masses, are advancing to take the place of this decadent and
moribund bourgeoisie.

The awakening of Asia and the beginning of the struggle
for power by the advanced proletariat of Europe are a symbol
of the new phase in world history that began early this
century.

Pravda No. 103, May 7, 1913 Published according to
Signed: F. the Pravda text
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SEPARATISTS IN RUSSIA AND SEPARATISTS
IN AUSTRIA

Among the various representatives of Marxism in Russia
the Jewish Marxists, or, to be more exact, some of them—
those known as the Bundists—are carrying out a policy of
separatism. From the history of the working-class movement
it is known that the Bundists left the Party in 1903, when
the majority of the party of the working class refused to
accept their demand to be recognised as the “sole” repre-
sentatives of the Jewish proletariat.

This exit from the Party was a manifestation of separatism
deeply harmful to the working-class movement. But, in
fact, the Jewish workers have entered and continue to enter
the Party everywhere in spite of the Bund. Side by side
with the separate (isolated) organisations of the Bund-
ists, there have always existed general organisations of the
workers—dJewish, Russian, Polish, Lithuanian, Latvian, etc.

From the history of Marxism in Russia we know, further-
more, that when the Bund in 1906 again returned to the
Party, the Party stipulated the condition that separatism
should cease, i.e., that there should be local unity of all
the Marxist workers of whatever nationality. But this condi-
tion was not fulfilled by the Bundists, despite its special
confirmation by a special decision of the Party in Decem-
ber 1908.38

That, shortly, is the history of Bundist separatism in
Russia. Unfortunately, it is little known to the workers,
and little thought is given to it. Those having the closest
practical acquaintance with this history are the Polish, the
Lithuanian (especially in Vilna in 1907) and the Latvian
Marxists (at the same time, in Riga), and the Marxists of
South and Western Russia. It is well known, incidentally,
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that the Caucasian Marxists, including all the Caucasian
Mensheviks, have until quite recently maintained local
unity and even fusion of the workers of all nationalities,
and have condemned the separatism of the Bundists.

We should also note that the prominent Bundist, Medem,
in the well-known book, Forms of the National Movement
(St. Petersburg, 1910), admits that the Bundists have never
implemented unity in the localities, i.e., they have always
been separatists.

In the international working-class movement, the ques-
tion of separatism came to the front most urgently in 1910,
at the Copenhagen Congress. The Czechs came forward as
separatists in Austria, and destroyed the unity that had
existed previously between the Czech and German workers.
The International Congress at Copenhagen unanimously
condemned separatism, but the Czechs have unfortunately
remained separatists right up to the present.

Feeling themselves isolated in the proletarian Internation-
al, the Czech separatists spent a long time searching unsuc-
cessfully for supporters. Only now have they found some—in
the Bundists and liquidators. The ¢echoslauische Sozialdemo-
krat, the bit of a journal published by the separatists in Ger-
man, printed an article in its issue No. 3 (Prague, April 15,
1913) under the title “A Turn for the Better”. This “turn”
that is supposed to be for the “better” (actually, towards
separatism) the Czech separatists saw—where do you think,
reader? In Nasha Zarya,?® the liquidators’ journal, in an
article by the Bundist V. Kosovsky!

At last the Czech separatists are not alone in the proletar-
ian International! Naturally they are glad to be able to
rope in even liquidators, even Bundists. But all class-con-
scious workers in Russia should give this fact some thought:
the Czech separatists, unanimously condemned by the In-
ternational, are clinging to the coat-tails of liquidators
and Bundists.

Only that complete unity (in every locality, and from
top to bottom) of the workers of all nations, which has
existed so long and so successfully in the Caucasus, cor-
responds to the interests and tasks of the workers’ movement.

Pravda No. 104, May 8, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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THE RESETTLEMENT SCHEME AGAIN

In Pravda No. 96 (300)* I quoted the chief resettlement
data for Russia. Those data were up to 1911, and that year
was incomplete (11 months). In Rech, Mr. Kaufmann has
now quoted data from official, recently published records
for the whole of 1911 and 1912.

It appears that the number of settlers has increased, albeit
very slightly—from 190,000 in 1911 to 196,500 in 1912.
The number of returning settlers, however, has greatly in-
creased—from 36,000 (1911) to 58,000 (1912).

The explanation of this phenomenon discloses to us still
more profoundly the collapse of the new agrarian policy.
Until now between three quarters and four-fifths of all
settlers have come from the Ukrainian and Central Black-
Earth gubernias. That is the centre of Russia where the
survivals of serfdom are strongest, where wages are lowest
and where the mass of the peasantry live under particularly
difficult conditions.

The ruined, impoverished, hungry masses of this centre—
the “heart” of Russia—rushed for resettlement (1907-09)
and provided, in the end, 60 per cent of those returning,
that is, of those who were ruined and still more embittered.

A wave of settlers has now come from another area, this
time from the Volgaside gubernias, which until recently
produced very few settlers.

What is the reason?

The “harvest failure”, the famine of 1911!... The famine
embraced a new part of Russia. A new wave of fugitives
has left for Siberia. We already know that Siberia will

*See p. 66 of this volume.—Ed.
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ruin and embitter the Volgaside peasants still further, as
it did the peasants of Central Russia.

In other words, resettlement to Siberia has shown first
the peasants of Central Russia and now those of the Volga
side that salvation cannot be achieved in this way.

The “new” agrarian policy, ruining one area of Russia
after another, the peasants of one district after another,
is gradually making it clear to all peasants that their real
salvation is not to be found there.

Pravda No. 105, May 9, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. I. the Pravda text
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THE WORKING CLASS AND THE NATIONAL
QUESTION

Russia is a motley country as far as her nationalities
are concerned. Government policy, which is the policy of
the landowners supported by the bourgeoisie, is steeped
in Black-Hundred nationalism.

This policy is spearheaded against the majority of the
peoples of Russia who constitute the majority of her pop-
ulation. And alongside this we have the bourgeois national-
ism of other nations (Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian, Georgian,
etc.), raising its head and trying fo divert the working class
from its great world-wide tasks by a national struggle or a
struggle for national culture.

The national question must be clearly considered and
solved by all class-conscious workers.

When the bourgeoisie was fighting for freedom together
with the people, together with all those who labour, it stood
for full freedom and equal rights for the nations. Advanced
countries, Switzerland, Belgium, Norway and others, pro-
vide us with an example of how free nations under a re-
ally democratic system live together in peace or separate
peacefully from each other.

Today the bourgeoisie fears the workers and is seeking
an alliance with the Purishkeviches, with the reactionaries,
and is betraying democracy, advocating oppression or un-
equal rights among nations and corrupting the workers with
nationalist slogans.

In our times the proletariat alone upholds the real free-
dom of nations and the unity of workers of all nations.

For different nations to live together in peace and freedom
or to separate and form different states (if that is more con-
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venient for them), a full democracy, upheld by the working
class, is essential. No privileges for any nation or any one
language! Not even the slightest degree of oppression or the
slightest injustice in respect of a national minority—such
are the principles of working-class democracy.

The capitalists and landowners want, at all costs, to keep
the workers of different nations apart while the powers that
be live splendidly together as shareholders in profitable
concerns involving millions (such as the Lena Goldfields);
Orthodox Christians and Jews, Russians and Germans,
Poles and Ukrainians, everyone who possesses capital,
exploit the workers of all nations in company.

Class-conscious workers stand for full unity among the
workers of all nations in every educational, trade union,
political, etc., workers’ organisation. Let the Cadet gentle-
men disgrace themselves by denying or belittling the impor-
tance of equal rights for Ukrainians. Let the bourgeoisie
of all nations find comfort in lying phrases about national
culture, national tasks, etc., etc.

The workers will not allow themselves to be disunited
by sugary speeches about national culture, or “national-
cultural autonomy”. The workers of all nations together,
concertedly, uphold full freedom and complete equality of
rights in organisations common to all—and that is the
guarantee of genuine culture.

The workers of the whole world are building up their own
internationalist culture, which the champions of freedom
and the enemies of oppression have for long been preparing.
To the old world, the world of national oppression, national
bickering, and national isolation the workers counterpose
a new world, a world of the unity of the working people of
all nations, a world in which there is no place for any priv-
ileges or for the slightest degree of oppression of man by
man.

Pravda No. 106, May 10, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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BRITISH SOCIALIST PARTY CONFERENCE

The British Socialist Party was founded in Manchester
in 1911. It included the former Socialist Party, which had
earlier been known as the Social Democratic Federation,
and several isolated groups and individuals, among them
Victor Grayson, a very fiery socialist but one not strong in
principles and given to phrase-mongering.

The Second Conference of the British Socialist Party was
held in the seaside town Blackpool from May 10 to May 12
(N.S.). Only 100 delegates were present, less than one-
third of the full number, and this circumstance, coupled
with the bitter struggle of the majority of the delegates
against the old party executive, produced a very bad
impression on outside observers. The British bourgeois press
(exactly like that of Russia) does its best to pick out, co-
lour up and make a splash of episodes from any particu-
larly acute struggle between the party and its executive.

The bourgeois press is not concerned with the ideological
content of the struggle inside the socialist movement. All
it needs is sensation, and a spicy bit of scandal....

The ideological content of the struggle in the B.S.P.,
however, was very serious. The old executive was headed
by Hyndman, one of the founders of the party. He has been
acting for a number of years without any attention to the
party, and even against the party, on the important question
of armaments and war. Hyndman has got it into his head
that Germany is threatening to crush and enslave Britain
and that socialists should, therefore, support the demand
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for a “proper” (i.e., strong) navy for the defence of
Britain!

Socialists in the role of supporters of a “strong” navy—
and this in a country whose navy helps enslave and plunder
in the most shameless, feudal manner the three hundred
millions of India’s population, tens of millions of people in
Egypt and other colonies.

Understandably, this fancy idea of Hyndman’s pleased the
British bourgeoisie (the Conservatives and Liberals). It can
also be understood that British Social-Democrats—be it
said to their credit—would not tolerate this disgrace and
shame and heatedly opposed it.

The struggle was a long and stubborn one; attempts at
a compromise were made, but Hyndman was incorrigible.
It is greatly to the advantage of British socialism that Hynd-
man was forced to leave the executive at this Conference and
the composition of the executive was, in general, changed by
75 per cent (of its eight members only two were re-elected—
Quelch and Irving).

The Conference adopted a resolution against the old execu-
tive which reads as follows:

“This Conference congratulates our French and German comra-
des on their vigorous opposition to the increase of armaments in their
respective countries, and pledges the British Socialist Party, as an
integral part of the International Socialist Party, bound by the reso-
lutions on war passed at Stuttgart and Basle, 1912, to pursue the
same policy in Great Britain, with the object of checking the growth
of all forms of militarism and of reducing the existing abominably
high expenditure on armaments.”

The resolution is sharply worded. But the truth has to
be told, even if sharply. The British Social-Democrats
would have forfeited their right to struggle against the
opportunists of the so-called Independent (independent of
socialism, but dependent on the Liberals) Labour Party if
they had not sharply opposed the nationalist sins of their
executive.

Let the bourgeois press display their wrath and their
buffoonery over the internal struggle among Social-Demo-
crats. The Social-Democrats do not regard themselves as
saints; they know that now and again the proletariat be-
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comes infected by some dirty disease from the bourgeoisie
in its environment—this is inevitable in filthy, disgusting
capitalist society. But the Social-Democrats are able to
heal their party with direct and fearless criticism. In
Britain, too, they will certainly cure the disease.

Pravda No. 109, May 14, 1913 Published according to
Signed: V. the Pravda text
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IS THE CONDITION
OF THE PEASANTS IMPROVING OR WORSENING?

