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1905 Revolution on

The Socialist Labour Party and its Tasks in the

Present Situation.
By N. Lenin.

The following article by comrade Lenin appeared
for the first time in the ”Molodaja Rossija“ (Young
Russia) of 4th January 1906. Ed.

Wherein consists the peculiarity of the situation of the great
Russian Revolution? It consists in the fact that the further events
have completely exposed with all its hollowness the Tsar’s Mani-
festo of 17th October. The constitutional illusions have bsen
destroyed. - Reaction prevails all along the line. Despotism has
been completely restored, it has even been ‘“deepened” by the
dictatorial rights of Eastern satrapism, beginning with Dubas-
sow*) right down to the lower police authorities.

Civil war is raging. The political strike, as such, is beginning
to exhaust itself, it is begiriing.to be left behind as an obsolete
form of the movement in the past. In St. Petersburg, for example,
the exhausted and enfeebled workers were not able to carry
through the December strike. On the other hand the movement,
although it is stifled for the present by the reaction, has doubtless
reached a much higher stage.

*) Admiral Dubassov, General Governor of Moscow, who
suppressed the Moscow revolt in December 1905.

The heroic Moscow proletariat showed that it is possible to
conduct an active struggle, and drew along with it a mass of such
sections of the population who have hitherto been politically in-
different, if not reactionary. The Moscow events, however, repre-
sent one of the most definite forms of the “tendency” which reve-
aled itself in all the corners of Russia. The new form of action
was confronted with tasks of such a gigantic character that they
of course could not be solved at one stroke. These tasks are now,
however, clearly confronting the entire people, the movement is
being raised to a higher level, it is becoming steeled and conso-
lidated. The revolution can no longer be deprived of these
achievements.

Dubassov’s cannons revolutionised enormous masses of fresh
people. The new farce of the Duma encountered far greater
hostility in the ranks of the advanced fighters and an incompa-
rably greater scepticism in the ranks of the bourgeoisie than did
the old Bulygin Duma.

What is the situation now?

We will look the facts straight in the face. A new task now
confronts us of assimilating and analysing the lessons of recent
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forms of struggle, a work iof preparing and organising the forces
in the chief centres of the movement.

It would be of great advantage to the government to suppress,
as hitherto, the scattered and isolated actions of the.proletariat.
The government would very much like to provoke the workers in
St. Petersburg to immediate struggle under the most disadvanta-
geous conditions for the latter. The workers, however, will not
respond to this provocation and will succeed in . persuing their
own course of independent preparation for the further action
which will extend over the whole country.

Forces are to hand for such an action: they are growing
more quickly than we. Only a limited portion of these forces were
drawn into the stream of the December events. The movement
has not by a long way revealed its entire breadth and depth.

Let us cast a glance at the moderate bourgeois and the ultra-
reactionary press. Nobody, not even'the “Novoye Vremya” (The
New Times, organ of the reactionary nobility. Ed. )places any
belief in the boastings of the government that it will immediately
nip any new action in the bud. Nobody doubts that the enormous
inflammable material — the peasantry — will really blaze up
next spring. Nobody believes that the government will or can
honestly convene the Duma under the old system of repressions,
of bureaucracy, of deprivation of rights etc.

Not irresponsible acts of revolutionaries, which in such a
situation are a hundred times more dangerous than the decisive
action, but obvious facts, which are even recognised by opponents
of the revolution, go to prove that the ”victory“ of the government
in Moscow has rendered its position more desperate than it was
before October.

The peasants’ revolt is growing. The financial collapse is
approaching. The gold currency is losing its value. The delicit of
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half a milliard Roubles camnot be made good even with all the-
help of the reactionary bourgeoisie of Europe who are hastening

to the aid of despotism. All those troops who are ready to fight
against the revolution have been called up, but the “pacification
of the Caucasus and Siberia” is farther off than ever. The ferment

" in the army and in the fleet, which found clear expression aftér

the 17th October, will of course not be stifled by the employment
of force against the fighters for freedom throughout all Russia.

o gy

The return of the war prisoners and the return of the Manchurian -

army will only increase ‘this ferment. The mobilisation of fresh
divisions of troops against the enemy at home only entails fresh
dangers to despotism. The crisis has not only not been solved,
on the contrary, it has only been extended by the Moscow
“victory”’.

The Socialist Labour Party must be clear regarding its tasks.
Down with the constitutional illusions! The “lessons” of the two
great revolutionary months {November and December) must “be
collected”. Everywhere where it is necessary we must know how
to go over into illegality. The enormous tasks of the new action
must be faced more definitely, the preparations for the same must
be carried out with more perseverance and more systematically,
the forces of the proletariat, exhausted by the strikes, must, where
possible, be preserved.

One wave is followed by another. The capital follows the
provinces. The Border States are followed by the heart of Russia,
the proletariat by the town petty bourgeoisie, the town by the
village. The defeat of the reactionary government is unavoidable
in the face of its widely divergent tasks. Upon our preparations
for the spring 1906 depen'|s to a great extent the issue of the
first phase of the great Russian Revolution.

1905 — 1917 — 1925,

By N. L. R.

I .
The 20 years that have elapsed since the time of the 1905

revolution have proved irrefutably that the first Russian revolu-

tion was a turning point in universal history. This was already
clear to the contemporaries of 1905. “We will estimate the Rus-
sian revolution more correctly if we consider it as quite a pecu-
liar process which is taking place during the tramsition from
bourgeois to socialist society, which entails the abolition of the
one and the preparation for the other, and which at any rate,
promotes the development of entire humanity, of capitalist civi-
lisation a tremendous distance.” This is how Kautsky concluded
his famous “Raply to Plekhanov”.

Lenin, in his remarkable article “Historical Fate of K. Marx’s
Teachings”, printed in 1913, pointed out that universal history
from those days (1848) is divided up distinctly into three main
periods: :

1. From the 1848 revolution to the Paris Commiune (1871).

2. From the Paris Commune to the Russian revolution (1905).

3. From the Russian revolution onwards *).

What were the main features of the period preceding 1905
and subsequent to the Commune? The “Second period (1872 to
1904) differs from the first ‘in its peaceful nature’ and the ab-
sence of revolution. The West had finished with bourgeois revo-
lutions, and the East hat not yet awakened to them.” (From
same volume page 44. HHalics ours.)

If we regard the epoch 1905—1925 from the same view-
points, we can definitely say:

Firstly, that the epoch 1905—25 was an epoch of direct pre-
paration and of the first stages of the realisation of Socialism
in the West;

Secondly, that the 1905—1925 epoch was an epoch in which
the East entered the sphere of national bourgeois revolutions;

Thirdly, that the epoch 1905—1925 was an epoch in which
the proletarian revolutions of the West were linked up with the
bourgeois revolutions of the East.

The transferenice of the revolution from Western Europ: to
Russia — the characteristic point of the entire epoch of 1905 to

*) See Lenin’s Works (Russian edition), Vol. 12, Chapter 2,
pag. 43.

1925 —. created favourable conditions for realising this com-
bination of East and West.

The linking up of the struggle of the Eastern peoples and
the Western proletariat was a, universal historic event and was
a striking prologue to the liberation of entire humanity.

Whereas, the slogan of the two first epochs (1848—1871 and
1871—1905) was “Workers of the World Unite”  the watchword
of the new epoch was “Workers of all countries and oppressed
peoples of the World Unite”.

These are the three fundamental factors of the - epoch
1905—1925.

1L

The 20 years that have passed since tho first Russian revo-
Iution are themselves divided up into two periods, of which
October 1917 marked the rubicon.

The period 1905—1917 is the direct preparatory period of
the proletarian revolution which distinguished the years 1917
to 1925. v

The most important events of the first period were:

Firstly 1905 itself, which dealt the first powerful blow to the
autocracy, placed the Russian proletariat at the head of the
people’s movement, aroused the peoples of the East and con-
fronted the Western proletariat with the question of the “Way to
Power”. '

Secondly the first dawn of national revolution in the East.

Thirdly, the imperialist war which ended with the victory of
the Russian proletariat who opened up the field of revolution, in
the period of the collapse of capitalism and the most acute class
struggle in the West. One may say in parenthesis that the 1914
to 1018 war once more emphasised the unmiversal historical
significance of war as a factor of the revolution. The Franco-
German war gave birth to the Commune, the Russo-Japanese
war to 1905, and the imperialist war to October 1917.

During the period 1905—1918 imperialism was in its heyday
and' thereby approaching the eve of the Socialist revolutionary
epoch. The latter is the fundamental feature determining the
1017—1925 period, thus this period is characterised by its pe-
culiar form “merging” into Socialism. This “merging” proceeded
on three main lines:



No. 76

International Press Correspondence

1127

The aggravation of the class siruggle in Western Europe
which developed into tremendous conflicts betwcen labour and
capital.

The organic growth of Socialism in the Sowviet Union, the
precursor of which was the proletarian revolution in 1917.

Finally, the development of national revolutions in the East
and their partial victory.

Let us examine the siluation in a more detailed manner.

1. The first situation at first sight may seem paradoxical
and horrify the “theoreticians” of the Second International. But
the theses on the “merging” into Socialism through “tremen-
dous conflicts between labour and capital” has only been borro-
wed by us from... Kautsky. This is what he wrote in his work
“The Way to Power”: “The merging into Socialism thus means
the ‘merging’ into tremendous conflicts which will shake the
very foundation of the State, which are bond to increase con-
tinually, and which can only end in the overthrow and the
expropriation of the capitalist class. This is so because the
prolitariat is an integrate part of society: it may temporarily
suffer defeat, but it can never be exterminated. On the contrary
it is the capitalist class which becomes superfluous. The first
big defeat that this class will suffer in the struggle for State
power should lead to its complete disaster for a long time
to comie.

Those who do not wish to acknowledge these outcomes
of our continual merging into Socialism must be blind to the
basic fact of the life of our Society — The class contradictions
of Capitalism and Labour. The merging into Socialism is only
another Expression of the continual intensification of class
contradictions, the merging into an epoch of tremendous and
decisive class conflicts, which we term the Social Revolution.”

The 1917-25 epoch reinforces this thesis even 10 times more
than the pre-revolutionary epoch, the experience of which
Kautsky applies to the above-mentioned thesis.

It will suffice to point out: the overthrow of the Monarchy
in Germany, Austria, Hungary, etc., the Soviet Republics in
Hungary and Bavaria in 1919; the stormy waves of the class
struggle at the end of 1920 in Italy and October 1923 in
Germany; the rapid approach of “tremendous conflicts” in
England, which one may say now disclose a classic example
of “merging” into Sccialism through “tremendous conflicts”;
the colonial revolutions undermining the power of European
capitalism and thereby intensifying the class struggle in
Europe. .

2. Thi nature of the merging into Socialism in the Soviet
Union is different in principle. Whereas in capitalist countries
the driving forces of this movement are the increase of Anta-
gonisms, . decline of economic connections, civil wars and the
breakdown of the bourgeois order; here, the driving forces are
quite different, namely:

a) Rcstoration and reinforcement of economic connections
on the basis of socialised industry and agriculture cleansed of
any remnants of feudalism, regulation of the market through the
apparatus of syndicates, trading exchanges, State commercial
organisations, cooperation etc.

b) The union of the proletariat’ and peasantry based on
economic collaboration. The line of development of this union
is not an aggravation but a mitigation of the class antagonisms
between the proletariat and the peasamtry. This dictatorship of
the proletariat not only does not imcrciase these contradictions
but is a condition for their gradual decrease, since the
“dictatorship of the proletariat is: 1. a form of violence against
the capitalists and landowners unrestricted by any law. 2. It
is the leadership of the proletariat over the peasantry and
3. It is the construction of Socialism in regard of society as a
whole”. (Stalin: Questions and -Answers).

¢) The uninterrupted democratisation of the Soviet State,
the uninterrupted attraction of still largnr masses of workers and
working women, peasants and peasant women into the work of
construction, the uninterrupted increase in the thread which bind
together the Soviet power and the masses of the people;

d) The increase in the self-activity of the workers and
peasants, expressed in the growth of workers’ and peasants’
social organisations (societies such as “Down with Hliteracy”,
“Fricnds of the Radio”, “Aviakhim”, “Atheist League”, workers
and peasants correspondents, patronage societies over villages,
International Class War Prisoners aid,) hundreds of thousands
of men and women delegates to factory and workshop com-
mittees, millions of the youth organised in the Young Communist
Leagie and Pioneers, etc.

The process of “merging” into Socialism in both cases is
not isolated. Between them a permianent inter-action exists. The
prriod 1917—25 was accompanied by the uninterrupted struggle
of the capitalist world against Soviet Russia. This struggle adopts
various forms: intervention, econmomic blockade, etc. 1925, is
in a cerfain sense the border line in the struggle. Why? Because
the 1917—225 period Firstly, showed the impossibility of victory
by means of an open attack on the U. S. S. R. It is a well-known
fact that the three years intervention ended in completa failure.

Secondly, covered up the losses of the imperialist war and
the revolution in a much more rapid period than was the case
during the epoch of ihe French Revolution, as the result of this
the U. S. S. R. is alerady approaching the end of the period of
restoration of economy to the pre-war level.

Thirdly, provad the possibility of constructing Socialism
in one country alone. As the result of eight years ol proletarian
dictatorship in Russia, more than%2% of the means of production
have been nationalised and in the field of heavy industry up to
99%, about one quarter of the population of the Soviet Union
is organised in cooperation and about */» of the trading balance.
has been secured to State and cooperative organisations; the
entire foreign trade has been monopolistd by the proletarian
State, and the banking and credit system and railway transport
has been completely concentrated in its hands.

Fourthly, the 1917—25 period created a mutual necessity
(both for the capitalist world and the U. S. S. R)) for dose
cconomic connections. One of the chief factors of the period
following 1925 will be the economic struggle and the competition
of the capitalist countries and the Soviet Union. Thd results of
this struggle are determined not by one factor but by several:
the trend of development of productive forces both there and
here, the class struggle within ‘the capitalist countries, the com-~
petition between the 1mperialist states, and the struggle between
thd colonies and the imperialist West, etc. Duripg the preceding
period the development of capitalism on the whole was on a
downward trend, while the line of development of Socialism
went up. We have no grounds for believing that during the
present period these lines of development will proceed in the
opposite direction.

3. The “merging” into Socialism of the Eastern countries
during the preceding epoch was based upon the development of
the national revolutions. The 1905 revolution awoke the suppres-
sed nations of the Fast from their slumbers. Thanks to the
imperialist war and the October revolution “The East is finally
being dragged into the general whirlpool of the universal
revolutionary movement”*). The revolutions in the East were
directed — a) against tha yoke of foreign capital, b) against the
relics of serfdom and feudalism. At this stage one cannot innagine
the victory of Socialism in the East other than being the abolition
of the social-economic domination of International imperialism
and of its faithiul allies — the native landowners, the military
and civil bureaucrats. It cannot be reaslised otherwise 'than as
the conquest of normal labour conditions by the workers and
peasants within the framework of capitalism, their conquest of
political freedom. Only this will creatd conditions for the trans-
formation of the bourgeois democratic revolutions into the
Social Revolution. At the same time one cannot think of the
complete victory of Socialism in the countries of European
imperialism without abolishing the domination of the latter in
the Eastern countries.

Therefore those “leaders” of European “Socialism” who
cry out about an “Eastern danger”, and about “Soviet imperia-
lism” leading “movements of FEastern barbarians” are opemnly -
serving European Imperialism. The union of the revolutionary
East and the proletarian West is not a theory of the “Soviet
imperialists” it is the elementary truth of Marxism which even
now the Bauers & Co. still pretend to revere. Many years prior
lo the formation of the Soviet Power, Lenin developed the
Marxian idea on the union of East and West. As far back as
1008 Lenin wrote in connection with the imperialist conspiracy
in the Balkans and Persia:

“This is a plot against the proletariat and against demo-
cracy. It is a conspiracy for the open suppression of the revolu-
tion in Asia, or for indirect blows against this revoliution. It
is a plot to continue the colonial robbery and territorial con-
quests in the Balkans today, in Persia tomorrow, and after

*) Lenin — “Better Little and Good” (Russian Edition
Lenin’s works Vol. 18 chapt. 1. p. 136.)
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tomorrow perhaps in Asia Minor, Egypt, etc. Only the world
revolution of the proletariat is capable of overthrowing this
united force of crowned robbers and international capitalists.”

As far back as 1913, in greeting the Chinese revolution that
was developing, Lenin declared:

“Alll the ruling forces of FEurope, the entire European bour-
geoisie is in alliance with all the forces of reaction and medieva-
lism in China.

But for all this, yolung Asia, i. e. hundreds of millions of
toilers in Asia have a reliable ally in the proletariat of all
civiliscid countries. No force in the world can stay this victory
nxhjcl,x, will liberate the peoples of Europe and the peoples of

sia.

What is more, the teacher of Bauer, Hilferding & Co.,
Kautsky, “himselt” wrote in “The Way to Power” in 1910:

“When Marx and Engels wrote the ‘Communist Manifesto’
they only had in mind Western Europe as an arena of the Prole-
tarian Revolution. At the present time the battlefield is spreading
over the whole world. Nowadays the struggle for freedom of
the toilers and the exploited masses of humanity is proceeding
not only on the shores of the Spree and the Seine, but also on
the Hudson and the Mississippi, on the Neva and the Darda-
nelles, on the Ganges and the Hwang-Ho.”

Let everyone remember well these words of Kautsky’s.
They illustrate clearly the treacharous, counter-revolutionary role
of the recent decisions of the Marseilles Congress and the
“Eastern danger.”

IIL

In the above-mentioned article, Lenin shows how three
historical steps of the class struggle correspond with three
stages in the development of Marxism.

The first stage is the Marxism of Marx himself, the second
staga is accompanied by an Extension of Marxist ideas. But the
“dialectics of history is such that the theoretical victory of
Marxism compelled” its enemies to disguise thbmselves as
Marxists. Liberalism which has inwardly decayed, tried to revive
in the form of Socialist opportunism (Italics Lenins’ XII Vol.
Russian Edition chapt. 2. p. 45). The final result of the second
stage was the vulgarising of Marxism. What does the third
stage disclose? The third stage is accompanied by social storms.
“The coming historical epoch will bring yet another great
triumph to Marxism as the teaching of tha proletariat” (Ibid
p- 46) Lenin’s prophecy came true. The 20 years following
1905, despite the treachery of the former pupils of Marx —
Kautsky and others, demonstrated the triumph of Marxism.
Marxism became the official science in the first proletarian State,
Marxism dominated the minds of the advanced intellectuals and
the workers of the Eastern countries. .

The 1905—25 epoch brought triumph to Marxism, for it
justifias its predictions as to the crash of capitalism, which the
reformiists sneered at — and its predictions as to the dictatorship
of the proletariat as the transition stage between capitalism and
Socialism. The 1905—25 epoch brought triumph to Marxism, for
it enriched it by tremendous historical events and set moving
and sollidified its teachings concerning the Social revolution and
the dictatorship of the proletariat. It was Lenin who fulfilled this
tremendous work of enriching Marxism, of making it more
profound and of transforming it into living deeds. This work has
continued during the entire epoch.

Leninism as the Marxism of the new epoch, the epoch of
imperialism and the proletarian revolution — arose not after the
war not after 1917, but already arose during the epoch of the
first Russian revolution. During the process of this revolution,
the foundation of Leninism was laid. The imperialist war raised
Leninism up to a new stage, and the experience of the proletarian
dictatorship, the class struggle in post war Europe and of the
colonial movements helped to complete the edifice of Leninism.
The teachings of Lenin commenced and gained their first victories
during the 1005—25 epoch. The subsequent period will bring
still greater triumphs tfo Leninism, will conquer new millions for
Leninism.

Iv.

As we have said the 1905—25 epoch was an epoch of direct
preparation and of the first stages of the realisation of Socialism.
In accordance with this the strategy of the struggle and the
me:an ol struggle also changed, compared with the previous
epoch.

The strategy of struggle in the 1870—1904 epoch amounted
to winning the maximum of reforms within the framework of
capitalism. Social Democracy soiught for allies just in so far
as it needed thdm for obtaining such reforms as the general
franchise, tax reductions, etc. It therefore sought for allies in the
town, among the petty bourgeoisie and employees. The struggle
for reforms was restricted to the framework of the bourgeois
state of a given country and therefore the strategy was a
national strategy in its substance. The nature of this strategy
also determined the methods of struggle. These methods of
simlggle t;wene election leaflets, the labour chambers, isolated
strikes, etc.

The 1905—25 epoch brought radical changes to the strategy
and methods of struggle. Already in 1905 Leninism was faced
with the problem of permanent revolution, the peasamtry mnot
only as an ally of the democratic revolution but also of the
Socialist revolution. Already in 1905 Leninism conducted mass
strikes as part of the tactical mchns of struggle and faced the
question of the armed rising. If we take the entire period as a
whole, we see that,

firstly, the strategy of the struggle has its finale in the
world Social Revolution. From this viewpoint the proletarian
revolution in one country is only a partial fulfilment of the
strategic plan. Two conclusions arise from this: 1) the proletarian
state — the Soviet Union in this case — cannot remain com-
pressed within national framdworks. Therefore the declarations
of certain ultra-left Communists concerning “the nationalism” of
the leaders of the Soviet regime are simply meaningless and
show a flack of comprehension of the ABC ol Leninist strategy.
2) The charge that the foreign policy of the Soviet Union is
“imiperialistic’ is absolutely ridiculous. Soviet foreigm policy in
the long run has — and can only have — the object of assisting
the International proletarian revolution. This is an eldmentary
truth for any international Socialist. But to draw a conclusion
therefrom about “imperialism” can only be done by genuine
servants of gemuine imperialism. The policy of the Soviet Union
is international through and through and is Socialistic through
and through.

Secondly, the strategy of the struggle is also international.
That is why the vanguard of the proletariat — the Communist
Party — is now seeking an ally mot omnly within the country
among the Peasantry and partially among the wrban petty-
bourgeoisie, but is also enddavouring to form a world united
front of the proletariat and is seeking an ally among the
oppressed nations of the East. The International character of
this strategy (and to a certain extent the tactics also), is seen
in the international solidarity of the Communist Parties. Otto
Bauer in an article written for the Marseilles Congress had
good reason to acknowledge openly the existence of this solida-
rity dreaming of thd same thing — although quite without any
grounds — for the Second International.

Thirdly, in the sphere of the methods of struggle, election
eaflets and the like have entirely receded into the backgrolund.
The method of struggle has become more complicated; par-
liaments and the armed rising, the open meeting and the illegai
nucleus, the “large nawspaper” and the illegal leaflet. Omne
cannot fail to remark that the methods of struggle in those
countries where the proletariat has been victorious completely
differ from the capitalist countries. The Social Democratic leaders
absolutely fail to understand ws, or rather they make no endea-
vour to understand us. In the latter case the proletariat utilises
all methods of struggle, even including thd armed rising, whilst
in the former case it operates with compromise methods,
methods of reform, lor it is not in the interests of the proletariat
as the ruling class to kindle the class struggle.

V.

The International proletariat can sum up the results of
the 1005—25 epoch with satisfaction. This epoch has with
unprecedented rapidity brought the proletariat nearer to
Socialism. The vanguard of the proletariat — international
Bolshevism, may also sum up these results which equal satis-
faction. Of course, the reformists can console themselves with the
non-fultilment of various predictions made by Lenin and
some of his errors as regards the tempo of the revolution etc. We
can only say to these people and their theoretical leaders what
Kautsky said in his time with reppard to the sneers of the bour-
geosisie and the Social Democratic reformists:
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“What appears to some of these philistines to be aimless
conjecture over coffee grounds, is really the result of profound
investigation and is therefore accompanied by an increased recog-
nition of aciuality.

Those who up to the present have too often led the strugg-
ling classes along a false path are not the politicians who have
always aspir<ld to a wide horizon, but the “real politicians who
do not see farther than their own noses, who only take for
reality what they touch with their own noses, and who declare
as tremendous and unsurmoutable any obstacle against which
they happen to knock their noses”.

One may say that we have a true picture of the present
leaders of the Second International. This last congress at Mar-
seilles, with its pronouncements as to the League of Nations
being the ideal of Social Democracy, with its programme of
merging into... capitalism, with its appeal to realise the
Guarantee Pact, with its declaration that a belief in the proximity
of the proletarian revolution is Utopia — has shown that its
leaders are real politicians in quotation marks.

Leninism has been and will be thd only real policy of the
International proletariat. :

The December Rising of 1905.

By Em. Jaroslavsky.

“The premature political sirike led to armed
rising in Moscow, Rostov, etc. It soon became evi-
dent that the proletariat was not strong enough for
victory. This could have been easily toreseen and
therefore one should not have taken up arms.”
(G. V. Plekhanov, “Diary of a Social Democrat”.)

“On-the contrary one should have taken up arms
more decisively ared emergetically and more for the
purpose of an offensive. One should have explained
to the masses the impossibility of a peaceful strike
alene and the necessity of fearless and relentless
struggle. The time has come at last for us to ack-
nowledge openly and in the hearing of all the inade-
quacy of political strikes. One must agitate among
the masses for an armed rising without camouflaging
this question by any preliminary stages, without dis-
guising it in any manner whatsoever. To conceal
from the masses the necessity of a desperate, sangui-
nary war of extermination as the immediate task
of the coming action is equivalent to deceiving the
people and oneself.”

(N. Lenin, “Lessons of the Moscow Rising”.
Col. Works Vol. 7, part 2. p. 49. Russian Edition.)

The December armed rising has become a part of the history
of the proletarian world revolution; it is one of the vivid examples
of the heroic seli-sacrifice of the prcletarian class struggle. If
subsequent to the overthrow of this rising anld the despair which
took possession of the less stable ranks of revolutionaries, such
pitiful wonds could be wuttered as Plekhanov’s — that one should
not have taken up arms —, it is perfectly clear now to every
conscious proletarian that the December rising of 1905 was not
only an unavoidable rising, but that it was also absolutely ne-
cessary in the interests of the proletarian struggle. The December
rising of 1905 was the first experinient of the proletariat in com-
bining the political mass strike with barricade fighting. This
rising brought the proletariat face to face with the practical
question what form armed struggle should take under mcdern
conditions. This rising brought home to the proletariat the ne-
cessity of drawing the army into the revolutionary struggle. This
rising made the question of the strength and importance of pea-
sant support loom big before the proletariat. This rising showed
the bourigecis parties in their true colours, it destroyed the il-
lusion of the progressive role of the bourgeoisie in the revolution
which was taking place. This rising !determined the strength and
importance of all the existing political parties. Hence the enor-
mous importance for the proletariat of this first “general rehear-
sal” of the proletarian revolution and of the lessons which it
taught. .

gThe December rising had an enormous world importance. It
stirred up the proletarian masses of the capitalist countries, it
stirred up. still more the masses of the near and far East. The
December armed rising is a landmark not only in the develop-
ment of the proletarian revolution, but also of the liberation
struggle of the workers throughout the world. That is why it
is essential to purge this epoch of proletarian struggle from the
legends which obscure. That is why it is so important to re-
construct a true picture of this rising and to study it.

