THE PERIOD
OF THE STOLYPIN REACTION

THE BOLSHEVIKS CONSTITUTE
THEMSELVES AN INDEPENDENT
MARXIST PARTY

POLITICAL NOTES
The chauvinists are hard at work. Persistent rumours are being spread
that the Japanese are arming, that they have concentrated 600 battalions in Manchuria for an attack on Russia. Turkey is alleged to be actively
arming with the intention of declaring war on Russia this very spring.
revolt is said to be hatching in the Caucasus with the object of breaking
away from Russia (all that is lacking is an outcry about the plans of the

A

Poles!). Feeling against Finland is being worked up by tales that she is
bitter campaign is being conducted against Austria over the
arming.

A

building of a railway in Bosnia. The attacks of the Russian press on Germany, who is supposed to be inciting Turkey against Russia, are gaining in
virulence. The campaign is being carried on not only in the Russian but
whose bribery by the Russian government we
also in the French press
were so opportunely reminded of recently by a Social -Democrat in the

Duma.
The

serious bourgeois press of the West refuses to regard this campaign
figment of the imagination of journalists or the affair of sensationmongers. No, evidently the cue has quite definitely been given by the
"ruling circles" in other words, by the Black-Hundred tsarist government, or a secret court gang like the notorious "Star Chamber," some
systematic "line" is being pursued; some "new course" has been adopted.
The foreign press traces a direct connection between this chauvinistic
campaign and the fact that the doors of the Duma Committee of State
Defence have been closed to all members of the Duma not belonging to
that committee, i.e., not only to the revolutionary parties but also to' the
Cadets; it is even said that the Russian government, as a crowning token
of its contempt for "constitutionalism," intends to apply for credits
for frontier fortifications not to the whole Duma, but only to the BlackHundred-Octobrist committee.
as a

Here are a few quotations from European newspapers, newspapers which
are anything but Socialist and which cannot be suspected of optimism with
regard to the Russian revolution:

"The German victories over France (in 1870), as Bismarck
once remarked, fired the ambition of the Russian military, a'nd
they also reached out for martial laurels. For political, religious
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and historical reasons, Turkey seemed a most suitable object for
this purpose (the war with Turkey of 1877-78). Evidently, the same
views are held today by certain Russian circles who have forgotten
the lessons of the Japanese war and who do not understand the true
needs of the country. As there are no more 'brothers' to liberate
in the Balkans, they have to devise other means of influencing Russian public opinion. And these means, to tell the truth, are even
more clumsy than those of that time: it is being made out that Russia is surrounded by internal and external foes."
"Russia's ruling circles want to try to bolster up their position
by the old methods of forcibly suppressing the movement for emancipation and diverting public attention from the deplorable situation at home by arousing nationalist sentiments and stirring up
diplomatic conflicts, which will end nobody knows how."

What is the significance of this new chauvinistic line and policy of the
counter-revolutionary autocracy? After Tsushima and Mukden, only people from under whose feet the ground is definitely slipping can venture
on such a policy. The experience of two years of reaction, notwithstanding
all efforts, has not created any at all reliable support within the country
for the Black-Hundred autocracy, nor any new class elements capable
of rejuvenating the autocracy economically. And without this no counterrevolutionary brutalities or frenzy can save the present political system
in Russia.
Stolypin, the Black-Hundred landlords, and the Octobrists all understand that without creating new class backings for themselves they
cannot remain in power. Hence their policy of utterly ruining the peasants and forcibly breaking up the village communes in order to clear
the way for capitalism in agriculture at all costs. The Russian liberals,
the most learned, the most educated and the most "humane" of them
like the professors of the Russkiye Vyedomosti
prove to be incomparably more stupid in this respect than the Stolypins. "It would not be
surprising," says the editorial in the February 1st issue of this newspaper, "if in deciding, for instance, the fate of the November provisional regulations, yesterday's Slavophile village-commune enthusiasts support
the attempt of the Ministry to destroy the village communes by assigning land to individual householders as their private property. ... It
may even be assumed that the defensive aims common to the conserva-

Duma and to the Ministry will suggest to both measmore aggressive than the celebrated ukazes of 1906.
We
get an amazing picture: the conservative government, with the support
tive majority in the

ures even

.

.

.

of representatives of the conservative parties, are preparing to carry
out a radical reform of agrarian relations which are the least amenable
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and are deciding upon so radical a measure from
to drastic changes
abstract considerations as to the preferability of one form of ownership
to another."
Wake up, mister professor Shake off the mustiness of old-fashioned NaI

rodism, and take a look at what has been done by two years of revolution.
Stolypin vanquished you not only by physical force, but also by the
fact that he correctly understood the most practical need of economic
development, namely, the forcible break-up of the old form of landownership. The great "advance" which has already been irrevocably accom-

by the revolution consists in the fact that formerly the BlackHundred autocracy could rely upon the support of mediaeval forms of

plished

landowners hip, but that now it is compelled positively and irrevocably
compelled to work for their destruction with feverish speed. For it
has understood that without the break-up of the old agrarian order there
nan be no escape from the contradiction which most profoundly of all
explains the Russian revolution to wit: the most backward system
of landownership and the most god-forsaken peasantry, on the one
hand, and the most advanced industrial and finance capital, on the
other

I

for the Stolypin agrarian legislation?" the Narodniks will
ask us in horror. Oh, no. Calm yourselves! We are unreservedly opposed to all the old forms of landownership in Russia both manorial and
peasant allotment. We are unreservedly in favour of a forcible break-up
of this rotten and decaying antiquity which poisons everything new.
We are in favour of the bourgeois nationalization of the land, as the sole

"So you are

slogan of the bourgeois revolution, and as the sole practical
measure which will direct the entire edge of the historically-essential
break-up against the landlords by helping to crystallize out from the
peasant mass free owners on the land.
The distinguishing feature of the Russian bourgeois revolution is
the fact that a revolutionary policy on the main question of the revolution the agrarian question is being pursued by the Black-Hundreds
and by the peasants and workers. The liberal lawyers and professors,
on the other hand, are advocating something that is absolutely lifeless,
absurd and Utopian namely a reconciliation of two antithetical and
mutually-exclusive methods of breaking up what has become obsolescent,
and a reconciliation, moreover, which will mean that there will be no
break-up at all. Either a victory for the peasant revolt and the complete
break-up of the old landowning system in favour of a peasantry refashioned by the revolution in other words, confiscation of the landed
estates and a republic; or a Stolypin break-up, which also refashions
refashions and adapts, in fact, the old landowning system to capitalist
relationships but only entirely in the interests of the landlords and at
the price of the utter ruin of the peasant masses, their forcible ejection
from the countryside, eviction, starvation, and the extermination of the

consistent
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flower of the peasant youth with the help of jails, exile, shooting and
torture. For a minority to carry out such a policy against the majority
would not be easy, but economically it is not impossible. We must help
the people to realize this clearly. But the attempt to escape from that
utterly tangled skein of mediaeval contradictions which has been created
by centuries of Russian history by means of a neat little reform, peacefully and without violence, is the stupidest dream of an inveterate "man
in the* muffler." Economic necessity will certainly call for, and will cer*

tainly bring about a most "drastic change" in Russia's agrarian system.
The historical question is whether it will be carried out by the landlord?,
led by the tsar and Stolypin, or by the peasant masses, led by the proletariat.