Under this heading some official ink-slinger, a Mr. Y.
P—v, published an article in the official Torgovo-Promysh-
lennaya Gazeta*® (No. 100), to prove, of course, that the
peasants’ condition is improving and “undoubtedly ... is
steadily progressing year by year”.

It is extraordinarily instructive to note that the figures
quoted by the author show the exact opposite! This is typical
proof of the shameless lying of official writers and official
newspapers!

What are the author’s figures? First, be it noted that
he does not give an exact source. We should not for a moment
conclude, therefore, that the official ink-slinger is quoting
this unknown source at first hand, or that he is quoting cor-
rectly.

Let us, however, for a minute suppose that he is quoting
correctly.

“Some Zemstvos,” writes the author, “for instance, the Moscow
Zemstvo, resort to questionnaires to determine whether the condi-
tion of the peasants is worsening or improving. The Zemstvo’s local
correspondents provide general answers that are then summarised.

“The result of these lengthy investigations (taking six years),”
writes Mr. Y. P—v, “was a rather interesting numerical summary
for the central zone. To each hundred answers of all types we get”

Answers indicating the economic condition of the peasants:

Year Improved Worsened Unchanged Total

1907 15 44 41 100
1908 8 53 39 100
1909 8 64 28 100
1910 21 34 45 100
1911 32 16 52 100

1912 38 15 47 100
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And so the writer in an official newspaper draws the
conclusion—“in the last three years ... we have seen a con-
tinuous improvement in the economic level of the peasant-
ry, with a corresponding reduction in the percentage under
the headings ‘worsened’ and ‘unchanged’.”

Examine the figures carefully. For the first three years
there was an obvious and considerable worsening. For the
last three years there was an improvement, but to a far
lesser degree than the worsening of the first three
years!

Mr. Y. P—v himself admits that these fluctuations “are
coincident with the fluctuations in harvests”.

Why does he take the three years with good harvests for
his general conclusions and ignore the three years with
bad harvests? What would we think of a merchant who
summed up the results of his trading by showing his profit
and concealing his losses? We should call him a swindler,
should we not, Mr. Official Writer in an official newspa-
per?

Now let us make the simple calculation of profit and loss
that is obligatory for everyone except swindlers, taking
into consideration the “minuses” as well as the “pluses”,
the “bad” as well as the “good” harvests. To do this we
must add up the figures for the six years and divide by six
(amazingly clever, Mr. Official Journalist, isn’t it?). We
then get the average for all the six counter-revolutionary
years.

The figures are these. From 100 answers:

Favourable (“improved”)—20

Unfavourable (“worsened”)—38

Average (“unchanged”)—42.

That is the result. What does it mean?

It means that the peasants are growing poorer and being
ruined. For the six years of the counter-revolution the num-
ber of unfavourable answers is, on the average, almost
twice as great as the number of favourable answers!

This conclusion can be demonstrated clearly by applying
the figures to the whole of Russia, to 20,000,000 peasant
families, as follows:

In six years 4,000,000 peasant families have improved
their condition, 7,600,000 have grown poorer and 8,400,000
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families have remained at the former (i.e., impoverished)
level!
And this is in a period of high prices when the landown-
ers and bourgeoisie are raking in gold by the shovelful.
In all probability the peasants will thank and bless the
landowners’ Duma and the government of the landown-
ers.

Pravda No. 111, May 16, 1913 Published according to
Signed: F. the Pravda text
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BACKWARD EUROPE AND ADVANCED ASIA

The comparison sounds like a paradox. Who does not
know that Europe is advanced and Asia backward? But the
words taken for this title contain a bitter truth.

In civilised and advanced Europe, with its highly devel-
oped machine industry, its rich, multiform culture and its
constitutions, a point in history has been reached when the
commanding bourgeoisie, fearing the growth and increasing
strength of the proletariat, comes out in support of every-
thing backward, moribund and medieval. The bourgeoisie
is living out its last days, and is joining with all obsolete
and obsolescent forces in an attempt to preserve tottering
wage-slavery.

Advanced Europe is commanded by a bourgeoisie which
supports everything that is backward. The Europe of our
day is advanced not thanks to, but in spite of, the bour-
geoisie, for it is only the proletarlat that is adding to the
million-strong army of fighters for a better future. It alone
preserves and spreads implacable enmity towards backward-
ness, savagery, privilege, slavery and the humiliation of
man by man.

In “advanced” Europe, the sole advanced class is the pro-
letariat. As for the living bourgeoisie, it is prepared to
go to any length of savagery, brutality and crime in order
to uphold dying capitalist slavery.

And a more striking example of this decay of the entire
European bourgeoisie can scarcely be cited than the support
it is lending to reaction in Asia in furtherance of the selfish
aims of the financial manipulators and capitalist swindlers.

Everywhere in Asia a mighty democratic movement is
growing, spreading and gaining in strength. The bourgeoisie
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there is as yet siding with the people against reaction. Hun-
dreds of millions of people are awakening to life, light and
freedom. What delight this world movement is arousing in
the hearts of all class-conscious workers, who know that the
path to collectivism lies through democracy! What sympathy
for young Asia imbues all honest democrats!

And “advanced” Europe? It is plundering China and help-
ing the foes of democracy, the foes of freedom in China!

Here is a simple but instructive little calculation. A new
Chinese loan has been concluded against Chinese democracy:
“Europe” is for Yiian Shih-kai, who is preparing a military
dictatorship. Why does it support him? Because it is good
business. The loan has been concluded for about 250,000,000
rubles, at the rate of 84 to a 100. That means that the bour-
geois of “Europe” will pay the Chinese 210,000,000 rubles,
but will take from the public 225,000,000 rubles. There
you have at one stroke—a clear profit of fifteen million ru-
bles in a few weeks! It really is a “clear” profit, isn’t it?

What if the Chinese people do not recognise the loan?
China, after all, is a republic, and the majority in parlia-
ment are against the loan.

Oh, then “advanced” Europe will raise a cry about “civili-
sation”, “order”, “culture” and “fatherland”! It will set the
guns in motion and, in alliance with Yiian Shih-kai, that
adventurer, traitor and friend of reaction, crush a republic
in “backward” Asia.

All the commanders of Europe, all the European bour-
geoisie are in alliance with all the forces of reaction and
medievalism in China.

But all young Asia, that is, the hundreds of millions of
Asian working people, has a reliable ally in the proletariat
of all civilised countries. No force on earth can prevent
its victory, which will liberate both the peoples of Europe
and the peoples of Asia.

Pravda No. 113, May 18, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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A DISCREDITABLE ROLE!

(ONCE MORE FOR THE ATTENTION OF LUCH AND PRAVDA READERS)

In Pravda No. 102* I called the attention of reader com-
rades to an article in Luch Nos. 93 and 94.

I compared that article with those published simultaneous-
ly in Pravda under the heading “Controversial Issues”.**
I said that Pravda in its articles gives the reader facts and
documents with which to decide disputed questions of organ-
isation and tactics while Luch in its article gives him gossip
and personal insults that do not help the workers to under-
stand the dispute and only serve to clutter up their heads.

I said that the Luch article speaks of the active people of
1905 in the same terms as the organs of terrified landowners
and of liberals embittered against the workers.

Luch has sent the worker Herman against me. The worker
Herman is a man of determination and possesses a ready
tongue. He has berated me in no uncertain terms. I, he says,
“want to mislead our reader comrades” and am telling “ob-
vious untruths” and nothing of what I said has ever actually
happened. Having thus accused me of a number of crimes,
the worker Herman then rounds off his article with a list
of titles of articles printed in Luch.

Very good! But what about the article in Luch that I
actually spoke about, and which I quoted? The worker
Herman does not say a single word about that article, makes
no attempt to dispute the correctness of the words I quoted
from it, and offers nothing to contest my characterisation
of the article as impermissible in the working-class press.
What reason is there for that? You cursed me uphill and
down dale, my dear man, but not only could you not dis-

*See pp. 76-78 of this volume.—Ed.
**See pp. 147-56 of this volume.—Ed.
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prove a single word of what I said about the Luch article, you
did not even try to.

Did the article I wrote about appear in issues 93 and 94?
It did. And so what right have you to state that “nothing of
the sort has actually happened”?

Is that article full of gossip and bickering instead of a
calm analysis of the disagreements? You did not dare say
a word against that! What right have you to suspect me of
a desire to “mislead the comrades™?

Did you understand what you were writing? Did you
realise that you, in accusing a contributor to a working-
class newspaper of “obvious untruths” and a desire to “mis-
lead readers™, have to be ready to answer for it, not to me,
but to all those who stand behind Pravda, that is, to its
working-class readers?

You undertook to defend Luch against my accusation that
the article in issues 93 and 94 does not explain disputed
questions but clutters up the heads of its readers with gossip
and “personalities”. For that purpose you published in the
columns of the same Luch a number of unfounded accusations
and obvious libels (“Reader” [referring to me 1 wants to mis-
lead our reader comrades), i.e., you did exactly what I ac-
cused Luch of doing in its article in issue 94. Your article
was a confirmation of my accusation against Luch and not a
refutation of it.

Perhaps you will now say—it was all due to your inex-
perience. Very good. But your article was read by the edi-
tors. Why did they not warn you? Why did they not tell you
that when accusing me you would first of all have to refute
what I had said about the facts I mentioned, and not evade
them by further silence? Why? Apparently because the edi-
tors knew that everything I had said about the article in
issues 93 and 94 was true, they knew that what I said could
not be refuted. That is why they allowed you to indulge in
plain vituperation, that is, they repeated the very method
I had accused them of in my first article.

Was this a creditable role that you, who signed yourself
“worker”, played in the hands of the Luch editors?

Pravda No. 114, May 19, 1913 Published according to
Signed: Reader. the Pravda text
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THE LAND QUESTION SETTLED—LANDOWNER
FASHION

As usual there was an immoderate amount of rubbish in
the budget debate in the Fourth State Duma. The vain efforts
of Markov the Second to trip up Kokovtsov, and the vain
efforts of Kokovtsov “to charm away” with words the feudal
character of “our” policy and our budget, and the vain efforts
of the Cadets to assure a gullible public that Kokovtsov
“admitted it was the Cadets who had to be taken into
consideration” in the Fourth Duma—this was just a lot of
tedious, overworked and hypocritical rubbish.

There are, however, a few grains of truth in this rubbish
heap. The Markovs, Kokovtsovs and Shingaryovs tried to
hide them deeper in it. But it is worth while pulling them
out.

“I have dealt at such length with the settlement of the land ques-
tion,” Kokovtsov exclaimed on May 13, “because in that question
is contained the whole solution of Russia’s future....”

It was not the “whole” solution and the “future” in gene-
ral that needed to be discussed, but the future of the June
Third system,*" which gives all power to the “bureaucracy”
and the feudal landowners. Under the old rural organisation
we cannot retain power—that was what the landowners,
taught by bitter experience, had decided. In order to retain
power they had to arrange in their own way for the reorganisa-
tion of the old countryside on bourgeois lines. That is the
basis and the essence of “the land question™.

“...Whether the government will be able to do this, whether it
[the settlement of the land question] will bring the benefit the go-
vernment and the legislative institutions expect,” continued the
Minister, “the future will show....”
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Of course, the future will reveal everything and show
everything. It will show the outcome of the efforts of the feu-
dals and the efforts of the proletariat that marches at the
head of the democrats. But the figures given by the “serious”
(by Cadet standards) Mr. Kokovtsov show absolutely noth-
ing. The number of applications for land is rapidly increas-
ing—and Mr. Kokovtsov is enraptured, the Rights in the
Duma are enraptured. The number of applications was: in
1907—221,000; in 1908—385,000; in 1909—711,000; in 1910
—651,000; in 1911—683,000; in 1912—1,183,000; total
3,834,000.