“It is interesting to compare”, said Lenin in one of his
speeches dedicated to 1905, “the armeld rising in Russia in 1905
with the armed rising of the Decembrists in 1825. At the time
the leadership of the political movement was almost entirely in

the hands of officers, and especially of oificiers belonging to the
nobility. They had become innoculated with the democratic ideas
of Europe during the Napoleonic wars. Rank and file soldiers
who at that time were peasant serfs, remained passive.

“The history of 1905 gives us an utterly different picture.
Then the officers, with a very few exceptions, held either bour-
geois-liberal-reformist or downright counter-revolutionary views.
The workers and peasants in soldiers’ uniform were the soul of
the rising, the movement became a people’s movement. For the
first time in the history of Russia it drew into its ranks the
majority of the exploited. What this movement lacked was, on
the one hand, stamina and determination on the part of the masses
who were too much afflicted with the disease of “over credulity”.
On the other hand there was no organisation of revolutionary
Social Democratic workers in soldiers’ uniforms: they did not
possess the necessary skill to take leadership into their hands,
to place themselves at the head of the revolutionary army and to
take up the offensive against the government.

“By the by, — perhaps less rapidly than we should like it
to be, but as sure as day — these two drawbacks will disappear
not only through the general development of capitalism, but
also by the present war”?).

The Moscow December rising cannot be considered separa-
tely from the revolutionary movement throughout the country,
because according to Lenin the revolution of 1905 “reached its
culminating point” in the Moscow December rising. What is im-
portant in the December armed rising in Moscow is the fact
that “a handful of rebels organised and armeld workers — their
number did not exceed 8.000 —, and for nine days offered re-
sistance to the tsarist government which could not trust the
Moscow garrison, but had to confine it to barracks and could
only crush the rising on the arrival of the Semionoff regiment
from Petersburg”?).

This is our reason for dealing with this rising in connec-
tion with the enire revolutionary movement which found in it its
highest expression. To our mind, it would be harmiul to the in-
terests of the proletarian revolution throughout the world, if
we were not to attempt now, 20 years after the event, to' deal in
greater detail with the shortcomings, errors and omissions of the
movement, of which there were many in 1905. Lenin, with his
usual directness and outspokenness, pointed out many of them
already in 1906 when the wounds were still bleeding, when others
were defaling this movement, when the proletariat received from
abroad the accusatory message of the leader of the Mensheviks,
Plekhanov, that “one should not have taken up arms”. Twenty
years have passell since then, much material has accumulated
which enables us to divulge the errors and shortcomings of the
rising with greater objectiveness and more relentlessly than at
that time. The glorious character of this rising and of the heroic
struggle, the enormous positive importance of this workers’ ex-
perimental rising, will not be detracted from by such scrutiny.
For this reason we devote so much space to criticism of orga-
nisational and political mistakes made by our Party in those days.
The proletariat of other countries has scmething to learn from

1) V. 1. Lenin: “On the Revolution of 1905.” Pag. 14. Russian
Edition published by the Lenin Institute of the C. C. of the
R.C.P. (B) in 1925, Leningrad State Publishing Department.

?) V. 1. Lenin: “On the Revolution of 1905.” Page 19. Russian
Edition, published by the Lenin Institute of the C. C. of the
R.C.P. (B) in 1925. Leningrad State Publishing Department.
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us, from the working class of our country, even from the
mistakes made in 1905. If under somewhat different conditions,
when social differeirces were much more acute and class struggle
more intense and when the correlation of forces was of course
tiifferent, we were able in 1917 to avoid many of the mistakes and
shortcomings of 1905, the prioletariat of other countries has all
the more reason to avoid these mistakes, for it has to struggle
with the bourgeoisie which is much better organised, more
strongly welded together, more experienced and better provided
with technical resources.

Much extraneous matter of a bourgeois-cadet, Menshevik and
S. P. type has been obscuring the history of 1905 and especially
the history of the December rising. This makes it incumbent on
us, participants and adherents of the proletarian revolution, to
divest this history from misinterpretations and attempts to be-
little it and to represent it in a ridiculous and pititul light.

Lenin gave the lie to these attempts in a series of articles
soon after the rising. In the speech which we have quoted
he said: )

“The bourgeoisie likes to refer to the Moscow rising as being
something artificial, and ridicules it. For instance, in German
so-called scientific literature, Prof. Weber termed the Moscow
rising a “putsch” in his great work on political development in
Russia. The Lenin group, and a section of Social Revolutionists,
said this erudite professor, had been preparing this senseless
rising for a long time. Lenin gave only one type of figures in
January 1905 there were in Russia only 13,000 purely political
strikes, in October — 330,000, and in December the maximum
was reached, namely, 370,000 purely political strikes in the course
of one month. If we recall to our minds the successes of the
counter-revolution, the risings of the peasants and soldiers we
cannot help coming to the conclusion: the judgement of bour-
geois science on the December rising, is not only ridiculous, but
is also an actual subterfuge of the representatives of the co-
wardly bourgeoisie which sees in the proletariat its most dan
gerous class enemy. ) '
~In reality, the entire development of the Russian revolution
was such that armed and decisive struggle between the Tsarist
government and the vanguard of the class conscious proletariat
was inevitable”.

Therefore, we have collected all the evidence of the parti-
cipants of this movement, and ol contemporaries who had
something to do with it, including even Meusheviks. A com-
parison of this evidence shows clearly that the Moscow rising
was meritable and unavoidable. And that is not all, for the
Moscow rising, as we know now, was a mass movement which,
it is true, lacked organisation, correct and adequate leadership
and experience. The need of all this has grown enormously in the
process of the working class struggle. It is ridiculous to imagine
that the proletariat could have conquered the bourgeoisie without
such experience. “Struggle alone educates the exploited class,
reveals to it its own strength, widens its outlock, sharpens its

wits, develops its capacities and its will to power. Therefore, even .

reactionaries must acknowledge that 1905, the year of struggle
‘the mad year’ sourided the death-knell of patriarchial Russia.”
(Lenin.)

We all of us know to what dangers the achievements of the '

proletariat of the U. S. S. R. are exposed in view of the capitalist
surroundings, with bourgeois domination in the principal coun-
tries — the main strongholds of capitalism. We live in times
when the struggle of the workers, the struggle of the proletariat
throughout the world is rapidly developing, when on the one
hand, thromgh the development of capitalist relations, the un-

bearable exploitation of the working class which has come into
being in the countries of the East and the unheard of insults
heaped by the capitalists on these masses, and on the other hand
under the influence of the successful proletarian revolution in
our country, new forces millions strong are joining the struggle.
We live in times when, after the first wave of proletarian revo-
lution in the West which in its onwarid march met with fierce
resistance on the part of the bourgeoisie, when, after relentless
White Terror and Fascist regime, the treachery of the leaders of
the proletarian organisations of the Second International and of
the trade unions, the proletariat is reorganising its ranks, is ral-
lying to the Communist International for renewed struggle, for
the class war.

In 1905 the working class of our country suffered defeat,
how many people lost courage in those days and left the move-
ment! There were also some, and their number was considerable,
who betrayed it, there were people who went over to the side
of our class enemies. We went through a hard phase of reaction,
of looking for mew gods, of betrayals, treachery, liquidatorship,
desertion of our ranks, and destruction of our organisations. But
we kept intact the nucleus of our Bolshevik Party, we did not lose
faith in the correctness of the revolutionary path. We knew that
the day and hour would come when we would have the working
and peasant masses behind us, when the army would be with us,
when the glorious flame and the glorious whirlwind of revolu-
tion would sweep our country, wheu the masses would gain vic-
tory. Continuous serious study of the past experience of revolu-
tionary struggle, the accumulation of this experience, its assimi-
lation, faithful adherence to our revolutionary Communist policy,
struggle with all groups, Parties, and tendencies which at-
tempted to divert us from the only right path of revolutionary
Marxism and Leninism — such were the guarantees for the ulti-
mate victory of the working class. More than once cries of war-
ning were raised, more than once we were pulled back, but
through penal servitude, tsarist prisons and invisible, but steady
underground work we formed connections with more and more
sections of the working class, we lent an attentive ear to their
needs, moods and requirements; we were with them every day
of our lives, we went with them through their defeats and with
them we marched on to new battles and victories antd emerged
with them in 1917 on to a wider path — the path of the October
Revolution.

This path was also difficult, much more difficult even than
the path of 1905. There is no gainsaying that many mistakes were
made by us also in 1917, and that we were always ready to admit
that from the moment of the October Revolution, during our first
experiment at building up the Soviet State, in our unheard of and
unprecented attempt to construct a Socialist State in the midst
of the hostile sea of capitalist elements, serious mistakes were
made which the proletariat of other countries must avoid.

But there is one thing which the history of 1905 and the
history of 1917 must teach the workers of all countries: In
this or that case the Communist Party and the working class
can commit mistakes. But if there is an organised force in the
world which can lead the proletariat to victory, — this force is
the Communist Party. And yet another deduction the prole-
tariat must make: It camnot achieve victory unless it learns -
how to be victorious by the experience of the struggle of the
proletariat of all countries, especially by the experience of the
proletarian struggle in Russia, unless it goes itself through this
experience, -taking into consideration all the mistakes, shortco-
mings and inadequacies of the struggle through which we
have gone.
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Soviets of Workers, Soldiers and Peasant Deputies,
in 1905. | |

By V. Nevsky.

I.
Character of the Soviets.

V. I. Lenin gives a very exact definition of the character
of the Soviets in 1905. He gives three main characteristics of
this organisation: 1) it is a revolutionary organisation, 2) it is
a self-constituted organisation from below and 3) it is a people’s,
a workers and peasants mass organisation. :

The Soviet comes into being during revolution. It is an
organ of the revolution, the result of original revolutionary
creativeness on the part of the people. The Soviet comes into
being as a fighting organ of the masses not by orders from
above, but spontaneously from below, as a result of revolutionary
creativeness. The Soviet is created by revolutionary workers
and peasants, by rank and file soldiers — the revolutionary
masses coming out into the struggle against the autooracy and
‘the bourgepoisie.

In his more detailed analysis of the term Soviet in 1900.
V. I. Lenin laid special stress on two more important characte-
ristics which are the outcome of the already enumerated three
characteristics of the mew organisation created by the workers:
1) the Soviets of workers’ deputies in 1906 were a fighting
coalition, a fighting Entente of revolutionary Social :Democrats
(Bolsheviks), revolutionary petty-bourgeoisie (Mensheviks and
‘Social-Revolutionists), and non-Party revolutionary workers, and
2) the Soviets are the embryo of the new revolutionary power,
‘the embrvo of that same dictatorship of the proletariat and the
revolutionary peasantry so derided by the Mensheviks as a
chimera which has become today a palpable historical reality.

This is the character of the Soviets of 1905 according to
Lenin, and it is clear from the definition given by Lenin that
historical facts have justified this analysis.

1I.
The Origin of the Soviets of 1905.

How did the Soviets originate? The Mensheviks are inclined
to imagine that they are the creators of the Soviets. But this
is far form being the case. One must lock for the origin of the
Soviets in the history of 1905 as a whole, and as to the outcome
they were the self-constituted revelutionary organisations which
came into being immediately after the heroic action of the Peters-
burg proletariat on January 9th, 1905.

In Petersburg and also in all the other parts of the
country the movement did not come to a standstill after January
Oth. On the contrary it spread throughcut Russia like a mighty
stream leaving its bed, and in all the factories, great or small,
revolutionary fighting organisations were formed for some
definite task, — strikes, pelitical campaigns, struggle against the
administration, defence of workers’ econcmic interests, organi-
sation of boycott, etc., etc. The meetings of representatives for
instance constituted such organisations; these came into being
in Petersburg in connection with the establishment of the so-called
commission of Senator Shidlovsky, which was to investigate the
needs of the proletariat and to regulate the labour question. “The
Commission of Government tricks” such was the name given to
the Shidlovsky Commission, soon disappearel, but the workers’
representatives elected to this commiission remained, being the
organ which connected the non-Party masses with the small, still
illegal fighting Party organisations. Such organisations were the
Tighting strike committees, for instance, the Ekaterinoslav meeting
of workers deputies which was formed soon after the January
days and developed in October into the Ekaterinoslav Soviet
of workers’ deputies. Further similar organisations were the
railway bureaux or committees of meetings of railway deputies
which also came into being soon after the January events, and
which in October developed in many Russian and Siberian rail-
ways into Soviets of railwaymen’s deputies. Such organisations

were the meetings of peasant and soldiers’ deputies which began
to spring up already in the spring, towards the end of summer
and in the beginning of Autwmn in the army, in the villages and
regiments permeated with revolutionary ferment, especially in the
Far East. These organisations were in the majority of cases
fighting coalitions of revelutionary Social Democrats, revelu-
tionary petty-bourgeoisie, and non-Party revolutionary workers
and peasants. These organisations came into being in a revolu-
tionary and sporadic manner not by orders from the office or
study of some great man, but as a result of revolutionary
creativeness. Already at the very beginning of their existence
these organisations possessed great authority.

One should not_imagine the creation of the Soviets, as
something sudden, g something which fell from the blue in
October. The organisgions which came into being in the spring
following January 9t continueli to spread and develop throughout
the country. The experience gained by the workers in January,
February, and March was intensified and enlarged upon already
in the spring. In May the strike broke out of the weavers of
Ivanovo-Voznessensk, a throughly Russian district of the textile
industry. The strike soon became general, involving all other
workers. During this strike a fighting organ was formed which
fulfilled the functions of strike committee, which at the .same
time was not an ordinary strike committee. First of all this
committee was elected by all the factories and works at a very
large public meeting (about 30,000 people on the river Talka)
and was given the mame of Soviet of Workers’ deputies. Then
this Soviet elected a Presidium — a chairman and secretary,
something like an embroy of the Executive Committee. The
Soviet even appointed a commission to deal with unemployment,
it organised corps for the protection of the factories anid meetings.
To all intents and purposes it ruled the town, without its
permission not a single factory nor printing works could be set
going. Not only local but even the central authorities submitted

" to the Soviet. The latter also adopted a purely political platicrm

(it demanded the convocation of the Constituent Assently and
freedom of the press and of assembly, etc.).

This was not an ordinary strike committee, but neither was
it a fully developed Soviet:

The experiment of the Ivanovo-Voznessensk workers was
repeated in the same textile istrict, sn the town of Kostroma
during the July strike, when the Kostroma weavers also formed
a Soviet of workers deputies. This Soviet in additicn to appoin-
ting a' Presidium and an unemployment commission created new
organs of a purely military character — its own wcrkers’ militia.

In the summer such organisations sprang up not only in
the central district, but also here and there in other towns.
They were not ordinary strike committees, but semething wider
and more revolutionary. Thus a Scviet of workers’ deputies
came into being in July in the Urals, in the large Nadezdinsky
works. It remained in existence until November and subsequenily
disappeared together with other organisations of this fype.

There was again an unprecedented high tide of the revolu-
tionary movement in the summer of 1905: the workers’ rising
in Lodz with its barricade fighting and the sailors’ rising in
Odessa on the armoured cruiser “Prince ‘Kotyomkin of Taurida”.
The former, as a purely workers’ movement, was crushed by
the soldier-peasants, and the latter as a soldiers’ and peasants’
movement was drowneld in blood with the help of the same soldier-
peasants. The experience of that summer showed clearly that
for a successful revolution some sort of new methods are needed
— combinations, so to speak, of all the various kinds of fighting
forces, and also new fighting organs sufficiently comprehensive
and mebile. :

During the summer the centre of the revolutionary move-
ment began to be shifted from the borders to the heart of the
country, to Moscow, into the central imdustrial district where
ghe 1c'1eal Muscovite, the purely Russian proletariat, was to be
ound.
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In December there were in Moscow printers’ strikes which
soon developed into sanguinary encounters with the armed forces,
demonstrations, meetings, on the boulevards, at street cormers,

and in squares, generally ended in collisions with the armeéd

forces and regular barricade fighting.

To the leadership of this movement, the non-Party masses
appointed the Moscow Printers’ organisations which became the
Soviet of Moscow printers’ deputies. The Soviet idea became
popular, this word was in the air and even our Bolshevik Party
organisations, the Moscow Committee of the Bolsheviks, adopted
this idea: in September a proclamation was issued signed by
the committee calling upon the workers to organise a Moscow
Soviet of workers’ deputies. Moreover, deputies organisations,
committees and bureaux came into being at that time also on
all the railways. By their nature they did mot differ from the
Soviets which were springing up here ‘and there and everywhere.

Thus at the time when the big October strike of 1905 broke
out, when the life of the country came to a standstill — the
railways, factories, works and workshops, stood idle, when banks,
offices, social, municipal and rural institutions were closed, the
Soviet idea did mot remain only an idea, but had found practical
application of course only in an embrygpic form. Thus the
Petersburg Soviet of workers deputies A#s so to speak, the
summing up of the experience of the enMire preceding pericid.
More than that, it was the highest development which the or-

ganisational forms of the revolutionary workers mass movement

had ever reached.

. It is significant that the Petersburg Soviet bore traces of its
fighting strike origin: the first nuclei from which the Peters-
burg Soviet was formed were elected for the management of
sirike struggles, and were called strike organisations. Moreover,
the Soviet itself bore at first the title of workers’ strike Com-
mittee. :

It is true that another name was soon adopted and that
the organisation received ihe title by which it is now known
throughout the world: Soviet of Workers Deputies.

The Petersburg Soviet was no longer the fighting strike
commiitee, it was something much inore than that: existing side
by side the “rightiul” government the Soviet was in fact for a
cerfain_period the cemtre from which emanated impulses char-
acteristic of powei. The Soviet did not cnly lead the strike,
it did not only close down and set going works and factories,
it established the eight-hour day, it proclaimed freedom of the
press, of assembly and of association, it published its own
organ, advocated financial boycott of the government, it dismiss-
ed “rightful authorities”, in a word, the Soviet was the embryo
of the new power.

The autority of the Soviet was enormous, not only in
Petersburg but throughout the country. There is no doubt what-
ever that under the influence of the Petersburg Soviet provincial
Soviets began to spring up here and there in October.

But the Petersburg Soviet of workers’ deputies, in spite
of the important role it played in the Oclober strike which ex-
torted ifrom the tsar the manifesic of October 17th was a
fighting coalition in which revolutionary Social Democrats (Bol-
sheviks) did not play the leading role, and in which the revol-
utionary petty-bourgeoisie (Mensireviks and Social Revoluiion-
ists) exercised considerable influence.

The next great revolutionary achievement was the Moscow
Soviet.

1.

Soviets — The Organs of the Rising.

The October strike, in spite of its grandiose character was
not the culminating point of the movement.

The wounded monster, autocracy, was wounded but not io
the death: it had given in but only to get breathing time, and
having received breathing time it was gathering strength to
attack the enemy. The revolutionists kuew that this was so and
called also upon the proletariat and revolutionary peasantry to
mobilise their forces. A general battle was pending. The distri-
bution of forces was as follows: the autocracy, the big land-
owners, and the treacherous bourgeocisie on the one hand, and
the proletariat and revolutionary petty bourgeoisie on the other
hand. The question of victory was in fact a question of who
will be able to enlist the support of the majority of the peas-

antry. This in its turn depended on the factics adopted by the
revolutionary parties. Unfortunately only the Bolsheviks issued
the revolutionary slogan: armed rising of the workers and peas-
ants in the struggle for laud and freedom? Dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry as the crgan of a victorious rising.

Agreement with the liberal bourgeoisie characterised the
tactics of the Mensheviks, which found such an explicit expres-
sion in Plekhanov’s words after the non-success of the Moscow
rising: “One should not have faken up arms.”

The September movement in Moscow merged directly into
the October strike, and the latter, via the November strikes led
to the December rising, when the Moscow Soviet of Workers
Deputies became the organ of this rising.

_The Moscow Soviet of workers deputies came into being late
in the day, towards the end of November, when its colleague
in Petersburg had already ceased to exist, and when it had
become clear that the time for a decisive trial of strength was
approaching. It would have been ridicuious under such condit-
ions to create a Soviet in which the deputies indulged in im-
passionate and high-flown phraseology, without going further.
The Bolsheviks who predominated i Moscow issued the slogan
of the organisation of the Soviet, they predominated in the lafter
and therefore, when on the decision cf the Party organisations
it became necessary to call the workers to armed struggle, the
Moscow Soviet took upon itself this task. The Soviet of workers
deputies in the provinces took the matter of the rising into its
own hands through its members together with the figthing corps
of the Party.

Thus the Moscow Soviet is the next Lighest stage of revolu-
tionary organisation which the revciution of 1905 reached. 1t is
a real sample and a bona fide realisation in 1905 of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry, for we are sure that
no one could be so ridiculous as to deny that the only power
in Moscow in December, during the rising, was the power of
the rebel workers and peasants and that the only organisational
form of this power was the Moscow Soviet.

Iv.
The two Types of Soviets in 1905.

The Petersburg and Moscow Soviets are the two typical
kinds of Soviets that were created in 1905. In St. Petersburg
the Soviet was one where the revolutionary Social Democracy
(Bolsheviks) in the ranks of the fighting coalition did not occupy
a dominant position, and the Moscow type was that where re-
volutionary Social Democracy constituted the advanced dominat-
ing vanguard. The Soviets of the first type, despite all {heir
tremendous significance did not develop into fighting organs
of the proletarian dictatorship, while the Soviet of the second
type were a real embodiment of the fighting revolutionary dicta-
torship of the proletariat and peasantry.

Te Soviets of Odessa, Kiev, Reval, Riga, Libau, Nadezh-
densk, Sulin, Taganrod, Baku and others belong to the first
type of Soviets, while those of Rostov, Tver, Novorossisk, Kras-
noyarsik, Chita, Ekatarinoslav and Viatka belong to the second
type of Soviets. Indeed we see that in Tver, Rostov on Don
Krasnoyarsk, Chita, Fkatarinoslav and in general in the Dometz
Basin, where Soviets also existed in Uyzov and Mariupol, armed
risings proceeded everywhere and the organs cf these weye
the Soviets.

In such towns as Odessa, Kiev, Libau, Riga (here the Soviets
developed from among the strike organisations), Baku, Taganrod,
Sulin, Nadezhdinsk, Orekhovo-Zuevo and others, the Sowiets
played a tremendous role, leading strikes, but did not decide i
organise the proletariat to take armed action. :

It is seli-evident that there were intermediate phases between
these two extreme types: such Soviets, for instance, as those in
Nikolaevsk, Kostroma, or Ekatarinburg being under the ieadership
of Bolsheviks, helped to develop active operations before the
rising owing to objective conditions; such Soviets as those in
Ekatarinoslav and Rostov, where at first the Mensheviks
dominated, ultimately passed into the hands of the Bolsheviks and
joined he insurrection.

But in general it should not be accepted so schematically
that ali Soviets are sharply divided into the two alore-mentiomed
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types. The Soviets have undergone a peculiar and rapid revolu-
tionary evolution in their development from an inaugural nom-
Party fighting ccmmittee at the commencement of 1905 to the
fighting leading organ of the rising in December of that year.

Besides, the Soviets, in undergoing this evolution already
in 1905, disclosed all the form known to us now: both Soviets
of workers and Soviets of soldiers and Soviets of peasant
deputies. Indeed, whilst such Soviets as those of St. Petersburg,
Moscow, Rostov 'on Don, Novorossisk, Tver, etc. were purely
proletarian organised, the Soviets such as in the twon of Kras-
noyarsk, Chita, Irkutsk, etc. weré Soviets of workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies, since the units of the Far Eastern army also
formed their deputy organs and in November and December
merged with the purely proletarian Soviets.

Finally, the Soviets of the purely peasant provinces wich
sprang up in the villages bore the imprint of their exclusively
peasant origin.

V.
Structure of the Soviets of 1905.

What was the structure of the Soviets? Commencing with
the very initial forms of the Ivanovo-Voznessensk Soviet through
scores -of transition forms such as the Krasnoyarsk Sowiet, we
find all the distinguishing elements of the Soviets as Organs of
the New Regime. The Soviet not only had its Executive organ,
its newspaper, (“Izvestia”) but also troops and money at its
disposal (Krasnoyarsk, endeavoured to direct economic and oul-
tural life (hospitals, theatres, municipal economy in Krasnoyarsk)
to organise new courts and organs of local justice (Novorossisk
and Krasnoyarsk) confiscated and nationalised private property

(Nationalisation of gold mines in Chita) administrated the rail--

ways (all the Soviets without exceptions) or .in short, the 1905
Soviet was an organ of revolutionary power in the full sense
of the word. .

The Soviets of 1905 united the overwhelming mass of the
toiling population — workers employees, peasants, soldiers. The
Petersburg Soviet for instance, included over 300,000 Petersburg
workers, 1. e. almost the entire toiling population of Petersburg
if the workers, families are also included. The Moscow Soviet
represented 120,000 of the working class population; the Rostov
Soviet expressed the will of 30.000 workers ol Rostov on Do
But not only the workers sent their representatives to the 1905
Soviet. The employees and semi-proletariat also sent their deputies
(shopmen, clerks, domestic workers, and in certain cases even
small shopkeepers found it possible to secure representation on
the Sowiets). Needless to mention ‘that the Trade Unions and
revolutionary Parties in certain cases, such as in Ekatarinoslav,
{even the anarchists) had their representatives in the Soviets.

The Soviets had no exact and definite constitution: they
were set up in the factories, in the workshops and sometimes
at tremendous mass meetings. The constitution and electoral
rights were only fixed when the Soviet began operation and a
great many Soviets did not even succeed in drawing up these
constitutions and rules. v

Still one other interesting feature about the 1905 Soviets.
It is necessary 1o emphasise their all-embracing and independent
character. There were more or less weli-formed Sowviets in the
following towns: Petersburg, Ivanovo-Voznessensk, Kostroma,
Tver, Moscow, Orekhovo-Zuevo, Mytyshtch, Libau, Riga, Reval,
Smolensk, Kiev, Odessa, Nikolaev, Ekatarinoslav, Mariupol,
Taganow, Sulin, Rostov on Domn, Novorossisk, Baku, Saratov,

t

- quite apparent that the

Samara, Viatka, Nedezhinsk, Ekatarinburg, Krasnoyarsk, Ir-
kutsk, Chita and probably many other districts where Suviets
existed of which we have no record. If it be taken into com-
sideration that there was not one large railway junction where
an organisation of a Soviet nature did not exist, then it becomes
Soviet form organisation spread
throughout the overwhelming majority of districts in the country.

If we glance at a chart showing the distribution of Soviets
and taking into consideration the most remarkable Soviets in any
respect, then the fact comes home to one that the Soviet, as V. L
Lenin maintained, is really a result of “Independent revolutionary
national creation”. -Indeed Petersburg, Moscow, Ivanovo, Tver,
Kostromo, Rostov on Don, Novorossisk, Ekatarinoslav, Yuzova,
Mariupol, Krasnoyarsk, Chita, Irkutsk, Culin, Viatka, Ekatrinburg,
Samara, Saratov, etc. or in other  words the overwhelining
majority of Soviets were town Soviets with an overwhelming
unumber of or even exclusively composed of Russian workers
and in addition the factory and workshop section of the popu-
lation. In the Soviets of the Borderland they were in the minority
or there was a minority of them in conjunction with the mixed
or artisan compocsition of the working class population (Riga,
Libau, Reval, Smolensk, Baku and Cdessa).