"Union of the opposition"
tire
is

such

the topic of discussion in the en*
today. Stolypin 's police-controlled Rossiya
that means that the Cadets too are revolutionis

Russian political press

jubilant.

aries!

"Union?

At the Cadets,

at

them!" The Cadet Rech, thoroughly imbued with

the desire of the loyal official to prove that the Constitutional-Democrats
can be no less moderate than the Octobrists, mincing Jy purses its lips,
pours forth a flood of "moral" disgust over the unscrupulous attempts
to accuse it of being revolutionary, and declares: We, of course, would

welcome the union of the opposition, but that union must be
"/rom the

left

1o the

right"

(editorial of

February

a

movement

"We have had exWhen an opposition

2).

perience of political mistakes and disillusionments.
unites, it naturally unites on the minimum program of the most moderate of the parties which form it."
This program is perfectly clear: the hegemony of bourgeois liberalism
those are my terms, say the Cadets, just as Falloux in 1871 said to Thiers,
when the latter appealed to him for support: The monarchy those are
my terms.
Stolichnaya Pochta* realized that it is shameful, disgraceful to say
such things outright, and it therefore "does not agree*' with Rech and
confines itself to vague hints at the "pre-October view" (the accursed
censorship prevents a clear statement of political program!) and, virtually
speaking, calls for a deal. Rech, it as much as says, wants to lead and
the revolutionaries want to lead (the new union), and what about me
don't I deserve a tip for acting as an honest broker?
"Union" we heartily sympathize with that slogan, especially when
a hint although only a hint is made at the "pre-October view." Only,
history does not repeat itself, most amiable politicians! And those lessons which were given us by the "history of the three years" no power
*

Stolichnaya Pochta (Metropolitan Post)
the Tlrudovik group.- Ed.

a daily

newspaper published by
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on earth can

obliterate from the minds of the various classes. Those Itssons are extremely rich, both for their positive content (the forms, character and conditions of the victory of the mass struggle of the workers
and peasants in 1905) and for their negative content (the collapse of two
Dumas, in other words, the collapse of constitutional illusions and Ca-

det hegemony).

Anybody who wants systematically to study, ponder over, understand and carry to the masses these lessons please let him do so! We are
union for a relentless struggle against the reneall in favour of "union"
gades from the revolution. You don't like that? Well, then our paths
diverge.

The old "pre-October" slogan ("Constituent Assembly") is a good one
(let it not be said to the annoyance of M-d-m of the Nasha Mysl volume of articles) we shall not discard it. But it is inadequate. It is too
and

formal. It contains no recognition of acute practical issues. We shall
supplement it with the great lesson of the three great years. Our "minimum program," the "program of our union," is simple and clear: 1) confiscation of the landed estates; 2) a republic. The kind of Constituent
Assembly we need is one that can achieve this.

The history of the two Dumas, the Cadet Dumas, demonstrated with
amazing cogency, that the real struggle of social forces the struggle
which was not always realized, which did not always break into the open,
but which always exercised a decisive influence upon every big political issue and which always swept into oblivion the conjuring tricks of
the naive and roguishly-astute ignoramuses of "constitutionalism"
that struggle was waged completely and entirely on behalf of the two
above-mentioned "objects." Not abstract theories, but the real experience of the struggle of our popular masses, under the real conditions of
Russia's landowners' autocracy, has demonstrated to us in practice the
inevitability of precisely these slogans. To those who are capable of graspwe propose to "go their separate ways" but "strike jointly,"
to fight the enemy who is devastating Russia and killing off thousands

ing them

of Russia's finest people.
"You will remain alone with such a program of union." That

is

not

true.

the non-partisan peasants in the first two
that our program of unity only formulates
their wishes, their needs and the essential elementary inferences from
these needs. On those who do not understand these needs from
the Cadets to Peshekhonov (he too has preached "unity" in Moscow,

Read the speeches of
Dumas, and you will see

as

we

are

informed from

there)

we

shall

wage war in th

name of

"unity."
It will be a stubborn war. We knew how to work during the long years
preceding the revolution. Not for nothing do they say we are as firm as
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a rock. The Social-Democrats have formed a proletarian party which will
not lose heart at the failure of the first armed onslaught, will not lose
its head, and will not be carried away by adventures. That party is marching towards Socialism, without tying up its fate with the issue of
any period of bourgeois revolutions. Precisely for that reason, too, it is
free from the weak sides of bourgeois revolutions. And that proletarian
party is marching to victory.
*

Proletary No. 21,

February 26 [13], 1908

CERTAIN FEATURES
OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM
Our doctrine said Engels, referring to himself and his famous friend
not a dogma, but a guide to action. This classical statement stresses
with remarkable force and expressiveness that aspect of Marxism which
is constantly
being lost sight of. And by losing sight of it, we
turn Marxism into something one-sided, disfigured and lifeless; we
deprive it of its living soul; we undermine its basic theoretical
foundations dialectics, the doctrine that historical development is
all-embracing and full of contradictions; we sever its connection with
the definite practical tasks of the epoch, which may change with every
new turn of history.
is

are very frequently to be met with
those interested in the fate of Marxism in Russia who lose sight
precisely of this aspect of Marxism. Yet, it must be clear to everybody
that in recent years Russia has undergone changes so abrupt as to alter
the situation with unusual rapidity and unusual force the social and
political situation, which in a most direct and immediate manner determines the conditions of action, and, hence, the aims of action. I am not

And, indeed, in our time people

among

referring, of course, to general and fundamental aims, which do not change
with turns of history so long as the fundamental relations between
classes do not change. It is perfectly obvious that this general trend of
economic (and not only economic) evolution in Russia, like the fundamental relations between the various classes of Russian society, has
not changed during, say, the last six years.
But the aims of direct and immediate action have changed very markedly during this period, just as the concrete social and political situation has changed and, consequently, in Marxism too, since it is a living
doctrine, various sides were bound to come to the fore.
In order to make this thought clear, let us take a glance at the change
that has taken place in the concrete social and political situation during
the past six years. We at once discern two three- year periods into which
this six-year period falls, the one ending roughly with the summer of

31685
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1907, and the other with the summer of 1910. The first three- year period,
regarded from the purely theoretical standpoint, is distinguished by
rapid changes in the fundamental features of the state system in Russia.
The course of these changes was very uneven and the amplitude of oscillations in both directions was very great. The social and economic basis
of these changes in the "superstructure" was the action of all classes
of Russian society in the most varying fields (activity inside and outside the Duma, the press, unions, meetings, and so forth), so open and
impressive and on such a mass scale as is not often to be observed in
history.

three-year period, on the contrary, was distinguished
we are here confining ourselves to the purely theoretical
"sociological" standpoint by an evolution so slow that it almost amount,
ed to stagnation. There were no changes at all noticeable in the state
system. There were no, or almost no open and variegated actions by the
classes in the majority of the "arenas" in which these actions were enact-