Arrangements have been made for only 1,592,000 peasant
households.

Such are the Minister’s “proofs” and his material for judg-
ing the future.

On that very same May 13 the government newspaper
Novoye Vremya published data for the house-to-house Zem-
stvo census taken in 1911 in Samara Uyezd. The number of
households obtaining titles to land amounted in that uyezd
to forty per cent, that is, higher than the average for
Russia. This uyezd, therefore, is most “favourable” for
the government.

And how did it turn out? Of the total number obtaining
titles to land less than three out of a hundred (2.9 per cent)
own real, separate farmsteads; only one-sixteenth (6.5 per
cent) own their land in one piece and more than nine-tenths
(90.6 per cent) have land in strips in different places!

Nine-tenths of the title-holding peasants farm strips
that are isolated from each other, just as they did before.
Farming conditions are even worse than before because
formerly the commune could “correct” the strip system to
some extent by frequent redistributions.

In a mere four years a third of the land transferred to
the title-holders has already passed into other hands.
Loss of land is increasing, impoverishment is increasing
still more rapidly and there is growing confusion because
of the strips of land. Unbelievable poverty is increasing
in the villages, as is the number of famines. The number
of landless peasants, pure proletarians, is increasing. The
number of impoverished “would-be proprietors” is increasing;
they are trapped both by the old bondage and by the system
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of allotting scattered strips of land that has resulted from
the notorious landowners’ solution to the land problem.

Apparently this bondage will not be abolished by the
landowners’ solution to the peasant land problem. It can
only be cured if the land question is settled on broad demo-
cratic lines.

Pravda No. 115, May 21, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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ARMAMENTS AND CAPITALISM

Britain is one of the richest, freest and most advanced
countries in the world. The armaments fever has long af-
flicted British “society” and the British Government, in
exactly the same way as it has the French, German and
other governments.

And now the British press, particularly the labour press,
is publishing very interesting data, which reveal the in-
genious capitalist “mechanics” of arms manufacture. Brit-
ain’s naval armaments are particularly great. Britain’s ship-
yards (Vickers, Armstrong, Brown and others) are world-fa-
mous. Hundreds and thousands of millions of rubles are
being spent by Britain and other countries on war prepara-
tions, and of course it is all being done exclusively in the
interests of peace, for the preservation of culture, in the
interests of the country, civilisation, etc.

And we find that admirals and prominent statesmen of
both parties, Conservative and Liberal, are shareholders
and directors of shipyards, and of gunpowder, dynamite,
ordnance and other factories. A shower of gold is pouring
straight into the pockets of bourgeois politicians, who have
got together in an exclusive international gang engaged
in instigating an armaments race among the peoples and
fleecing these trustful, stupid, dull and submissive peoples
like sheep.

Armaments are considered a national matter, a matter
of patriotism; it is presumed that everyone maintains strict
secrecy. But the shipyards, the ordnance, dynamite and
small-arms factories are international enterprises, in which
the capitalists of the various countries work together in dup-
ing and fleecing the public of the various countries, and
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making ships and guns alike for Britain against Italy, and
for Italy against Britain.

An ingenious capitalist set-up! Civilisation, law and order,
culture, peace—and hundreds of millions of rubles being
plundered by capitalist businessmen and swindlers in ship-
building, dynamite manufacture, etc.!

Britain is a member of the Triple Entente, which is hos-
tile to the Triple Alliance. Italy is a member of the
Triple Alliance. The well-known firm of Vickers (Brit-
ain) has branches in Italy. The shareholders and directors
of this firm (through the venal press and through venal
parliamentary “figures”, Conservative and Liberal alike)
incite Britain against Italy, and vice versa. And profit is
taken both from the workers of Britain and those of Italy;
the people are fleeced in both countries.

Conservative and Liberal Cabinet Ministers and Members
of Parliament are almost all shareholders in these firms.
They work hand in glove. The son of the “great” Liberal
Minister, Gladstone, is a director of the Armstrong concern.
Rear-Admiral Bacon, the celebrated naval specialist and a
high official at the Admiralty, has been appointed to a post
at an ordnance works in Coventry at a salary of £7,000 (over
60,000 rubles). The salary of the British Prime Minister is
£5,000 (about 45,000 rubles).

The same thing, of course, takes place in all capitalist
countries. Governments manage the affairs of the capitalist
class, and the managers are well paid. The managers are
shareholders themselves. And they shear the sheep together,
under cover of speeches about “patriotism....”

Pravda No. 115, May 21, 1913 Published according to
Signed: Fr. the Pravda text
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HELPLESSNESS AND CONFUSION

(NOTE)

The reasons for the chaos and confusion among modern
Social-Democrats and “near Social-Democrats” are not only
external (persecutions, etc.), but also internal. A huge
number of old “prominent Party people” are completely
confused, they have understood absolutely nothing about the
new state of affairs (the counter-revolution of the June Third
system), and their helpless “dithering”—today to the left,
tomorrow to the right—has caused hopeless confusion in
everything they undertake.

A perfect example of this embarrassment, helplessness
and confusion is to be found in the article by A. Vlasov
in Luch No. 109 (195).

There is not a single idea, a single sound word in the
whole of Vlasov’s article. It is all confusion and helpless
limping after the liquidators combined with futile efforts to
disassociate himself from them. It is not true that “former-
ly” our Party was sometimes built up “without the work-
ers themselves”, or that “the activities of the underground
amounted largely (!!?) to abstract (!?) propaganda of the
ideas of socialism”. The history of the old Iskra (1900-03),
which created the Party programme and the fundamentals
of Party tactics, fully refutes this. It is not true that the
Party’s task today is “open work (!!?), but the secret organi-
sation of it”. A. Vlasov has completely failed to understand
the liquidationist content of the slogan “struggle for an open
party”, although it was explained in Pravda No. 108 (312),
popularly and not for the first time.

It is not true that Pravda advises “adopting the work of
the old Party organisation as an example”. “It is essential
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to outline, even if briefly, the nature of the activity of this
(new) underground, i.e., its tactics,” says A. Vlasov with
amusing pomposity (“we, the practical workers™). As far
back as December 19082 the Party “outlined” its tactics
(and in 19124 and 1913* confirmed and explained them)
and its organisation, giving a clear “example” of old tasks
and new forms of preparation. If A. Vlasov has not yet un-
derstood this he has only himself to blame: it is his fate to
repeat fragments of liquidationism, the dispute with which,
incidentally, has nothing to do with the “organisation ques-
tion™.

Pravda No. 115, May 21, 1913 Published according to

Signed: V. Ilyin the Pravda text
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DRAFT PLATFORM FOR THE FOURTH CONGRESS
OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS OF THE LATVIAN AREA®

The revolutionary upsurge of the working-class movement
in Russia, the sharpening of the political crisis in the coun-
try, the economic crisis that will begin in the near or not
far distant future, the wavering and confusion among the
many groups and circles of Social-Democrats—all this com-
pels class-conscious Latvian workers to appeal to their com-
rades to make intensive preparations for the convocation of
the Fourth Congress of Social-Democrats of the Latvian
Area and to engage in a thorough discussion of the tasks
now confronting revolutionary Social-Democracy.

A group consisting of members of various Latvian Social-
Democratic organisations proposes to all Social-Democratic
organisations, as material for discussion, the following
platform of views on the most important questions of prin-
ciple, questions that concern the very existence of our Social-
Democratic Labour Party, and the whole direction its activ-
ities should take—in particular those questions which the
present Central Committee of the Latvian Social-Democratic
Party stubbornly ignores or, we are convinced, decides in-
correctly.

APPRAISAL OF THE POLITICAL SITUATION AND THE
GENERAL TACTICAL TASKS OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

It is an open secret that the prevalence of counter-revolu-
tion has brought about a deep-going ideological disintegra-
tion and a confusion of mind among Social-Democrats.
Everywhere there are Social-Democrats who, as Comrade
An* so aptly put it (Luch No. 95), are wandering about
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like lost sheep. Views are expressed in the Social-Demo-
cratic press to the effect that workers should not prepare
for a revolution, that they should not expect a revolu-
tion, that the democratic revolution is over, etc. The so-
called liquidators (Nasha Zarya and Luch), supported by the
present Central Committee of the Social-Democratic Party
of the Latvian Area, regularly base their tactical arguments
on such views, although no responsible group or organisation
of the R.S.D.L.P. has expounded them in a manner that is
in any way definite, precise and formal.

In the press of this trend we meet at every turn with
references to the fundamental difference between Russia’s
present state system and the pre-October system (as though
we no longer needed a revolution to win for ourselves the
elements of political liberty), or comparisons of the present
tactics of the Russian Social-Democrats with those of Euro-
pean Social-Democrats living under a constitution, the tac-
tics, for example, of the Austrians and Germans in the
seventies of the nineteenth century (as though a constitu-
tion already existed in Russia, as Milyukov thinks it does),
or the promulgation of the slogan of an open workers’
party and freedom to form associations (a slogan that
could be understood only if there existed the general foun-
dation and the pillars of political liberty and a bour-
geois constitution in the country), and so on and so forth.

Under such circumstances, to refuse to give a precise
definition of the tactical tasks of Social-Democrats or an ap-
praisal of the political situation, or to postpone this apprais-
al or definition, would mean not only not fighting against
ideological confusion, disintegration, despondency and lack
of faith, it would mean directly assisting that disintegra-
tion and giving indirect support to views that nullify the
old revolutionary Party decisions adopted by the Social-
Democrats.

The R.S.D.L.P., however, has an accurate Party answer
to these urgent and fundamental questions. The answer was
given in the resolution of December 1908, which is a reso-
lution binding on Party members and has not been annulled
by anyone.

The years that have passed since the resolution was adopt-
ed have fully confirmed its correctness—its statements on
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the change in the nature of the autocracy, on the counter-
revolutionary nature of liberalism, etc., and its conclusion
that the autocracy continues to exist, although in a partly
renovated form, that the conditions that gave rise to the 1905
Revolution are still there, that the Social-Democratic Party
is confronted with the old tasks that demand a revolutionary
solution and revolutionary tactics. The employment of the
Duma as a tribune, and of all legal opportunities, which is
categorically demanded in the decisions of the same con-
ference of the R.S.D.L.P. (December 1908), must be effected
entirely in the spirit of these revolutionary tactics and in
the name of the old revolutionary tasks of the R.S.D.L.P.

We therefore suggest that all Social-Democratic organisa-
tions once more hold a thorough discussion of the resolu-
tion, which was, incidentally, confirmed by the January
1912 Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., and propose to the Con-
gress of Social-Democrats of the Latvian Area that it definite-
ly confirm this resolution.

We call the serious attention of all comrades to the anti-
Party method of the August 1912 (liquidators’) Conference
of “Social-Democratic organisations”, which removed from
the agenda the appraisal of the current situation and the
definition of general tactical tasks, thus throwing open the
door to every possible renunciation of revolutionary tasks
(on the excuse that “the forecast” concerning the revolution
had not been proved, etc.).

We protest in particular against the Bund, which played
such an important role at the August Conference, and which
at its own Ninth Conference went so far in renouncing
revolutionary tasks as to withdraw the slogan of a democratic
republic and confiscation of landed estates!

THE QUESTION OF THE UNITY OF THE R.S.D.L.P.

The more widespread the economic and political struggle
of the workers, the more urgently they feel the need for
unity. Unless the working class is united, its struggle cannot
be successful.