In view of what has been said above the following con-
clusions miay be drawn:

1) The 1905 Soviets sprung up in the process of the revolu-
tionary struggle out of non-Party organisations formed by the
proletariat.

2) The Soviets were formed spontaneously without any
written rule or scheme.

3) The Soviets were formed by the revolutionary masses
of the proletariat and peasantry.

4). From the Spring to December 1905 the Soviets passed
through a rapid revolutionary evolution producing two types of
Soviet forms in Petersburg and Moscow, (the first where the
leading group is composed of nomn-Bolsheviks, and the second
where the leadership is in the hands of the Bolsheviks). '

5) In December the Soviets were the organs of armed rising.

6) Soviets were. the embryo of new revolutionary power.
a fore-runner ol the present dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry.

The Soviets sprung up during the time of the first Russian
revolution, it would appear, during the time of a bourgeois
revolution; but is just because the Soviets were formed during
the time of this bourgeois revolution, and because these Soviets
were organs of the new proletarian power for this reason, the
first Russian revolution was not omly a bourgeois revolution,
but already contained the new features of a purely proletarian

-revolution.

The tree of life is ever green, life is not statiomary. After
the Paris Commune the proletarian revolutionary movement had
to step on to a higher plane and this it has already dome.
That plane was the Soviels of 1905.

After October 1917 we went immeasureably further forward
as compared with the Soviets of 1905. ‘

The new proletarian revolution in the West will step still
further ahead, but this revolution just as ours has its roots in
the 1905 Soviets and in the Paris Commune.

Long live the Soviets, the world Commune of »the Proletariat.
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Lessons of the Peasant Movement in the First

Russian Revolution.
By 8. Dubrovsky.

We are now on the eve of peasant revolutions, particularly
in the Colonial and semi-Colonial countries. Tactical and organi-
sational problems of the peasant movement are becoming in-
creasingly vital, and in this connection a study of the ex-
perience and lessons of the peasants’ revolutionary movement
~ of the first Russian Revolution in 1905-6 is of primary im-
portance for the correct solution of these problems.

The most important point to be explained is what deter-
mines the peasants’ revolutionary movements, and what- factors
produce a peasant revolution. At the commencement of the 20th.
century, in 1902, and later 1905-6, the peasant movement spread
throughout. the whole of Russia like a huge wave. In order
to explainr the reasons for this revolution, it is important to
determine why, for instance, in the seventies of the last century,
at the time of. a strong revolutionary wave among the urban
petty-bourgeoisie, the peasants seized the revolutionary agitators
who came to them from the towns and handed them over
to the police, whereas in 1905 and 1906 the peasants themselves
went to the towns in order to get agitators who would explain
them the general political situation and help in the struggle
against the landownars. ‘ ‘

Both in the second half of the XIX wcentury and at the
commencement of the XX century an equally shameless dic-
tatorship of the serf-owners reigned supreme. Nearly one
hundred miliion dessiatins of land was owned by a small handful
of serf-owners, while only 140 million dessiatins were divided
among many millions of peasants. Semi-feudal relations pre-
vailed in the countryside. The landowners generally leased out
the land to the peasants or took half the harvest.

"Under the influence of the development of capitalism in
the countryside the semi-feudal structure commenced to dis-
integrate. With the development of the towns, with the growth
of the railways which linked up Russian agriculture with the
world market, it ‘became more advantageous to the lamdowners
to cultivate the land themselves with the aid of hired labourers
and the application of more or less perfected machinery, instead
of giving the land over to the peasants for cultivation. The
landowners gradually began to give up leasing land for cultiva-
tion or use. This ultimately ruined the small peasants who had
only been able to exist under this system, although this had
been under conditions of absolute servitude. This ruined the
peasantry just as the transition of enterprises from the pre-
machine system — from the distribution of work among hand-
workers in their homes, to factory production, ruined the petty
artisans.

Influenced by the curtailment of leasing out land, and in
general as a result of increased rents, the cost of leasing land
steadily grew, and for the 50 years precéding the 1905 revolu-
tion increased ten-fold, while the purchase value of land also
increased.” Further, as a rebult of the ever-increasing labour
supply from the proletarianised peasantry, wages also decreased,
all the more as the landowners, especially in the South, began
to abandon manual agricultural labour and to use machinery
such as mowing, reaping, and other machines. To all this is
added the fact that, in view of the advantage of cultivating
the lland themselves, the landowners commenced seizing larger
and larger sections of the peasants’ lands, seized these lands
which until then had belonged to the peasants as pasture-land,
grazing or forest land, which according to law belonged to the
landowners, but which actually were used by the peasantry.

In other words, with the development of capitalism, and
with the transition from the hand cultivation system to the
capitalist system, with the growth of capitalist production of
crops, the position of the main poor peasants and middle peasant
masses began to grow worse and worse and thus they were
pushed on to revolutionary actions.

If we take into consideration the fact that the highest
stage” of the development of Russian agriculture commenced
in the latter years of the XIX century and the commencement
of the XX century, it then becomes clear to us why the peasants
were more or less politically passive in the seventies and in the
eighties amd why they became revolutionary in the nineties.

From this we make cur first substantial conclusion in under-
standing the premise for the peasant movement. The main
reason for the peasant movement was the domination of the
landed serf-owners. This basis contains three contradictions
which forced the peasantry into revolution. The development of
capitalism and the transition from a semi-feudal system of
agriculture to the capitalist system caused an intensification
of these comtradictions. This allows us to assert that the more
Capitalism becomes “stabilised” the more it penetrates into the
colonies, the more it dislocates the natural structure in vogue
there, the sooner will the peasant revolution approach.

Such is the main conclusion with regard to the pre-requisite
for the revolution and the factors which determined its com-
mencement.

Now let us turn to the movement itself. We draw the
reader’s attention to the following table of the workers’ and
peasants’ movement on the eve of and at the time of the 1905
Revolution.

Workers’ and Peasants’ Movement 1900—07.

Number of ‘s

Year  Month Sgggﬁiogirz gﬁi‘t?:x?ze{npségf;(cé;

breaks (in thousands)
1900 48 20
1901 50 32
1932 340 37
1903 . . . . . . ... 141 87
94 . ... .. ... 9 25
Total from 1900—1934 670 210
1905 January . . . . . 17 414
February : 109 291
March - 103 72
April 144 80
May .. .. 299 220
June 492 143
Jaly . 248 150
August . . . . . . 155 78
September . ... . . 71 37
October . . . . . 219 481
November . 796 i 323
December . . 575 418
3,228 2,709
1906 January 172 10
February 34 27
March 42 52
April 48 2021
May . 152 157
June 748 101
July . . . 661 169
August .- . 236 40
September . 108 38
October 123 32
November . . . . 109 13
December . . . . . 7 17
2,600 1,108
ﬂ07 January . 55 65
February . 66 56
March 130 25
April 189 0
May . 214 213
June . 220 21
July . . 189 36
August . . . . . . 125 .19
September . . . . . 64 23
October . . . . . +40 43
November . . . . . 23 142
December . . . . . 22 9
1,337 742
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If 'we make a diagram of these figures we get an extremely
rich picture for our conclusions. The peasant movement just as
the workers movement, and what is more, just as any revolutio-
" nary movement is by no means represented by one
wave. It develops dialectically, in fits and starts. The periods of
the most intensive rise are replaced by moments of decline. The
conclusion we draw from this is that during the moments of revo-
lution, and at the time of the decline in the movement there must
be no panic nor should it be thought that the revolutionary move-
ment has come to an end.

Further, a comparison of the curves of the worlkers’ and
peasant movement clearly shows the close contact between the
struggle of the working class and peasantry. This of course does
not exlude the possibility -of separate outbreaks of peasant acti-
vities like those, for instances in 1902. .

As one may see from: the table, both the workers’ and
peasants movement reached the highest point of development at
the commencement of 1905 in January and February, then in May,
June and finally in October and December. However, whereas the
main periods coincide in general, it may be observed that accor-
ding to months this coincidence is lacking to a certain extent. As
a rule the labour movement gets ahead of the peasant move-
ment. At first there were large movements of workers, and after-
wards the peasant mowvemen! jumped ahead and we had the
strong working class movement in January 1905 and that of the
peasants in February. The rise of the workers’ movement took
place in May 1905, and the peasants’ movement in June. In the
autumn the workers take action in October and the peasants in
November. - In 1906 the workers take action in April and the
peasants in May and June. That is the picture we get if we take
the table according to months. If we take it period by period, we
find that the peasants and workers movements of the autumn of
1906 miore or less coincide. In 1906 the workers’ movement con-
siderably falls off, while in the summer of 1906 the peasants
movement reaches the level of the autumn mave of 1905.

This disconnection of the workers’ and peasants’ movement,
the straggling of the peasant movement is also one
of the reasoms of the defeat of the 1905 revolution. It will be
opportune to remark here that in 1917, for instance, the situation
was rather different. Then there was a much closer synchroni-
sation of the workers and peasant movements insofar as there
was a centralised party leading both these movements. Hence the
evident importance of obtaining a revolutionary alliance with the
working class and the peasantry at the moment of the revolution,
and unity of their action for concentration on a more or less
simultaneous blow at the ruling classes.

Besides the absence of combined action in the workers’ and
peasants’ movements, the failure was also predestined by its own
nature. The last peasant struggle was unorganised and isolated.
The peasants entered the struggle in separate villages and rural
districts, smashed up the estates of the nighbouring landowners

~and calmed down just as the mmovement in other districts had
only started. This enabled the Government to hold down entire
counties in subjection with small detachments of a few thousand
men, and mercilessly suppress the movement of hundreds of
thousands of the peasant miasses.

The peasants did not attain what they got as a result of the
experience of the October Revolution and the civil war. In the
years 1917—19 the peasants formed parties and detachements
which conducted the struggle, sometimes with separate landow-
ners and sometimes with entire armies of landowners. In 1905—6
there were separate very large revolutionary mwovements which,
however, did not develop into a revolutionary war. Hence it is
obvious how important peasant organisation is for wuniting
separate outbreaks unconnected with each other into one mass
armed movement. The absence of the latter also explained why in
1905—6 the peasants smashed up many landowners estates but
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were unable to smash up the landowners’ power itself, and to
abolish landowners’ rule as they succeeded in doing in the 1917
revolution in alliance with the proletariat.

Finally, the peasantry entered into the revolutionary struggle
of 1905—6 as a class that was unorganised and which was poli-
tically a naive inexperienced class. It was still not clear to the
peasantry with whom they should make an alliance and under
whose leadership they should struggle. Just as under modern
conditions, the most important question in 1905—6 was that of
the leadership of the peasant movement. Would the peasantry
make an alliance with the proletariat or with the petty-urban
bourgeoisie which was a channel to the large bourgeoisie. The
fate of the peasant movement and the fate of the revolution
depended upon this question.

In 1905 there was no real leadership of the peasant move-
ment at all, although the agitation and propaganda of both ihe
workers’ party and the petty-bourgeois and bourgeois parties
undoubtedly played a considerable role. The peasant masses had
not yet been embraced by any orgamisation. There had been an
attempt at forming a peasant union, but this organisation, ho-
wever, was extremely weak, and was actually in the hands of the
urban petty bourgeoisie and the rich peasantry. A leadership of
this movement on the. part of the peasant union was noa-
existent. Without doubt, the absence of a .peasant organisation,
the absence of organised contact with the workers’ party, and the
confusion of political consciousness with regard to the tasks and
method of the struggle constitute the reasons for the failure of
the peasant movement. The experience of the 1917 revolution has
shown clearly to the peasantry that only in alliance with the
proletariat and under the leadership of the Communist Party
can they really obtain a decisive' and final victory over their
class enemies.

In conclusion, we deem it necessary to refer to the sup-
pression of the revolution and its results. A study of the lan-
downers’ terror shows us that the iatter fell upon the peasantry
at a time when the revolutionary movement was on the decline, -
and particularly at the time of the decline of the workers’ move-
ment. The peasantry was subjected to a particularly cruel terror
after December, when the armed rising of the proletariat had
been smashed. The landowners burnt down whole villages, sub-
jected them-to artillery fire and during their attacks were guilty
of inhuman cruelties.

However, the landowners’ government, frightened by the
revolutionary movement, was compelled to resort to a partial
land reform, i. e. what was known as the “Stolypin reform”,
strongly resembling those reforms which, after the war, were
effected in a number of countries such as Roumania, Czechoslo-
vakia, Bulgaria, Jugoslavia and the Baltic and other countries.

Threatened by the revolution, the landowners began to sell
their land to the agrarian bourgeoisie through peasant banks,
although this was also done under the disguise woif assistance to
the peasantry. In addition, the government undertook extensive
agricultural work in land distribution, with a view to raising
and developing agriculture. Insofar as all these measures were
conducted upon the basis of capitalist development, insofar as
they more and more dislocated the semi-primitive structure of
the countryside, insofar as these measures led to a strengthening
of the agrarian bourgeoisie and to a mass impoverishment of the
tasic mass of the piasantry, all this not only did not abolish
the pre-requisite for the peasant revolution, but merely shar-
pened the class contradictions in the countryside and paved the
way for the advent of a new revolution.

In 1917 the Russian peasants, in alliance with the working
class and under the leadership of the Communist Party, finished
what they had commenced during the first Russian Revolution.
The experience and lessons of the peasants’ movement in 1905
had not been in vain.
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1905 in Poland.

By P. Valetsky.

During the first two thirds of the 19th century the revolu-
tionary outbursts in Poland (risings in 1830—31 and in 1863—64)
were in the nature of national revolts against the foreign yoke.
With respect to class this was mainly a struggle of the democrats
belonging to the petty nobility and to the petty-bourgeoisie against
the despotism of the Tsarist viceroys. The rapid development of
capitalism and the birth of the labour movement which took place
in the ’80s of the 19th century brought a great change into the
situation. Therefore in the 1905 revolution Poland appéared in
the role of one of the adwvanced detachement in the All-Russian
struggle against tsarist autocracy. In Poland this struggle was
carried on mainly or almost entirely by the proletariat.

On the whole the trend of the revolution of 1905 was from
start to finish surprisingly identical with the trend of the revo-
lution in the other parts of the then tsarist empire. The Polish
proletariat did not require its own January 9th for no sconer did
the official news arrive concerning the Petersburg events than
the workers of Warsaw, Lodz and the Dombrova Basin rose like
one man, as though they had waited for a pre-arranged signal;
in a few days time the country was in the grip of a general
strike. The same harmony with respect to actions and siogans to
which the demand for Polish autonomy was added was noticeable
in October and December. May Day in 1905 brought into.the
open the entire working class of Poland and was celebrated by
grandiose street demonstrations (frequently accompanied by
bloodshed as in Warsaw). In June there was barricade fighting in
Lodz and in August the answer to the manifesto on the pseudo
“Bulygin” Duma was a general protest strike.

However, in spite of the genenal similarity with the trend of
‘the revolution in the other parts of Russia, the revolution in
Poland had a number of peculiarities arising from the difference
in the class structure, the more acute stage of class differences
and the national and historical conditions of the revolution in
Poland.

In Poland the working class was relatively stronger, but on
the other hand it was much more isolated in ifs struggle, than in
Russia proper. Capitalist development was on a higher level and
class differences more acute.

At that time the only big bourgeois Party which was active
was the National-Democratic Party headed by the big bourgeoisie
and the landowners, supported by the powerful organisation of
the Catholic church which grouped around itself large sections
of the petty-tourgeoisie, the intelligentzia and also of the pea-
'santry. On the strength of this, this Party assumed the role of
“the general national Party”. In the October “days of freedom”
this Party was able to bring a hundred thousand demomstrators
into the streets of Warsaw in oppesition to the workers’ revo-
lution. In December it was able to convene in Warsaw a peasant
congress attended by several thousand delegates. And on behalf
of this Party its leader, Dmovsky, was able to offer in December
to Count Witte active cooperation in the work of crushing the
workers’ revolution. The attempt to form progressive bourgeois
groupings on the model of the Russian Cadets did not meet with
any success, and the same may be said of the atempts to organise
‘politically the more radical sections of the small peasantry.

. Since there pas no central State authority in Poland against
which the struggle was directed, the centre of the revolution was
and remained Petersburg. Moreover the extreme acuteness of the
‘class struggle in Poland itself led to the intensification of the
economic struggle of the workers. Economic strikes, which fully
occupied the interval between big political actions did not only
lead to. the establishment of the eight-hour day (the nine-hour day
thad been won already in 1899), and to a rise in ‘wages, but also
to a complete revolution in the internal regime of factories and
workshops themselves. It was only in 1007 after the famous three
months lockout in Lodz that the Polish industrialists succeeded in
re-establishing themselves as “masters in the factory.”

® gk

With respect to organisation, one of the peculiarities of the
revolution of 1905 in Poland was the fact that the entire leader-
ship in the struggle was in the hands of the political workers
parties. There were no attempts to form Soviets of Workers
Deputies on the Petersburg model. The irade umions which

sprang up at that time played again an auxiliary role and even
economic strikes of a peaceful character were led by Party orga-
nisations. An overwhelming majority of the working class came
under the influence of the Parties (illegal Party organisations had
a membership of many thousands) who thought it unnecessary
to hand over the leadership, even formally, to non-Party elective
organisations. '

The Polish Workers were organised in the Social Democratic
Party of Poland and Lithuania (SDPL) and in the Polish Socialist
Party (PPS), Jewish workers mainly in the Bund, whilst German
workers in the Lodz district joined the Polish Party.

Ideologically, the SPDL. practically played the leading role.

The revolution of 1905 was a brilliant confirmation of the
application of Marxist analysis to the development of social-
political relations in Poland, connected with the name of Rosa
Luxemburg. Already in 1893, on this analysis Rosa Luxemburg
formulated the programme of the coming revolution in Poland;
the common nature of the struggle of the Polish and Russian
proletariat against the Polish bourgeoisie which had the support
of the tsarist counter-revolution. She also demonstrated the
Utopian and reactionary nature of -all separatist, national aspira-
tions. The Democratic Party which came into being at that time,

in spite of the fact that it had been inactive for almost five years’

(1805—1899) — because of the destruction of its organisation
and that the PPS. apeared to be victorious during that period —
was able to draw into its ranks on the eve of 1905 a considerable
number of advanced Polish workers. In January-1905 the organi-
sations of the SPDL. already played an ideologically leading role.

More than that, in the PPS. itself there was a revolt of
working class rank and file members and Marxist clements
against nationalist leadership. A left wing (“Levitza”) was formed
which set against the separatist aspirations of the former leaders
the principle of unconditional unity of the Polish and Russian
revolution. Having got rid of the old leadership the Leit wing
took the leadership of the Partly into its hands (this struggle bet-
ween the “Levitza” and the right PPS. ended in a definite split in
November 1906).

* g *

Whist the development of the revolution of 1905 was on the
whole of a “Bolshevik nature”, a critical examination of the then
tactics with respect to 1a whole series of important questions
would, from the viewpoint of Bolshevism, undoubtedly divulge
a number of historic errors which can be explained if not excused
by the special conditions of Poland and the peculiarities of the
“West European’ development of revolutionary ideas in Poland.
Unfortunately this work has not yet been done. The peasant and
national questions and questions concerning the preparation of
an armed rising must receive attention first and foremost.

An elementary agrarian movement analogous to the Russian,
did certainly not exist among the Polish peasantry in 1005. The
only sign of revolutionary struggle in the colutryside was the
novement of the agricultural labourers. All the efforts of the
Social Democrats were directed towards the establishment of a
connection between this movement and the general proletarian
struggle. No agrarian slogans were adopted, for the idea pre-
vailed that the peasantry as a whole was doomed to a counter-
revolutionary role*).

The question of armed rising treated correctly in theory
and in agitation, was distorted in practice because the technical
preparation was neglected. (Because of too great faith in “ele-
mental forces”) and because no difierentiation was made between
separate armed actions. The SPDL. — against the wishes and
aspirations of its own rank and file — rejected all armed actions
being prepared by the Party, at the time when there was within
the PPS. a fierce struggle between the “rights” who put their
own plans of a “Polish-Russian war” above preparations for

*) At the Stockholm Congress of the Russian Social Demo-
cratic Labour Party in 1906 the Polish delegates supported the
Menshevik programme of “Municipalisation”; interpreted in the
Polish press in its application to Poland as nationalisation within
the precincts of Poland of all large landed property. We still find
traces of this in the attitude of the CPP. in 1919—20.

-
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armed mass actions and the practice of armed actions, and the
“Levitza” who endeavoured to comnect in every instance armed
actions with the requirements of the existing mass struggle. The
result thus brought about showed that on this question SDPL.
was with the Mensheviks and against the Bolsheviks at the
London Congress in 1907.
: In short the factthat it was essential to struggle against Polish
nationalism in general and the nationalism of the right PPS. in

particular, and also because the attitude of the then “Levitza” was
rather indefinite, prevented the Social Democrats from utilising
their own struggle against national oppression by drawing into
their ranks — or neutralising some sections — the petty bour-
geoisie, the peasantry and the intelligentsia.

The investigation of the history of the revolulion of 1905

‘with respect to the historic errors which were then committed

constitutes one of the tasks of Polish Comsnunists.

The Russian Revolution of 1905 and Japan.

By Sen Katayama.

The Russian Revolution of 1905 took place in the midst of the
Russo-Japanese War. The moral connection between the Japanese
Socialist Associan and the Russian Socialist Labour Party was
established by two resolutions passed and sent by the Japanese
Socialist Association during the first year of the Russo-Japanese
War. The first resolution, the greetings of the Japanese Socialists
to the Russian comrades, was printed in the “Iskra” and replied
to in the w2 paper. The resolution sent from the Japanese
comrades was based on pacifist principles, but expressed the
Marxian standpoint and emjphasised that Russian workers have
no quarrel with the Japainrse workers, but on the contrary, they
are all fellow workers, that there is no reason or cause for their
fighting and killing each other, and that therefore the Japanese
proletariat sent hearty greetings to the Russian proletariat. The
resolution also pointed out that the war between two countries
was an imperialist war. The “Iskra” in its reply, commnted upon
and admired the spirit of international solidarity of the Japanese
Socialisis and compared the act of theirs with the anti-antexation
attitude assumed by Liebknecht and Bebel with regard to Alsace-
Lorraine. '

During the war, the Japanese Socialists made the most deter-
mined propaganda against war. The first anti-war demonstration
was held in November 1904, at the Y. M. C. A., Hall Kanda, Tokyo.
Thern was stiff opposition got up by the war party to break up
the meeting. Speaker after speaker was silenced by the opposition,
but we were able to hold out and finally silenced the opposition
comipletely, and the demonstration was a great success. With this
beginning, the Socialist Association earnestly led the anti-war
propaganda and fought: for the speedy conclusion of the bloody
war. .

Thus moral relations between the prolctariat of two countries
were established as soon as the actual war began, and this tie was
strengthenead at the International Socialist Congress in August 1904
at Amsterdam, by the appearance of representatives of the two
belligerent countries on the same platform, on th2 opening of the
Congress, and declaring jointly tho solidarity of the workers of
‘toth countries. There is no doubt that the dramatic scene which
took place on the platform made a lasting and profound impres-
sion upon the international aspect of the Congress. These events,
of course, helped the Japanese Socialists in their anti-war and
peace propaganda.

In the Russo-Japanese War, tho Japanese militarists were able
by various propaganda methods to get the people in such a firm
national united front against the enemy, that for a while the autho-
rities dould disregard the Socialist propaganda in Japan; and the
international greetings extended to the Russian comrades did not
result in any persecution. It was in such an atmosphere that the
news of the revolution of 1905 reached Japan. “Bloody Sunday”
caused strong indignation against tsarism among the Socialists
and Rovolutionary workers throughout the world.

We had at that time a socialist weekly, called “Chokugen”,
which gave full views of the Russian Revolution and published
editorials on it. The Japanese workers were profoundly interested
in the development of the Russian Revolution, and the heroic fight
and sacrifices of the Russian workers for the cause of revolution
called forth the highest praise and admiration of tha Japanese
comrades.

The Chokugen in its editorial of February 19, 1905 under the
title of “Lessons of the Russian Revolution”, which gave a btief
history of the revolutionary movement of the Russian Socialists
and others, concluded with the following words: ‘

“Revolution never comes in a day, and never succeeds in a
day. It takes long years, and many sacrifices are made for it. Be-
causc of this, once the revolution starts the revolutionary thought
will never be quenched, but must lead sooner or later to great
contflict and great destruction.

“Sex how greatly the progress and spread of revolutionary
education and knowledge have influenced the Russians! Look at
what influence women’s education has had on the revolutionary
movement: There is a belief that it is possible to suppress the
revolutionary movement, by suppressing the freedom of speech
and press; but in Russia, there is no freedom for speech and press!
This shows that in Russia the suppression of speech and press
was wiithout effect.” .

On the 19th March, Chokugen addressed an open letter to the
Russian prisoners in Japan: there were over 700,000. During the
war, a great deal of propaganda literature was sent from Europe
and America, and Japanesz comrades distributed this among the
prisoners. The “Chocugen”, after expressing its sympathy towards
the Russian prisoners:

“You must realise yourselves that you have in the future a
great dufy towards your own country. Especially towards your
comrades in arms who died in vain in the battle, you must, more-
over, realise that you have a ncw and great responsibility. That
is a problem what to do with Russia. When you were fighting the
bloody tattle in Manchuria with the Japanese army, you must have
heard that in Petrograd, Moscow and other places, there were fa- -
king place great disturbances, which are still continuing to this
day. We deeply sympathise with the revolutionary party and the
workers in your country...

“... Wa urge and advise you, to grasp the ideal of human life,
without hisitation; tuild it wp in your country. Exalt social-d-imo-
cracy. Put socialism into practice! Don’t take up arms and don’t
fight against your brothers! Do not allew yourselves again to be-
come the shameful tools of autocratic governments.

“Remember comrades! Russia at the beginning of the 20th
Century is jusias was France at the beginning of the 19th century.
As the Western European revolution always waited for the signal
from France, so now the ruined countries of the East arc waiting
the sigmal of the Russian Rewvolution!”

Here the writer of the “Chokugen” expressed a true note of
prophesy that has been fulfilled in the November revolution of
1917. One thing is certain: the writer understood the true meaning
of the revolution of 1905,

The influence of the revolution of 1905 has been growing in
the minds and thoughts of the workers of Japan and, strengthened
by the November revolution, will bear fruit. The Russian Revolu-
tion of 1905, caused the first step in the development of the reve-
lutionary movement in Japan, and which found expression in the
great uprisings of 1918. The Japanese proletariat and poor pea--
santry are workihg for the November Revolution! .