The second

we

repeat that

ed in the preceding period.
The similarity between the two periods consisted in the fact that
the evolution of Russia in both periods remained the same as before,
capitalist evolution. The contradiction between this economic evolution and the existence of a number of feudal, mediaeval institutions
was not removed and also remained as before in consequence of the
the assumption of a partially bourgeois character by certain institutions could only aggravate rather than ameliorate this contradiction.
The difference between the two periods consisted in the fact that dur-

fact that

ing the first of these periods the foreground of the historical arena was
occupied by the question of what exact form the result of the rapid and
uneven changes aforementioned would take. The content of these changes
was bound to be bourgeois owing to the capitalist character of the
evolution of Russia. But there is a bourgeoisie and a bourgeoisie. The
middle and big bourgeoisie, which professed a more or less moderate
liberalism, was, owing to its very class position, afraid of abrupt changes
and strove for the retention of large remnants of the old institutions both

and in the political "superstructure." The rural
petty bourgeoisie, which is interwoven with the peasantry that lives
by "the labour of its own hands," was bound to strive for bourgeois reforms of a different kind, reforms that would leave far less room for mediaeval survivals. The wage- labourers, to the extent that they consciously realized what was going on around them, were bound to work out for
themselves a definite attitude towards this clash of two distinct tendencies, both of which remained within the framework of the bourgeois
system, but which determined entirely different forms for it, entirely
different rates of its development, different degrees of its progressive
in the agrarian system

influences

.
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In this way, the period of the past three years, not fortuitously but
necessarily, brought to the forefront in Marxism those problems which
are usually referred to as problems of tactics. Nothing is more erroneous

than the opinion that the disputes and differences that arose over these
questions were "intellectual" disputes, that they were "a struggle for
influence over the immature proletariat," that they were an expression
of the "adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariat," as all the
VekJta-ites of various kinds think. On the contrary, it was precisely because this class had reached maturity that it could not remain indifferent
to the clash of the two different tendencies in the entire bourgeois development of Russia, and the ideologists of this class could not avoid
providing theoretical formulations corresponding (directly or indirectly,
in direct or reverse reflection) to these different tendencies.
In the second three- year period the clash between the different tendencies of bourgeois development in Russia was not on the order of the day,
because both these tendencies we e being crushed by the "diehards,"
forced back, driven inw ards and, for the time being, smothered. The
mediaeval diehards not only occupied the foreground but also inspired
broad sections of bourgeois society with Vekha-ite sentiments, with a
spirit of despondency and recantation. It was not the collision between
two methods of reforming the old order that appeared on the surface,
but a loss of faith in reforms of all kinds, a spirit of "meekness" and
"repentance," an infatuation for anti-social doctrines, a fad of mysticism,
and so on.
And this astonishingly abrupt change was not fortuitous, nor was
it the result of "external"
pressure alone. The preceding period had so
r

profoundly stirred up strata of the population who for generations and
centuries had stood aloof from, and were strangers, to political questions, that "a revaluation of all values," a new study of fundamental problems, a new interest in theory, in elementals, in a study beginning with
the rudiments, arose naturally and inevitably. The millions, suddenly
awakened from their long sleep, and suddenly confronted with ex-'
tremely important problems, could not remain on this level long, could
not carry on without a respite, without a return to elementary questions,
without a new training which would help them to "digest" lesfons of
unparalleled richness and make it possible for incomparably wider
masses again to march forward, but now far more firmly, more consciously, more assuredly and more persistently.
The dialectics of historical development was such that in the first
period it was the accomplishment of immediate reforms in every sphere
of the country 's life that was on the order of the day, while in the second
period on the order of the day was the study of experience, its assimilation by wider strata, its penetration, if one may so express it, to the subsoil, to the

backward ranks of the various

It is precisely

31*

because Marxism

is

classes.

not a lifeless dogma, not a

final,
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finished and ready-made doctrine, but a living guide to action that it was
to reflect the astonishingly abrupt change in the conditions of

bound

A

reflection of the change was a profound disintegration and
vacillations
of all kinds, in a word, a very serious internal
disunity,
crisis of Marxism. The necessity of putting up a determined resistance
to this disintegration, of waging a determined and persistent struggle
on behalf of the foundations of Marxism was again on the order of the
day. In, the preceding period, extremely wide sections of the classes that
social life.

cannot avoid Marxism in formulating their aims had assimilated Marxism
in an extremely one-sided and mutilated fashion, having learnt by rote
certain "slogans," certain answers to tactical questions, without having
understood the Marxist criteria of these answers. The "revaluation of
values" in all the various spheres of social life led to a "revision" of the
most abstract and general philosophical foundations of Marxism. The
influence of bourgeois philosophy in its multifarious idealist shades found
expression in the Machian epidemic that broke out among the Marxists.
The repetition of "slogans" learnt by rote but not understood and not
thought out led to the widespread prevalence of empty phrasemongering,
which in practice amounted to absolutely un-Marxist, petty-bourgeois
currents, such as frank or shamefaced "Otzovism," or the recognition
of Otzovism as a "legitimate shade" of Marxism.
On the other hand, the spirit of Vekha-ism, the spirit of recantation
which had taken possession of very wide sections of the bourgeoisie, penetrated to the current which endeavours to confine Marxist theory and
practice to "moderate and decent" channels. All that remained Marxist
here was the phraseology that served to clothe the arguments about "hierarchy," "hegemony" and so forth, which were thoroughly infected by
the spirit of liberalism.
It cannot, of course, be the purpose of this article to examine these
arguments. A mere reference to them is sufficient to illustrate what has
been said above regarding the profundity of the crisis through which
Marxism is passing, regarding its connection with the whole social and
economic situation in the present period. The questions raised by this
crisis cannot be brushed aside. Nothing can be more pernicious or unprincipled than the attempts to dismiss them by phrasemongering. Nothing is more important than to rally all Marxists who have realized the
profundity of the crisis and the necessity of combating it, for the purpose
of defending the theoretical foundations of Marxism and its basic propositions, which are being distorted from diametrically opposite sides
by the spread of the bourgeois influence to the various "fellow- travellers"

of Marxism.

The preceding

three years had awakened wide sections to a conscious parin
social
life, sections that in many cases are for the first time
ticipation
beginning to acquaint themselves with Marxism in a real way. In this

connection the bourgeois press

is

creating far more fallacious ideas than
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ever before, and is disseminating them more widely. Under these circumstances the disintegration in the ranks of the Marxists is particularly
dangerous. Therefore, to understand the reasons for the inevitability of
this disintegration at the present time and to close their ranks for the
purpose of waging a consistent struggle against this disintegration is,
in the most direct and precise meaning of the term, the task of the era
for Marxists.

Originally published in Zvezda No. 2,
January 5, 1911 [December 23, 1910]

STOLYPIN AND THE REVOLUTION
The

assassination of that hangman- in-chief, Stolypin, occurred at
a number of symptoms have appeared showing that the
first period in the history of the Russian counter-revolution is drawing
to a close. That is why the event of September 1, quite insignificant in
itself, again poses the extremely important question of the content and
meaning of the counter-revolution in Russia. Amid the chorus of reactionaries who are servilely singing the praises of Stolypin, or are rummaging in the history of the intrigues of the Black-Hundred gang which
is lording it over Russia, and amid the chorus of the liberals who are
shaking their heads over the "wild and insane" shot (it goes without
saying that included among the liberals are the former Social-Democrats
of the Dyelo Zhizni [The. Can^e of Life] who employed the hackneyed
expression in the quotation marks), one discerns notes of a really serious
and principled attitude. Attempts are being made to view "the Stoly-

a time

when

pin period" of Russian history as a definite entity.
Stolypin headed the government of counter-re\olution for about
five years, from 1906 to 1911. This was indeed a singular period crowded
with instructive events. Outwardly, it may be described as the period
of preparation for and accomplishment of the coup d'etat of June 3, 1907.
The preparation for thi^ coup, which to date has already displayed all
its consequences in all the spheres of our social life, began in the summer
of 1906, when Stolypin addressed the First Duma in his capacity as Minister of the Interior. The question is: What social forces supported the

men who

perpetrated the coup, or what forces prompted them? What
and economic content of the period ushered in on June 3?
Stolypin 's personal "career" provides instructive material and interesting

was the

social

illustrations bearing on this question.
landlord and a marshal of the nobility, he was appointed governor
in 1902, under Plehve, gained "fame" in the eyes of the tsar and the