What is this unity? Obviously, the unity of the Social-
Democratic Party. All Latvian Social-Democratic workers
belong to the Social-Democratic Party and know full well
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that the Party is illegal, underground, and cannot be any-
thing else.

There cannot, therefore, be any other way in which unity
in deed (not merely in word) can be achieved except from
below, by the workers themselves, in their underground
organisations.

It is this demand for unity that the Congress of Social-
Democrats of the Latvian Area must definitely recognise.
It was, incidentally, put forward by the February 1913
meeting held at the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.

If Luch answered such an appeal for unity by ridiculing
“Lenin’s party”, and if the Bund (in the shape of “active
Jewish members of the working-class movement”) rejected
the appeal, both of them, the “Luchists” and Bund members,
thereby proved their allegiance to the liquidators.

Latvian Social-Democratic workers, who recognise the
illegal Party not merely in word but in deed, will not allow
themselves to be deceived by legal orations in favour of uni-
ty. Let him who wants unity join the illegal Party!

ATTITUDE TO THE LIQUIDATORS

The question of liquidationism, which was first brought
up by Party decisions and by the press abroad, has now been
offered for the judgement of all class-conscious workers in
Russia. Latvian Social-Democratic workers must also endeav-
our to ensure that there are no evasions or reservations on
this question, that it is presented clearly, discussed from all
angles and given a definite solution.

We have had enough fairy-tales about the liquidators
being the champions of an open movement. These tales
have been refuted by facts proving that Party members who
are against the liquidators, those who are unmistakably
supporters of the underground movement, are incomparably
stronger than the liquidators in all spheres of the open
movement.

Liquidationism is the rejection or the belittling of the
underground, that is, the illegal (and only existing) Party.
It is only the underground that works out revolutionary
tactics and takes those tactics to the masses through both
the illegal and the legal press.
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The decisions adopted by the R.S.D.L.P. in December
1908 and January 1910, which no one has annulled, and
which are obligatory for all Party members, clearly and
precisely recognise the content of liquidationism as de-
scribed above, and roundly condemn it.

Nevertheless, Nasha Zarya and Luch continue preaching
liquidationism. In Luch No. 15 (101) the growth of sym-
pathy for the underground on the part of the workers was
declared deplorable. In Nasha Zarya No. 3 (March 1913)
the author of that article (L. Sedov) emphasised his liquida-
tionism more than ever. This was admitted even by An in
Luch (No. 95)! And the Luch editors, replying to An, defend
the liquidator Sedov.

Latvian Social-Democratic workers must at all costs
ensure that the Congress of Social-Democrats of the Lat-
vian Area resolutely condemns the liquidationism of “Nasha
Zarya” and “Luch”. The conduct of these periodicals has
fully confirmed and is daily continuing to confirm the
correctness of the resolution on liquidationism adopted at
the meeting in February 1913 at the Central Committee
of the R.S.D.L.P.

THE QUESTION OF SUPPORT FOR THE LIQUIDATORS’

CONFERENCE AND ORGANISING COMMITTEE BY THE

CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC PARTY
OF THE LATVIAN AREA

The present Central Committee of the Social-Democratic
Party of the Latvian Area maintains that it supports the
August Conference and the Organising Committee not be-
cause they are liquidator institutions but for the sake of
unity in the R.S.D.L.P.

Such an answer could satisfy only children, and the Lat-
vian Social-Democratic workers are not children.

Those who organised the August Conference themselves
invited Plekhanov and the Vperyod*” group to it. Neither
of them had taken part in the January Conference, that is,
they showed not merely in word but in deed that they are
neutral in the struggle between the trends.

And what did these neutral Social-Democrats say? Ple-
khanov and Alexinsky forthrightly recognised the August
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Conference to be a liquidators’ conference. The resolutions
of that conference show its liquidationist character to the
full. Luch, by announcing that it supports the decisions
of the August Conference, is preaching liquidationism.

Whom are the worker Social-Democrats of Russia follow-
ing?

This was demonstrated by the elections to the Duma in
the worker curia and by the data on the working-class press.

In the Second Duma the Bolsheviks gained 47 per cent
of the votes of the workers’ curia (11 deputies out of 23);
in the Third Duma they had 50 per cent (4 out of 8) and in
the Fourth Duma they had 67 per cent (6 out of 9). The
working-class press of the anti-liquidators (Pravda and the
Moscow newspaper) is supported by 1,199 groups of workers
as compared with 256 groups supporting Luch.

And so, the present Central Committee of the Social-Dem-
ocratic Party of the Latvian Area, in the name of Latvian
revolutionary worker Social-Democrats, supports the liqui-
dators against the obvious majority of worker Social-Demo-
crats in Russia!

An end must be put to this. We all recognise the under-
ground and revolutionary tactics. We must support the Cen-
tral Committee of the R.S.D.L.P., which implements these
tactics and which has behind it the overwhelming majority
of worker Social-Democrats in Russia both in the under-
ground and in the open movement.

THE NATIONAL QUESTION

This question, both in its general theoretical, socialist
presentation, and from the practical, organisational point
of view (the organisation of our own Party) is in urgent need
of discussion and solution by all Social-Democratic organi-
sations.

The liquidators’ conference in August 1912—as was admit-
ted even by the neutral Menshevik Plekhanov—contravened
the Programme of the R.S.D.L.P. in the spirit of “adap-
tation of socialism to nationalism”.

In fact, this conference recognised, on the proposal of the
Bund, the permissibility of the slogan of “cultural-national
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autonomy”, which was contrary to the decision taken by the
Second Party Congress.

This slogan (defended in Russia by all the bourgeois Jew-
ish nationalist parties) contradicts the internationalism
of Social-Democracy. As democrats, we are irreconcilably
hostile to any, however slight, oppression of any nationality
and to any privileges for any nationality. As democrats,
we demand the right of nations to self-determination in the
political sense of that term (see the Programme of the
R.S.D.L.P.), i.e., the right to secede. We demand uncondi-
tional equality for all nations in the state and the uncondition-
al protection of the rights of every national minority. We
demand broad self-government and autonomy for regions,
which must be demarcated, among other terms of reference,
in respect of nationality too.

All these demands are obligatory for every consistent
democrat, to say nothing of a socialist.

Socialists, however, do not limit themselves to general-
democratic demands. They fight all possible manifestations
of bourgeois nationalism, crude or refined. “National-cultural
autonomy” is a manifestation precisely of this type—it
joins the proletarians and bourgeoisie of one nation and
keeps the proletarians of different nations apart.

Social-Democrats have always stood and still stand for
the internationalist point of view. While protecting the
equality of all nationalities against the serf-owners and the
police state we do not support “national culture” but inter-
national culture, which includes only part of each national
culture—only the consistently democratic and socialist
content of each national culture.

The slogan of “national-cultural autonomy” deceives the
workers with the phantom of a cultural unity of nations,
whereas in every nation today a landowners’, bourgeois or
petty-bourgeois “culture” predominates.

We are against national culture as one of the slogans of
bourgeois nationalism. We are in favour of the international
culture of a fully democratic and socialist proletariat.

The unity of the workers of all nationalities coupled with
the fullest equality for the nationalities and the most con-
sistently democratic state system—that is our slogan, and
it is the slogan of international revolutionary Social-Demo-
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racy. This truly proletarian slogan will not create the false
phantom and illusion of “national” unity of the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie, while the slogan of “national-cultural
autonomy” undoubtedly does create that phantom and does
sow that illusion among the working people.

We, Latvian Social-Democrats, living in an area with a
population that is very mixed nationally, we, who are in
an environment consisting of representatives of the bour-
geois nationalism of the Letts, Russians, Estonians, Germans,
etc., see with particular clarity the bourgeois falsity of the
slogan of “cultural-national autonomy”. The slogan of the
unity of all and every organisation of workers of all nation-
alities, tested in practice in our own Social-Democratic
organisation, is particularly dear to us.

Reference is frequently made to Austria in justification
of the slogan of “national-cultural autonomy”. As far as this
reference is concerned it must be remembered that: first,
the point of view of the chief Austrian theoretician on the
national question, Otto Bauer (in his book The National
Question and Social-Democracy) has been recognised as an
exaggeration of the national factor and a terrible underesti-
mation of the international factor even by such a cautious
writer as Karl Kautsky (see: K. Kautsky, Nationalitit
und Internationalitdt; it has been translated into Russian);
secondly, in Russia only the Bund members, together
with all Jewish bourgeois parties, have so far defend-
ed “cultural-national autonomy”, whereas neither Bauer
nor Kautsky recognise mnational autonomy for the
Jews, and Kautsky (op. cit.) declares outright that the Jews
of Eastern Europe (Galicia and Russia) are a caste and not
a nation; thirdly, the Briinn* national programme of the
Austrian Social-Democratic Party (1899)*® does not fully
recognise extra-territorial (personal) national autonomy and
goes only as far as to demand the union of all national re-
gions of one nationality throughout the state (Sec. 3 of the
Briinn Programme); fourthly, even this programme, obvious-
ly a compromise (and unsatisfactory from the standpoint
of internationalism), was a complete fiasco in Austria itself,
because the compromise did not bring peace but led, instead,

*Now Brno in Czechoslovakia.—Ed.
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to the secession of the Czech separatists; fifthly, these Czech
separatists, unanimously condemned at the Copenhagen Con-
gress by the entire International, declare the Bund type of
separatism to be close to them (see: Der Cechoslavische So-
zial-demokrat No. 3, organ of the separatists, which may be
obtained gratis from Prague: Praha, Hybernska 7); sixthly,
Bauer himself demands the unity of Social-Democratic
political organisations of various nationalities in each lo-
cality. Bauer himself considers the “national system” of
the Austrian party, which has now led to a complete schism,
to be unstable and contradictory.

In short, references to Austria speak against the Bund and
not in its favour.

Unity from below, the complete unity and consolidation
in each locality of Social-Democratic workers of all nation-
alities in all working-class organisations—that is our slo-
gan. Down with the deceptive bourgeois, compromise slo-
gan of “cultural-national autonomy”!

We are against federation in the structure of our Party,
too; we are for the unity of local (and not only central) or-
ganisations of Social-Democrats of all nations.

The Congress must reject both the slogan of cultural-
national autonomy and the principle of federation in the
structure of the Party. The Latvian Social-Democrats, like
the Polish Social-Democrats, like the Social-Democrats of
the Caucasus throughout the period from 1898 to 1912 (for
14 whole years of Party history) must remain true to Social-
Democratic internationalism.

Written in May, Published according to
before June 25 (7), 1913 the manuscript
First published in Lettish

in the newspaper Cinas Biedrs
No. 4 in August 1913

First published in Russian
in 1929 in the second
and third editions of V. I. Lenin’s
Collected Works, Vol. XVII
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LIBERAL AND MARXIST CONCEPTIONS
OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE

NOTE

A. Yermansky, a liquidator, poured down an amazing
abundance of angry words in Nasha Zarya on my criticism
of his (and Gushka’s) point of view on the question of the
political role of the big commercial and industrial bour-
geoisie (Prosveshcheniye Nos. 5-7).*

Mr. Yermansky, with his vituperation and recollections
of old “insults” (including the “insult” to Mr. Dan & Co.,
who tried, unsuccessfully, to split the St. Petersburg Social-
Democratic organisation in 1907), tries fo conceal the real
substance of the issue.

We shall, however, not permit Mr. Yermansky to conceal
the substance of the present dispute by recalling undeserved
insults to and defeats of the liquidators. For the present dis-
pute concerns a very important question of principle that
comes up again and again for a thousand different reasons.