Long live the Revolutions of 1905 and 1918! Long live the
Comintern! :
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Effect of the Russian Revolution of 1905 on the

West-European Labour Movement.
By Clara Zetkin.

“You should not have taken up arms”. This was the priggish
hectoring message which Plekhanov sent to the heroic champions
of the Russian Revolution after the December events of 1905.

This appreciation reminds one strangely of Vollmar’s
notorious statement at the Stuttgart Party Comngress of the
Grfrman Social Democratic Party in 1898: “The Paris workers and
lower middle class would have done better to go to bed than to
szt up the Commune.” The same Vollmar spoke quite differently
in the Autumn of 1882 when he was in the full bloom of
his “radical” sinfulness .In a lecture on the Commune of 1871
at the German Social Democratic Club in Zurich he showered
praises on “the lold and wumprecedented rising of the Paris
waorkers”. In criticising the various practical errors and
weaknesses of the Communards he claimed under the thunderous
aprlausz of his audience: “Ome should have made quity a
different usz of the guillotine than to tiurn it as was done in a
sentimental theatrical scence.” The striking difference Letween
these two historical appreciations of the Commune, is a glaring
illustration of Vollmar’s transformation from a “radical” into a
revisionist.

The witty Marxist, Plekhanov would have no doubt denied
most energetically the assertion that in the appraciation of great
revolutiorary events he stood on the same level as the champion
and leader of an anti-Marxist, lacking in faith, acquiescing in
opportunism. However, without having the least intention to place
* the -personality of Plekhanov on the same level as Vollmar, one
cannot deny that there is a strange kinship in both their
attitudes ‘o a defeat M revo'istion. Confronted with the defeat of
the revolutionary forces, toth of them lost the power to make
a correct appreciation of the world events, a power which
enatles people to look with confidence to the future and to
victories of tomorrow in the non-success of today. The tangible
result of the moment prevented them from appreciating correctly
the drresistitle driving fored of revolutionary eruptioms, the
outcome of social conditions — and their importance for the
further development of society. It also prevented them from under-
standing the continuous creative power of such eruptions. The
great historical “significance, the challenging fertility of revolu-
tionary mass initiative was lost to them. Plekhanov’s judgement
of the revolution of 1905 foreshadowed his later developmiat,
that is more: it containad as in a nut-shell the conception which
led to the deciine of the Menshevik party, to their betrayal of
the October revolution of 1917.

Lenin, who had derived -from the thorough study of history
a great understanding of the substance of revolution, saw with
his keen appreciation of facts and of arny possibilities for
development the danger lurking in Pl-khanov’s attitude to the
revolution iof 1905 for the strong and purposeful policy of the
party, which wanted to be and could be the leader of the masses
in future revelutionary struggles. For he was fully aware of the
enormous and unique imponrtance of revolutionary mass initiative
as factor in history. He therefore opposed Plekhanov’s condem-
natory opinion with his usual determination and power. “You
should not have taken up arms”. This judgment was tantamount
to ignoring and denying th{ importance of mass initiative at a
time “when Russia was going through a formidable revolutionary
change.” Lenin’s “Introdliction” to Karl Marx’s “Letters to
Kugelmann” dated February 5, 1907 is a panegyric of “the
historical initiative of the masses” which, like Marx in his appre-
ciation of the Commune “he placed above everything else.”

“Oh, if with respect to the appreciation of the historical
initiative of the Russian workers and peasants in October and
December 1905 our Russian Social Democrats would only I'arn
from Marx”, Lenin exclaimed and he added on the strength
of the letters: “In September 1870 Marx called the rising madness.
But when the masses rose Marx wants to march with them, to
learn himself 1n the struggle together with them, and not to
preach at them. He understands that any attempt to give a definite
prognosis of the chancis would be either charlatenerie or
hopeless pedantry. He put before everything the fact that the
working class is making world history heroically, resourcefully
and with self-sacrifice... Marx could even recognise that there
are moments in history when a desperate struggle of the masses

even for a hopeless cause is necessary for the further education
of the mass 5 and their preparation for the next struggle.” Lenin
urges “to learn from the theorist and leader of the proletariat
to believe in the revolution, to learn how to rouse the working
class to defend itself until the aim of theid revolutionary tasks
has been achieved, to learn to preserve the will to power which
does not tolerate pusillanimous despair because of the temporary
non-success of th! revolution.”

The proud and prophetic words with which Lenin concluded
his “Introduction” have become reality: “The Russian working
class has already shown once and will show again and again that
it is capable to storm the heavens.” The Russian working class
has stormed the heavens. That its storming was translated into
victory is the resu't of Lenin’s life work. Guided by the dlear
recognition of the revolutionary character of the time and of
the situation in Russia, inspired by the unshakable belief in thx
revo'utionising power of mass initiative, he worked with iron
logic and unflagging energy at the creation of the party, which
armed with the right sririt, determination and organisation,
acquired the capacity to raise volcanic mass initiative to purposeful
revolutionary mass determination, and to be the brain, the back-
bone and the gluiding hand of revolutionary mass struggles. A
solid double chain consisting of strongly welded together links
connects the working and peasant masses who fought and
suffered a glorious defiat in the revolution of 1905, and the
Bolsheviks who fought and learnt with them, the victorious -
proletariat and ieasantry of the Red October of 1917 and their
leading class party. But the creative spirit awakened by the
defeated revolution made iiself felt in the international labour
movement at an earlier date than in Russia.

The hankering wof the highly developed industrial states
after a “place in the sun”, the war made by Japan against
China and by the U. S. A. on Spain, the Boer War, the campaign
of the great Powers against China under Wilhelm’s leadership,
who bragged beforehand about the laurels which were to be
reaped, the Russo-Japanese struggle for supremacy, — all this
showed that capitalism had entered upon the era of imperialism.
The differences between thd great capitalist states increased in
rnumber and became more acute. These differences were fraught
with the danger of samguinary contests of arms on a large
scale, of terrible destruction in which the proletariat could not
consent to play the role of gladiators if they were intent on
looking after their class interests and the social differcaces
within the capitalist states had also grown and become more
acute. The formidable guif between exploiters and exploited has
been widened. The bourgeois mode of living of the small labour
aristocracy and of its political and trade union bureaucracy could
not eradicate the fact that large sections of the proletariat
vegetat'l -—— not only relatively but absolutely in want and
misery and frequently went under. The fact that the proletariat
had organised itself certainly increased its economic and poli-
tical power, enabling it to defend itself against exrloitation and
ens'avement. But at the other pole of society the economic and
political power of the bourgeoisie had grown tremendously. The
fighting methods and weapons hithirto used by the proletariat
proved to be more and more ineffective against the deadly enemy
of the workers. The fruit reaped from the mnothing-but-irade
union movement and from the parliamentarism was sour and far
frolm plentiful, even where the bourgeois rule was a democratic
rule. .

The cry for bread, justice and liberty of the starving massss
demanded as insiistently as the theoreticil perspicaciaty in the
left wing of the Second International, new means and methods
for the proletarian class struggle. The important ro'e of the
proletariat in the process of capitalist production pointed for-
cibly to the general strike, the political mass strike as an adequate
wiapon for the proletarian struggle. Herwegh’s “Bundeslied”
sung by evergrowing proletarian masses in which he called on
the masses to awaken and realise their power to hold up the
wheels of fate was a challenge to the bourgeois world.

The recognition, or rather the application of the mass strike,
was for a long time the subject of heated discussion within the
Second International. At first there was not a “cdlean cut” division
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in the pros and coms, betwien reformists and revolutionary
Marxists. A good few who claimed for parliamentarism the
monogoly of all means of grace and the power to lead the
proletariat along paths strewn with flowers to victory, were for
the mass strike as a mieans for the defence or conquest of a
democratic franchise. Their championship of the mass strike was
certainly half-hearted, for if rot consciously, at least instinctively
the chieftans of opporfunism and revisionism in the Second
Intrirnational felt the revolutionary, historical substance and the
revolutionising effects of the general strike. ‘

This contentious question had not yet been settled in theory
by the Second International even as an expression in a pious reso-
lution, when the mass strike confronted it challengingly in
practice. The cause of it was the struggle of the Belgian prole-
tariat for universal suffrage and the secrct ballot. This stringgle
brought to light the selfsacrificing determination of revolutionary
mass initiative and also the incapacity, weakness and treacheary
of the leading Vanderveldes. The spontaneocus general rising
of the mine slaves was called off in favour of parliamentary
action, which on its part did not even make full use of thd
powers of parliamentarism, and ended shamefullyeby a whining
letter to the royal “friend® of the dancer Cleo de Merode. The
self-sacrificing mass strike in Holland was also not allowed to
be brought to a successful issue,

Nevertheless the general strike remained on the agenda of
history, for both thes( cases threw only light on the difficulties
and perils of its application, but did not by any means prove
its inadequacy as a weapon of the proletariat. The leaders of the
Second International were comipelled to phacd it on the agenda of
the World Congress in Amsterdam in 1904 together with the
question of ministerialism which kept the Social Democratic
Parties on edge, in spite of the Paris compromise reso’ution or
rather brizause of this accursed resolution. The great battle which
raged around ministerialism for which Jaures fotight with all his
genius, power and brilliancy, relegated the interest in the
general strike to a back seat. Among its most obstinate and
impassiondtz champions was Aristide Briand who subsequently
showed himself more able than the Sheidemanns and Eberts to
make full use of a business coalition with the bourgeoisie. Just
as in the question of ministerialism so in the question of the
general strike one of those “unanimous” decisions was concocted
which left in the end the matter undecided and gave in fact
no safisfaction either to reformists or revolutionary Marxists. It
is true the political mass strike, as a proletarian weapon,

received the official blessing of the Second International. But .

its application was connected with so many rdservations and
was made dependent on so many precautions and considerations
tefore and after that it was tantamount to a postponement till
doomsday. The Congress of the German reformist trade unions
held in Cologne in 1905 drew the practical conclusion from the
Amsterdam decision. Under the inflience of artful opportunist
wire-pullers and dominated by the fears of shortsighted trem-
bling bureaucrats, "tht Congress forbade propaganda of the
political mass strike and absolved the trade unions from any
obligation to support it. )

The thick, stifling, paralysing atmosphere of those years
was rent by the voice of the Russian Revolution: “I am”. A
voice which roused the masses and brought clarity and determi-
nation to the revolutionary Marxists in the Second Intermational.
Revolutionary mass initiative made itself powertfully felt in Russia.
It made “world history” by mass strikes of various professional
groups which sprang up like hot springs. It sent forth from the
barricades deadly lead into the ranks of the enemy. The electrical
spark of the revolutionary mass rising flew acrose the frontiers
of Russian. The first most direct and powerful effect of the revo-
lutionary struggles in Russia and Russian Poland on the prole-
tarian masses was stunning, but soon there was joy at the fact
that workers and peasants had taken up arms to fight for their
ireedom. For had not even good radical Marxists taught that
through the technical development of firearms, modern town
planning, etc., street and barricade fighting had become impos-
sible and belonged so to speak to a stone age of revolutionary
exposition. Engels’ - foreword to Marx’s “Class Struggles in
France”, or rather its misinterpretation by the Party Committee
had led them astray. But low and behold barricades which
seemed to have grown out of the earth, riflefire and the thunder
of cannon proclaimed that the exploited workers can defend
themselves with arms against their masters and tormentors. This
recognition gave an impetus to the feeling of power and the pro-
letarian masses gained therefrom determination to fight and to

attack. The superstitious belief in “lawfulness”, “normal, peaceful
development” and in the “gradual growing into Socialism” recei-
ved a severe blow. The role of armed struggle, of mass power
as an inevitable, revolutionary, historical factor was felt instincti-
vely or in some cases realised consciously. “To want to speak
Russian” with the exploiting and enslaving authorities was al-
ready then a quite usual form of speech at workers’ meetings.
The effect of the Russian Revolution did not evaporate in high-
flown sentiment. It brought forth results, This was the case first
of all and above all, wherever the masses were near to the revo-
lutionary fighting centre and wherever the mass rising had seve-
rely shaken the hostile oppressive state power. In Finland the
proletarian class struggle became part of the national independenca
movement. Led by the Social Democratic Party and supported
by ‘the national-bourgeoise, the revolutionary proletariat extorted
from Russian tsarism by a heroic general strike, the beginnings
cf national autonomy and the right to vote for the Landtag, which
at that time could justly call itself the most democratic of all
franchise systems. It was universal, direct, secret and equal and
conferred active or passive rights both on men and women. The
firebrand of the Russian revolution set alight the energy and will
to fight of the Austrian proletariat and of its leader — the So-
cial Democratic Party. It did not come to a gemeral rising over
there in the struggle for franchise. Strong determination to
carry it out and thorough preparation for it were sufficient to
deal a death blow to the hated limited system of franchise, and
to win universal or rather manhood suffrage. The Social Demo-
cratic leaders of both countries seem to have forgotten the revolu-
fionary origin of the “democracy” which théy offer to the workers
in lieu of revolution. They are among the most venomous haters
and detractors of the Russian Revolution which developed into
the conquest of State power and the establishment of the Soviet
Republic with proletarian dictatorship. An irony of history and
the indelible sign of the most vulgar bourgeoisisation.
* * *

Could not one imagin= that the Russian revolution of 1905
would as a matter of course produce great results in Germany?
The objective historical pre-requisites were there. The depriva-
tion of the franchise in Saxony, the interference of the supreme
authorities with the right of association and assembly, the stub-
born refusal of a democratic franchise in Prussian and the adven-
turous imperialist policy dictated by Wilhelm’s vainglorious
whims — all this combined added zest to the influence of the
Russian revolution. Therefore the bold revolutionary attack of
the workers and peasants on tsarism was welcomed by the Ger-
man workers with great joy and enthusiasm. They felt it to be an
example to be followed and a warning that the battle was immi-
nent. But what was really lacking — was leadership by a prole-
tarian class party, capable of intensifying, raising and welding
together the revolutionary mood of the masses into an unshakable
will to fight. But the Social Democratic Party lagged far behind
the revolutionary mood of the masses, like the whilom Landsturm
lagged behind the regular forces in the struggle for supremacy
between Austria and Prussia in 1866.

The revolutionary vanguard of the German working class
was filled with enthusiastic solidarity for the workers and pea-
sants in Russian who wanted to break the chains which kept
them so long enslaved. When the Social Democratic Party Con-
gress met in Jena in 1905 the political resolution of the Party
Committee did not originally contain even the least allusion to
the Russian revolution. It was only when from the Left someone
moved a resolution in keeping with the great event that the lea-
ders “of the international liberating Social Democracy” were
induced to add to the expressions of their adhersion to principle
and of their political perspicacity, a few sentences to welcome
the most tmportant event of the times. Naturally on the suppo-
sition that the special resolution would not then be brought for-
ward. More significant even than this episode “behind the scenes”
was the explanation how it happened that the text of the official
resolution had not mentioned the Russian revolution by a single
word, namely because of excessive political wisdom and precau-
tion. No information had as yet been received about the details
of the rising and it was not certain what the issues of the revolu-
tionary struggle would be. This simply meant: a brotherly
handshake and a wreath of laurels for the avowedly victorious
revolution, and at the same time an open door for the cowardly
-retreat from a brutally defeated revolution. The Marxist spirit
of the historic understanding for the driving powers of revolu-
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tionary mass initiative was just gone to the devil, there only
remained philistine phlegma of an insipid opportunism, which
only worships success from which it can make capital.

But in spite of everything the powerful breath of the revolu-
tion had stirred up the proletarian masses. The pusillanimous
petty-bourgeois wisdom of the Social Democratic leaders who
aped statesmanship could not but be to a certain extent influenced
by the accomplished fact. It continually cropped up in the discus-
sions on the political mass strike and helped the waverers and
doubters to come to a decision which was decidedly “veering to

the left”. Contrary to the Cologne Trade Union Congress the

Party Congress declared that in principle the mass rising was
one of the best weapons in the struggle, a weapons for the libera-
tion. of the proletariat through the bestowal of rights such as
universal franchise, the right of association, etc. The radicals
were jubilant over this victory. However, a year later the Mann-
heim Party Congress put an end to this short summer joy, and
the discomforts of winter ensued. The Party Congress ‘brought
the capitulation of the advocates of the revolutionary mass strike
before the marrow reformist hostility of the general Commission
of the trade unions. It did not rise fo the occasion by issuing the
slogan of the mass strike for the franchise struggle in Prussia.
The defeat of the Russian Revolution overshadowed the decision
and gv‘en‘ had a damping effect on Bebel’s temperament and
attitude.

The decision which breathed resignation prevented the very
necessary mobilisation of the Party for a far-reaching class
struggle. But it did not extinguish the consciousness which the
Russian Revolution had awakened in hundreds of thousands. of
brains, which were struggling and seeking for truth. Innume-
rable meetings throughout the Reich had turned their attention
to the heroic struggle of the Russian workers and peasants and
had expressed solidarity with them. At first this too met with
resistance. Leading “radical” comrades in Berlin, which set the
tone, would have nothing to do with such solidarity meetings.
The reasons for their refusal were: such meetings weould result
in endless lawsuits for the Party and for every speaker in years
of imprisonment. Meetings and demonstrations in sympathy with
the Russian Revolution became only possible after the . Berlin
women comrades — the Prussian association law placed them at
that time organisationally outside the Party — put the men com-
rades to shame by convening public meetings with the much
dreaded :agenda. This broke the spell, as is shown by the daily
press of that epoch.

The scientific literature of the German Social Democrats
benefited very much by the revolution of 1905. The “Neue Zeit”
is a perfect mine of wealth in support of this. Kautsky’s profound
insight as the keeper of the holy grael of pure Marxism did not
foresee at that time that the revolutionary Russian labour move-
ment would hatch out the Basilisk egg of Bolshevism. He looked
upon the Russian Revolution as a mountain spring which would
give freshness and strength to the fighting energies of the West
European: proletariat and raved about the “revolutionary inter-
national hegemony of the Young Russian working class.” He
considered the Russian Revolution as a peculiar historical process
on the border of bourgeois and Socialist society, as a process
which accelerates the disintegration of the bourgeois order and
also the advent of Socialism. One could still feel the heart beat
of the Russian Revolution in the attitude to the situation and the
task it created. The outcome of this attitude was Kautsky’s first
uncastrated edition of his pamphlet “The Way to Power”. I
should like to remind you of the following passage: “In a state
with such a high industrial development as Germany or Great
Britain, the proletariat would be probably already strong enough
today to conquer State power, and it would find already today
economic _conditions enabling it to set up a state power capable
of replacing capitalist enterprises by social enterprises.” What
Kautsky has written of the revolution of 1905 as an admirer and
learner shows vividly how deep Kautsky, the hater and detracter
of the revolution of 1917, has fallen as a theorist and as a man.

The ripest theoretical fruit of the first Russian Revolution in
Germany was Rosa Luxemburg’s pamphlet on the political mass
strike. This pamphlet is the creation of a genius with Marxist

training. It breathes understanding of and enthusiasm for this
revolution. In this pamphlet we do not only hear the voice of the
scientific searcher for truth, but also the voice of the champion of
revolution, who longs to give form to another social life. With a
stroke of the pen Rosa threw aside in this pamphlet all the
former definitions, classification, regulations, etc., on the general
strike. She establishes its historical nature simply and yet
distinctly as “the classical form which the proletariat moves in
revolutionary situations.” She shows that it is manysided and
continuous like life itself. For she had known of it as active life,
she had observed it and helped self-sacrificingly to carry it out
during the time when he did her revolutionary duty in Poland.
Born of the revolutionary struggle of the Russian and Polish
workers, this pamphlet, published by the then very “radical
Hamburg Party organisation, was to be an inspiring bugle call
for the German -proletariat to join the revolutionary struggle.
It is such a bugle even now in spite of the fact that some of the
arguments are out of date.

* o, %

But the iffluences which led to the growing bourgeaisation
of the Social Democracy and the trade umions and to their
bankruptcy as organs of the proletarian class struggle had more
to do with the shaping of conditions in Germany and the faith
of the workers than the Russian Revolution of 1905. The more
acute the class differences in state and economic affairs, the fiercer
the exploitation of the masses by imperialist capitalism, the
bolder the advance of reaction all along the lines, in a word the
more insistently the situation demanded that the German prole-

. tariat should take up revolutionary fighting methods and weapons,

drawing practical conclusions from the lessons of the Russian
revolution, the more pacific was the action of the Social Demo-
crats, the greater their belief in the efficacy of reform, the more
determined were they to discourage every form of mass initiative.
A contributing factor to this in the dialectical metamorphosis of
historical life was the revolution of 1905. It increased the fear of
the reformist leaders of mass movements which go ahead without
the least respect whatever for kourgeois law and order. The so-
much advertised action for the introduction of wniversal sulfrage
in Prussia resulted only in well-organised, but ineffective demogi-
strations. The Social Democrats with their usual lack of courage
and fear of responsibility failed to call a general strike and thus
give an impetus to the class struggle between the proletariat and
the bourgeoisie throughout the Reich and to lead the workers
into the battle. Into a battle which from the historic viewpoint
was of a much higher value for the conquest of state power than
the bits of paper thrown into the ballot box. Th4 renunciation
of the revolutionary struggle of large masses for universal fran-
chise was the prelude of the shametul pact of the Social Demo-
crats with imperialism in the world war, of their treacherous
coalition with the bourgeoisie in the post-war period and of their
cowardly renunciation of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

But nevertheless the light emanating from the first Russian
Tevolution has had its effect on the minds and trend of thought of
the German proletariat, it roused their fighting enthusiasm. These
emanations have joined forces with the bitter experiences of the
imperialist contest for power of the capitalist states and its effect
on the every day life of the proletariat, they have joined forces with
the lessons of the victorious Russian revolution of 1917, develo-
ping into a mighty flame. And this flame brings light into the
minds of the masses and rouses their enthusiasm. The German
proletariat has much to make good. It will do this under the
leadership of the Communist Party which through hard struggle
must learn to fulfil its double task: To arouse revolutionmary mass
initiative and to develop it into a purposeful self-sacrificing will
to fight, to acquire through the development of its own ideological
and organisational activities, the capacity to lead and to have
confidence in the leadership, faithful to revolutionary Marxim, in
the' spirit of Lenin. For this is the indispensable pre-requisite for
that daily work and struggle which can create mass initiative and
lead it. Mass initiative whose aim is: conquest of power and
establishment of proletarian dictatorship. Not only mass initiative
with the heroism of the Russian revolution of 1905, but mass
initiative capable of emulating the triumph of the Red October
of 1917.
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‘The Revolution of 1905 and the German

Working-Class.

By Paul Frolich.

The Mass Movement.

A decisive turning point in the history of German Social
Democracy, a turning point in the direction of a real revolu-
tionary party! This is what at that time seemed to us to be the
immediate effect of the revolution of 1905 on German Social
Democracy and the masses of the German proletariat. Had not the
Party Conference at Dresden in 1903 finally overcome reformism?
Had not the three million victory been a proof of the actual
power of the German proletarigt, and had not this victory
“demonstrated at the same time that parliamentary mandates have
no decisive influence in class war, that the dice fall in the street,
not on the parquet floor? It seemed to us that a period in
the history of our party had been closed. And then the Russian
revolution showed us the way that had to be trodden in the
future. All we needed was to borrow from the experiences of the
revolution against Czarism anything that fitted in ‘o the revolution
against the “civilised” capitalism of Western Europe and develop
it further.

In any case the matter was very obscure. As regards ons
point however, we were right in our caloulations. The German
working class had, under the influence of the revolution, ex-
perienced a new intellectual revival. While itself lacking all re-
volutionary tradition, it had at least been a witness of this great
historical birth pangs. An event which had been hoped ior,
doubted and dreaded, all at the same time, which had been
playfully clothed by the imagination in lifeless romance, had
become a reality that beggared all imagination. The German
working class, it is true, like that of other countries, did not
recognise the full import of the Russian revolution. The German
proletariat was too conscious of the leading part it played itself,
of the superiority of its own methods of fighting. The conception
was too deeply rooted that the Russian revolution was ‘merely
catching. up what was a matter of past history for Western
Europe, the bourgeois revolution, and the forms it took, seemed
to be a result of the barbarism of the Czarist regime. It was
thought that they would vanish with the disappearance of
Czarism and would leave way for Western European methods
of fighting which they had newly fertilised. The permanent gain
wiould be the strike of the masses as a means of bringing about
a decisive fight. We have thus drawn in a few words a fair
picture of the effect, the revolution of 1905 had on the minds
of the Social Democracy workers.

We do not of course pretend to have given an exhaustive
description of its total effect. The fact that the giant proletariat
of Russia had stretched its limbs filled the German proletariat
with the consciousness of its power, and stirred it on to activity.
A study of the events directly reveals how the stormy waves
of the revolution spread beyond the biorders of Russia and started
movements in Western Europe which, it is true, were much
weaker, but which nevertheless had the same ryhthm of ebb and

flow. Even the first culminating point of the revolution, the.

great strikes, demomstrations and street-fights up to Jan. 9th 1905
were reflected in the great miners’ strike. This broke out on Jan.
8th as a result of the indignation at the arbitrary curtailment
of wages, the refusal to pay the wages agreed upon if the waggons
contained coal of poor quality, the scandalous lack of safety
precautions, the overwork and the autocratic behaviour of the
coal magnates. The strike funds were used up in a fortnight,
but the fight was continued till Feb. 10th when it broke down
owing to exhaustion. So far the strike was not a revolutionary
movement, but its force, the fact that it attadked ome of the vital
sources of economic life and that it was a reflection of the great
Russian strike of the masses, made it a political strike from the
beginning, a means of exercising pressure on the State. The
strike at least gained a considerable moral victory in that the
Government was obliged to promise new laws regulating the
questions concerning the miners. Needless to say, as soon as the
immediate pressure was relaxed, these regulations turned out to
be absolutely inadequate, a miere mockery of the miners® demands.

During the whole sunmmer, strikes -increased in almost all
occupations. This was partly due, it is true, to the growing
possibility of making profits, but undoubtedly it" was also a

demonstration of an increased sense of power and of a stroager
will to fight. The Russian example took effect..It took such effect
that even the “rocher de bronze” of German militarism received
a few blows. This happened in July, during the “Kiel week”,
William IPs usual great naval review. A short time previously,
in. the Black Sea, the “Potemkin” had delivered the first great
revolutionary stroke, had hoisted the red flag and fired on
Odessa. The crew of the cruiser “Frauenlob” mutinied in Kiel
harbour during the great review, they locked up their offficiers,
sank parts of their guns and hoisted what the first reports:
described as a “dirty rag”, probably the red flag. The crew
declared that they had resorted to these drastic measures as a
protest against the despicable way they were treated by their
officiers, and in order to enforce improvements in their conditions..
When Willie of Hohenzollern saw the flag of revolt waving on
the “Frauenlob”, he was beside himself with rage and he banished
the ship from his august sight into the open sea. The action
of the crew of the “Frauwenlob” was in any case a poweriul
revolutionary gesture, and a revolutionary party leadership could
have made considerably capital cut of it. But the party contented
itself with a few jibes at the naval administration and was glad
to let the dangerous subject drop.