A

reactionary court clique by his brutal reprisals against the peasants and
the cruel punishment lie meted out to them (in the Saratov province),
organized Black-Hundred gangs and pogroms in 1905 (the pogrom in
Balashov), became Minister of the Interior in 1906 and President of the
(xjuncil of Ministers after the dispersal of the First State Duma. That,
in very brief outline,

is

Stolypin's political biography.
4*6

And

this

biography
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of the head of the counter-revolutionary government is at the same time
the biography of the class which carried out the counter-revolution
Stolypin being nothing more than an agent or clerk in its employ. This
class is the Russian landed nobility with Nicholas Romanov, the first
nobleman and biggest landlord, at their head. This class is made up of
the thirty thousand feudal landowners who control seventy million
that is to say, as much
dessiatins of land in the European part of Russia
land as is owned by ten million peasant households. The latifundia owned
by this class form the basis of the feudal exploitation which, in various
forms and under various names (labour rent, bondage, etc.) still reigns
in the traditionally Russian central provinces. The "land hunger" of
the Russian peasant (to use a favourite expression of the liberals and
Narodniks) is nothing but the reverse side of the over -abundance of land
in the hands of this class. The agrarian question, which was the central
issue in our Revolution of 1905, was the question of whether landlordism

would remain intact in which case the poverty-stricken, indigent,
starving, brow-beaten and downtrodden peasantry would inevitably
remain the bulk of the population for many years to come; or whether
the bulk of the population would succeed in winning for themselves
more or less human conditions, conditions in any way resembling those
in the free countries of Europe which, however, could not be accomplished
unless landlordism and the landlord monarchy inseparably bound up
with it were abolished in a revolutionary way.
Stolypin 's political biography is the faithful reflection and expression
of the conditions under which the tsarist monarchy finds itself. In view
of the situation that the revolution had created for the monarchy, Stolypin could not act otherwise than in the way he did. The monarchy
could not act in any other way when it had become clear beyond any

when

it had become clear in actual
practice both prior to the
in 1905, and during the Duma, in 1906, that the vast, the overwhelming majority of the population had already realized that its interests could not be reconciled with the preservation of the landlord class
and was striving to abolish that class. Nothing could be more superficial
and more false than the assertions of the Cadet writers that the attacks
upon the monarchy in our country were merely the expression of "intel-

doubt,

Duma,

lectual" revolutionism. On the contrary, the objective conditions were
it was the
struggle of the peasants against landlordism that
inevitably posed the question of whether our landlord monarchy could
continue to live or whether it must die. Tsarism was compelled to wage
a life and death struggle, it was compelled to seek other means of defence

such that

besides the utterly impotent bureaucracy and the army which had become
enfeebled as a result of military defeat and internal disintegration. All
that the tsarist monarchy could do under the circumstances was to organize
the Black-Hundred elements of the population and to perpetrate pogroms.
The high moral indignation with which our liberals speak of the pogroms
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cannot but produce upon every revolutionary an impression of something
utterly wretched and cowardly, particularly in view of the fact that
this high moral condemnation of pogroms turns out to be fully compatible with the idea of conducting negotiations and concluding agreements
with the pogrom-makers. The monarchy had to defend itself against
the revolution; and the semi-Asiatic, feudal Russian monarchy of the
Romanovs could not defend itself by any other but the most infamous,
most Disgusting, v ^ e and cruel means. The only honourable way of combating the pogroms, the only rational way from the standpoint of a Socialist and a democrat, is not to express high moral condemnation, but
to assist the revolution selflessly and in every way, organize the revolution for the overthrowal of this monarchy.
The pogrom-maker Stolypin groomed himself for a ministerial post
in the only way in which a tsarist governor could groom himself for such
a post by torturing the peasants, by organizing pogroms and by showing
an ability to conceal these Asiatic "practices" behind gloss and phrases,
behind a pose and gestures made to look "European."
And the leaders of our liberal bourgeoisie, who are expressing their
high moral condemnation of pogroms, carried on negotiations with the

pogrom-makers, recognizing not only the latters' right to existence,
but their hegemony in the work of setting up a new Russia and of ruling
it! The assassination of Stolypin has been the occasion for a number of
interesting revelations and confessions concerning this question. Thus,
for instance, Witte and Guchkov have published letters concerning the
former's negotiations with "public figures" (read: with the leaders of

the moderate liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie) about forming a Cabinet
after October 17, 1905. Among those who took part in the negotiations
with Witte these negotiations must have taken a long time, because
Guchkov writes of "the wearisome days of protracted negotiations"
were Shipov, Trubetskoy, Urusov and M. Stakhovich, i.e., the future
leaders of the Cadets, and of the Party of "Peaceable Renovation," and
of the Octobrist Party, The negotiations, it turns out, were broken off
on account of Durnovo, whom the "liberals" refused to accept as Minister of the Interior, while Witte demanded this in the form of an ultimatum. Urusov, however, a leading light of the Cadet Party in the First
Duma, "ardently supported Durnovo 's candidacy." When Prince Obolensky suggested Stolypin for the post "some of those present supported
the idea, others said that they did not know him." "I remember definitely," writes Guchkov, "that no one raised the objection of which Count
Witte writes in his letter."
Now the Cadet press, in its desire to emphasize its "democratism"
(no joke!), particularly, perhaps, -in connection with the elections in the
first curia in St. Petersburg, where a Cadet opposed an Octobrist, is
trying to castigate Guchkov for those negotiations. "How often it happened," writes the Rech in its issue of September 28, "that in order to
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please the powers that be, the Octobrist gentlemen, with Guchkov at
head, joined hands with Mr. Durnovo's colleagues! How often
it
happened that, with their eyes glued to the powers that be, they turned
their backs on public opinion!" The same reproach levelled by the Cadets
at the Octobrists is repeated in a number of variations in the leading
article of the Russkiye Vyedomosti of the same date.
their