To be precise, it is the question of the liberal falsifica-
tion of Marxism, the substitution of a Marxist, revolution-
ary conception of the class struggle by a liberal conception.
We shall never tire of explaining this ideological basis of
all the disputes between the Marxists and the liquidators.

Mr. A. Yermansky writes:

“The ‘Marxist’ Ilyin refuses to recognise, in the activities of
industrial organisations, the class struggle ‘on a nation-wide (and
partly even international) scale’ as I [Yermansky] described them
in my article. Why? Because of the ‘absence’ here ‘of the fundamen-
tal feature of the nation-wide or state-wide—the organisation of state
power’”... (Nasha Zarya, p. 55).

* See present edition Vol. 18, pp. 56-72.—Ed.
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Here is an exposition of the substance of the question given
by Mr. Yermansky himself, who does everything possible
and impossible to evade that substance! No matter how he
may accuse me of distorting his views and of all the mortal
sins, no matter how he twists and turns, even seeking refuge
in recollections of the 1907 split, the truth will out.

My thesis, therefore, is clear—the basic feature of the na-
tion-wide is the organisation of state power.

You do not share that view, my angry opponent? You
do not think this the only Marxist view?

Then why not say so straight out? Why not counterpose
a correct view to an incorrect one? If the view that the fun-
damental feature of the nation-wide is the organisation of
state power is, in your opinion, only Marxism in inverted
commas, why do you not refute my error and expound your
understanding of Marxism clearly, precisely and without
evasion?

The answer to these questions will be clear to the reader
if we quote the passage from Mr. A. Yermansky which fol-
lowed immediately after the one quoted above:

“Ilyin wants the big Russian bourgeoisie to carry on their class
struggle in a different way, he wants them to try to bring about a
change in the entire state system. Ilyin wants, the bourgeoisie do
not want—and the one at fault, of course, is Yermansky the ‘liqui-
dator’, who ‘substitutes the liberal conception of the class struggle
for the conception of the class struggle in the Marxist sense’.”

Here you have Mr. Yermansky’s tirade in full and it will
enable you to get a picture of the evasive liquidator caught
in the act.

The evasion is obvious.

Have I or have I not indicated correctly the “fundamental
feature” of the nation-wide?

Mr. A. Yermansky himself was forced to admit that I
indicated precisely the substance of the matter.

And Mr. Yermansky evades an answer, realising that he
has been caught!

And having been caught in the act, Mr. Yermansky
evades the question of the correctness or incorrectness of the
fundamental feature I indicated and jumps over this question
to the question of what Ilyin and the bourgeoisie “want”.
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But no matter how bold, how daring Mr. Yermansky’s leaps,
they do not disguise the fact that he has been caught.

What have “wants” got to do with it, my dear opponent,
when the dispute concerns the concept of the class struggle?!
You had to admit that I accused you of substituting a lib-
eral for a Marxist conception, and that I indicated the “fun-
damental feature” of the Marxist conception as including the
organisation of state power in the idea of a nation-wide class
struggle.

Mr. A. Yermansky is such a clumsy polemicist, even if
an angry one, that he gave a clear explanation, by his own
example, of the connection between liquidationism in gener-
al and his own, Yermansky’s, mistakes in particular and
the liberal conception of the class struggle!

The question of the class struggle is one of the fundamen-
tal questions of Marxism. It is, therefore, worth while deal-
ing with the concept of class struggle in greater detail.

Every class struggle is a political struggle.** We know
that the opportunists, slaves to the ideas of liberalism, un-
derstood these profound words of Marx incorrectly and tried
to put a distorted interpretation on them. Among the op-
portunists there were, for instance, the Economists, the elder
brothers of the liquidators. The Economists believed that
any clash between classes was a political struggle. The Econ-
omists therefore recognised as “class struggle” the struggle
for a wage increase of five kopeks on the ruble, and refused
to recognise a higher, more developed, nation-wide class
struggle, the struggle for political aims. The Economists,
therefore, recognised the embryonic class struggle but did
not recognise it in its developed form. The Economists rec-
ognised, in other words, only that part of the class struggle
that was more tolerable to the liberal bourgeoisie, they re-
fused to go farther than the liberals, they refused to recognise
the higher form of class struggle that is unacceptable to the
liberals. By so doing, the Economists became liberal work-
ers’ politicians. By so doing, the Economists rejected the
Marxist, revolutionary conception of the class struggle.

To continue. It is not enough that the class struggle be-
comes real, consistent and developed only when it embraces
the sphere of politics. In politics, too, it is possible to re-
strict oneself to minor matters, and it is possible to go
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deeper, to the very foundations. Marxism recognises a class
struggle as fully developed, “nation-wide”, only if it does
not merely embrace politics but takes in the most signifi-
cant thing in politics—the organisation of state power.

On the other hand, the liberals, when the working-class
movement has grown a little stronger, dare not deny the class
struggle but attempt to narrow down, to curtail and emas-
culate the concept of class struggle. Liberals are prepared
to recognise the class struggle in the sphere of politics, too,
but on one condition—that the organisation of state power
should not enter into that sphere. It is not hard to under-
stand which of the bourgeoisie’s class interests give rise to
the liberal distortion of the concept of class struggle.

Now, when Mr. Yermansky rehashed the work of the
moderate and punctilious civil servant Gushka, when he
expressed solidarity with him, not noticing (or not wishing
to see?) the liberal emasculation of the concept of class
struggle, I pointed out to Mr. Yermansky his chief sin
against theory and general principles. Mr. Yermansky grew
angry and began to use bad language and to twist and turn,
being unable to refute what I had said.

In doing so, Mr. A. Yermansky proved such a clumsy po-
lemicist that he exposed himself with particular clarity!
“Ilyin wants, the bourgeoisie do not want,” he writes. We
now know what particular features of the point of view of
the proletariat (Marxism) and of the bourgeoisie (liberalism)
give rise to these different “wants”.

The bourgeoisie “want” to curtail the class struggle, to
distort and narrow the conception and blunt its sharp edge.
The proletariat “wants” this deception exposed. The Marx-
ist wants whoever undertakes to speak of the class struggle
of the bourgeoisie in the name of Marxism fo expose the
narrowness, the selfish narrowness, indeed, of the bourgeois
conception of the class struggle, and not merely to quote
figures, not merely to go into ecstasies over “big” figures.
The liberal “wants” to appraise the bourgeoisie and its class
struggle in such a way as fo conceal its narrowness, to con-
ceal the failure to include in the struggle that which is
“basic” and most important.

Mr. A. Yermansky was caught out in discussing in liberal
fashion the interesting, but ideologically empty or slavishly
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compiled figures of Mr. Gushka. Obviously, when this was
revealed, there was nothing left for Mr. A. Yermansky to
do but curse and wriggle.

Let us continue the passage from Mr. A. Yermansky’s
article where we left off:

“It is clear that, in fact, Ilyin is the only person who is replacing
a study of the real state of affairs by his own qualifications, and also
[!'!] by a stereotyped pattern based on schoolboy models drawn from
the history of the great French Revolution.”

Mr. A. Yermansky has got into such a tangle that he be-
comes ever more ruthless in “destroying” himself! He does
not notice the extent to which his liberalism is revealed by
this angry sally against the “stereotypes” of the great French
Revolution!

My dear Mr. Yermansky, you must understand (no matter
how difficult it may be for a liquidator to understand) that
it is impossible “to study the real state of affairs” without
qualifying it, without appraising it from the Marxist, or the
liberal, or the reactionary, etc., point of view!

You, Mr. Yermansky, qualified and still qualify the
“study” of the good civil servant Gushka in liberal fashion
and I qualify it in Marxist fashion. That is what is at the
bottom of it all. By leaving your critical analysis on the
threshold of the question of the organisation of state power,
you thereby proved the liberal limitations of your concep-
tion of the class struggle.

Which was to be shown!

Your sally against the “stereotype” of the great French
Revolution gives you away completely. Anybody can un-
derstand that a stereotype or a French model has nothing
to do with the matter—for instance, there were not and
could not have been strikes, especially political strikes at
that time, under “stereotype and model” conditions.

The fact of the matter is that when you became a liquida-
tor you forgot how to apply the revolutionary point of view
to an appraisal of social events. That is where the trouble
lies. Marx certainly did not limit his thinking to “stereotypes
and models” taken from the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury, but the point of view he adopted was always revolution-
ary, he always appraised (“qualified” if you prefer that



124 V. I. LENIN

“learned” word, my dear Mr. Yermansky!) the class struggle
most profoundly, always revealing whether it affected “fun-
damentals”, always mercilessly berating any timidity of
thought, any concealment of underdeveloped, emasculated,
selfishly distorted class struggle.

The class struggle at the end of the eighteenth century
showed us how it can become political, how it can develop
to really “nation-wide” forms. Since then capitalism and the
proletariat have developed to a gigantic extent. The “mod-
els” of the old do not prevent, for instance, the study of the
new forms of struggle that I have, in part, outlined above.

The point of view of the Marxist, however, will always
require a profound and not a superficial “appraisal”, will
always expose the poverty of liberal distortions, understate-
ments and cowardly concealment.

Let us congratulate Mr. Yermansky on his devoted and
splendid explanation of the way in which the liquidators
substitute a liberal conception of the class struggle for the
Marxist conception, forgetting how to examine social
events from the revolutionary point of view.

Prosveshcheniye No. 5, May 1913 Published according
Signed: V. Ilyin to the Prosveshcheniye text
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FACTORY OWNERS ON WORKERS’ STRIKES

I

P. P. Ryabushinsky’s press in Moscow has published an
interesting book entitled The Association of Factory Owners
in the Moscow Industrial Area in 1912 (Moscow, 1913). The
price is not given. The factory owners do not wish their
publications to be put on sale.

Yuli Petrovich Guzhon, the president of the association,
when opening this year’s annual meeting on March 30,
congratulated the industrialists “on the beginning of the
seventh operative year” of their organisation and declared
that the industrialists had “by their unity created for
themselves a conception of the might of the industrial
corporation that could not be ignored”. “The present main
task of new members of the association must be the
strengthening of the prestige of that might,” said
Mr. Guzhon.

As you see, the speech was not what one might call liter-
ate, it was reminiscent of the speech of some army clerk;
nevertheless it was full of arrogance.

Let us look at the sections of the book dealing with facts.
More than one-third of it (pp. 19-69) is taken up by the sec-
tion devoted to strikes. The industrialists give us the follow-
ing picture of the total number of workers taking part in
strikes in 1912.
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Number of striking

workers
Category of strike 1912 1911
Economic . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 207,720 96,730
Metal goods industry . . . . . . . . . 64,200 17,920
Textiles > e e e e e e 90,930 51,670
Other branches. . . . . . . . . . . . 52,590 27,140
Political . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 855,000 8,380
Over Lena events . . . . . . . . . . . 215,000
May Day celebrations . . . . . . . . . 300,000
Autumn political strikes . . . . . . . . 340,000
Totals . . . . . . . « « « « < .. 1,062,720 105,110

It is easy to see that the industrialists’ figures are an un-
derstatement. But for the time being we shall not deal with
that (the Lena strike of 6,000 workers has been omitted
because the Lena Goldfields do not come under the Factory
Inspectorate), but we shall examine the factory owners’
statistics.

The number of workers who took part in strikes in 1912
was more than a half of the total number of industrial work-
ers in Russia, to be exact, 51.7 per cent. Economic strikes,
furthermore, accounted for only one-tenth of the workers
(10.1 per cent) and political strikes for more than four-
tenths (41.6 per cent).