The Czar’s October Manifesto brought in its immediate train
the first great franchise movement in Germany. The movement
started in Awstria and this gave an impetus to the German
workers. The German bourgeoisie had already responded in its
own way to the Russian revolution. It tried to entrench itself
behind new political privileges. In a number wof the separate
States, especially in the towns of Hamburg, Liibeck and Bremen,
a further restriction of the franchise, with the object of preventing
the threatened flooding of Parliament by Social Democracy was.
discussed. In South Germany om the other hand some concessions.
had been made to the workers. This only made the contrast
all the more marked in the two chief States of North Germany,
Prussia, where the Parliament of Junkers barred the way to any
political progress like a bronze bastion, and Saxony, where in
1896 the three classes franchise had been introduced with the
result that in the “red kingdom” it was just one social democrat
who was elected. The first street demonstrations in Saxony took
place on Nowember 19th and, from that time onwards, they

_recurred every week with steadly increasing violence. The move-

ment spread beyond Saxomy. On Jan. 17th, the first half-day
demonstration strike took place in Hamburg. It made a great
imprassion. All the workers of Hamiburg leit the works at one
blow. Traffic was at a standstill in harbour and town. Large
numbers marched in enormous processions to the meetings which
were called to protest against the robbery wof the franchise. ,

The culminating point of the miass movement was on the
anniversary of the great muassacre in St. Petersburg, Jan. 22nd
1906 (Jan. 9th Russian style.) In the whole Empire mestings
and demonstrations were held at which the Russian revolution
was celebrated and the will of the proletariat to conquer demo-
cratic rights for itself, was proclamed. “Red Sunday” gave the
German workers a faint glimmering recognition of their own
tower. This recognition however was not followed up. In Russia
the power of the revolution was broken by the suppression of
the Moscow insurrection, and the mass movement in Germany
was nipped in the bud.

These mass movements of the year of revolution appear very
moderate when looked back upon from this distance and, when
comppared with the raging sea of Russia, they are only a slight
ripple on the surface of German political life. Things must be
looked at friom the point of view of their own day, and viewed in
this light, the huge strikes and the first great street demonstrations
mark an enormous step forward. Here was the possibility ot
fostering and furthering the revolutionary spirit of the German
workers. But — the authorities! That clumsy block-brake!

The Party Authorities and the Revolution.

The impetus and will of the German proletariat would un-
doubtedly have sufficed for much more powerful blows if the
party itself had not so fatally failed to come up to the scratch. The
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small group of revolutionary socialists, gathered round Rosa
Luxemburg, Clara Zetkin and Franz Mehring, it is true, did
everything in their power to promote understanding of the
international significance of the Russian revolution, to stimulate
inspiration and to spur on to action. The “Gleichheit” (Women’s
organ wof Clara Zetkin) and the “Leipziger Volkszeitung” reached
a summit of revolutionary journalism. Some other papers did
very good work, but on the whole we are shocked at the lack
-of understanding, pusillanimity and weakness shown.

A few characteristic examples. On July 5th 1905, 6 months
after the outbreak of the revolution, the party leaders, in a procla-
mation, called the attention of the eagerly listening world to the
great event. They declared that the German proletariat must
rush to the assistance of its fighting briothers by — collecting
money. The International bureau had at lcast in February de-
manded that “a share be taken in the work of liberation in the
form of action, influence and propaganda.” The “Vorwirts” had
at that time printed the proclamation without drawing any
conclusions, without even a word of encouragement, as though
by merely printing it they were fulfilling an irksome task. When
the tourgeois Press made use of the proclamation of the party
leaders in an agitation against the terribly revolutionary German
Social Democrats, the central organ had the pitiful courage to
rage against the “forgery”, as though the German party had
the intention “to proceed in the same way, if the Russian re-
volution took the favourable course which was hoped for.” (The
money collections for the revolution brought in more than
300,000 Marks.)

In Jan. 1905 that disgreaceful secret alliance trial took place
in Konigsberg in which the Prussian vassal performed a labour
of love for his Czarist master. The affair had its echo in the
Reichtstag! It was one of those numerous opportunities of joyfully
confessing one’s faith in the Russian revolution and of exerting
influence in favour of the revolution from the Parliamentary
platform. What a disgrace! Hugo Hasse heid a juridical lecture
in which he demanded — that the Prusso-Russian extradition
treaty should ke terminated by notice!

The ‘German -Government of course openly took the side of
the blood-giilty Czar. No opportunity was taken (Chancellor’s
budget etc.) to pillory it.

In Jan. 1805 it was announced that the German troops on
the Easlern frontier had been alarmed. The “Vorwirts” wrote:
“Surely it is out of the question, in spite of everything, that Ger-
many should go to the help of the Czar.” In the summer attemipts
were made ‘o recruit White Guards for the Baltic barons. This is
merely reported, that is all! In March the Russian workers on
strike issued an appeal to the comrades in Western Europe to
hinder munitions being supplied to the Czarist Goverrunent. The
“Vorwirts” found it very difficult to discover where munitions
for Russia were being produced. Altogether a supply of this kind
is a violation of International Law. The German Government
therefore should be the first to be on the watch.

This was the pitiable policy of the central organ and of
the papers allied to it, as well as of the party leaders. It
should be pwinted out that the authorities and the Reformists
instead of mmaking use of the recent lessons, made every effort
to make it seem impossible that the German working class would
ever begin ‘“to speak Russian.” This was due not merely to
considerations for the public prosecutor. The idea that cerain
things which no one dared say apenly could be expressed in
illegal publications, did not even occur to them. Even then
the party showed its true character although it was not yet
recognised.

The picture would however give a false impression if only
this sad side was seen. The more the efforts made to hush things
up were evident, the greater became the contrast between Re-
formists and Radicals; as for instance when Clara Zetkin in
her speeches ridiculed “the awe of the word legality”; as in the
inspired speeches and writings of our Rosa; as in ‘the great
discussion after the mass strike. So strong was the pressure
of these Radicals, that something unprecedented in German Social
Demooracy happened, that the party leaders pulled themselves
together and turned the Reformists out of the “Vorwirts”. The
attitude of the “Vorwirts” to the Russian Revolution was thus
not the only but the chief cause. The “revolt of the journalists”
ended in a reconstruction wf the editorial staff. (Oct. 23rd, 1905.)
Rosa Luxemburg also became one of the new directors of the
paper, and wrote on the Russian question until, early in' December
1905, she plunged into the whirlpool of revolution and took over
the leadership in Warsaw. . )

This victory of Marxism and Centralism over Reformism
and the professicnal privileges of journalism would certainly not
have bieen possible without the Russian revolution which in this

case also had led the party beyond itself and its innermost nature.

It was and continues to be the only victory of this kind, and very
soon afterwards the “Vorwirts” under the leadership of Cunow
who was joined later by Hilferding, descended to being a willing
tool of the dull policy of the authorities.

The Debate on Mass Strikes.

The great dehate on imass Strikes is another example of a
very promising rise and a deplorable fall. The radicalism of
German Social Democracy culminated in it, and the Russian
reolution assisted at its birth. The great Russian strikes in 1904
had already fartilized the idea of a general strike. At the Party
Conference in 1904, Karl Liebknecht had proposed that the subject
should be discussed the following year, but the suggestion met
with very little encouragement” The great strike in January broke
the ice. At the same time Henriette Roland-Holst’s epoch making
book on the general strike appeared. After that the authorities
could no longer stand aloof from the idea.

The old radical majority of the party was unanimously in
favour of the general strike, though they had different opinions
as to its significance and the possibility of putting it into practice.
The Reformists were divided. One group under the leadership of
Bernstein and Ludwig Frank was enthusiastic for the genzral
strike as a means of defence or of conquering the wuniversal
franchise, not as a revolutionary weapon but for the creation
of a solid basis for the Reformist policy. Another group of
Reformists, which included practically all the trade union leaders,
was against the general strike.

The first decision on the question was made at the Trade
Union Congress at Cologne in May 1905. Bomelburg, one of the
best types of trade union organisers, made the chief 'speech.
It was full of the counter-revolutionary spirit and a demand

for peace. The Congress, with tumultuous applause, passed the .

following resolutions: “The Congress condemns all attempts to
fix on definite tactics by propagating the political general strike,
and recommends organised workers to oppose such endeaviours
with all energy. The Congress considers the general strike, as it
is represented by anarchists and persons without any experiences
in the sphere ol the ecomomic struggle, beneath discussion.
He warns the workers against allowing themselves to ke dis-
tracted from the daily detail work for the strengthening of
Latour organisations, by accepting and spreading such ideas.”
Only 30 delegates voted against this resolution.

The “Vorwirts” wrote, entirely in the spirit of these timid
enemies of revolution: “There is a danger that the imagination
of the workers. will be directed towards uncertain hopes and
distracted from their more important and immediate tasks by a
zealous study and discussion cf such quastions — quite apart
from the fact that continuous talking about and threatening with
revolution is more likely to increase the reactionary hostilities
against social democracy than to educate the working class to
firmness of purpose.” This spirit was also a fruit of the revolution,
kut a rotten fruit.

The conspiracy against the idea of the general strike was
thus the first to hold the field, and it represented a strong bloc
of Latcur bureaucracy. It was paralysed however by the fresh
advance cf the Russian revolution in the summer of 1905, the new
wave of strikes, the barricade fights in Poland etc. The conse-
quence was that they hardly dared to take an active part in the
Party Conference at Jena. With tremendous enthusiasm and tumul-
tuous applause, the general strike was recognised as a means of
struggle by the whole party.

After the zenith of the Russian revolution was passed, a
secret conference of trade union leaders was held in the Spring
of 1906, at which war was declared on the party and especially
on the radical wing round Rosa Luxemburg and the “Leipziger
Volkszeitung”. At this conference the communication was made
that the leaders of the party had capitulated to the General Com-
mission of the trade unions. In the course of negotiations between
the two authorities, Bebel had made the following statement: “The
party leaders have no intention of propagating a political general
strike at present. Should it become necessary to do so, the party
leaders will previously come to an agreement with the General
Commission.” At the party conference at Mannheim in 1906,
there was a scene of reconciliation between the party and the
trade unions. The trade union leaders made a show of sub-
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mitting because they actually had victory in their pockets. The
deception was exposed by a proposal of Legien in which it was
established that the resolutions of Jena (the general strike as the
strongest weapon) and of Cologne (prohibtion even to discuss
the general strike) do not contradict one another. Nowadays we
recognise clearly that the Mannheim Party Conference had already
shown the incapability of German Social Democracy ever to carry
out a great political strike of this nature, and that the party had
. learned practically nothing from the Russian revolution.

The Attitude of the German Party to the Tactical Questions of
the Russian Revolution.

In general it may be said that the German party had very
little understanding for the internal questions of dissension among
the revolutionary parties of Russia. They did not even understand
the differentiation of the parties. They regarded it as the result
of the squabblings of the emigrants. All the same, the individual
groups of German Social Democracy spontaneously took up
the attitude corresponding io their charvacter. Thus Kurt Eisner
in the “Vorwirts” openly sided with the Social Rewolutionary
Party. The Reformists greatly regretted {hat Russian Social
Democracy declined to fraternize with the bourgeois opposition,
the Cadets etc. The German Party hardly distinguished between
the Mensheviki and the Bolsheviki. Their essential differences
were not understood but the Bolsheviki were condemned as
narrow-minded, intolerant secessiomists and separatists. In the
most inmportant tactical questions, Rosa Luxemburg sided with
the Bolsheviki against the Mensheviki.

Karl Kautsky’s attitude deserves to be described in greater
detail. He was among the faw who had begun early io concern
himself with Russian party questions and with the question of
the Russian.revolution in general. He arrived at a point of view
which was closely allied to that of the Bolheviki. As early as in
1002, he combated the conception that the proletarian revolution
wiculd be most likely to break out in the country which was
ecconomically most highly developed. He saw the approach of the
revolution in Russia and recognised that the proletariat would
play such an important part in it, that even in the International
the Russian proletariat would take the lead. In an article on the
American worker, written in February 1906, he wrote: “The
Russian proletariat shows ws our future.”

The revolution cf 1905 was in general regarded as the last
Lbourgeois revolution. But the Bolsheviki, and with them Kautsky.
went a step further. Kautsky replied to a questionnaire of
Plechanows’s (“Neue Zeit” 1606/7, No. 9): “The bourgeoisie
does not belong to the driving. forces cf the present day revolu-
tionary movement in Russia, which tnerefore cannot be described
as a bourgeois movement. This does not however justify anyone
in saying that it is a socialist one. It is incapable in any case
of procuring for the proletariat the sole rule, the dictatorship;
the proletariat in Russia is too weak and too undaveloped for that.”
Hea was nevertheless prepared to admit the possibility of Social
Democracy becoming so strong in the course of the revolution
as to gain the victory. This led Kautsky on to answer Plecha-
now’s second question, that concerning the dllies: “It will however
be impossible for Social Democracy to gain the victory through
the proletariat alone without the help of another class, as the
victorious party therefore, it will not be able to carry out its
prograntme any further than is compatible with the interests
of the party supporting the proletariat... It is only between the
proletariat and the peasantry however that a solid commumity
of interests for the whole period ot the revolutionary struggle
exists ... Coroperation with liberalism must only be taken into
consideration where and in so far as it does not interefere with
co-operation with the peasantry. The revolutionary power of
Russian 'Social Demccracy and the possibility of its victory are

based on the.commrunity of interests of the industrial proletariat
and the peasantry.” He admits indeed that this puts a limit on the
revolution; even if Social Democracy were temporarily in power,
socialist production could not be introduced. “And yet”, he
continues, “we may still experience many surprises. We do not
know how long the Russian revolution may continue, and in view
of the formss 1t has now assumed, it does not seem likely that
it will come to an end very quickly. Neither do we know what
influence it may have, and in what way it may fertilize the
political movements in Western Europe.” ’

Kautsky considers that the solution of the agrarian problem
is the central question of the revolution, and with this object in
view he recommends that strong dictatorial measures be taken:
the confiscation and distribution of landed property, confiscation
of the whole of the private property of the Impertal family and
of the monasteries, national bankruptcy, confiscation of the great
monopolies such as the railways, oil-wells, mines, foundries etc.

In the “Neue Zeit” 1904/5, No. 41, Kautsky, referring to the
theme under discussion, says:

“Had the will of the Liberals of past days been fulfilled
and had the revolution come to an end with the transformation
of the General Estates into the National Assembly in order to
make way for a regime of law and order, briefly, had the
revolution remzined so “fine” according to bourgeois notions,
as it is glorified in Schiller’s “Withelm Tell”, and had the French
revolution not been “Lblemished” by the “reign of terror”, the
lower classes in France would have remained absolutely immature
and impotent politically, there would have been no 1848 and
the fight of the French, and with them of the international
proletariat for emancipation would have been indefinitely delayed.”

Here then we have a glorification of dictatorship and, by
its context it is evidently recommended for Russia. There still
remained the question of insurrection. After the Moscow in-
surrection, the party wmaintained an embarrassed silence. The
“Leipziger Volkszeitung” (Paul Lensch) stated that insurrection
is not a weapon in the proletarian struggle, that this had been
proved in Moscow. Kautsky nevertheless, on Jan. 28th 1906
wrote in the “Vorwirts”:

“Should there again be a general insurrection as in October,
it will probably not be limited to a general strike. And here we
see another difference between the Battle of June in Paris and the
Battle of December in Moscow: both wire barricade fights,
the former however was a catastrophe, the end of the old
barricade tactics, the latter the inzuguration of new barricade
tactics. And in this respect we must revise the cpinion expressad
by Friedrich Engels in his preface to Marx’ “Class War”, the
opinion that the era of karricade fights has come to an end.
It is only the time of the old barricade tactics which is past.
This was proved in the battle of Moscow in which a handful
of insurgents held at bay for a fortnight superior troops armed
with the equipment of modern artillery.”

There is hardly any .gap in this descriptions of Bolshevist
tactics. Every sentence shatters what the same Kautsky has said
abtout the Bolsheviki since 1917. At the time Kautsky stood alone
in the German party in the firmness of his point of view.
But it is significant lor the Kautsky of those days that, for the
German Labour movement, he only drew the conclusions, the
practical carrying out of which did not have aciually to be faced.
Even in those days, facts showed that neither Kautsky nor the
German party was capable of drawing the real conclusions from
the experiences of the Russian revolution, and that, should re-
volution appear on the agenda in Germany its2lf, both would fail.
Kautsky had to becomte a traitor, German Social Democracy had
to become a counter-revolutionary party. The Russian proletariat
had to give a new and more powerful example, and a re-
volutionary party had to be called into being in Germany.
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The Russian Revolution and the Austrian Franchise
Struggle.

By Joseph Strasser.

In his Ziirich spsech on the revolution of 1905*) Lenin said:
“Indirectly the Russian Revolution has exercised its influence
also on the Western countries. For it must be recalled that when
on October 30th, 1905 the telegram concerning the constitutional
manifesto of the Tsar reached Vienna, this piece of news contri-
buted comsiderably to the definite victory of universal suffrage
in Austria”. This 1s no mere exaggeration. The news of the Tsar’s
manifcsto aroused the Awustrian workers. If the endlessness of
the franchise struggle, the disproportion between the energy
expended in this struggle and its results had made Austrian
workers, and not the worst among them, disgusted and scepjical,
the conversion of the Tsar to constitutionalism, this palpable
prooi that the proletariat can fight successfully even under the
most difficult and seemingly hopeless conditions, immediately
restored thcir former elan to the Austrian proletariat. And this
elan brought about the election reform.

There are, of course, people who pretend to- know better,
who can swear ‘o it that the statesmen-like cleverness of the
leading Social Democrats was responsible for the introduction
of universal suffrage in Austria. For are not the Austrian Social
Diemocrats of to-day, without exception, convinced that the
method of class struggle is not only barbarous but also obsolete,
ineffective and harmful, that oppenents must not be defeated but
persuaded, and that the Social Democratic Party owes its succes-
ses primarily to the practical application of this conviction.

This superstition arose during the agitation for wuniversal
suffrage, but not right at the beginning. Even in the nineties of
the past century the Social Democratic workers of Austria wouid
have laughed to scorn anyone telling them that the main object
of the clectoral reform movement was to prove to opponents the
correctness of the idea of electoral reform. At that time they felt
their growing strength, and it was their ardent wish to test
this strength by participation in the struggle. At that time the
suffrage movement was a struggle conducted with enthusiasm,
temerity, seli-sacrifice and above all with unshakable conviction.
But a change took place in the course of time. The economic
development of Austria had not omly strengthened the seli-
confidence of the proletariat but also of the nations within the
Empire. If the proletariat demanded political equality with ever-
growing insistence, the oppressed nations showed an increasing
disinglination to conceal the fact that they did not look upon
the Awustrian state as their state, but rather as a cage. In the
second half of the nineties the national .controversies became so
acute that thcy paralysed Parliament and made doubtful the
existence of the Empire in the then form, and consequently also
the introduction of the reforms demanded by the workers and
above all the electoral reform. The Austrian working class found
itself suddenly comfronted by the national problem and by the
question of its relation to the State.

At that time the Austrian form of reformism, of Austro-
Marxism came into being. Karl Renner initiated it. He subjected
the old Austria to a Marxist analysis — at least he thought he
did. In reality it was the old Austria which subjected its Marxist
analysts. It had grown old and weak, it was in a state of
dissolution, it was already falling into decay, but it was still
strong enough to paralyse the courage of its Marxists at a
price. Awustro-Marxism was nothing but capitulation, and a
willing capitulation to the House of Habsburg! This Marxism
had become hopelessly afflicted with loyalism to the State. Because
the national struggle disturbed the franchise struggle and brought
it to a standstill, the Austrian “Marxists” lost faith in the pro-
letariat. Thay no longer believed that the workers could succeed
in winning the franchise reform, not to mention Socialism. Con-
sequently, if they did not want {o give up Socialism and the
labour movement, their hopes had to be conrcentrated on bringing
into harmony the interests of the working class with the interests
of the State, by placing the proletariat at the service of the
State  (“We Social Democrats are the only Party in Austria
working for the preservation of the State”) and on bring able
to place the State at the service of the proletariat. They had to

*) Lenin: “Speech on the Revolution of 1905” published in
“Literatur und Politik” Vienna.

set their hopes on Austria, on a new Austria of course, a federa-
tion of free peoples.

A new Austria — this was uppermost iin the minds of the
Austro-Marxists. But how was this to be brought albout? Through
electoral reform of course. That the electoral reform struggle
seemed to havc become hopeless because of the nationalist con-
troversy was merely a detail. For it was not written anywhere
except in the obsolete works of Marx that the proletariat could
reach the wultimate aim only by fighting. One can win the
electoral reform, and of course every other reform, by persuading
the opponents of its necessity, usefulness and advantages. This
was the second thought of the Austro-Marxists.

Then came a mew phase in the franchise movement. It was.
attempted to prove that universal suffrage is a panacea for all
evils (this attempt always being introduced with the remark: we
know perfectly well that universal suffrage is not a panacea for
all ‘evils). It is essential not only to the proletariat, but also to
other classes, the capitalists, the new middle class, the artisans, and
the pcasants. It will give all nations the opportunity to develop
of which they stand so much in need. Loyalty to the State, whici:
cannot exist as long as there are privileged nations with regard to
electoral rights, will then become a matter of course for all nations,.
a dictate of national self-preservation. Austria will again bscome
great and mighty, therefore universal suffrage is also in the in-
terests of the crown, whose supreme aim of course is the greatncss.
and power of the State.

This argument was used for many years with ever-growing
discernment and persuasiveness. But the powers behind the throue,
the big landowners, the German middle class, would not be pre-
vailed upon, the advocates at last had recourse to entreaties —

just as utopists had appealed not only to the discernment but also

to the good heart of the high and mighty. It came to such a pass
that the advocates of universal suffrage almost went down on their
knees to the Emperor to grant the reform. But nothing was of any
avail.

On October 30th 1905, when the Party Congress of the
Austrian Social Democrats was in session in Vienna, the news of
tha Tsars Manifesto arrived. The effect was astounding. The Party
Congress of the same Party whos¢ leaders had patiently presented
petition after petition to the Emperor for the introduction of elec-
toral reform, adopted the following resolution: “The Party Con-
gress demands the immediate convocation of the Austrian Reichs-
rat, whose house of representatives has at present no other task
to fulfil than to expiate the great injustice of its prolonged exis-
tence and to substitute for the abominable privilege-Parliament a
real representation of the people basel on the principle of uni-
versal suffrage and secret ballot. The Party Congress ‘declares that,
after the glorious victory of the Russian revolution, the Austrian
proletariat of all tongues emphatically demands the introduction
of universal suffrage and sccret ballot and is determined to use
even extreme measures against any attempted delay.” On the same
evening monster demonstrations were held in Vienna and also in
Bruenn, and on the days which followed the workers held de-
monstrations in all the industrial towns of Austria. The police
thought that they could stop the movement by brutality: on No-
vember 2nd the police made an armed attack on the workers.
But the government had already recognised that the workers were
no longer willing to depend — as was the wish of their spokes-
men — on the persuasive power of the electoral reform idea,
but rather on its fighting capacity. On November 4th the Premier
Gautsch, a confirmed reactionary, clerical bureaucrat, and bittcr
enemy of the working class, who had a few weeks previously pro-
tested against the introduction of universal suifrage in Hungary
— on the plea that it might be dragged into Austria — ordered
the publication of the declaration that the Government would give
its attention to the question of electoral reform He did not even
conceal what had made him change his mind so suddcnly. “It
must not be left out of account”, ran the declaration, “that these
wishes (for clectoral reform) have received considerable support
through events in other States.” Thus Gautsch said quite openly
that he had not been converted to electoral reform because of the
testimony of the excellence of universal suffrag: and secret ballot,
but because of the revolutionary actions of the Russian workers
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which had inspired the Austrian workers. He of course declared
at the same time that the introduction of the reform needed “calm
and thorough consideratien”. But on the following day, Suifrage
Sunday, the workers expressed their will so emphatically — in
Prague it came to actual strect-fighting and erection of barricades
— that the Government decided to shorten the period of conside-
ration. On November 11th Gautsch announced electoral reform:
“on a modern basis”, and on November 28th, the day of the
opening of Parliament, when the Austrian proletariat organised
a gigantic demonstration, (in Vienna alome a qurter-of a miliion
of workers took part in the demonstration), his declarations were
still more precisc. But one could see clearty by all his sayings and
actions that inwardly he had remained the same, and that he
would be only too pleased to make use of any opportunity to delay
and bungle the question of elecloral reform. The workers had to
goad the government and the other opponents of the electoral re-
form step by step to the point of action. It was uphill work. Only
in May 1907 did the people of Austria vote for the first time on thz

1905 in

By G.

The Russian Revolution of 1905 was greeted with enthusiasm
by the Bulgarian workers, who hoped that it was the beginning
of the end of the existing bourgeois order throughout the world.
The Russian Revolution had always teen looked upon as the
prelude of the revolution of the West European proletariat.

The Workers’ Party came into being in Bulgaria under the
direct influence of the Russian revolutionary movement. We
imbibed from Russian literature pre-Marxian as well as Marxian
Socialism. This had a very salutary effect on the developmant
of the Labour movement of Bulgaria. The Bulgarian workers
were" interested in, and agitated by the same questions which
were part of the life of the Russian workers. Ideologically, the
Bulgarian Labour movement was an abridged edition of the
Russian labour movement. Much of the Russian Marxist literature
was translated, commented upon and expounded in the Bulgarian
language. We lived by the ideological life of the Russian Marxists.

The Bulgarian Party sprang up at a time when the “Iskra”
came into being. The progress of the labour movement in Russia
was felt in Bulgaria as our own progress. Apart from the
dissemination of Russian publications in Bulgaria itself, their
transfer from Varna to Odessa was also organised. There was
also an organisation to supply Russian comrades abroad with
Bulgarian passports. The victory of revolutionary Marxism which
was heralded with the first number of the “Iskra” helped us to
settle our own quarrels as to tactics.

In this respect Lenin’s pamphlet, “What is to be Domne”
played a particularly brilliant role,

It was just during this rise of the revolutionary movement
of the Russian workers that the Bulgarian Party, influenced by
it, freed itself from the opportunist elenients, ejected from its midst
the so-called “broad” socialists, and became the Party of revoiu-
tionary Marxism. The revolution of 1905 finally determined the
rosition of our Party.

There were no mass movements at that time in Bulgaria.
The workers were unable to rise and to exact better conditions
for themselves by common action. This was the time when the
Bulgarian workers were severing from the petty-bourgeoisie and
were establishing their own: class party. 1905 could not play in the

»

basis of universal sufirage and secret ballot. The opponents of
electoral reform capitulated not because they had become convinced
of the usefulness of this reform, but becausz they had begun to
realise that the proletariat was determined to break down their
resistance to the electoral reform if necessary by force. It was not
the weapon of criticism which defeated the enemies of the workers,
they only gave in because they feared the criticism of wcapons.