But, with your permission, gentlemen of the Cadet Party by what
do you reproach the Octobrists, if your representatives also took
part in the very same negotiations and even defended Durnovo? Were
not all the Cadets at that time, in November 1905, like Urusov, in the
position of people who have "their eyes glued to the powers that be"
and their backs "turned on public opinion"? Yours is a "family quarrel,"
not a principled struggle but rivalry between parties equally unprincipled
that is what we have to say apropos of the present reproaches levelled
by the Cadets against the Octobrists in connection with the "negotiations" at the end of 1905. An altercation of this sort only serves to obscure
the really important and historically undeniable fact that all shades of
the liberal bourgeoisie, from the Octobrists to the Cadets, inclusive,
had "their eyes glued to the powers that be" and "turned their backs" on
the democracy ever since our revolution assumed a really popular character, i.e., ever since it became a democratic revolution because of the
democratic forces taking an active part in it. The Stolypin period of the
Russian counter-revolution is characterized by this very fact, namely,
that the liberal bourgeoisie has been turning its back on democracy, and
that therefore Stolypin could turn for assistance, sympathy and advice
now to one, now to another representative of this bourgeoisie. If it were
not for this state of affairs, Stolypin would not have been able to exercise
the hegemony of the Council of the United Nobility over the counterright

revolutionary-minded bourgeoisie with the assistance, sympathy, and
active or passive support of this bourgeoisie.
This aspect of the matter deserves special attention, because it is
precisely this aspect that is lost sight of or intentionally ignored by
our liberal press, as well as by such organs of a liberal labour policy as
the Dyelo Zhizni. Stolypin was not merely a Minister who represented
the dictatorship of the feudal landlords. Whoever confines himself to
this characterization shows that he has understood nothing as regards
the singularity and meaning of the "Stolypin period." Stolypin was
Minister during a period when counter-revolutionary sentiments prevailed
among the entire liberal bourgeoisie, including the Cadets, when the
feudal landlords could, and did, rely on these sentiments, when they
could, and did, approach the leaders of this bourgeoisie with "offers'*
(of hand and heart), when they could regard even the most "Left" of
these leaders as "His Majesty's Opposition,"

when they

could,

and did,

refer to the fact that the ideological leaders of the liberals had begun
to incline to their side, to the side of reaction, to the side of those who
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fought the democracy and slung mud at it. Stolypin was Minister during
the period when the feudal landlords bent all their efforts to inaugurate
and put into effect as speedily as possible a bourgeois policy in regard
to peasant agrarian relationships, when they had thrown overboard all
the romantic illusions and hopes based on the muzhik's "patriarchal"
nature, and began to look for allies among the new, bourgeois elements
of Russia in general and of rural Russia in particular. Stolypin tried
to pour new wine into the old bottles, to reshape the old autocracy into
a bourgeois monarchy; and the failure of Stolypin 's policy is the failure
of tsarism on this last road the last conceivable for tsarism. Alexander III 's
landlord monarchy tried to rely for support on the "patriarchal" countryside and on the "patriarchal elements" in Russian life in general.
That policy was utterly smashed by the revolution. Nicholas II's landlord monarchy, after the revolution, tried to rely for support on the
counter-revolutionary sentiments of the bourgeoisie and on a bourgeois
agrarian policy put into effect by the very same landlords. The failure
of these attempts, which even the Cadets, even the Octobrists can no
longer doubt, is the failure of the last policy possible for tsarism.

Under Stolypin the dictatorship of the feudal landlord was not directed
against the whole nation, including the entire "third estate," the entire
bourgeoisie. No, that dictatorship was exercised under conditions most
favourable for it when the Octobrist bourgeoisie served it heart and
soul; when the landlords and the bourgeoisie had a representative body
in which their bloc was guaranteed a majority and a formal opportunity
was provided for conducting negotiations and arranging deals with the
crown; when Mr. Struve and the other Vekhi-ites reviled the revolution
in a hysterical frenzy and propounded an ideology which gladdened the
heart of Anthony, Bishop of Volhynia; when Mr. Milyukov proclaimed
that the Cadet opposition was a "His Majesty's Opposition" (his majesty
being an out-of-date feudal lord). Nevertheless, despite all these favourable conditions for the Romanovs, despite all these most favourable
conditions conceivable, considering the alignment of social forces in
capitalist Russia of the twentieth century despite all this, Stolypin 's
policy ended in failure. Stolypin has been assassinated at a moment
when a new grave-digger of the tsar's autocracy or, rather, the gravedigger who is gathering new strength is knocking at the door.

Stolypin's attitude to the leaders of the bourgeoisie, and vice versa,
characterized most fully by the relations that existed during the period
of the First Duma. "The period from May to July 1906 was decisive for
Stolypin's career," writes the Rech. What was the centre of gravity during that period?
is

"Of course," states the official organ of the Cadet Party, "the centre
of gravity during that period was not the speeches in the Duma."
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That's a valuable admission, indeed! What a pile of lances were broken
with the Cadets over the question as to whether the
"speeches in the Duma" could be regarded as the "centre of gravity"
during that period! What a torrent of angry abuse and supercilious docat that time in tilts

trinaire lecturing was let loose in the Cadet press against the SocialDemocrats who, in the spring and summer of 1906, maintained that
the centre of gravity during that period was not the speeches in the Duma!
How much the Rech and the Duma reproached the whole of Russian
"society" at that time for cherishing dreams about a "Convention" and
failing to wax sufficiently enthusiastic over the Cadet triumphs in the
"parliamentary" arena of the First Duma! Five years have passed since

then; there happens to be a need for a general appraisal of the period
of the First Duma, and the Cadets proclaim quite nonchalantly, as if
it were a matter of changing a pair of gloves, that, "Of course, the centre
of gravity during that period was not the speeches in the Duma."
Of course, not, gentlemen! But what, then, was the centre of gravity?
"Behind the scenes," we read in the Reck, "a sharp struggle was going
on between the representatives of two currents. One recommended a policy of compromise with the popular representatives, not shrinking even
before the formation of a 'Cadet Cabinet.' The other demanded that the
act vigorously, dissolve the State Duma and change the
election law. That was the program advocated by the Council of the
.
United Nobility which enjoyed the support of powerful influences.
At first Stolypin hesitated. There are indications that on two occasions,

government

.

.

with Kryzhanovsky acting as intermediary, he made overtures to Murom*
tsev, proposing to discuss the possibility of forming a Cadet Cabinet
with Stolypin as Minister of the Interior. But at the same time Stolypin
undoubtedly maintained contact with the Council of the United Nobility."

That is how history is written by the educated, scholarly and wellread leaders of the liberals So it appears that the "centre of gravity"
was wo speeches, but the struggle between two currents within the BlackHundred tsarist court clique! Immediate "onslaught," without any
delays, was the policy of the Council of the United Nobility, ?.e-., not
of individual persons, not of Nicholas Romanov, not of "one current"
"
but of a definite class. The Cadets see, clearly and
in "high quarters
rivals
on the Right. But anything to the Left of the Cadets
their
soberly,
has disappeared from their field of vision. History was being made by
the "high quarters," the Council of the United Nobility and the Cadets;
the common people, of course, took no part in the making of history!
!

A

definite class (the nobility) was opposed by the "People's Freedom"
Party, which stands above classes, while the "high quarters," (?.e., the
tsar little-father) hesitated.
It is hardly possible to imagine a higher degree of selfish class blindness, a worse form of distorting history and forgetting the elementary
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truths of historical science, a more wretched muddle and a worse confusion of class, party and individuals!
Nobody is as blind as he who does not mint to see the democracy and
its

forces.