“Typical of the past year,” write the factory owners, “was
the extraordinary growth in the number of political strikes
that time and again interrupted the normal course of work
and kept the entire industry in a state of tension.” This-
is followed by a list of the most important strikes in the sec-
ond half of the year—August, in Riga, against the disen-
franchisement of workers; September, in Warsaw, over the
events at the Kutomary Penal Colony; October, in St.
Petersburg, over the annulment of the elections of represen-
tatives, in Revel, in memory of the events of 1905, and
in St. Petersburg, over the well-known verdict in the case of
naval ratings; November, in St. Petersburg, over the Sevas-
topol verdict and on the day of the opening of the Duma,
and then a strike on the occasion of the second anniversary
of Leo Tolstoy’s death; December, in St. Petersburg, over
the appointment of workers in insurance institutions. From
this the factory owners draw the conclusion:
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“The frequency of the demonstration strikes, which occur one
after another, and the unusual variety and difference in the impor-
tance of the motives for which the workers considered it necessary
to interrupt work, are evidence, not only of a considerable thickening
of the political atmosphere, but also of the decline of factory discip-
line.” Then follow the usual threats of “severe measures”—fines,
stopping of bonuses, lock-outs. “The interests of the country’s pro-
duction,” declare the factory owners, “urgently demand the raising
of factory discipline to the high level at which it stands in the West-
European countries.”

The factory owners wish to raise “discipline” to the “West-
ern” level but do not think of raising the “political atmos-
phere” to the same level....

We shall leave for subsequent articles the data concerning
strike distribution over various areas, and its various
branches of industry and according to the degree of success
achieved.

IT

The 1912 data of the Moscow Factory Owners Association
on the incidence of strikes in various areas and branches of
industry are very badly compiled. It would do no harm if
our millionaires were to hire, say, some high-school boy to
help them compile their books and check the tables. Mistakes
and absurdities leap to the eye when we compare, for exam-
ple, the data given on pages 23, 26 and 48. Oh yes, we love
talking about culture and “the prestige of the might” of the
merchants, but we can’t do even the simplest job half-way
decently.

Below we give the factory owners’ strike statistics—for
economic strikes only—by areas for 1912 as a whole and for
the last seven months of that year:

For the last 7

For all 1912 mgflthseofasﬂ)iz
Number Number Number Number
Areas of of days of of days
strikers lost (000) strikers lost (000)

Moscow . . e 60,070 799.2 48,140 730.6
St. Petersburg e e 56,890 704.8 35,390 545.7
Baltic . . . e 18,950 193.5 13,210 153.6
South . . .. 23,350 430.3 22,195 427.6
Kingdom of Poland .. 21,120 295.7 12,690 249.9

Totals . . . . . . 180,380 2,423.5 131,625  2,107.4
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A glance at the figures for the South is enough to show
how useless, i.e., extremely incomplete, the factory owners’
statistics are. The figures for the last seven months of 1912
seem to be more reliable, because here, and only here, the
distribution of strikers is given in detail according to areas,
major industries and the results achieved.

The area data show us that the St. Petersburg workers
are in advance of all the workers of Russia in the economic
struggle as well (to say nothing of the political struggle). The
number of strikers in the St. Petersburg area (35,000 for
the last seven months of 1912) is about three-quarters of the
number of strikers in the Moscow area (48,000) although the
number of factory workers there is about four times that of
the number in the St. Petersburg area. In the Kingdom of
Poland there are slightly more workers than in the St. Peters-
burg area but the number of strikers there was little more
than a third of the St. Petersburg figure.

As far as Moscow is concerned, there is, of course, the need
to consider the worsening marketing conditions in the tex-
tile industry, although in Poland two-thirds of those partici-
pating in economic strikes were textile workers and we shall
see later that these textile strikes in Poland were particu-
larly successful.

In 1912, therefore, the St. Petersburg workers to a certain
extent drew the workers of other parts of Russia into the
economic strike movement.

In respect of determination, on the other hand, the strikes
in the South and in Poland take first place; in these areas
nineteen days per striker were lost, whereas in St. Peters-
burg and Moscow the figure was fifteen days (in the Baltic
area 12 days per striker). The average for all Russia was
sixteen days on strike per striker. The gentlemen who com-
pile the factory owners’ statistics give the figure for the
whole of 1912 as 13.4 days. It follows from this that the
persistence of the workers and their determination in struggle
were greater in the second half of the year.

Statistics show, furthermore, the increased persistence of
the workers in the strike struggle. From 1895 to 1904 the
average number of days lost per striker was 4.8, in 1909 it
was 6.5 days, in 1911 it was 7.5 days (8.2 days if political
strikes are excluded) and in 1912, 13.4 days.
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The year 1912, therefore, showed that there is a growing
persistence among workers in the economic struggle and that
the number of strikers—compared with the number of work-
ers—is greatest in St. Petersburg.

In our next article we shall examine data on the degree of
success achieved by strikes.

111

The factory owners’ statistics give the following figures
for strikers (in economic strikes) for 1912 according to
branches of industry:

For the last 7

For all 1912 months of 1912

Number Number Number Number

Areas of of days of of days

strikers lost (000) strikers lost (000)

Metalworkers . . . . . 57,000 807.2 40,475 763.3
Textile workers . . . . 85,5650 1,025.8 66,590 930.6
Others. . . . . . . . 37,830 590.5 24,560 413.5
Totals . . . . . 180,380 2,423.5 131,625 2,107.4

Here the extreme insufficiency of the factory owners’
statistics and the extreme carelessness with which they have
been compiled are still more apparent—the number of strik-
ers for the first five months (which was 79,970) added to
that for the last seven months gives a total of 211,595, and
not 180,000, and not 207,000!

The factory owners themselves prove that they under-
estimate the number of strikers.

The metalworkers are in the lead both in the ratio of num-
ber of strikers to the total number of workers and in the
duration of the strikes; 18 days were lost per metalworker
on strike, 14 days per textile worker and 16 days per worker
in other industries. The better marketing conditions in the
iron and steel industry do not, as we see, relieve the workers
of the necessity of striking for a tiny wage increase!

As far as the results of the strikes are concerned, the fac-
tory owners’ statistics declare that 1912 was a less favour-
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able year for the workers than 1911 had been. In 1911, they
say, 49 per cent of the strikers suffered a defeat and in
1912, 52 per cent were defeated. These data, however, are
not convincing, because the figures compared are for the
whole of 1911 and for seven months of 1912.

The strikes of 1912 were offensive and not defensive in
character. The workers were fighting for improved working
conditions and not against worse conditions. This means that
52 per cent of the workers did not gain any improvement,
36 per cent were fully or partially successful and for 12 per
cent the results are unclear. It is very likely that the fac-
tory owners concealed their defeat in this 12 per cent
of all cases because every success of capital over labour
arouses their special attention and jubilation.

If we compare the outcome of strikes for the last seven
months of 1912 by areas and by branches of industry, we
get the following picture.

The least successful of all were the strikes in the Moscow
area—75 per cent of the strikers failed (i.e., did not gain
any improvement); then follow the St. Petersburg area with
63 per cent, the South with 33 per cent, the Baltic area
with 20 per cent and Poland with 11 per cent of failures.
In the last-named three areas, therefore, the workers
achieved tremendous victories. Out of the 48,000 strikers in
these three areas, 27,000 achieved improvements, they were
victorious; 11,000 suffered defeats; the results achieved by
10,000 are uncertain.

In the first two areas (Moscow and St. Petersburg), on
the contrary, out of the 83,000 strikers only 20,000 were
successful; 59,000 were defeated (i.e., did not achieve any
improvement) and the results achieved by 4,000 are
uncertain.

Taken by branches of industry, the number of strikers
who were defeated was: textile workers, 66 per cent, metal-
workers, 47 per cent, and others, 30 per cent.

Marketing conditions were worst of all for the textile
workers. In the Moscow area only 6,000 of the 38,000 strik-
ers in the textile industry were successful, 32,000 were de-
feated; in St. Petersburg there were 4,000 successful and
9,000 defeated. Textile workers in Poland, however, had
8,000 successful strikers and 400 defeated.
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The financial results of the strikes (economic strikes) for
the last two years are shown as follows by the factory owners’

statistics:

Losses in
output for
the country

(thousand rubles)

Industrialists” Losses of
direct losses wages

Iron and steel industry . . 558 1,145 4,959
Textile industry . . . . . 479 807 6,010
Other branches . . . . . 328 529 3,818
Totals for 1912 . . . 1,365 2,481 14,787
Totals for 1911 . . . 402 716 4,563

Thus the factory owners’ total losses for two years amount
to 1,800,000, workers’ losses in wages to 3,000,000 rubles,
and losses in output to 19,000,000 rubles.

Here the factory owners place a period. How wise they are!
What did the workers gain?

In two years 125,000 workers gained a victory. Their
wages for the year amount to 30,000,000 rubles. They de-
manded pay increases of 10 per cent, 25 per cent and even
40 per cent, as the factory owners themselves admit. Ten
per cent of 30,000,000 rubles is 3,000,000 rubles. And the
reduction in the working day?

And what of the “new” (the factory owners’ expression)
demands, such as the demand “not to discharge workers
without the consent of their fellow-workers”?

You are wrong, you gentlemen who own factories! Even
in the economic sense (to say nothing of political strikes)
the workers’ gains are terrifying. The bourgeoisie does not
understand either workers’ solidarity or the conditions of
proletarian struggle.

About 300,000 workers have sacrificed 3,000,000 rubles
to the economic struggle in two years. A direct gain was
itmmediately achieved by 125,000 workers. And the whole
working class made a step forward.

Pravda Nos. 123, 126, 127 and 131; Published according to
May 30, June 2, 5 and 9, 1913 the Pravda text
Signed: V. I.
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AN INCORRECT APPRAISAL
(LUCH ON MAKLAKOV)®

...programmes and resolutions of the liberals.*

In the Luch (No. 122) editorial we come across a pro-
foundly incorrect appraisal of this important speech. “Cadet
doctrinairism”™ is what Luch saw in it, Deputy Maklakov is
likened to an animal that brushes out its tracks with its
tail. “The numerous parentheses in his speech completely
destroyed its oppositional character”—and Luch quotes the
words of Mr. V. Maklakov to the effect that “reaction is an
historical law”, that one should (according to Bismarck’s
theory) be able to distinguish moments when it is necessary
to rule in liberal fashion and moments when despotic rule
is essential.

“Such speeches could be made by a professor,” concludes
Luch, but not by a politician upholding the right of de-
mocracy to self-determination” [?].

No, Mr. V. Maklakov is by no means a doctrinaire and
his speech is not that of a professor. And it is nothing less
than ridiculous to expect V. Maklakov to uphold the rights
of democracy. He is a liberal-bourgeois businessman who has
fearlessly exposed the very “guts” of the policy of his class.
Mr. V. Maklakov made the accusation that the government
could have comprehended [when the revolution had died
down] how to stamp out the revolution entirely” but failed
to comprehend.

“When a government fights against a revolution it is right,
that is its duty,” exclaimed Mr. V. Maklakov, and added,
the same will be true of the revolution, when it is victo-
rious, it will fight against counter-revolution” (here this

b

*The first page of the manuscript has not been found.—Ed.
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“experienced” orator made an amusing slip, using, for some
unknown reason, only the future tense.) Mr. V. Maklakov
repeated several times that he blamed the government “not
for fighting disorder and revolution, but for fighting against
law and order itself”.

Mr. V. Maklakov compared Stolypin to a fireman who
breaks the windows of a burning house.

From this it can be seen that the predominant tone and
substance of this noteworthy speech are not a professorial
stunt or doctrinairism but whole-hearted, persistent coun-
ter-revolution. It is all the more important to deal at length
with this since the newspaper hubbub over petty details of
the “conflict” so zealously hides the substance of it. The
policy of liberalism and its class roots cannot be understood
unless this, its typical and fundamental feature, is mastered.