The Austrian workers have forgotten the lesson which the
Russian revolution taught them. Soon, very soon, after they had
obtained the electoral reform, they allowed thomselves to be mis-
led by the superstition of seeking salvation in democracy. War and
the overthrow of the old regime did not make any change: During
the gareat capitalist crisis the Austrian workers allowed themselves
to be persuaded of the value of bourgeois democracy and of colla-
boration with the bourgeois parties. But they will soon recollect
that their true successes have always been achieved by fighting:
for that which the Social Democrats fail to do: to enlighten their
adherents, is being done by the Entente.

Bulgaria.

Vakalov.

Bulgarian movement the role which 1917 was destined to play.
But it did its work in Bulgaria in rousing revolutionary feeling
and pointing to revolution as the only way to liberation. Through
it, revolutionary Marxism became the ideology of the working
class of Bulgaria.

But it would be wrong to imagine that the influence of 1905
found its reflection only in the upper strata of the working class
of Bulgaria. It spread gradually to ever-growing sections of
workers. There had never before been so many workers assezm-
blies and mectings. The masses, on learning about the deeds
of their Russian brothers, were filled with enthusiasm and faith
in a speady victory of labour.

For a whole year, Bulgarian comrades followed with intense
attention the events in Russia. They rejoiced and were saddenned
in turn at the joys and sufferings of the Russian workers. I weil
remzmber with what exitement they were cxpecting the “floating
Socialist Republic” — the arrival of the “Potiemkin” at the
shores of Bulgaria. Night after night comrades watched on the
shore in Varna, waiting in vain for the vessel which subsequently
cast anchor in the port of Constance in Roumania. Many of is
sailors came to Bulgaria, but the Bulgarian Government of
Stambulist Petkoff issued a secret circular ordering that they
be taken across the fromtier of Bulgaria. At that time the Bui-
garian Government was of an anti-Russian nature, which.
however, did not prevent it from interference in the interests of
the tsarist government. The class interests of the Bulgarian bour-
geoisie were evidently stronger than the anti-Russian tendencies
of the governmemt. Our Party has always fought against the
tsarist policy of conquest in the Balkans. The revolution of 1905
called for an enormous number of workers meetings in Bulgaria
to protest against the tsarist policy. The attitude of the Bulgarian
government to the Potiemkin rebels gave the Party an opportu-
nity to expose the class nature of the policy of this government
and to call the masszs to the revolutionary struggle for Socialism.

~ From the very beginning thc Bulgarian revolutionary move-
ment was connected with the Russian movement, 1905 strengthe-
ned this indissoluble connection for all time.



1146

International Press Correspondence

No. 76

The Effects of the 1905 Revolution on Swilzerland.

By Fritz Platten.

Towards the end of 1904 the Zurich Russian Colony showed
signs of increas:d nervous tension and in the first days of
1905 the whole Russian colony in that town was astir. There was
meeting after meating, newspapers and any news were eagerly
snapped uwp and the centre of all conversations was the Russian
Revolution. In the Russian reading room, there was continuous
coming and going, and ceaseless discussions in the club house
“Eintracht”, the rendez-vouz of all the revolutionary seegions
of the Zurich labour movemcnt. Frequently all the available halls
of this club house were occupied, and the administration could
not even satisfy the demand for thalls of the various Russian
fractions. In the middle of January came the mews about the
shooting of the Petersburg demonstrators and {his news was
rapidly followed by news of strikes, risings, attempts on the
lives of various people, etc. Thes: events made a very deep
impression on the Swiss workers. There was a flood of strikes
in Switzerland, the workers were in a buoyant mood, a bold
and belligerent spirit had taken hold of them, and one can truly
say that this event brought a fundamental change into the psy-
chology of the Swiss workers. We are ready to admit that only
in a very few cases this psychological change was thz outcome
of a clear recognition of the importance of events in the East.
It was a question of mood, the workers became suddenly imbued
with an ovcrwhelming feeling of their own strength and went
joyfully into the offensive against capitalism. The Eastern
protlem was alien to the Swiss workers, there was only one
desire expiressed by all: Down with the Czar, long live Revolution:
There were but few people who took into account the Character
of the revolution in the East. The workers gave vent to their
sympathies in’powerful demonstrations held in halls and in the
open. The Russian proletariat, as we know, suffered defeat in
the strezt fighting at the hands of the czarist troops tecause
of the treachery of the liberals who joined the counter-revolu-
tionary camp. The revoluiionary power of the Russian workers
was broken and this also sealed the fate of the “demiocratic”
revolution. Rcaction raised its head throughout Europe and
damped the spirit of the workers in Western Europe. On the

strength of the historic events in 1905, two influences established

themselves permanently in Switzerland: one from France and
the ather from Germany. The revolution of 1905 gave an impetus
to syndicalism in France, from there came the slogan: Direct
action is the workers’ weapon. French Switzerland which had
always been under the influence of the Paris Labour movement
took up this slogan and spread its influence to East Switzetland.
The fundamental idea of direct action culminated in the comviction
that only economic struggle can lead to the liberation of the
working class from wage slavery. Anti-parliamentarism began to
flourish, anti-election propaganda was introduced, passive
resistance in the places of cmployment, the use of sabotage on
machinery and other means of production were advocated as the
best weapons of the workers. The latter were urged to begin on
a certain day to work only 8 hours in the factories, the establish-
ment of strike funds ‘was derided and the general strike was
extolled as the panacea of the revolutionary class struggle.

This movement took hold of the masses, attempts were
actually made to bring passive resistance into play and there
were also isolated acts of sabotage. In the labour movement
anarchists gained ground. For instance even the upper strata of
the Swiss Trade Union movement were entirely dominated by
this French movement. But this domination had not comf to stay.
The influence of German Social Democracy on the workers of
East Switzerland was more enduring. In fact, the Swiss workers
were very much influenced by the revolutionary wing of the
German Social Democratic Party. Liebknecht, Rosa Luxemburg
and the Kautsky of those days became, if not the direct, the
indirect leaders of a young tendncy in the Swiss Social Demo-
cratic Party. Every year tens of thousands of German workers
go through the Swiss cantons, and as it happens that it is not
the most stupid, but rather the cleverest workers who are seized
by “Wanderlust”, these immigrant workers exercised a wholesome
influence on the Swiss Labour movement. There came into being
in Switzerland a new rcvolutionary leader guard which very
soon put an end to the influence of the revisionist leaders in the
most important industrial centres of Switzerland, which was able
10 gave a revolutionary character to the labour movement.

How strong was the influence of these driving elements im
the labour movement could be ascertained in Zurich in 1912. In
connection with a prolonged strike there was an encounter between
the workers and the police, which resulted in the formation of
regular fighting leagues. The Government provoked the workers
by appointing Canton police, by making arrests and indroducing
in general a regime of violence dictated by the interests of the
capitalists. The oldest democracy of the world appeared in its
true colours. There was great excitement among the workers and
the revolutionary-Magxist elements within the ranks of the
workers were spoiling for a trial of strength and propagated the
application of the general strike. Taking into consideration the
idyllic conditions of Switzerland the general strike, when it came
had the effect of a bomb. This general strike was brought about
against the will of the Social Democratic leaders. In these circlcs.
there was the conviction that the workers would bz sane enough
not to follow a couple of muddled hot-heads — the epithet
bestowed on the revolutionary-Marxist comrades. The then chief
of police in the town was a member of the Social Democratic
Party. He was already getting on in years and took the whole
matter very calmly. According to his want he retired to bed at
9 p. m. and was thus not among the 167 Social Democratic

“leaders who voted against the general sirike at the municipal

cartel. But over 450 workers from the factories declarsd them-
selves for the general strike. Herr Vogelsanger, the Social
Democratic Chief of Police, in his reliance on Providance, had not
only slept the meeting, but also all preparations which hz as
tha chiet of police of the town should have made.

It is superfluous here to give further details. But it is
worth mentioning that already at that time fractional trade union
work was done by the revolutionary leaders of the labour
movement. They were so sure of victory that they brought with
them to the legislative assembly 20,000 leaflets saying: “The
Zurich Labour Union has decided on the general strike. Workers
do your duty!” Half an hour after the famous session of the
Zurich Labour Union at which the general strike was decided
upon, windows were flung open and the leaflets were showered
on the 10,000 strong crowd waiting below. A thunderous shout
of joy was the reply. On the day of the general strike there
were no tramway cars, no vehicles, no motor cars, except the
strike motor cars. This was the first practical application in
Zurich and in Switzerland of a weapon of the Petersburg workers
in 1905. On this memorable day, the power of the opportunist
wing of the Social Democratic Party was broken. The leaders-

hip of the entire Zurich Labour movement slipped out of their '

hands.

The direct and indirect influence of members of the Russian
Social Democratic Labour Party (Bolshevik) made itself felt
already in connection with this event, and even more so in the
period which followed. August 1914 was a trial by fire and
the Zurich workers stood the test. At that time 40,000 Germaus
were domiciled in Zunich. The gentlemen in the Georman Con-
sulate and in the Committee for “Bismark glorification and
Sedan celebration” looked already upon the Zurich Canton as a
German province and at the outbreak of war paraded the Bahn-
hofistrasse singing “Heil dir im Siegerkranz”, ‘“Deutschland,
Deutschland iiber alles” and “Die Wacht am Rhein”. It was not
the Government nor the Municipal Council who put a stop
to this patriotic exuberance, but again the Ziirich workers who
invited all the workers to' make counter-demonstrations. The
invitation alone sufficed, — to put an end to the national mani-
festations. The Zurich Labour Movement was undoubtedly under
the firm leadership of revolutionary Marxist comrades. But the
towns of Basle, Berne, and Schafthausen came also gradually
under the spell of this movement. In spite of the fanatic efforts
of the opportunists, the Swiss Party voted for Zimmerwald and
Kiental. In the midst of war, in 1918, the national general strike
broke out which was carried out with admirable tenacity. The
entire railway and postal fraffic was paralysed. Post and telegraph
workers went on strike, the industrial enterprises of the town
came to a standstill, over 400,000 workers were out. After four
days, the strike was broken off by the strike committee against
the will of the workers. Thirty seven out of forty members voted
for the cessation of the strike because of the alleged peril of
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invasion by French troops. Grimm, Schneider and Phatten were
against the cessation and became victims of military persecution.
There was no doubt whatever that the Swiss labour mowement
was still very much under the influence of the revolution of 1905.

If Russia and Germany formerly gave prominent and capable
revolutionists to Switzerland, the practice in the Swiss Labour
movemznt was on the other hand, both for good and for evil,
an exczllent school. At tho time of its establihment the Spartakus

Bund (Germany) had over 70% of former active workers in the
Swiss labour movement among its members. Free as they were
of nationalist prejudice, familiar with fraction struggles and with
conspiracy merhods, they were destined to pave the way for a
Communist movement in Germany. The West-European revolu-
tionary movement owes its existence and its spiritual equipment,
to a far greater extemt than it is generally suspected, to Russian
influences and to the Russian Bolsheviks.

The 1905 Revolution.

(Its Reasons, Course, Significance and Lessons.)

1. Causes of the Revolution.

Twenty years ago a revolution took place in Russia, destined
not only to become the ‘“dress.rehearsal” of October, but also
the forerunner of the national revolutions of the Easiern coun-
tries, and a powerful stimulus 1o the class-struggle of the Euro-
pean proletariat. Already forty years ago the country, still feudal,
experienced a revolution, bourgeois in its social-economic com-
position, but whose methods may be truly considered to have
been proletarian.

In order to understand the revolution that took place, it is
necessary to understand the following points:

1. Russia alter the peasant reform of 1861 “freed” many pea-
sants from the land and formed a great agrarian reserve army.
It underwent a colossal industrial revolution, as a result of
which entire industrial districts sprang up in the South (Donbas),
Caucasus (Baku) and an industrial ring around both capitals
(Petrograd and Moscow). During these 20 years (1897—1918) the
number of workers increased from 1,300,000 to 2,700,600. Russian
industry, which in the majority of instances was created with
foreign loans or the resources of forzign industrialists, was
equipped with the most up-to-date technique, and surpassed such
countries as America and Germany by its high degree of concen-
tration. k

A relatively numerous working class, concentrated in the
centre of Russia, was experiencing incredibly difficult economic
and political conditions. Wages on an average were 15 roubles
per month for a textile worker, 25 roubles per month for a
metal worker (15 roubles for apprentices). Even according to the
1897 law, working hours were 11—I12 per day but in reality
were still longer. The 10 hour working day was a rare exception.
Even in the opinion of bourgeois investigators the housing con-
ditions of the Russian workers were terriktle. Workers used to
sleep on dining tables, several families in the same room. As
the premises in most cases belonged to the factory owners,
tarrack discipline prevailed in most places (for instance, it was
forbidden to receive visitors after certain hours). In the factory
the worker was completely in the power of the boss. Numerous
fin'is, roughness on the part of the foremen, the permanent threat
ot discharge for the slightest misdemeanour, and absolute lack
of labour protection, the existence of paid and unpaid spies —
such were the “labour” conditions ol the workers. They were
without ‘protection before the law, and deprived of the most
elementary formis of organisation (Trade Unions could not even
be thought of). The factory owners, however, were organised in
their unions and syndicates. The workers were deprived of ele-
mentary political rights, and of elementary political freedom:.
Was it surprising, then, that the latour movement in Russia
immediately acquired a stormy character, that economic demands
were interwoven with political demands, and that a Social Demo-
cratic Party was already: formed after the first spontaneous out-
breaks? Wias it surprising that before the revolution (1902—1903)
strike waves swept over Russia, unprecedented for their vigomr
in the whole of Europe. The attempts of tsarism to direct the
labour movement along the desired channel ended in failure.
The metal workers union organised by the Moscow gendarme
Zubatoff for cultural-education purposes, with the object of
detracting the workers’ attention from politics, soon became the
centre of economic class struggle with the bosses. The latter used
their pressure for removing Zubatolf, and the working class
went forward along its own path to... revolution. When*Zuba-
toft agents asked a workers’ meeting in Odessa what they
desired, “to break their heads against the wall, or to bore
through it”, they unanimously answered, “Break our heads!”

By N. Lensner.

The extent of working class demands was characterised by the
slogan for the 8-hour day. Such was the first prerequisite for
the revolution.

2. Beneath the current of the labour movement there was a
less powerful but much deeper current — that of the peasant
movement. The peasant reform of 1861, which juridically liber-
ated the peasantry, only aggravated their economic position.
Firstly, by liberating the peasantry, the landowners “cut off” the
best pieces of land for themselves and barred the peasants access
to horseponds, fields and pasture land, etc.... Secondly, the
peasants had to render endless payments for their liberation;
by 1902 they paid 1,400,000,000 roubles and had still to pay
another 400,000,000 roubles. Thirdly, the land plots granted to
the peasants by their former masters were reduced. On an.
average during the second half of the XIX century these holdings
were reduced by not less than one third. Therefore, land shor-
tage was one of the chief miseries of the peasantry. It is sufficient
to say that in the black-soil region of Central Russia, from
44—1/2 million peasants only 11—1,/2 were provided with land.
Extensive areas of land were at the disposal of the landowners.
For instance, 20,000 large londowners owned 70,000,000 dessia-
tines of land, whereas 10—1/2 million peasant families owned
only 75,000,000 dessiatines. This land shortage compelled the
peasantry to obtain land from the landowners on lease. In a
numer of provinces this leasing was almost in the nature of
servitude; the peasants paid the rent by working on the land-
owners’ land, coming to work with their own implements (hor-
ses, etc....). This system of cuitivating the landowners’ land by
way of payment was one of the worst forms of exploitation of
the peasants. It was almost twice as cheap for the landowner; than
voluntary hired labour.

In addition to the buying out payments already mentioned,
insupportable taxes were added, levied on the peasants by the
tsarist government, which wasted tremendous sums on tsarist
estates, on the bureaucracy, the church, the army and in pay-
ment of foreign loans. In certain districts of the black-soil regioir,
the total sum of all taxes and payments was five times in excess
of the value of the land. The inevitable result of this condition
of affairs was that there was a great accumulation of unpaid taxes
which, despite the absolute robbery of the peasantry on the part
of the tsarist tax collectors grew from 37,000,000 roubles (annu-
ally) at the end of the 19ih century to 100,000,00 roubles (aniu-

ally). :

Feudal relations -in the countryside may also be observed
from the fact that communes existed. The commune attached the
peasant to the village, making every peasaut responsible for the
non-payment of the taxes of the particular village to which he
was attached. It would thus seem that this was a weapon of
tsarist fiscal policy. The commune, holding up the development
of capitalist relations in the countryside, it anything, was rather
advantageous for the rich peasants, for with these commumnes,
taxes were not progressive, and therefore the assessment on kulak
farms amounted to only 1—1/2 per cent of the gross income,
but more than 15% of the poor farmers.

All power in the provinces and countries belonged to the
landowners. After the governor and the district police chief,
the miost important person was the “marshal of nobility”. The
judges were exclusively nobles. This system of landed nobility’s
power was supplemented by a system of education which handed
the higher schools over to the clergy.

Peasant Russia was pregnant with inflammatory material.
Its mialadies could only be healed by conmfiscation of the land-
owners estates and the abolition of the relics of servitude in
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the countryside (cultivating land to pay off landowners, com-
munes, old holdings, etc.) and by aboiishing the landowners’
yoke and thus getting rid of the innumerable taxes. This pro-
gramme for liberating the peasant could only be fulfilled by the
destruction of the autocracy. Such was the second prerequisite
for the revolution.

The peasantry itsell attempted to solve this problem even
before the 1905 revolution, by rebellions against individual
landowners. The peasant movements in 1902 were the forerunners
of a tremendous storm. A certain Voronezh landowner had good
reason to write in 1901: “There is something which forebode
evil in the air; every day the glow of fire may be seen on the
horizon; a red mist covers the ground; it is difficult either to
breathe or to live; just as belore a storm. The mujiks sulk
silently, and if they speak is makes one’s flesh creep”.

The above mentioned two prerequisites for the revolution
also determined its historic nature and its driving forces. The
revolution was bound to be a bourgeois-deniocratic one, for its
tasks were:

1. Te destroy the tsarist regime and establish power such
as would secure for the toilers comiplete political freedom, and
would secure, to use the words, of Lenin “a self gowverning
people” and a radical agrarian revolution.

2. As we have already said the abolition of relics of servitude
in the countryside and the transier of the landowners’ estates
1o the peasantry, the liberation of the countryside from innu-
merable payments.

3. The winning of normal labour conditions for the workeis
{under an order where hired labour still existed), in other words,
conquest of the 8-hour day, the right of free coalition, organi-
sation of labour protection, etc....

After having fulfilled these tasks the revolution would still
not be a socialist one. But these tasks could also only be fulfilled
by those classes which were absolutely interested in them, i. e.
the proletariat and the peasantry. These two classes were also
the driving forces of the revolution.

To these mighty streams of the workers and peasants move-
ment, the current of the opposition movement of the intellectuals
had also to be added. Whereas the big industrial bourgeoisie
were given condiserable sops,-and the revolution but confirmed
this with the counter revolution — the extensive strata of the
Lourgeois intellectuals, above all the students, had every ground
for being discontented with the order of boundiess autocracy.
The discontent of the students was particularly strikingly dis-
played in acts that were customary for that epoch terroristic acts
against the tsarist bureaucrats. As the despotism of the auto-
cracy was most of all personified in the eyes of the students by
the Minister of Education and by the chiefs of the gendarmerie,
the attack was directed against the latter. For instance, in 1901,
the Minister of Education Bogolepoif was killed, and in 1902 the
Minister for Home Affairs, Sipiagin, while in 1904 Plehve, the
pillar of Romanoif reaction was assassinated.

This was the social atmosphere that existed at the commen-
cement of the 20th century on the eve of the Russo-]Japanese
War. The war with Japan, commenced by tsarism with the inten-
tion, firstly, of procuring the rich regions of Manchuria and
Korea for the Russian trading-industrial bourgeoisie, and dealers
of the tsars Palace, and secondly, to drown the revolutionary
movement in a wave of chauvinism, evoked by a victorious war,
only succeeded in disintegrating the autocratic order. Within a
few months, the Army suffered a number of general defeats,
while the Navy lost two squadrons.

The fall of Port Arthur, the most important tsarist fortress
in the Far East at the end of Decemebr 1904 was the last link
in these defeats. The significance of the fall of Port Arthur was
strikingly characterised by Lenin in the following phrase: “The
capitulation of Port Arthur is' the beginning of the capitulation
of tsarism”. Twoo or three weeks later came “Bloody Sunday”.

The Main Stages of the Revolution.

The first Russian revolution extended over a period of two
years. January 9th (old style) 1905 marked its beginning, the
end of 1905 its climax and the dissolution of the second Duma
by Stolypin on June 3rd, 1907, its finish. :

The revolution developed spasmodically. Stormy tides gave
place to temporary ebbs. Separate currents of the revolutionary
movement — workers, sailors, peasants, etc., at times merged
1ogether and more often followed one another. If we illustrate
‘tha process of revolutionary evenlts in a schematic manner, we
may- observe the following nine stages of the revolution: 1. Janu-

ary Othy 2. the Spring movement of 1903, 3. the temporary lull
in the summer of 1905, 4. a new greal revclutionary tide in
October-December, 1905, 5. Ebb of the revolutionary wave at the
beginning of 1906. 6. Another rise of the wave — although
weaker than the former stages — of the mass movement in the
second quarter of 1906. 7. The counter revolutionary ofensive 1n
the second haif of 1906. 8. A new and final wave of the revolu-
tionary movement still weaker and more short-lived, in the first
quarter of 1907. 9. Dissolution of the second Duwma and subse-
quent destruction of the revolutionary organisation.

1. January 9th arose directly from .a miovement that goes

down into history as the “Gapon Movement”. The secret police "
. department, in its endeavour to paralyse the revolutionary miowve-

ment of the working class, formed early in 1904 a special union
“Meeting of Russian Factory Workers” in Petrograd, with the
aid of its agent, the Priest Gapon. The object of this organisation
1s clearly illustrated in its constitution 1. “a sober and reasonable
instruction of -members. during their spare time, which will be
of real advantage to them both spiritually, morally and materi-
ally, 2. the instilling and fortifying of the spirit of Russian
nationalism among the members”.

But the class struggle has its laws, unperceived by the gen-
darmes. The Petersburg workers entered this Union n masses.
It was the only primitive form of workers’ union that existed and
soon compelled the leaders of this union to stand at ‘{he head of
the econocimic struggle. The turning point came when a conflict
broke out at the Putilov works where three workers, who were
memizers of the Gapon Union, were sacked on account of a row
with the foreman. This conflict brought all the workers of Peters-
burng to their feet and becamr the central question at the meetings
ot the Gapon Union. The unyielding attitude of the Putilov mana-
gement, Smirnov, which led to a strike at the factory, caused un-
precedented excitement among the rank and file workers. In such
a tense atmosphere Gapon’s appeal to go to the Czar with a
petition called forth great enthusiasm among the workers, “Let
us go to the Liitle Father and tell him how these knaves of ours
are tormenting us; we will say to him — Father, receive us, help
us, help your children for we know you are glad to give your
life for us and only live for us. But you know nothing about how
weare beaten and tormented, about how we starve, and how being
always tormented we are at the same time as ignorant as cattle
and almost all illiterate”. This spirit of naive faith in the Tsar,
this maive belief that the czar’s officials were robbing the people
without his knowledge, also ran like a red thread through the
famous petition which the Petersburg workers took to the Winter
Palace on January 9th. Space only permits us to reproduce the
most characteristic parts:

“Sire, we workers and inhabilants of St. Petersburg of
variolss classes, our wives and children and helpless aged rela-
tive, have come to you, Sire, to seek the truth and your protection.
Here we seek our last salvation. Do not refuse help to your
people. Deliver them from the depths of justice, poverty and
ignoraice, give them the possibility of deciding their own destiny.

Free them from the insuiferable yoke of the officials. Break
down the wall that stands between you and your people, and let
them rule the country fogether with you. You stand for the
happiness of the people but the officials zre trying to smatch
this happiness from our hands.

.... Give orders and promise to execute our demands, and
miake Russia both happy and glorious, and your name will be
imprinted in our hearts, and in the hearts of our sons for all
eternity. 1f you do not so ordain if you do not accede to our
prayer, we will die here on this square before your palace. We
have nowhere eise to go and nothing to go for. We have only
two paths — either to freedom and happiness or to the grave.
Let our lives be a sacrifice for suffering Russia. We do not regret
the sacrifice, we will make it willingl

»
The last words reflected the r 1y mood of the masses, All

the leaflets of the Petrograd Committee of the Bolsheviks could
not prevent this terrible experience of the workers — the pro-
cession 1o the Tsar’s Winter Palace. Despite the fact that this
demonstration of tens of thousands of workers was met by
large patrols from the very commencement, it proceeded without
stopping, carrying standards and portraits of the Tsar .and
singing religious hymns, sanctifying his name. In another hour

“the . streets of Petriograd were stained with the blcod of the

workers. . .

It is difficult to decribe the revolution in thought caused by
Bloody Sunday. One of Gapon’s close collaborators, writes for
instance - that when the latter’s supporters. returned they were
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convinced that an end had come to the Tsat and God... Oid
men who. were formerly believers stamped on portraits of the
Tsar and ikons and those who stamped and spat with the
greatest gusto were they who formerly used to see that lamps
were permanently burning before the ikons, and that they were
always kept filled with oil”. .

. On January 9th Gapon also underwent a temporary change.
“We have no longer a Tsar. Rivers of blood have separated the
Tsar from the people. Long live the struggle for freedom!” These
words of Gapon, millions were now echoing. January 9th caused
the first wave of strike protests. During January 1905 there was
hardly one large workers’ district where the proletariat did not
organise mass strikes of class solidarity.

II. The following months represented the stormy period for
the peoples’ movement. The revolution grew more extensive and
deeper. Those who had commenced the revolution in Petersburg
went to the provinces, to the border countries and brought
millions of workers, employees and artisans out on to the streets.
They penetrated into the countryside, aroused the peasantry and
led them on to smash up the landowners’ estates.

The working class of Russia gave proof of miracles of
energy, self-denial, heroism, patience and self-restraint. The
number of strikers in 1905 exceeded the mumber of strikers in
Germany and America tenfold. During the year 1905 alone there
were 11 times more strikes than during the whole preceding
10 years. Political strikes were interwoven with economic strikes:
side by side with the demand for the eight-hour day and wage
increases, the strike slogans also called for a republic and the
arming of the people. In 1905 the percentage of successful strikes
was much higher than in Germany or other countries where the
proletariat had had already their strong trade unions for scores
of years. Out of every 100 strikes, the workers won 24, while 47
ended in compromise with the bosses and only 29 were lost.