Of course, the centre of gravity during the period of the First Duma
was not the speeches in the Duma. It lay in the struggle between classes
outside the Duma, in the struggle waged by the feudal landlords and
their, monarchy against the masses of the people, against the worker^
and peasants. It was precisely during that period that the revolutionary
movement of the masses was again on the upgrade; the spring and summer
of 1906 were marked by a grim upsurge of the wave of strikes in general
and of political strikes, of peasant riots and of mutinies in the armed
forces. That, Messrs. Cadet historians was why the "high quarters" hesitated: the struggle between the currents within the tsar's gang was over
the question whether, considering the force of the revolution at the time,
they should attempt the coup d'etat at once or whether they should bide
their time and lead the bourgeoisie by the nose a little longer.
The First Duma fully convinced the landlords (Romanov, Stolypin
and Co.) that there can be no peace between them and the peasant and
working-class masses. This conviction of theirs fully accorded with objective reality. All that remained for them to decide was a question of minor
importance: when and how to change the election Jaw at once or gradually? The bourgeoisie vacillated; but its entire behaviour, even that
of the Cadet bourgeoisie, showed that it feared the revolution a hundred
times more than it feared reaction. That was why the landlords deigned
to invite the leaders of the bourgeoisie (Muromtsev, Heyden, Guchkov
and Co.) to conferences at which they discussed the question of whether
they might not jointly form a Cabinet. And the entire bourgeoisie, including the Cadets, conferred with the tsar, with the pogrom- makers, with
the leaders of the Black-Hundreds about the means of combating
the revolution; but since the end of 1905 the bourgeoisie has never sent
representatives of a single one of its parties to confer with the leaders of the revolution about how to overthrow the autocracy and the
9

monarchy.

That is the principal lesson to be drawn from the "Stolypin period"
of Russian history* Tsarism conferred with the bourgeoisie when the
revolution still seemed to be a force; but it applied its jackboot to kick
out gradually all the leaders of the bourgeoisie first Muromtsev and
Milyukov, then Heyden and Lvov, and, finally, Guchkov as soon as
the revolutionary pressure from below relaxed. The difference between
the Milyukovs, the Lvovs and the Guchkovs is absolutely immaterial
nothing but a matter of the sequence in which these leaders of the bour"kisses" of Romanov- Pugeoisie turned their cheeks to receive the
rishkevich-Stolypin and the sequence in which they received these
"kisses."
.

.

.

.

.

.
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Stolypin disappeared from the stage at the very moment when the
Black- Hundred monarchy had taken all it could use of the counterrevolutionary sentiments of the whole Russian bourgeoisie. Now this
bourgeoisie repudiated, humiliated, and disgraced by its own renunciation of democracy, of the struggle of the masses, of the revolution
stands perplexed and bewildered, seeing the symptoms of a gathering
new revolution. Stolypin helped the Russian people to learn a useful
lesson: Either march to freedom, by overthrowing the tsar's monarchy,
under the leadership of the proletariat; or sink deeper into slavery, submit
to the Purishkeviches, Markovs and Tolmachovs, under the ideological
and political leadership of the Milyukovs and Guchkovs.
Sotsial- Democrat No. 24,
October 31 [18], 1911

ON LIQUIDATORISM AND THE GROUP
*
OF LIQUIDATORS

Whereas
1) For nearly four years already the R.S.D.L.P. has been waging
a determined fight against the Liquidatorist trend, which was characterized at the conference of the Party in December, 1908 as
"attempts on the part of a section of the Party intellectuals to liquidate the existing organization of the R.S.D.L.P. and to replace it at all
costs, even at the price of downright renunciation of the program, tactics
and traditions of the Party, by an amorphous association functioning

legally";
2) The Plenum of the Central Committee held in January 1910, continuing the fight against this trend, unanimously declared it to be a manifestation of bourgeois influence upon the proletariat and demanded as
a condition for real Party unity and for the fusion of the former Bolshevik and Menshevik factions, a complete rupture with Liquidatorism and
the utter rout of this bourgeois deviation from Socialism;
3) In spite of all the decisions of the Party, and in spite of the obligation assumed by the representatives of all the factions at the Plenum
of January 1910, a section of Social -Democrats, grouped around the
journals Naaha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni, has openly come out in defence
of a trend which the entire Party has recognized to be a product of bourgeois influence upon the proletariat;
Yuri and
1,
4) The former members of the Central Committee,
Roman, not only refused to join the Central Committee in the spring of
1910, but refused even to attend a single meeting for the purpose of coopting new members, and openly declared that they considered the very
existence of the Central Committee of the Party "harmful";
5) It was precisely after the Plenum of 1910 that the above-mentioned
principal publications of the Liquidators, the Naaha Zarya and Dyelo
Zhizni, definitely turned to Liquidatorism along the whole line, not only

M

* This
resolution was adopted
at
the Sixth (Prague) Conference of
the R.S.D.L.P. at which the Mensheviks were expelled from the Party and the
Bolsheviks constituted thernselves an independent, Bolshevik Party. Ed.
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"derogating" [contrary to the decisions of the Plenum] from the "importance
of the illegal Party," but renouncing it outright, declaring that the Partywas "a corpse," declaring that the Party was already liquidated, declaring that the idea of reviving the illegal Party was "a reactionary Utopia,"
using the columns of legally published journals to heap slander and abuse
on the illegal Party, calling upon the workers to regard the nuclei of the

Party and

hierarchy as "dead," etc.;
when throughout Russia the members of the Party, irreof
united to promote the immediate task of convening
factions,
spective
a Party conference, the Liquidators, banded together in entirely independent coteries, split away from the local organizations, even where the
6)

At

its

a time

pro-Party Mensheviks predominated (Ekaterinoslav, Kiev) and definitely
refused to maintain any Party relations with the local organizations of
the R.S.D.L.P., therefore be it
Resolved that
The conference declares that the group of the Nasha Zarya and Dyelo
iy by dint of its conduct, has definitely
placed itself outside the
Party.
The conference calls upon all Party members, irrespective of tendencies
and views, to combat the Liquidatorist trend, explain its utter harmfulness
for the cause of the emancipation of the working class, and bend all their
efforts to revive and strengthen the illegal R.S.D.L.P.

First published in 1912
in the pamphlet
Thv All-Ruattian 19] 2 Conference

CONTROVERSIAL QUESTIONS
AN OPEN PARTY AND THE MARXISTS
I.

To many

THE DECISION OF

workers the struggle that

is

1908

now going on between

and the Luck appears unnecessary and not very

the Pravda

intelligible. It is natural

that the controversial articles in separate issues of the newspaper on sepasometimes very special questions do not give a complete idea of the
objects and content of the struggle. Hence the legitimate dissatisfaction
of the workers.
Yet the question of Liquidatorism, over which the struggle is now
being waged, is at the present time one of the most important and most
urgent questions of the labour movement. It is impossible to be a class conscious worker unless one studies the question in detail, unless one forms
worker who wishes to reach independent cona definite opinion on it.
clusions on the destinies of his party will not waive polemics, even if
they are not quite intelligible at first sight, but will earnestly seek and
find the truth.
How is one to find the truth? How is one to make head or tail of the
rate,