Luch displays an amazing and amusing lack of understand-
ing of this matter when it exclaims: “Is it not the worst
form of doctrinairism to worship the statesmanship of Bis-
marck who, whatever is said about him, always remained a
man of blood and iron?”

What has this to do with doctrinairism, gentlemen? You
are right off the mark. V. Maklakov said as clearly as it
could be said that he approves “fighting disorder and revolu-
tion”, approves of “the fireman”, and, it goes without say-
ing, V. Maklakov knows very well what that means—Dblood
and iron. V. Maklakov said as clearly as it could be said that
this was the very policy he favoured—provided it succeeded!
You have to break windows, he preaches, don’t be afraid of
breaking windows, we are not sentimental people, we are
not professors, not doctrinaires, but when you break win-
dows, do it as Bismarck did, i.e., successfully, strengthening
the alliance of the bourgeoisie and the landowners.

And you, says V. Maklakov to the government, you break
windows for no reason, like a street lout, not like a fireman.

Bismarck represented the counter-revolutionary landown-
ers of Germany. He realised he could save them (for a few
decades) only by a sound alliance with the counter-revolu-
tionary liberal bourgeoisie. He succeeded in forming this
alliance because the resistance of the proletariat was weak
and lucky wars helped solve the current problem—that of
the national unification of Germany.
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We have our counter-revolutionary landowners. And we
have our counter-revolutionary liberal bourgeoisie. V. Mak-
lakov is their foremost representative. He showed by his
speech that he is prepared to do any amount of bowing and
scraping before Purishkevich & Co. This, however, is not
enough for the “marriage” to be a success. The current
historical task must be fulfilled, and ours is not national
unification (of which we have more than enough...) but
the agrarian problem ... at a time when the resistance of
the proletariat is stronger.

About this, the pitiful liberal, V. Maklakov, who pines
for a Russian Bismarck, was unable to say a single articulate
word.

Written at the beginning of June 1913

First published in 1937 Published according to
in Lenin Miscellany XXX the manuscript
Signed: W.
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FRANK SPEECHES BY A LIBERAL

V. M. Sobolevsky, editor of Russkiye Vedomosti,* recent-
ly passed away. The liberals honoured him as a “staunch
progressive figure”. They spoke and wrote on his personal
qualities. They avoided the question of the political trend
followed by Russkiye Vedomosti.

There is nothing more convenient for our liberals than
that ancient, colourless, general haziness— “oppositionism”,
“progressism”. What is hidden behind those words, what sort
of oppositional activity was displayed by an individual,
which class he served, are things they prefer not to discuss.
These things are distasteful to liberals.

Democracy, however, should try to establish the truth.
Honour V. M. Sobolevsky as a progressive, that is your right.
But if you really want to teach politics to the people do not
forget the trend followed by Russkiye Vedomosti, that pro-
vides a unique combination of Right Cadetism and Narodnik
overtones.

Mr. L. Panteleyev, who published in Rech an article to
the memory of V. M. Sobolevsky, wrote that he was a “great
sceptic in respect of the availability of the forces possessed
by our progressive society”.

Nothing here is definite. What sort of scepticism was
it? What society is he talking about? The curtain is drawn
back slightly by the words of V. M. Sobolevsky that Mr.
Panteleyev quotes: “What has a society to offer that in
the mass is saturated to the marrow of its bones with the
traditions and habits of serfdom? What support for a new
system is to be expected from millions of semi-slaves,
beggars, starving people, drunkards and ignoramuses?”
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Mr. Panteleyev, who deemed it proper to publish these
frank statements, did not notice the light they cast on the
attitude of Russian liberals to democracy.

In the summer of 1905, Russkiye Vedomosti published
an article by Mr. Vinogradov, the star of liberal scholar-
ship, arguing that these semi-slaves should not go too far,
that they should be more modest and calm. Russkiye Ve-
domosti was probably a little ahead of other liberal news-
papers in declaring quite definitely its counter-revolution-
ary attitude to events.

There is scepticism and scepticism. As far as a public
figure is concerned, one should ask: in respect of which class
is he a sceptic? Sobolevsky (and his Russkiye Vedomosti)
was a sceptic and even a pessimist in respect of the peasant-
ry. He was an optimist in respect of the landowners; he
pictured them as being capable of “reforms”, as “sincerely
sympathising with the new social system™ as “cultured
people”, etc. The mixture of this landowner liberalism (not
semi-slavish but utterly slavish) and Narodism, was a sign
of the rottenness of the “enlightened”, well-to-do, satiated
liberal society that taught slave morality and slave poli-
tics to the “millions of semi-slaves” who were awakening.
This liberal society was, “to the marrow of its bones™, slav-
ish towards the landowners, and the Narodism of Rus-
skiye Vedomosti reflects more than anything else the patriar-
chal Russia of the humble muzhik and the landowner flirt-
ing with liberalism.

Pravda No. 125, June 1, 1913 Published according to
the Pravda text
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THE QUESTION OF MINISTRY OF
EDUCATION POLICY®

(SUPPLEMENT TO THE DISCUSSION ON PUBLIC EDUCATION)

Our Ministry of Public (forgive the expression) “Educa-
tion” boasts inordinately of the particularly rapid growth
of its expenditure. In the explanatory note to the 1913
budget by the Prime Minister and the Minister of Finance
we find a summary of the estimates of the Ministry of Public
(so-called) Education for the post-revolutionary years. These
estimates have increased from 46,000,000 rubles in 1907 to
137,000,000 in 1913. A tremendous growth—almost trebled
in something like six years!

But our official praise-mongers who laud the police “law
and order” or disorder in Russia ought not to have forgotten
that ridiculously small figures always do grow with “tre-
mendous” rapidity when increases in them are given as
percentages. If you give five kopeks to a beggar who owns
only three his “property” will immediately show a “tre-
mendous” growth—it will be 167 per cent greater!

Would it not have been more fitting for the Ministry,
if it did not aim at befogging the minds of the people and
concealing the beggarly position of public education in
Russia, to cite other data? Would it not have been more
fitting to cite figures that do not compare today’s five kopeks
with yesterday’s three, but compare what we have with what
is essential to a civilised state? He who does not wish to de-
ceive either himself or the people should admit that the
Ministry was in duty bound to produce these figures, and that
by not producing such figures the Ministry was not doing
its duty. Instead of making clear to the people, and the peo-
ple’s representatives, what the needs of the state are, the
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Ministry conceals these needs and engages in a foolish gov-
ernmental game of figures, a governmental rehash of old
figures that explain nothing.

I do not have at my disposal, of course, even a hundredth
part of the means and sources for studying public education
that are available to the Ministry. But I have made an
attempt to obtain at¢ least a little source material. And
I assert boldly that I can cite indisputable official figures
that really do make clear the situation in our official public
“miseducation”.

I take the official government Russian Yearbook for 1910,
published by the Ministry of the Interior (St. Petersburg,
1911).

On page 211, I read that the total number attending
schools in the Russian Empire, lumping together primary,
secondary and higher schools and educational establishments
of all kinds, was 6,200,172 in 1904 and 7,095,351 in 1908. An
obvious increase. The year 1905, the year of the great awak-
ening of the masses of the people in Russia, the year of
the great struggle of the people for freedom under the lead-
ership of the proletariat, was a year that forced even our
hidebound Ministry to make a move.

But just look at the poverty we are doomed to, thanks to
the retention of officialdom, thanks to the almighty power
of the feudal landowners, even under conditions of the most
rapid “departmental” progress.

The same Russian Yearbook relates in the same place that
there were 46.7 people attending school to every 1,000 in-
habitants in 1908 (in 1904 the figure was 44.3 to every 1,000
inhabitants).

What do we learn from these figures from a Ministry of the
Interior publication that the Ministry of Public Education
did not feel inclined to report to the Duma? What does
that proportion mean—Iless than 50 people out of a 1,000
attending school?

It tells us, you gentlemen who uphold our hidebound
public miseducation, of the unbelievable backwardness and
barbarity of Russia thanks to the omnipotence of the feudal
landowners in our state. The number of children and ado-
lescents of school age in Russia amounts to over 20 per cent
of the population, that is, to more than one-fifth. Even
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Messrs. Kasso and Kokovtsov could without difficulty
have learned these figures from their departmental clerks.

And so, we have 22 per cent of the population of school
age and 4.7 per cent attending school, which is only a little
more than one-fifth! This means that about four-fifths of
the children and adolescents of Russia are deprived of pub-
lic education!

There is no other country so barbarous and in which the
masses of the people are robbed to such an extent of educa-
tion, light and knowledge—no other such country has re-
mained in Europe; Russia is the exception. This reversion
of the masses of the people, especially the peasantry, to
savagery, is not fortuitous, it is inevitable under the yoke of
the landowners, who have seized tens and more tens of millions
of dessiatines of land, who have seized state power both in
the Duma and in the Council of State, and not only in these
institutions, which are relatively low-ranking institutions....

Four-fifths of the rising generation are doomed to illit-
eracy by the feudal state system of Russia. This stultifying
of the people by the feudal authorities has its correlative in
the country’s illiteracy. The same government Russian Year-
book estimates (on page 88) that only 21 per cent of the popu-
lation of Russia are literate, and even if children of pre-
school age (i.e., children under nine) are deducted from the
total population, the number will still be only 27 per cent.

In civilised countries there are no illiterates at all (as in
Sweden or Denmark), or a mere one or two per cent (as in
Switzerland or Germany). Even backward Austria-Hungary
has provided her Slav population with conditions incompa-
rably more civilised than feudal Russia has; in Austria there
are 39 per cent of illiterates and in Hungary 50 per cent.
It would be as well for our chauvinists, Rights, national-
ists and Octobrists to think about these figures, if they
have not set themselves the “statesmanlike” aim of forget-
ting how to think, and of teaching the same to the people.
But even if they have forgotten, the people of Russia are
learning more and more to think, and to think, furthermore
about which class it is that by its dominance in the state con-
demns the Russian peasants to material and spiritual poverty.

America is not among the advanced countries as far as
he number of literates is concerned There are about 11 per
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cent illiterates and among the Negroes the figure is as high
as 44 per cent. But the American Negroes are more than twice
as well off in respect of public education as the Russian peas-
antry. The American Negroes, no matter how much they
may be, to the shame of the American Republic, oppressed,
are better off than the Russian peasants—and they are better
off because exactly half a century ago the people routed
the American slave-owners, crushed that serpent and com-
pletely swept away slavery and the slave-owning state
system, and the political privileges of the slave-owners in
America.

The Kassos, Kokovtsovs and Maklakovs will teach the
Russian people to copy the American example.

In 1908 there were 17,000,000 attending school in America,
that is, 192 per 1,000 inhabitants—more than four times
the number in Russia. Forty-three years ago, in 1870, when
America had only just begun to build her free way of life
after purging the country of the diehards of slavery—forty-
three years ago there were in America 6,871,522 people at-
tending school, i.e., more than in Russia in 1904 and
almost as many as in 1908. But even as far back as 1870 there
were 178 (one hundred and seventy-eight) people enrolled in
schools to every 1,000 inhabitants, little short of four times
the number enrolled in Russia foday.

And there, gentlemen, you have further proof that Russia
still has to win for herself in persistent revolutionary strug-
gle by the people that freedom the Americans won for them-
selves half a century ago.