The strike wave drew all trades and districts of Russia into
the movement. Printers (Bielostok, Kharkov, Poltava), shop assi-
stants, who at first addressed a petition to the commercial town
Duma and having seen the futility of the latter, resorted to a
strike (Rostov, Nizhny-Novgorod, Ekaterinoslav), artisan workers
(tailors, barbers), municipal workers, carters, all strata of the
proletariat followed the example of the Petersburg metal workers.
In the Caucasus the movement in the. spring involved even
domestic servanmts. Particular note should be made of the follo-
wing episodes of this first revolutionary wave:

1. The strike of the Ivanovo-Voznessensk textile workers
which lasted for more than a month and a half, was led by a
specially elected delegate council. This strike, despite its unsuc-
cessful results, was of tremendous revolutionary significance,
having aroused the textile workers of the entire Central industrial
region to the struggle.

2. Mass struggie in Poland, which, in Lodz, one of the
main working class centres, led to a barricade struggle and sluc-
ceeded in rallying together the iproletariat of various nationalities.

3. Disturbanices in Odessa, where the strike endad with
a bloody collision with the police as a result of their provoca-
tive conduct. The events in Odessa should be noted particularly
in view of the fact that they directly proceeded the first rising of
the Black Sea sailors on the famous warship “Potyomkin”.

The wave of workers’ strikes also swept over the country-
side. During the first half of 1905 the first serious oltbreaks took
place in the Ukraine, and then spread to the Volga.

The peasant movement was in the main a movement of the
poor and middle peasants, for it was just these elements which
suffered most from land shortage, inability to pay rent, and from
the system of working on the landowners’ estates. The fury of
the peasantry was mainly directed against the landowmners’ estates.
The latter were either smashed up or set on fire. (“We will
give the landowners a smoke.”) The biggest disorders of all oc-
cured in the central Black soil region where the peasants suf-
fered most of all from land shortage and arrears of tax payment.
In localities where celrtain kinds of agricultural factories existed,
(Northern Caucasus, Western Ukraine, and the Westernr border
couritries), the main method of struggle was the strike, In the
Ukrainian districts peasants even celebrated May 1st. In the
Northern provinces the method most frequently resorted to was
to cut down the woods. It was mainly the rich peasants who
participated in this, as it was only they who had the means
of carrying away the wood cut down in thel landowners’ corn-
fields, by carrying away hay and straw and seizing land and
woods.

In attacking the landowners, the peasants naturally came up
against the local authorities. Therefore, the peasant revolts often

led to changes in the regime, and in the election of their own
peasant comumittees, or the refusal to fulfill public obligations.

The peasant movement, despite its mass character, did not
play such a role as the movemcnt of the urban workers. The
main reason for this lies in the fact that the peasants were not
organised but were scattered in tens of thousands of willages.
Peasant demands most frequently bore a local character. Having
seized an estate and kicked out the village policeman, the village
quieted down and sat peacefully at home, whereas in another
county thel troops dealt with the peasantry. Therefore, it was not
surprising that it was very easy to suppress the peasant revolts
with small detachments of troops.

But despite the lack of organisation and the scattered nature
of the peasantry, their movement had tremendous significance as.
it showed that the countrydide was commencing to rise up
against the landowners and gendarmerie and that with time it
would resume with redoubled strcigth.

During the first half of 1905 there were already symptoms.
of disintegration in the ranks of tsarist armed forces. We allude
to the rebelliom on the Black Sea warship, “Potyomkin”. The
sailors, who were the most conscious and proletarian section
of the Navy, in this revolutionary movement had all the more
reason for rebelling against tsarist orders, which in the Navy
were particularly sevdrely felt, owing to the severe discipline,
enforced by the aristocratic officers. The revolt of the “Potyom-
kin” took on a very serious character: a section of the Ship’s.
Command was thrown into the sea and new commanders were
elected from among the sailors. On June 14th a warship entered
Odessa port flying the red flag. But in the subsequent trend of
events, the chief shortcoming of the revolution became apparent:
the absence of sufficient organisation, the lack of big leaders,
which was expressed in the fact that the sailors were unable
to assist the revolting workers in Odessa, and the latter to draw
the sailers into the struggle. The end of the strike in Odessa,
the decisive measures of the tsarist naval command in the
striugglel against “sedition on other ships” and the defection that
began to take place among the higher command on the warship,
compelled the “Potyomkin” to take to the open sea, and after
a short while it surrendered to the Rumanian authorities in
Constantza. '

The revolutionary wave in the first half of 1905 was so
strong that it swept with it also extensive strata of intellectuals.
Engineers, doctors, lawyers, etc. now spoke the language of
revolution. Before thay were afraid to speak about the constitu-
tion, but now they demanded the convention of the Constituent
Assembly, threatening ... political strike. The “miutiny of the
educational societies” went down in the history of the intellectual
movement under this name.

III. The revolutionary wave in 1905 only flagged during
one period — from July to September. The first wave proceeded
mainly on ths lines of the economic struggle. The revolution in
October anid December gained still more strength than at the
commencement of 1905; 1its main resources were now the All-
Russian mass strike, numerous armed attacks, increasingly fre-
quent revolts, in the army, “red roosters” in the countryside —
all these resources slackened temporarily during the autumn
months and gathered forces for a further more powcirful ons-
weep. The autocracy endeavoiured to utilise this lull and con-
cluded the Portsmouth peace with the Japanese, demobilised the
army, published a decree for the convention of a constitutional
Duma to which only the landowners and bourgeoisie had the
right of election... The peasantry also had electoral rights for
this Duma, but in granting them this tsarism counted on split-
ting away thd peasantry from the Revolution. In granting the
franchise to nine and omne half thousand out of the two million
population of Petrograd, and to eleven thousand out of the one
and a halt million Moscow population, tsarism only pushed the
urban petty-bourgeois strata in the camp of the revolution. It is
not surprising ‘that the reply to this decree was an appeal to
boycott the new Duma not only on the part of Lenin, but also
Milukov. It was only the Mensheviks Martov, Arelrod, and Damn,
true to their opportunistic nature, who opposed this boycott. It
is worth remarking that the Bolshevik attitude on this question
not only met with the support of Rosa Luxemburg, biut also of
Kautsky and Bebel.

IV. But tsarism only succeeded in announcing the sum-
moning of the Bulygin Duma*) Subsequent events compelled it

*) This stillborn Duma was named the Bulygin Duma be-
cause the Tsar’s decreq was issued in the name of the Minister
for Home Affairs, Bulygin.
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‘to forget the Duma projects. The new revolutionary wave res

ceived its stimulus from Moscow. At the end of September, the
printers struck in Moscow and at the commencement of Oc-
tober, the railwaymen on the Moscow. lines left off work in
response to rumours that were circulating as to the arrest of
the Railwaymen’s Mutual Aid Society Congress which had pas-
sed a resolution... on political liberties. After the Moscow wor-
kers, the railwaymen of nearly all lines struck work.

The All-Russian Railway strike which broke out for tha
first time after the nine months of revolution, signified a new and
further mighty impetus to the revolutionary tide. This strike
roused the entire working class of Russia. During the first
quarter of 1905 810,000 workers were on strike, and the num-
ber of strikers during the October-December period reached
1,277,000. Whereas the number of participants in the economic
strikes during the first quarter of the year was three times the
number of participants in the political, now the picture was just
the reverse. The number of participants in political strikes was
double the number of participants in economic girikes.

The October strike was the climax in the rise of the revo-
lutionary wave. There was not a town, not a large factory which
did not stop working and ddmand the overthrow of the auto-
cracy.

“The strike was not restricted to the railways. It was stri-
ving to become a general strike. Having let off steam and put
«clut the station lights, the strikers with a crowd of railway wor-
kers 'went into the town, held up the tramways, carriage horses
and turned the passengers out, closed shops, restaurants, cafes,
and inns and corfidently approached the doors of the factories.
There they were already awaitdd. Alarm whistles were given,
work ceased, and the crowd in the streets at once began to grow.
It proceeds further and already carries the Red Flag. The ban-
ners proclaim that the crowd desires the Constituent Assembly
and a Republic, that it is fighting for Socialism.

“The movement brings all rescurces into action: it ap-
veals, it persuades, it adjures, it prays on its knees, — as a
wom i1 speaker once did in Moscow on the platform of the
Kursk railway station — it threatens, terrifies, throws stones,
and finally fires from a browning. It wants o achieve its object
at all costs. It lays too great a wager. An entire class accepts it,
and if an insignificnt section of it, perverted by those against
whom it is fighting, stand in its path, is it not wise to thriust
the obstacle aside with a rough kick.” (Trotzky, “1905”.)

The October strike gave birth to a new type of organisation
in the history of the labour movement — the Soviet of Workers
deputies, after which sprang up the Sovicks of soldiers deputies,
peasant committees, etc.

The first of these to spring up was the Petersburg Soviet,
on October 13th*). Within a few days this Soviet became the
acknowledged leader of the masses of the people. Tradesmen,
cab drivers, and intellectuals all obeyed its orders, and those
factories and workshops not yet on strike closed down.

The endeavours of tsarism to paralyse the revolution by
means of introducing “freedom” in its manifesto of October
t7th, only increased tne influence of the Soviets. This manifesto
was correctly estimated as being a sign of the weakness of
t{sarism, expressed by the way, in the appointment of the dis-
graced Count Witte as Prime Minister reputeld to be a liberal
bureaucrat. The end of October and the first half of November
- marked the apotheosis in the activity of the Soviets. The Soviet
issued the slogan of an independent introduction of the eight-
hour working day by the workedrs themselves. Soviet control. of
the work of the post and telegraph at the end of November even
Lrings about (npt witholut success) a boyocott of the tsarist finan-
cial tastitution. The Petrograd Soviet became the revolutionary
centre of the whole country, a kind of second government.

The Petrograd Soviet grew up out of the All-Russian Oc-
tober strike, but a strike cannot last for months. It i¢ destined
to arouse the masses. The actual overthrow of the autocracy
could only be done by an armed rising. The Petrograd Soviet
did not set itself the task of onganising this rising, and therein
lies one of the direct reasons for its fall. The Petrograd Soviet
did not set itself this task because its leading group consisted
of Mensheviks who all the time were trying to sit on two stools,
the stool of revolutionary local seli-government and that of the
revolutionary government.

*) Al dates, old style.

Meanwhile, the strike struggle already in the first hali of
November began to davolve into a cul de sac, while in the second
hall of November it clearly commenced to decline. The lockouts
on the part of the owners, who undertook an attack on the eight-
hour day resulted in the exhaustion of the proletarian forces. At
the end of November the Government already found it possible
to arrest the chairman of the Soviet — Khrustalov, and at the
commencement of December, arrested the entire Soviet.

After the Petrograd workers had been smashed the centre of the
revolution was transferred to Moscow. This was rendered favour-
able owing to the fact that by the end of 1905 the textile workers
of the Moscow district were only just being brought into the
struggle and therefore their revolutionary energy was not expen-
ded 1o the extent of the Petrograd workers. To this must be
added the fact that in Moscow the garrison was more demo-
cratic in its composition, and more sympathic to revolution, The
distintegration of this garrison in Novembter already went so
far that the soldiers, who stood on guard at the factories, opealy
said to the workers “No soconer will you rise than we will also
rise up and open the arsenals for you”. On December 4th even
a Soviet of soldier's deputies sprang into being. .

Unfortunately for the revolution this discontent anmiong the
garrison came to a head too soon, — just a few days before the
workers’ insurrection: at the end of November mutinies took
place in certain regiments. The oificers succeeded in disarming
them, in shutting the mutineers up in the barracks and thus
depriving the future workers’ insurrection of a powerful ally.
This rising broke out on December 7th. On Decemiber 4th news
was received of the dissolution of the Petrograd Saviets, on the
6th a general strike was declared, and on the 7th fighting with
the troops commenced. .

As distinct from Petersburg, the Moscow Sowiet led by
Bolsheviks, was able to arm a section of the work:rs even in the
preceding months, and to form a centre of the insurrection in
the form of a commiittee which contained in addition to Bolshe-
viks also mailwaymen and S. R. s. The heroic struggle of the
Moscow proletarians continued for more than one week. Several
hundreds of workers’ detachments fought against several thow-
sand weil-armed tsarist troops. Particular heroism was displayed
by the Krassnays Pressnays, the main working class district in
Moscow. The entire district was enclosed by barricades; And
it would have been uncertain as to how the struggle would finish
had not- admiral Ubasov, commander-in-chief- of the Muoscow
troops received reiniorcements from Petersburg. In this respect
the weakness of the revolution made itseli felt: in the first place
since the workers of Petersburg had been outnumbered and
beaten and could not assist Moscow, tsarism sent detachments
of guards.

The Petersburg and Moscow Soviets were no isolated in-
stances. The October strike led to the formation of Soviets of
workers’ deputies in many workers’ centres. These included
Rostow, Odessa, Baku, Samara, Novorossisk, Nikolaevsk, etc. The
only exceptions were the Western and border lands (Poland etc.)
where the labour movement was exclusively under the influence
and leadership of Social Democracy, and did not feel such a need
for organisations like the Sowiets as the rest of Russia. The
December rising in Moscow had repercussions in many towns
(Rostov) where an armed struggle between the proletariat and
the tsarist authorities took place.

In many towns the Soviets were real organs of People’s
power during the November-December period. “In Rostov for
instance, people began to apply to the Soviets for the solution of
nearly all housing questions. The radical bourgeoisie, having
organised into their intellectual unions, announced their desire
to enter the Soviet. The old authorities were silenced, but felt
that they still existed”. In December, Rostov hdd had just the
same experiences as Moscow. In the working (lass districts,
workers’ detachments reigned supreme, while at the centre the
old authorities. Only the victory of tsarism in Moscow under-
mined the fighting spirit of the workers and brought the down
fall of the workers in Rostov.

The eactivity of the Nowvcrossisk*) Soviet was still more
striking. In November a Nowvorossisk Republic was declared.
Supported by the armed workers, the Soviet drove out the former
authorities — the Governor chief of police, etc. and replaced them
by their own representatives. The Soviet established the most
capable political freedom. In the economic field the Soviet adopted

*) Nowvorossisk is a port on the Caucasian Coast on the
Black Sea. .
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the principle of public aid to the unemloyed and assessed the
bourgeoisie — people receiving incomes of 1000—2000 roubles per
year, paying 2!/>% and those receiving more paying 4%. Workers’
detachments were sent out against all resisters. Revolutionary
order was enforced by 500 wonkers’ guards and only the break-up
of the rising in Moscow and Rostov led to the smashing of the
Novorossisk Republic which lasted for more than one month.

In other large towns, such as Baku, Odessa, efc., the Soviets
did not play such an important role, for the Mensheviks who
dominated them did not decide on such definite measures as in
Novorossisk. The role of_ such Soviets did not extend much
beyond that wof strike committees.

October—December 1905, was a period of ascendancy not
only of the labour mvement. During these months, a new wave
of the peasants’ movement surged up. During a very shoit period

+ the peasants destroyed more than 2000 of the landowners’ estates.
In November sailors rebellions also broke out in Sevastopol and
Kronstadt. The former movement was led by the non-Party
Lieutenant Schmidt. But in both cases the absence of firm political
leadership and. contact with the labour movement led to a supres-
sion of the movement.

The peasant movement and the sailors’ rebellion were cer-
tainly indications as to how the depth wof the penetration of the
revolution was. However, they were not sufficiently powerful to
support the workers’ revolution. And the lack of agreement with
the labour movement led to tsarism being able to smash both the
working class and the peasantry in turn.

The overthrow of the Petersburg Sowiet, the Moscow and
other risings already. meant a decisive turning point in the process
of revolution. For the time being, tsarism proved to be stronger
than the proletariat. After December 1905 an ebb commenced in

the revolution. Small temporary rises in the revolution did not,

change the trend of events.

The first quarter of the year 1906 showed a sharp decline in
the activity of the working class. But the entire year 1906 in
general disclosed the same state of affairs. In 1905, about 3 million
workers struck altogether, while in 1906 omly just over one
million. In 1905 it was the Moscow, and Petersburg districts
which mainly went on strike. In 1906 the strikes took place most
often in the provinces. In 1916 the number of strikers in the
Petersburg district was almost 4 times less than ‘in 1905: in
Moscow this figure fell more than threefold. In 1905 from
January to the following months the number of strikers increased,
while 1n 1906 we had a completely opposite picture. In 1905 {he
metal workers played the main part in the strike movement, as
they were the most conscious and fighting section of the prole-
tariat. In 1906 the textile workers assumed this leading role. The
textile workers were not so advanced in their literacy and deve-
lopment as the metal workers, who had long ago broken with
the countryside. The results of the 1906 strikes were less favou-
rable for the workers than in 1905, Simultaneously the govern-
ment smashed up workers organisations everywhere, suppressed
wiorkers’ papers, and arrested thousands of Socialists and Tevolu-
tionary non-Party workers.

The second quarter of 1906 was characterised by a certain
rise in the mass movement. The proletariat, which in December
1906 had not been smashed but had only retreated from fighting
— attempted to start a new offenive. It is true that its attack was
not so strong as in 1906. But nevertheless, the awakening of the
mass movement produced conditions for the convention of the
first State Duma, for the appearance of new workers’ newspapess,
trade-unions, etc. The reason for this “deference” on the part of
tsarism is explained by the fact that the second quarter of 1906
coincided with an increase in the omslaught of the peasant
movement, which was the most powerful during the whole
process of the revolution. Whereas in the autumn of 1905 one
third of the counties in Russia “revolted” now ilie movement
embraced a half of the counties. The rise of the peasants found
its repercussion among the peasant elements of the Petersburg
garrison. But these movements were doomed to failure in ad-
vance, insofar as the main herald of the revolution — the prole-
tariat was already worn out and was not in a condition to enter
upont a new wave of armed risings. The tsarist regime suppres-
sed the peasants movement with unprecedented cruelty. “Blood
is flowing all around ws, everything is wrapped in flames, we
smash, we cut, we shoot” — that is how a certain "officer
described this bloody vengeance upon the peasantry.

The decline of the revolutionary wave in the second half of
1906,at once led to the dissolution of the first Duma and to a wave
of White Terror. It became more and more clear the revolu-

tionary ebb would be continuous. The Bolsheviks who had called-
for a boycott of the Duma (not without success) now decided to
utilise the elections to the Second Duma for the purpose of revo-
lutionary agitation. This was all the more successful insofar as
the first quarter of 1907 — during which the election campaign
for the Duma was conducted — was characterised by a certain
reviving of the labour movement by an increase of strikes, and
by the appearance of new trade unions etc. Despite the merciless
ourtailment of the workers’ franchise, the uninterrupted terror,
the elections to the second Duma ended in the disgrace of
tsarism. The second Duma proved to be “redder” in its comipo-
sition than the first one. There were more than 50 Social Demo-
crats alone, but the new Duma did not have such great support
among the mass movement as was the case in 1906. The wave
of strikes in 1907 did not last for long. Therefore, already on
June 3rd, the Gowvernment, headed by Stolypin, dissolved the
Duma. An epoch of reaction, terror and merciless struggle against
the revolutionary ~movement commenced. After the events of
June 3rd, 1907, the mass movement did not revive until in 1912.

Causes of the Defeat of the Revolution.

The first Russian Revolution depite all the heroism and stub-
born struggle put up by the people, sulfered defeat. What were
the main causes of this defeat?

Firstly, these causes should be sought for in the lack of
unity betwen the workers and peasants movements. This disunity
was most clearly reflected in the conduct of the army, which on
the whole remained neutral, but to a certain extent even fulfilled
the role of strangling the revolution. The overwhelmingly greater
part of the army however, was composed of young peasants. In
1917 the position was just the reverse, then the conduct of the
Petrograd garrison decided the fate of Tsarism.

This disunity between the workers and peasants movement
was also demonstrated by the factthat the apax of these movamznts
did not coincide. Whereas the climax in the worker’s movement
occurred at the end of 1905, that of the peasant rising took place
in the spring of 1906. The peasantry was unable to organise their
movement by the time the decisive struggle between tsarism and
the working class was taking place. :

The fact cannot, of course, be overlooked that Social Demo-
cracy as leader of the proletariat, had not been sufficiently active
and effective in linking up the slogans of struggle of both workers
and peasants. The slogan of nationslising the land for instance,
mainly belonged to the peity-bourgeois S.R. Party. These errors
become comprehensible it we remember that at that time the
Mensheviks were almost as strong as the Bolsheviks and their
tactics by no means amounted to lorming an alliance of the
proletariat and the peasantry. '

Secondly, the weakness of the revolution lay in the domi-
nation of an element of spontaneity in the labour movement of
that time, and inadequate guidance of the movement on the part
of the Social Democratic Party, the exclusive domination of the
Mensheviks in the various working class centres (Petrograd,
Odessa, and fo a certain extent Rostov, etc.). Working class
organisations (trade unions, Soviets, elc.) were now already
being formed in the very thick of the fight between Tsarism and
the proletariat. The idea of “organising the revolution”; the idea
of the “armed rising”, which Lenin had so persistently preached
since the time of the January disturbances, did not becoma
general owing to the domination of the theory of spentaneity of
the mass movement in the other camp of Social Democracy.
Hence the Menshevik viewpoint met with suecess for a certain
period in view of the fact that nearly the *whole of 1005 was.
a period of uninterrupted strike waves. But in November-
December, when the strike movement culminated in a blind
alley, life itself spurred on the workers to armed insurreclion.

But now it was too late since all energy had been expended

and the working class was not ready for the armed struggle,
and the leading grolps were also unprepared for this struggle.

Thirdly, tsarism received support — either direct or
indirect from — both the Russian and foreign bourgeoisie.
The treacherous role of the bourgeoisie was clear for instance
during the lockout of the Petrograd workers in November 1905,
at the height of the stiuggle of the Soviet against Tsarism:.
These tactics on the part of the factorv owners brought des-
integration into the vacillating ranks of ithe workers and was
a stab in the badk to the whole working class army of Petro-
grad. In Moscow also, during the December insurrection, the
Moscow merchants and factory owners. headed by Gutchkov,
formed a special council at the dispesition of Admira. Dubassev
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to givad moral and material aid in the task of suppressing
the rising.

The liberal Party ol constitutional democrats (Cadets) as
far ‘as their forces would allow them, endeavoured to spread
among the masses jthe illusion of constitutinal victory ever
tsarism just at a moment when it was necessary to overthrow
the autocracy. The first Duma, in which the Cadcts were in the
majority, helped the tsar to receive a loan abroad, and thus
strengthened the force of tsarism.

The support of foreign capital for the Russian counter- re-
volution proved to be more active than that of the European
proletariat for the revolution. Foreign capital was directly in-
terested in preserving tsarism, for the latter favoured the pene-
tration of foreign capital into Russia, maintained siavish labour
conditions which brought colossal surplus profit {o French,
Belgian and other capitalists. On the other hand foreign capital
was interested in preserving the autocracy just as a creditor, the
life of a debtor. The assistance rendered by foreigners, in the
main French capitalists, was very considerable. Tsarism received
nearly 1 milliard roubles. With this sum it was able to restore
the standard of the rouble and at the same time remove the threat
of soaring prices and thus temporarily relieve the pressure on
the peasants’ pocket, or in other words remove a number of
pretexts for mass discontent.

III. Bolshevism and Menshevism in the 1905 Revolution.

Up to the 1905 revolution the differences betwesn the Bolshe-
viks and ‘Mensheviks were mainly of an organisational nature.
The 1905 revolution fully brought out all revolutionary problems
and demanded clear solutions for all strategical and tactical pro-
blems of the revolutionary struggle. The 1905 revolution created
a guif between Bolshevism and Menshevism.

Firstly, their estimations of the driving forces of the revo-
lution were sharply opposed to one another. The strategical
plan of struggle was quite difierent. The Mensheviks, basing their

arguments on an appreciation of the Russian revolution as a
bo'urgﬂeocs revolution, put fonward the following strategic plan:
The Ltlurgeoisie is conducting a struggle against Tsarism, sup-
ported and egged on by the proletariat. In the event oi victory,
political power will pass into the hands of the bourgeoisie, and
the proletariat will obtain definite political and economic liberties.
Social Democracy throughout the whoie period of the revolution
is simply an opposition party. Participation in the government
is impermissible as it would be opportunist and is contrary
to the decisions of the Amsterdam Congress.

The Russian revolution — replied the Bolsheviks, is a bour-
geois revolution in its social-economic composition, because it
is first and forcknost an agrarian revolution. But its driving forces
are not the bourgeoisie, but the proletariat and peasantry, for
the bourgeoisie is incapable of conducting a struggle for the con-
fiscation of the land, it is disadvantageous to the bourgeoisie
to destroy the tsarist apparatus of oppression, the bourgeoisie
fears the people more than the tsar, the bourgeoisie will betray
the rcvolution at the most cnitical moment. The great task of the
bourgeois revolution — the confiscation of the landowners land,
the abolition of autocracy and the conquest of the eight-hour day,
can only be fulfilled by an alliance between the proletariat and the
peasantry establishing a democratic dictatorship, or in wother
words, by the creation of a new revolutionary regim-

This victory will be a dictatorship. In other words, it must
inevitably be based on armed force, on the armed masses, on an
insurrection and not on one or other kind of institution formiad
by “legal” or “peaceful methods”. This can only be a dictatorship
because the setting up ol the new governmental forms, necessary
and essential for the proletariat and peasantry, evokes the dcis-
perate resistance of the landowmners, the powertul bourgeoisie and
tsarism. Without the dictatorship, it is impossible to break down
this resistance, and impossible to withstand counter-revolutionary
attempts. (Lenin.)

Social Democracy is obliged to participate in this government
ol democratic dictatorship, for such a government grows out of
the very womb of the revolution and has nothmg in conumon
with the capitalist, bourgeois governments of Europe. The hege-
mony of the revolution does not belong to the bourgeoisie but
to the proletariat. The strategic plan is: “The proletariat must
carry the democratic revolution right through to the ead in
alliance with the peasant masses, in order to break the forces
of resistance of autocracy and paralyse the vacillation of the
bourgeoisie. The proletariat must bring about a Socialist upheaval,

ally itself with the mass of semi-proletarian elements of the
population, in order to break the force of resistance of the
bourgoisie and ‘pa-ralyse the vacillation of the peasantry and
petty-bourgeoisie.” (Lenin.)

Secondly, there were profound differences in the appreciation.
of the agrarian programme on the part of both fractions. The
Mensheviks stereotypdd the Russian revolution, and brought to
the fore a point common to all former revolutions — the tran-
siton of political power to the bourgeoisie They regarded the
agrarian question more as a problem of the Socialist revolution*)
Unlike the Boisheviks, they under-estimated fthe cxtent of the
agrarian revolution as the main spring of the 1905 revolution.
Hence also their underestimation of the dimensious of the political
revolution. It is wellkown that the programme os municipalising
the land put forward by the Mensheviks was mainly basad on
the thesis of the reactionary nature of the central authorities,
end the democratic nature of the local organs.

Thirdly, this difference in the strategic plan pre-determines
the distiriction in tactics. Let us take the main points:

a) When, for imstance, autocracy published the decree on
the Bulygin Duma, the Bolsheviks called upon the people to
declare boycott and link up the latter with the slogan for an
armed rising. The Mensheviks opposed the boycott and put for-
ward the vague idea of “independent” elections as a result of
which they imagined a People’s Duma would ensue. Lenim
correctly characterised this plan of “People’s” elections, under
the autocratic order as an example of constitutional illusions.

b) The differences of opinion with regard to the Soviets
were still more characteristic, for the Mensheviks’ Soviets were
simply a form of seli-government under the bourgeois regime,
a supplemwut to the latter. Being opposed to the establishment
of the democratic dictatorship of the workers and peasants, the
Mensheviks naturally had to oppose the tramsformation of the
Soviets into organs of power.