A

mutually contradictory opinions and assertions?
Every reasonable person understands that if a bitter struggle takes
place on any subject, he must, in order to ascertain the truth, not confine himself to the statements made by the disputants, but must examine
the facts and documents for himself, see whether there is any evidence
of witnesses and whether that evidence is reliable.
This, of course, is not always easy to do. It is much "easier" to take
for granted what you happen to hear, what is more "openly" proclaimed,
and so on. But people who are satisfied with this are dubbed "shallow,"
shallow-brained people, and no one takes them seriously. It is impossible to get at the truth of any important question unless one undertakes
a certain amount of independent work, and whoever is afraid of work deprives himself of the possibility of finding the truth.
Therefore, we appeal only to those workers who are not afraid of this
work, who have decided to get at the bottom of the matter themselves and
try to discover facts, documents, evidence of witnesses.
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The first question that arises is what is Liquidatorism? Where did
word come from, what does it mean?
The Luch says that the liquidation of the Party, i.e., the dissolution,

this

the break-up of the Party, the renunciation of the Party, is merely a wicked
invention; the "factionaiist" Bolsheviks invented this charge against
the Mensheviks!
The Pravda states that the whole Party has been condemning and
fighting Liquidatorism for over four years.
Who is right? How is one to discover the truth?
Obviously, there is only one way of doing it: to seek for facts and
documents in the history of the Party of the last four years, from 1908 to
1912, when the Liquidators finally seceded from the Party.
It is precisely these four years, when the present Liquidators were
-still in the Party, that represent the most important period for the
purpose
-of tracing the origin of the concept, Liquidatorism.
Hence, the first and basic conclusion: whoever talks of Liquidatorism,
while avoiding the facts and documents of the Party during the period
1908-11, is hiding the truth from the workers.
What are these facts and documents of the Party?
First of all the Party decision adopted in December 1908.* If the
workers do not wish to be treated like children who are stuffed with fairy
tales and fables, they must ask their advisers, leaders or representatives,
whether a Party decision was adopted on the question of Liquidatorism
in December 1908 and what that decision was.
That decision contains a condemnation of Liquidatorism and the explanation of what it is.

Liquidatorism is the "attempts on the part of a section of the
Party intellectuals to liquidate" (i.e., to dissolve, destroy, abolish,
close down) "the existing organization of the Party and to replace
it at all costs, even at the price of downright renunciation of the
program, tactics and traditions" (i.e., the past experience) "of
the Party by an amorphous association functioning legally'' (i.e.,
in conformity with the laws, existing "openly").

Such was the decision of the Party on Liquidatorism, passed more
than four years ago.
It is obvious from this decision what the essence of Liquidatorism is
and why it is condemned. Its essence is the renunciation of the "underground," the abolition of the latter and its replacement at all costs by an
amorphous association functioning legally. Therefore, it is not legal
work, not the insistence on its necessity that the Party condemns. The
Party condemns and unreservedly condemns the replacement of the
* This
refers to the decision of the Fifth Conference of the Russian Social

Democratic Labour Party.

32686

Ed.
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old Party by something amorphous, "open," something which cannot
be called a party.
The Party cannot exist unless it defends its existence, unless it unreservedly fights those who want to abolish and destroy it, who do not
recognize it, who renounce it. This is obvious.
He who renounces the existing Party in the name of some new one must
be told: try, build up a new party, but you cannot remain a member of the
old, the present, the existing Party. Such is the meaning of the Party decision that was passed in December 1908, and it is obvious that no other
decision could have been adopted on the question of the existence of the
Party.

Of course, Liquidatorism is ideologically connected with renegacy,
with the renunciation of the program and tactics, with opportunism. TLis
is exactly what is indicated in the concluding part of the
above-quoted
decision. But Liquidatorism is not only opportunism. The opportunists
are leading the Party on to a wrong, bourgeois path, the path of a liberal labour policy, but they do not renounce the Party itself, they do not
dissolve it. Liquidatorism is that brand of opportunism that goes to the
length of renouncing the Party. It is self-evident that the Party cannot
exist if it includes those who do not recognize its existence. It is equally
understandable that the renunciation of the "underground" under the
existing conditions is tantamount to the renunciation of the old Party.
The question is, what is the attitude of the Liquidators towards the
decision adopted by the Party in 1908?
This is the crux of the matter, this puts the sincerity and political
honesty of the Liquidators to the test.
Not one of them, unless he has taken leave of his senses, will deny the
fact that such a decision was adopted by the Party and has not been repealed.

And so

the Liquidators resort to evasions; they either avoid the question

and withhold from the workers the Party's decision of 1908, or exclaim
(often accompanied with abuse) that this decision was carried by the
Bolsheviks.

But abuse only betrays the weakness of the Liquidators. Party decisions have been carried by the Mensheviks, for example, the decision concerning municipalization, which was passed in Stockholm in 1906.*

common knowledge. Many

Bolsheviks do not agree with that
it is a, Party decision. 1 1
exactly
the same way the decision of 1908 concerning Liquidatorism is a Party
decision. All subterfuges in regard to this question only signify a
desire to mislead the workers.
Whoever wants to recognize the Party, not in words only, will not
permit any subterfuges in this connection, and will insist on getting at

This

is

decision.

*

The

But not one of them denies that

reference here

is

to the Fourth (Unity) Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.

Ed~
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the truth concerning the decision of the Party on the question of Liquidatorism. This decision has been endorsed since 1909 by all the pro-Party
Ifensheviks, headed by Plekhanov who, in his Dnevnik (Diary) and in
a whole series of other Marxian publications, explained on many occasions and quite definitely that he who wants to liquidate the Party cannot be in the Party.
Plekhanov has been and will remain a Menshevik. Therefore the usual
allusions of the Liquidators to the "Bolshevik" nature of the decisions
of the Party in 1908 are doubly wrong.
The more abuse the Liquidators hurl at Plekhanov in the Luch and
NashaZarya, the clearer is the proof that the Liquidators are in the wrong
and that they are trying to obscure the truth by noise, shouting and
brawling. Sometimes a novice is stunned by such methods, but the workers will find their bearings for all that, and will soon brush aside the
abuse.
Is the unity of the workers necessary? It is.
Is the unity of the workers possible without the unity of the workers'

organization? Obviously not.
What prevents the unity of the workers' party? Disputes over Liquidatorism.
Therefore, the workers must understand what these disputes are about
in order that they themselves may decide the destiny of their Party and
save it.
The first step in this direction is to read the first decision of the Party
on Liquidatorism. The workers must know this decision thoroughly and
study it carefully, brushing aside all attempts to evade the question
or to sidetrack it. Having studied this decision, every worker will
begin to understand the essence of the question of Liquidatorism,
this question is so important and so "acute," why this question
has been facing the Party during the four years and more of the period
of reaction.
In the next article we shall consider another important decision of the
Party on Liquidatorism which was adopted about three and a half years
ago, and then pass on to facts and documents which define how the question stands at present.

why

II.

THE DECISION OF

1910

In our first article (Pravda, No. 289) we quoted the first and basic
document with which those workers who wish to discover the truth in
the present disputes must make themselves familiar, namely, the Party
decision of December 1908 on the question of Liquidatorism.
Now we shall quote and examine another, no less important decision
of the Party on the same question that was passed three and a half years
32*
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in January 1910,* This decision is especially important because
all the Bolsheviks, without exception, all

was carried unanimously:

the so-called Fpen/od-ites, and finally (this is most important of all)
Mensheviks and the present Liquidators without exception, and
also all the "national" (i.e., Jewish, Polish and Lettish) Marxists en-

all the

dorsed this decision.
We quote here in full the most important passage in this decision:

"The historical situation of the Social-Democratic movement
in the period of the bourgeois counter-revolution inevitably gives
rise, as a manifestation of the bourgeois influence over the proletariat, on the one hand, to the renunciation of the illegal Social-Democratic Party, the debasement of its role and importance, the attempts
to curtail the program and tactical tasks and slogans of consistent

Social-Democracy, etc.; on the other hand, it gives rise to the
renunciation of the Duma work ofj Social-Democracy and of
the utilization of the legal possibilities, the failure to understand the importance of either, the inability to adapt consistent
Social-Democratic tactics to the peculiar historical conditions of
the present moment, etc.
"An integral part of the Social-Democratic tactics under such
conditions is the overcoming of both deviations by broadening and
deepening the Social-Democratic work in all spheres of the class

struggle of the proletariat and by explaining the danger of such
deviations."