The estimate for the Russian Ministry of Public Misedu-
cation is fixed at 136,700,000 rubles for 1913. This amounts
to only 80 kopeks per head of the population (170,000,000
in 1913). Even if we accept the “sum-total of state expendi-
ture on education” that the Minister of Finance gives us
on page 109 of his explanatory text to the budget, that is,
204,900,000 rubles, we still have only 1 ruble 20 kopeks
per head. In Belgium, Britain and Germany the amount
expended on education is two to three rubles and even
three rubles fifty kopeks per head of the population. In
1910, America expended 426,000,000 dollars, i.e.,
852,000,000 rubles or 9 rubles 24 kopeks per head of the
population, on public education. Forty-three years ago,
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in 1870, the American Republic was spending 126,000,000
rubles a year on education, i.e., 3 rubles 30 kopeks per head.

The official pens of government officials and the officials
themselves will object and tell us that Russia is poor, that
she has no money. That is true, Russia is not only poor, she
is a beggar when it comes to public education. To make up
for it, Russia is very “rich” when it comes to expenditure on
the feudal state, ruled by landowners, or expenditure on
the police, the army, on rents and on salaries of ten thousand
rubles for landowners who have reached “high” govern-
ment posts, expenditure on risky adventures and plunder,
yesterday in Korea or on the River Yalu, today in Mongolia
or in Turkish Armenia. Russia will always remain poor and
beggarly in respect of expenditure on public education until
the public educates itself sufficiently to cast off the yoke of
feudal landowners.

Russia is poor when it comes to the salaries of school-
teachers. They are paid a miserable pittance. School-teachers
starve and freeze in unheated huts that are scarcely fit for
human habitation. School-teachers live together with the
cattle that the peasants take into their huts in winter.
School-teachers are persecuted by every police sergeant, by
every village adherent of the Black Hundreds, by volunteer
spies or detectives, to say nothing of the hole-picking and
persecution by higher officials. Russia is too poor to pay
a decent salary to honest workers in the field of public
education, but Russia is rich enough to waste millions and
tens of millions on aristocratic parasites, on military ad-
ventures and on hand-outs to owners of sugar refineries,
oil kings and so on.

There is one other figure, the last one taken from American
life, gentlemen, that will show the peoples oppressed by the
Russian landowners and their government, how the people
live who have been able to achieve freedom through a revo-
lutionary struggle. In 1870, in America there were 200,515
school-teachers with a total salary of 37,800,000 dollars,
i.e., an average of 189 dollars or 377 rubles per teacher per
annum. And that was forty years ago! In America today
there are 523,210 school-teachers and their total salaries
come to 253,900,000 dollars, i.e., 483 dollars or 966 rubles
per teacher per annum. And in Russia, even at the present
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level of the productive forces, it would be quite possible
at this very moment to guarantee a no less satisfactory
salary to an army of school-teachers who are helping to lift
the people out of their ignorance, darkness and oppression,
if ... if the whole state system of Russia, from top to bot-
tom, were reorganised on lines as democratic as the American
system.

Either poverty and barbarism arising out of the full
power of the feudal landowners, arising out of the law and
order or disorder of the June Third law, or freedom and
civilisation arising out of the ability and determination to
win freedom—such is the object-lesson Russian citizens are
taught by the estimates put forward by the Ministry of
Public Education.

So far I have touched upon the purely material, or even
financial, aspect of the matter. Incomparably more melan-
choly or, rather, more disgusting, is the picture of spiritual
bondage, humiliation, suppression and lack of rights of the
teachers and those they teach in Russia. The whole activity
of the Ministry of Public Education in this field is pure
mockery of the rights of citizens, mockery of the people.
Police surveillance, police violence, police interference with
the education of the people in general and of workers in
particular, police destruction of whatever the people them-
selves do for their own enlightenment—this is what the
entire activity of the Ministry amounts to, the Ministry
whose estimate will be approved by the landowning gentry,
from Rights to Octobrists inclusive.

And in order to prove the correctness of my words, gentle-
men of the Fourth Duma, I will call a witness that even
you, the landowners, cannot object to. My witness is the
Octobrist Mr. Klyuzhev, member of the Third and Fourth
Dumas, member of the supervisory council of the Second and
Third Women’s Gymnasia in Samara, member of the school
committee of the Samara City Council, member of the audit-
ing board of the Samara Gubernia Zemstvo, former inspec-
tor of public schools. I have given you a list of the offices
and titles (using the official reference book of the Third Du-
ma) of this Octobrist to prove to you that the government
itself, the landowners themselves in our landowners’ Zem-
stvo, have given Mr. Klyuzhev most important posts in
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the “work™ (the work of spies and butchers) of our Ministry
of Public Stultification.

Mr. Klyuzhev, if anybody, has, of course, made his entire
career as a law-abiding, God-fearing civil servant. And, of
course, Mr. Klyuzhev, if anybody, has by his faithful serv-
ice in the district earned the confidence of the nobility
and the landowners.

And now here are some passages from a speech by this
most thoroughly reliable (from the feudal point of view)
witness; the speech was made in the Third Duma in respect of
the estimate submitted by the Ministry of Public Education.

The Samara Zemstvo, Mr. Klyuzhev told the Third Duma,
unanimously adopted the proposal of Mr. Klyuzhev to make
application for the conversion of some village two-year
schools into four-year schools. The regional supervisor,
so the law-abiding and God-fearing Mr. Klyuzhev reports,
refused this. Why? The official explanation was: “in view
of the insignificant number of children of school age.”

And so Mr. Klyuzhev made the following comparison:
we (he says of landowner-oppressed Russia) have not a single
four-year school for the 6,000 inhabitants of the Samara
villages. In the town of Serdobol (Finland) with 2,800 in-
habitants there are four secondary (and higher than second-
ary) schools.

This comparison was made by the Octobrist, the most
worthy Peredonov* ... excuse the slip, the most worthy Mr.
Klyuzhev in the Third Duma. Ponder over that comparison,
Messrs. Duma representatives, if not of the people, then at
least of the landowners. Who made application to open
schools? Could it be the Lefts? The muzhiks? The workers?
God forbid! It was the Samara Zemstvo that made the appli-
cation unanimously, that is, it was the Samara landowners,
the most ardent Black-Hundred adherents among them.
And the government, through its supervisor, refused the
request on the excuse that there was an “insignificant”
number of children of school age! Was I not in every way
right when I said that the government hinders public edu-
cation in Russia, that the government is the biggest enemy
of public education in Russia?

* Peredonov—a type of teacher-spy and dull lout from Sologub’s
novel The Petty Imp.
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The culture, civilisation, freedom, literacy, educated
women and so on that we see in Finland derive exclusively
from there being no such “social evil” as the Russian Gov-
ernment in Finland. Now you want to foist this evil on Fin-
land and make her, too, an enslaved country. You will not
succeed in that, gentlemen! By your attempts to impose
political slavery on Finland you will only accelerate the
awakening of the peoples of Russia from political slavery!

I will quote another passage from the Octobrist witness,
Mr. Klyuzhev. “How are teachers recruited?” Mr. Klyuzhev
asked in his speech and himself provided the following
answer:

“One prominent Samara man, by the name of Popov, bequeathed
the necessary sum to endow a Teachers’ Seminary for Women.” And
who do you think was appointed head of the Seminary? This is what
the executor of the late Popov writes: “The widow of a General of
the Guards was appointed head of the Seminary and she herself admit-
ted that this was the first time in her life she had heard of the exis-
tence of an educational establishment called a Teachers’ Seminary
for Women™!

Don’t imagine that I took this from a collection of Demy-
an Bedny’s fables, from the sort of fable for which the maga-
zine Prosveshcheniye was fined and its editor imprisoned.
Nothing of the sort. This fact was taken from the speech
of the Octobrist Klyuzhev, who fears (as a God-fearing and
police-fearing man) even to ponder the significance of this
fact. For this fact, once again, shows beyond all doubt
that there is no more vicious, no more implacable enemy
of the education of the people in Russia than the Russian
Government. And gentlemen who bequeath money for public
education should realise that they are throwing it away,
worse than throwing it away. They desire to bequeath their
money to provide education for the people, but actually
it turns out that they are giving it to Generals of the Guards
and their widows. If such philanthropists do not wish to
throw their money away they must understand that they
should bequeath it to the Social-Democrats, who alone are
able to use that money to provide the people with real
education that is really independent of “Generals of the
Guards”—and of timorous and law-abiding Klyuzhevs.

Still another passage from the speech of the same Mr.
Klyuzhev.
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“It was in vain that we of the Third Duma desired free access to
higher educational establishments for seminar pupils. The Ministry
did not deem it possible to accede to our wishes.” “Incidentally the
government bars the way to higher education, not to seminar pupils
alone, but to the children of the peasant and urban petty-bourgeois
social estates in general. This is no elegant phrase but the truth,”
exclaimed the Octobrist official of the Ministry of Public Education.
“Out of the 119,000 Gymnasium students only 18,000 are peasants.
Peasants constitute only 15 per cent of those studying in all the es-
tablishments of the Ministry of Public Education. In the Theological
Seminaries only 1,300 of the 20,500 pupils are peasants. Peasants
are not admitted at all to the Cadet Corps and similar institutions.”
(These passages from Klyuzhev’s speech were incidentally, cited in
an article by K. Dobroserdov in Nevskaya Zvezda No. 6, for 1912,
dated May 22, 1912.)

That is how Mr. Klyuzhev spoke in the Third Duma. The
depositions of that witness will not be refuted by those
who rule the roost in the Fourth Duma. The witness, against
his own will and despite his wishes, fully corroborates the
revolutionary appraisal of the present situation in Russia
in general, and of public education in particular. And what,
indeed, does a government deserve that, in the words of
a prominent government official and member of the ruling
party of Octobrists, bars the way to education for the peas-
ants and urban petty bourgeois?

Imagine, gentlemen, what such a government deserves
from the point of view of the urban petty bourgeoisie and
the peasants!

And do not forget that in Russia the peasants and the
urban petty bourgeoisie constitute 88 per cent of the popu-
lation, that is, a little less than nine-tenths of the people.
The nobility constitute only one and a half per cent. And
so the government is taking money from nine-tenths of the
people for schools and educational establishments of all
kinds and using that money to teach the nobility, barring
the way to the peasant and urban petty bourgeois! Is it not
clear what this government of the nobility deserves? This
government that oppresses nine-tenths of the population
in order to preserve the privileges of one-hundredth of the
population—what does it deserve?

And now, finally, for the last quotation from my witness,
the Octobrist official of the Ministry of Public Education,
and member of the Third (and Fourth) Dumas! Mr. Klyuzhev:
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“In the five years from 1906 to 1910,” said Mr. Klyuzhev, “in
the Kazan area, the following have been removed from their posts:
21 head masters of secondary and primary schools, 32 inspectors of
public schools and 1,054 urban school-teachers; 870 people of these
categories have been transferred. Imagine it,” exclaimed Mr. Klyu-
zhev, “how can our school-teacher sleep peacefully! He may go to
bed in Astrakhan and not be sure that he will not be in Vyatka the
next day. Try to understand the psychology of the pedagogue who
is driven about like a hunted rabbit!”

This is not the exclamation of some “Left” school-teacher,
but of an Octobrist. These figures were cited by a diligent
civil servant. He is your witness, gentlemen of the Right,
nationalists and Octobrists! This witness of “yours” is com-
pelled to admit the most scandalous, most shameless and
most disgusting arbitrariness on the part of the government
in its attitude to teachers! This witness of yours, gentlemen
who rule the roost in the Fourth Duma and the Council of
State, has been forced to admit the fact that teachers in
Russia are “driven” like rabbits by the Russian Government!

On the basis provided by this fact, one of thousands and
thousands of similar facts in Russian life, we ask the Russian
people and all the pe