For the Bolsheviks, who as far back as their May Congress.
adopted the slogan of the Revolutionary Provisional Government,
the Soviets actually were the inaugural organs of the People’s
power, the State form of the democratic dictatorship. In 1906
Lenin visuvalised in the Soviets a new form of people’s power.
“This powdr is open for all, everything it does can be seen by the
masses, it is accessible to “che masses, and has its direct origin
in the masses. It is the direct and indirect organ of the masses
of the people and of their will,” wrote Lenin in his famous
pamphilet: “The Victory of the Cadets and the Task of the
Workers’ Party.”

¢) The discussions arising from the December rising show
that even in 1906 the Mensheviks had lost their r:volutionary
inetinct. The appreciation of the results of the rising was given
by the Mensheviks in Plekhanov's  famous phrase “We should
not have resorted to arms”. Later, this same thesis runs through
the work of the Mensheviks Cherevanin and others. It would
appear that Menshevism condemnrid the insurrection, and was
consistent after its owan fashion insofar as it opposed the demo-
cratic dictatorship. But in doing so the Mensheviks actually denied
the entire revolutionary struggle, for the rising was an inevitable
grande finale to the ten months strike struggle and the ounly
way of facing the question. It was cither a case of striuggle to a
victoricus end, which meant an insurrdction, or else the struggle
should not have been commenced in general,

The Bolsheviks 1ook quite a different stand. For them De-
cember was the apex of the proletarian struggle. Lenin reproached
the Party omly because of its bad leadership of the rising and
weak preparatory work. Lenin only criticised the tactical <rrors
during the rising especially the lack of audacity in attacking the
enemy. Lenin taught the Bolsheviks the necessity of an exhaustive
study of December with respect to the utilisation of barricades,
the role of artillery, etc. and instilled belief in the imminence of the
future insurraction.

In short the Mensheviks calculated the results of this heroic
insurrection just like Philistines, whereas the Bolsheviks treated
it as commanders, respomlble for the struggle to the million
strong army of toilers.

d) The defeat of the December rising robbed the Mensheviks
of the last remnants of their revolutionary instinct, therefore, it
was sufficient for autocracy to hold out a bait and summon 'the

*)} The material published in No. 3 of the Leninist collection
on the discussion of the agrarian programme of 1903 brings out
this point very clearly.
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first Duma, and the Mensheviks at once caught in the net and
fell victims to constitutional illusions. Their tactical plan amounted
to the following: the Duma must become the leader of the masses.
The object of the struggle should now be to form a Ministry
responsible to the Duma. Within the Duma itself the Social
Democrats should support the Cadet majority. This tactical plan
transforried the working class into a political supplement for the
‘bourgeoisie. Therefore, it was natural that the Bolsheviks submitted
this plan to the moest merciless criticism. The Cadet Duma in-
capable of fighting, did not desire a struggle, for the bourgeoisie
‘feared the revolution more than counter-revolution. The Duma
ministry was simply a comedy insofar as the tsarist rule existed
side by side. The Menshevik policy was nothing but deception
-of the people and treachary to the revolution. The method of
struggle ought not to be the Duma, but the mass movement, the
armed insurrection. The leader of the people is not the Duma but
the proletariat. The object of the struggle is not a Cadet ministry
but a democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry.

It is intersting to note that these tactical disputes in 1906
resulted in the workers leaving the Mensheviks.

e) What was the outcome of the 905 revolution for the
Mensheviks and for the Bolsheviks. The Mensheviks had already
collapsed at that time as a Party of the Revolution. Even thea
they showed that they were only capable of one thing, and that
was to follow at the tail of the bourgeoisie. And with the
Bolsheviks we find that just the opposite was the case. During
the process of the revolution, during the period following De-
cember, they proved themselves to be a Party striving to bring
about the hegemony of the proletariat, to struggle mercilessly
against all atempts of the bourgeoisie to deceive the people and
to divert them from the task of owerthrowing autocracy.

What was the attitude of European Social Democracy towards
the discussions within the Russian Social Democratic Party?
Here it is interesting to observe the decisive moral support given
by the European reformists to the Mensheviks. At the same time it
is equally interesting to note the agreement in the estimate of
the nature of the motive forces of the revolution and of the various
tactical campaigns of the Bolsheviks on the part of the revolu-
tionary European Social Democracy, above all the Germans, in
the person of Rosa Luxemburg, Kautsky, and others.

The Euopean Reformists such as Jaures in France, Bernstein
and the editors of the “Sozialistische Monatsschrift” in Germany,
etc. just like the Mensheviks strereotyped the bourgeois revo-
lution in Russia (forgetting its historical peculiarities) operated
with abstract formulae, did not analyse concrete conditions,
referring to the general formulae of Marxism. Bernstein for
instance, (see “Soz. Monat. 1906, pp. 289—295) on the assumption
that according to Marxism political institutions are determined
by economic development, arrived at the conclusion that the
economic development in Russia it such that the proletariat in
Russia cannot become the Ruling class even with the aid-of the
peasantry, which taken as a whole, “must be considered as a
highly unreliable political ally.”

The reformists represented the bourgeoisie as being the
motive force of the revolution, saw the object of the revolution
in the establishment of bourgeois power, and considered pro-
letarian support for the bourgeois to be a definite pre-requisite
for the whole Social Democratic tactics*). They -thought it the
height of doctrinairism to disduss whether the Cadet Party repre-
sented the large bourgeoisie, they considered the tactics which
rejected unity with Cadets**) as being simply child’s play.”«

They openly declared (see “Soz. Monat.” 1906, Vol. II, 8645)
that the Cadet agrarian programme was nearer to Social Denio-
cracy than the S. R. programme. The Bernsteinites dismissed the
peasantry as allies of the revolution. What is more, Kautsky,
for instance, openly reproached the reformist editors of the
“Vorwaerts” with fearing the peasant’s insurrection***).

We see the same alfinitv between the Reformists and the
Mensheviks on various tactical questions. The Bernsteinites for
instance condemned the December rising, and considered it ex-
clusively as being the defeat of the proletariat, reproaching the

*) The French Reformists were so eager to defend the idea
of coalition with bourgeois Parties that even Dan was compelled
to polemics with them at the commencement of 1905 and to cool
their ardour somewhat,

**) See article by Gumplovitoh “The Russian Autocracy and
the Revolution
Vel *I**) See “Neue Zeit”, Vol. 1. 1904—5. “Soz. Monat” 1900,
ol. L

Russian Social Democrats for deciding on the rising without
having sufficient prerequisites and mainly that the rising almost
drove the liberals into the arms of reaction. At the same time
the Bernsteinites christened the first Duma as the “New era in
the history of the liberation movement in Russia*) and con-
sidered it a crime to boycott it.

In view of this question it is not surprising that the Re-
formists met the victory of the Bolsheviks at the Fifth (Londom)
Congress of the RSDLP. with very wry faces.

Revolutionary Social Democracy in general tock up a position
near to the Bolshiviks. This is true above all in respect to Kautsky,
although the latter is now proving at all street cormers that he
was against the Bolsheviks as far back as 1905. The Russian
proverb “What is written with the pen cannot ke undone” is very
appropriate in this case. “The reply io Pleckhanov”, “Revolu-
tionary Perspectives”, “The Agrarian Question in Russia”, and
the Foreword to “Ethics” as well as scores of articles in “Neue
Zeit” and other journals — all this still remaines.. And what do
we read in these works?

Firstly, a concrete analysis of classes in Russia, the recogni-
tion of the agrarian problem as the pivot of the revolution.

Secondly, the denial of liberalism as the driving force of
the revolution, for liberaiism subsists on the landowners, the
recognition of the proletarian hegemony in the revolution, the
recognition of the peasantry as a true ally of the revolution and
propaganda of the idea of the workers and peasants alliance
as a guarantee of the victory of the revolution.

Thirdly. recognition of the necessity of a struggle for power
for the workers and peasants, the adoption of a programme
the kernel of which is the confiscation of the landed estates and
even the nationalisation of the railways, mines, etc.

Fourthly a revolutionary attitude in respect of various tac-
tical problems such for instance as a) defence of the boycott of
the Bulygin Duma, b) recognition of the historical siguificance
of the December rising and the necessity to reconsider views as
to the role of the barricade, ¢) defence of boycott tactics in the
&éegtiom to the First Duma, d) defence of refusal of coalition with

adets. ’

Thus, Kautsky, in the better days of his revolutionary ac-
tivity supported the view point of the Bolsheviks. Then the
mensheviks had good reason to Polemise with Kautsky. If
Kautsky is so forgetful, we may remind him that the article of
Martoff in the collection “Repercussions” where the latter
proved the capitulation of Kautsky before the Bolsheviks, at-
tempts to prove the lack of foundation for Kautsky’s belief in
the stability of the Union between the proletariat and the
peasantry after the victory. ’

History we know, has justified Kautsky’s “belief” and not
that of Martoff. And it is only Kautsky himself who has renoun-
c?]q his belief in the victory of the workers and peasants’
alliance.

Historical Significance of 1905 Revolution.

The first Russian revolution was stangled by tsarism. But
the victory of tsarism was a Pyrrhic victory, for the 1005
revolution played a tremendous role in the subsequent victorious
struggle of the Russian proletariat and the International
revolutionary movement.

Direct Achievements of the Revolution.

The 1905 revolution, despite its temporary defeat was such
an onslaught on the stronghold of autocracy that the latter
was even then compelled to make a number of substantial con-
cessions. A clear instance of this was the State Duma, which
may be correctly termed an offspring of the revolution. During
a period of two years Tsarism had to tolerate political freedom.
One of the historical results of the revolution was the appearance
of Trade Unions, which were impossible before 1905, but which
in 1907 included up to 200,000 organised workers and employees.
The powerful strike wave of 1905-6 compelled the emplovers
to curtail the working hours. Many categories of workers
secured a 9 hour working day, while as a general rule the

working day was curtailed to 10 hours. At‘the same time a

definite increase of wages was granted. For instance an average
worker received an .annual wage of 213 roubles 92 copeks in
1904 and 231 r. 69 k. in 1906.

Vol *I) See “Die Duma und die Sozialisten”, “Soz. Monat.” 1906,
ol. L
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During- the years of the revolution the workers recoguised
the value of labour democracy in the factories and workshops.
The revoiution originated the institution known as Factory
Delegates. It was naturally stamped out by the reaction but
the revolutionising effect it had on the minds of the workers
was noticeable during the second revolution.

The peasant revolution compelled the landowners io lower
rents and to increase the wages of farm labourers, thereby
m the black-soil region alone saving 25 million roubles per
year. Autocracy was compelled to abandon a section of the
mortgage payments and arrears. The biggest result of the
revolution was the refusal of tsarism to approve the system of
communes, and the attempt to divide them up into farms among
the richer peasants, and thus securing the social support of
the latter. This policy did not save tsarism, but rather played
its part in dislocating the old servitude relations in the
countryside.

1. The 1965 Revolution, the “Dress Rehearsal of October”.

The whole world was astounded at the amazing energy
and consciousness of the toilers of Russia in 1917 and by the
gigantic success achieved by the Bolsheviks during the period
February—October 1617. A country which some 50 years back
had been feudal, afterwards became the first Soviet Republic in
the world. It «s impossible to understand this unprecedenied
success in the struggle of a young class in the whole of history,
without considering the role of 1905 as the historic introduction
to the October Revolution. .

What did the first revolution do?

Firstly it brought millions into the movement. During its
process the widest strata of the toiling masses received a sound
revolutionary tempering. “The real training of the masses can
never be separated from an indepemdent, political and in par-
ticular, revolutionary struggle of the masses. Only the struggle
trains the exploited classes, only the struggle discloses to them
the real extent of their strength, extent of their aspirations,
increases their capability, clarifies their minds, and forges their
will” (Lenin).

For a year or two political freedom in Russia had been
won; freedom of meeting, of Unions, of the press. Throughout
the immense territory of Russia the masses rose up against
tsarism; the workers, the farm labourers, the sailois, the
peasants. The mass movement of the latter was particularly
remarkable. The peasant movement of 1005-6 which spread to
almost half of the counties throughout the entire couniry was
the first big movement during 125 years after the famous
Pugatchoff rebellion. The revolution planted the spirit of revolt
into such backward strata of the people as the wachmen, cab
drivers and policemen. The revolution witnessed mass meetings
cf the latter: The revolution aroused millions of small nationa-
lities against the Great Russian tyrant. These included the
Poles, Jews, Finns, Letts and others: The revolution demonstra-
ted the tremendous revolutionary self-restrain, enthusiasm, seli-
sacrifice, and astonishing solidarity of the toilers. The strikes
iasted for. weeks, strikes broke out as a sign of solidarity with
the sailors rising and as a mark of protest against the oppression
of small nationalities. Small groups of armed workers resisted
the regular tsarist troops for whole weeks.

Could tsarism strangle such a movement once and for
all? Of course it could not. This “revolt” of millions could
be suppressed for the time being, but 1905 signalised the
inevitability of the approaching collapse of tsarist Russia.

Secondly, the revolution divided up Russia into two camps.
On the one side were the toilers, while on the other side
there were the tsar, the lamdowners and the bourgeoisie. Having
compelled the bourgeoisie to make a bargain with tsarism, the
revolution at the same time disclosed the counter-revolutionary
nature of the bourgeoisie and thus undermined the slightest
possibility of the bourgeoisie deceiving the masses of the people
which is such a frequent phenomenon in the West. At the same
time the revolution pushed forward the proletariat as leader
of the workers and peasants bloc. After the 1905 revolution,
discussion as to who could be the leader of the people (the
proletariat or the bourgeoisie) in the struggle against tsarism
became absolutely ludicrous. The revolution brilliantly justified
Leninist strategy based on the alliance of the proletariat and
the peasantry.

Thirdly, the revolution was accompanied by an unprecedented
increase in the degree of organisation of the toilers. Up to 1905
not only the peasantry, but the workers also were deprived
of the most elementary forms of organisation. Here also the
revoiution opened very extensive possibilities. During the years
1005—7 the most varied trades formed their own professional
organisation. At the end of 1905 in Petrograd alone 40 Trade
Unions sprung up and in Moscow more than 50. More than
209,000 organised Trade Union workers — such was the result
of the revolution. The reaction that followed, only temporarily
destroyed these organisations. The peasants formed their own
organisations -— peasant unions, which at one time grew
vnusually rapidly. Despite the short duration of the revolutionary
wave, these unions were able to unite into an All-Russian
centre.

A still clearer proof of the growth in the degree of organisa-
tion of the masses was the growth of party membership. Before
the revolution the Social Democratic Party was more a Union
of revolutionary intellectuals, than a workers’ party as to
composition. The revolution abruptly changed this state of
affairs. The Social Democratic Party became a real proletarian
party. At its Fifth Congress held in 1907, 150,000, members
were represented, a figure which could only be compared with
that of the German Social Democrats who had 15 years of
legal work behind them. This growth of Party membership
among the peasantry was in the first place expressed in the
entry of advanced peasants into the S.D.Party in certain pro-
vinces (Curland, Latvia, etc) and secondly by the growth of
the S.R.Party, thirdly in the appearance of the “Trudoviks”
and of the Duma Parties who mainly consisted of peasant
deputies.

Fourthly, the revolution turned the Social Democrats not
only into a mass workers Party, but also made its historic
voice heard in the dispute between Bolshevism and Menshevism.

One of the most convincing results of the first revolution
was the discrediting of Menshevism as a rcvolutionary tendency,
and its denounciation as an agent of the bourgeoisie (at first,
lack of consicusness) in the Labour Movement, the determination
of menshevism as a Party struggling for the bourgeoisie and
not for Workers’ and Peasants’ Democracy.

Fifthly, the revolution created the beginnings of a new
workers and peasants Power — The Soviets. The Soviets were
a real crcation of the people. It was not mere chance that in
1905 not one type of Soviet but many types were formed. The
workers formed Workers’ Sowiets, the soldiers of Moscow a
Soldiers’ Soviet and the peasants, peasants committees. In a
number of towns (Petrograd, Novorossisk, etc) these Soviets
showed their true colours, as a regime of the people by
assessing the bourgeoisie, introducing the 8-hour day, arming
the pcople etc.

Without arousing millions, without forming an alliance
between the proletariat and the peasantry, without preparatory
work in organising the masses and the formation of a strong
proletarian vanguard — the October victory could not have
been contemplated. The 1905 revolution played a tremendonus

* role in creating these pre-requisites. That is why Lenin correctly

characterised the historic role of 1905 in the  following lines:
“without the ‘dress rehearsal’ of 1905 the victory of the October
Revolution would have been impossible”.

The 1905 Revolution and the Western Workers.

The 1905 revolution was a most important event in the
life of the imternational proletariat. The revolutionary role of
Russia was clear for the leaders of the International long before
1005. Everyone knew of the article by Kautsky: “The Slavs,
and the Revolution”, in which h+ openly declared that the
coming HKussian Revolution would brighten up the gloomy
atmosphere which had been formed in the Labour Movement in
Europe during the years of parliamentarism.

The 1905 revolution was met with great enthusiasm on the
part of the working masses. During many months the events in
Russia were the centre of attention of the working class of
Europe.

The reasoms for this lie in the following:

Firstly, in that the prolctariat in a number of European
countries was struggling against the same remmants of feudalism
against which the Russian proletariat had risen. It is a well-
known fact that in Awustria the workers were practically deprived
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of the franchise, the peasamtry were in the jpower of the
landowmners and small nationalities were oppressed by the Empire
of the Hapsburgs. It is well-known that a three class electoral
system existed in Saxcny which in rcality annulled ail represen-
tation of the working class.

Seccadly, the reason for the Russian Revolution of 1905
being the centre of the attention of the working class of Europe
was due to the fact that the revolution coincided with the
intensification of the class struggle in Europe, with a certain
decline in parliamentarism, and with a definite disappointment
on the part of the masses in view of the peaceful compromising
methods of struggle adopted Ly the Trade Unions, as against
the growth of .the revolutionary mood of the working masses
which was partially reflected by waves of anti-parliamentarian
and syndicalist activities in France and to a certain extent in
Germany.

Thirdly, this reason lies in the fact that from the commence-
ment of the 20th century the question as to the method of
struggle for power stood before the proletariat of European
countriies as a question of the historic future.

The 1905 revoluticn on all the main questions that effected
the European proletariat spoke its weighty word.

Its victorious development compelled the Hapsburgs to
make congcessions, and to give the proletariat the franchise. The
mass movement in Austria Hungary did not by mere chance
coincide with the climax of the revolution in Russia of October-
December 1905. The extended franchise for the British proleta-
riat was also an echo of the Russian Revolution.

The 1905 revolution strikingly proved to the workers of the
West what the proletariat can achieve by revolutionary methods.
During a period of two years of revolution the Russian working
class traversed the path which had taken the German, French
and other workers ten years. The 1905 revolution gave birth
to a new and mighty weapon of proletarian struggle — the
mass strike. The Jena Congress of tha Social Demrocratic Party
in 1905 had good reason to include this weapon in the arsenal
of its fighting rescurces, and the Austrian Social Democratic
Congress (October 1905) acknowledged this as a decisive weapon
in the struggle for the liberation of the proletariat.

The 1905 revolution pointed out the path to power to the
workers of the West — through a combination of mass strikes
and the armed insurrection. The 1905 revolution compelled the

Calendar of the 1905—7 Revolution.

1905.

Janonary 22nd. Tens of thousands of Petrograd workers
under the leadership of the priest Gapon go to the Tsar with the
intention of begging for aid for improving their economic and
political position. Despite the fact that the demomstrators bear
standards and portraits of the Tsar they are shot at on the way
to the palace by troops sent by the Tsat’s uncle Vladimir. January
22nd marks the commencement of the revolution.

End of January. Mass strikes in all towns throughout Russia
in protest against the Petrograd shooting. -

March. Commencement of peasant revolts in the Ukrainian
Provinces, peasants invade the estates, lead away the cattle, burn
buildings and stables.

May 10. The first Bolshevik Congress opens in London. For
the first time in the history of the Labour Movement the question
of the alliance of the proletariat and peasantry in the struggle for
power, is concretely presented and the slogan is issued for an
armed rising, and a provisional Revolutionary Government for
workers and peasants.

May 14. (1st) For the first time in history of the Russian
Labour Movement, the proletariat celebrates the 1st of May holi-
day by huge demonstrations and meetings.

May 25. A general strike of textile workers breaks out in
Ivanovo-Voznessensk (The Russian “Manchester”) on the grounds
of economic demands. The strike continues for more than one
month and a half and reveals the unprecedented solidarity of the
workers, who for the first time form a strike committee. Despite
the negative results of the strike it exercised a tremendous revo-
lutionising influence on the surrounding textile districts. .

May 27. The Russian front suffers its final and decisive defeat
at Tsusimr. This defeat was correctly estimated as the military
and political failure of Tsarism.

International Press Correspondence

Lest elements of working-class Europe ta re-examine critically
the valuz of the customary social democratic tactics. The revo-
Iutionary opposition of the European Social Democracy, primarily
commenced from the time of the 1905 revolution. The first ofi-
shoots of European Bolshevism were torn during the epoch
of the first Russian revolution.

Just as during the epoch 1871—1905 the Paris Communz
was tho standard of the advanced fighters of the international
proletariat, so in the epoch 1905—1917, the 1905 revolution be-
came the banmer of all revoluticnary advanced workers of
Eurcpe. From the 1905 revolution through October 1917 the
threads extend to the coming world October.

IV. The 1905 Revolution and the Oppressed East.

The 1905 Revolution also opened up the era of the national
revolutionary movement in the Orient. Social-economic rciations
in the Fast, and the class struggle there greatly resembled
Russia. Therefore, the Russian Revolution was bcund to arcluse
the oppressed nations of China, Persia, Turkey etc., was bound
to act as a signal for the revolution in the East. Kautsky soon
after 1005 openly asserted this. “From the time of the Russo-
Japanese War Eastern ‘Asia and the cmtire Mahommedan world
had risen up to refute Fluropean capitalism . . . A revolutionary
period for the East has started, a period of cours d’etat, risings,
reaction, new insurrections, permanent revolutions, which will
continue until the East obtains conditions of tranquil develop-
ment and national independence endangered by nobody”.

Indeed, hardly two years after the Russian revolution, a
revolution broke cwit in Persia, whilst a ycar later came the
revolution in Turkey, and in 1911 the many million masses in
China rose up. Everywhere the revolution signalised the struggle
against the remnants of seridom, the struggle for a self-deter-
mined national -bourgeois state. This struggle has to this very
day not yet ended: Present day China is still aflame, Persia has
not yet liberated herself from the ”guardianship® of the British -
imperialists. Turkey is continwously threatened with the loss of
her national independence.

But now they have a more powerful ally than 10—15 years
ago. They have the Union of Sowiet Socialist Republics which
have resulted from the Ootober Revolution which, in turn, had
its “dress rehearsal” in the heroic year of 1905.

The middle of June. Bloody disturbances in Lodz, the biggest
textile centre of Russia and Poland causing repercussions among
the working masses throughout the whole of Russia.

End of June. Civil war in Odessa, the largest Black Sea port.
The police fire into a strikers’ meeting causing an armed rising
of the working masses.

June 27. Revolt of sailors: on the “Potyomkin”, the largest
battle ship of the Black Sea Fleet. This revolt greatly influences
the revolutionary movement throughout the whole of Russia, for
it is raised by the masses as the first point in the decay of the
Tsarist Army and Fleet. Unsupported by the workers on shore
and the other warships, the “Potyomkin” after a protracted sea
cruise was eventually compelled to surrender.

August 19. The Tsarist Government publishes an ukas signed
by the Minister Bulygin re the summoning of a constitutional
State Duma intending thereby to split away the liberal bourgeoisie
and the peasantry from the revolution. Subsequent revolu-
tionary events comipel the Tsarist Government to-abandon the
summoning of this Duma. .

October 3. Strike of printing workers breaks out in Moscow,

“the forerunner of the famous October Gemeral strike.

October 20. Railway strike commences drawing millions of
workers and employees throughout the whole of Russia into the
movement. This October strike marks the first wave in the revo-
lutionary movement at the end of the year 1905. It compells the
Government to issue October 17 (Oct. 30th old style) manifesto
with promises of political concessions, which compeis the factory
owners to grant a number of economic concessions and alsa
exercises a revolutionary influence over the Army and Navy.

October 26. First meeting of Petrograd Soviet of Workers’
Deputies, the first Soviet in the history of the Internatoional
Labour Movement.
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October 29. Petrograd Soviet declares an All-Russian poli-
tical strike.

November 11. Soviet passes resclution on the introduction
of eight-hour working day. This resolution is adopted at the
demand of the masses themselves and merely registers the inde-
pendent introduction of the eight-hour working day on the part
of the factory workers themselves.

November 27. Mutiny of Black Sea sailors (including also
“the Potyomkin” headed by Lieutenant Schmidt). This rising was
by way of response to the October movement of the working
masses.

December 9. Tsarist Government commences attacking the
centre of the revolutionary movement — the Petrograd Soviet.
The chairman of same — Khrustaliev — Nosar is arrested.

December 16. Reaction deals its second blow. The entire
Plenary sitting of the Petrograd Soviet is arrested.

End of December. Rising of Moscow workers, one week’s fight-
ing with picked Tsarist troops. Suppression of this rising marks
the commencement of the revolutionary. ebb.

1906. .

End of April. IV Congress of Social Democratic Party
(united) commences its labours. The Mensheviks receive majority
of votes. Subsequent processes of revolutionary struggle show
error of Congress decisions and of Menshevik policy and at
V. Congress in the Spring, Bolsheviks already obtain majority.

May 10. First State Duma opens and is boycotted by the
proletariat at the instance of the Bolsheviks. As Lenin foretold,
this Duma, compprised mainly of deputies of the opposition par-
ties, was dissolved by the Tsarist Government within 2!/> months.

July 21. First State Duma dissolved and Cabinet formed
headed by the famous Stolypin.

August-October. Increase of government 1error and terrorist
revolutionary acts assassination of notorious General Mina,
suppression of the Kharkov rising and others).

1907.

February 20. Second State Duma opens, more revolutionary
in its composition than the first.

May. V. London Congress Russian S. D. L. P. Party repre~
senting 150,000 organised workers. Congress is conducted under
Bolshevik influence.

June 3. Tsarist Government dissolves Second Duma and
inaugurates an epoch of terror. Simultaneously Stolypin en-
deavours to extend the social basis of Tsarism by means of
creating a class of rich peasants. However, as the future showed
this«met with failure. The new regime went down in history under
the title “June 3rd”. regime.

With the dissolution of the Second State Duma the eroch of
the first Russian revolution is terminated.
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