This decision clearly shows that three and a half years ago all the
Marxists, as represented by all the tendencies without exception, had
unanimously to recognize two deviations from the Marxian tactics. Both
deviations were recognized as dangerous. Both deviations were explained
as being due, not to accident, not to the evil intention of individual
persons but to the "historical situation" of the labour movement in the

given period.
Moreover, this unanimous decision of the Party points to the class
origin and significance of these deviations. For Marxists do not confine
themselves merely to bare references to ruin and disintegration. That
disintegration, lack of faith, despondency, perplexity reign in the minds
of many adherents of democracy and Socialism is obvious to all. It is not
enough to admit this. It is necessary to understand the class origin of the
discord and disruption, to understand what class interests of the nonproletarian environment foster this "confusion" among the friends of the
proletariat.

And

the decision of the Party adopted three and a half years ago gave

* This refers to the
"unity" plenum of the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.?.
held in Paris, January 2-23, 1910. Ed.
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this important question: the deviations from Marxism are
the
"bourgeois counter-revolution," they are generated by
generated by
the "bourgeois influence over the proletariat."
What are these deviations that threaten to deliver the proletariat to
the influence of the bourgeoisie? One of these deviations, which is connect-

an answer to

ed with Vperyod-ism and which renounced the Duma work of the SocialDemocrats as well as the utilization of the legal possibilities, has disappeared almost completely. None of the Social-Democrats in Russia now preach
these erroneous non-Marxian views. The Vperyod-itcs (including Alexinsky
and others) have begun to work in Pravda alongside the pro- Party Mensheviks.

The other devia ion indicated in the decision of the Party is precisely
Liquidator ism. This is obvious from the reference to the "renunciation**
of the "underground" and to the "debasement" of its role and importance.
Finally, we have a very precise document, published three years ago
and refuted by no one, a document emanating from all the "national"
Marxists and from Trotsky (better witnesses than whom the Liquidators
could not produce); this document states directly that "in essence it
would be desirable to call the tendency indicated in the resolution Liquidator'ism , which

it is

necessary to combat.

..."

Thus, the fundamental, the most important fact that everyone who
wants to understand what the present controversy is about must know,
is that: three and a half years ago the Party unanimously recognized Liquidatorism to be a "dangerous" deviation from Marxism, a deviation
which it is necessary to combat, which expresses the "bourgeois influence
over the proletariat."
The interests of the bourgeoisie,

which

biassed against democracy
generally speaking, counter-revolutionary, demand the
liquidation, dissolution of the old party of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie
is doing everything to disseminate and
support all ideas directed towards
the liquidation of the party of the working class. The bourgeoisie is striving to sow the seeds of renunciation of the old tasks, in order to "curtail"
them, to cut and lop them off, to emasculate them, to substitute conciliation or an agreement with the Purishkeviches and Co. for the determined
destruction of the foundations of their power.
Liquidatorism is, in fact, the introduction of these bourgeois ideas
of renunciation and renegacy among the proletariat.
Such is the class significance cf Liquidatorism as indicated in the
unanimous decision of the Party three and a half years ago. It is in this
that the entire Party sees the greatest harmfulness and danger of Liquidatorism, its pernicious effect on the labour movement, on the consolidation of an independent (in deeds and not in words) party of the working

and which

is

is,

class.

Liquidatorism is not only the "liquidation" (i.e., the dissolution, the
destruction) of the old party of the working class, it alfo means the cle-
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struction of the class independence of the proletariat, the corruption of its
class consciousness by bourgeois ideas.
We shall give an illustration of this appraisal of Liquidatorism in the
.next article, which will set forth in full the most important arguments
of the Liquidator ist Luch. And now let us sum up briefly what we have
stated above. The attempts of the Luch-ites in general, and of Messrs.
Dan and Potresov in particular, to argue that "Liquidatorism" is an

inventipn are subterfuges remarkable for their falsity, subterfuges based
the readers of the Luck are completely uninformed
Actually, apart from the Party decision of 1908, there is a unanimous
Party decision of 1910, which gives a complete appraisal of Liquidatorism
as a bourgeois deviation from the proletarian path, a deviation that is
harmful and dangerous to the working class. Only the enemies of the
working class can hide or evade this Party appraisal.

on the assumption that

III.

THE ATTITUDE OF THE LIQUIDATORS TO THE DECISIONS
OF 1908 AND 1910

In the preceding article (Pravda, No. 95 [299]), we quoted the exact
words of the unanimous Party decision on Liquidatorism, which define
the latter as a manifestation of bourgeois influence over the proletariat.
As we have pointed out, this decision was adopted in January 1910.
Let us now examine the behaviour of those Liquidators who brazenly
assure us that there is not and never was such a thing as Liquidatorism.
In February 1910, in No. 2 of the Nzsha Zarya, which had just made

appearance, Mr. Potresov wrote bluntly that "a party representing a
complete and organized hierarchy" O'.e., ladder or system) "of institutions does not exist" and that it is impossible to liquidate "what in reality
no longer exists as an organized body." (See Nasha Zarya, 1910, No. 2,
its

p. 61.)

This was stated a month or even

less after the

unanimous decision of

the

Party!
And in

March

1910,

another Liquidatorist journal

namely Vozrozh-

having the same set of contributors, Potresov, Dan, Martynov,
Yezhov, Martov, Levitsky and Co., stressed and popularly explained

deniye

9

Mr. Potresov's words:
"There is nothing to wind up and we on our part" (i.e., the
editors of Vozrozhdeniye) "would add
the dream of re-establishing this hierarchy in its old, underground form is simply a harmful
reactionary Utopia which indicates the loss of political intuition
by the representatives of a party which at one time was the most
realistic of all." (Vozrozhdeniye , 1910,

No.

5, p. 51.)
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No party exists, and the idea of restoring it is a harmful Utopia these
are clear and definite words. Here we have a plain and direct renunciation of the Party. The renunciation (and the invitation to the workers
to do likewise) came from people who abandoned the underground and
"dreamed" of an open party.
This defection from the underground was, moreover, quite definitely
and openly supported by P. B. Axelrod in 1912, both in the Nevsky Oolos
(1912, No. 6) and in Nasha Zarya (1912, No. 6).
"With the state of affairs in the Party as they are, to speak about
'"
P. B. Axelrod wrote, "means behaving like
non-factionalism,
an ostrich ... it means deceiving oneself and others. .
Factional organization and consolidation constitute the prime duty and
the most urgent task of the partisans of Party reform or to be more
exact, of revolution."

4

.

.

Thus P. B. Axelrod is openly in favour of a Party revolution,
the destruction of the old Party and the formation of a new one.

i.e.,

In 1913, the Luch 9 No. 101, in an unsigned editorial stated plainly that
among the workers in some places there is even a revival and strengthening of sympathy for illegal work" and that this is "a regrettable fact."
L. Sedov,* the author of that article, admitted that the article "caused
dissatisfaction" even among the partisans of the tactics of the Latch.
(Nasha Zarya, 1913, No. 3, p. 49.) L. Sedov 's explanations in this connection were such as to cause renewed dissatisfaction; this time it was one
of the partisans of the Luch, namely, An** who in the Luch, No. 181, wrote
opposing Sedov. An protests against Sedov 's assumption that "illegality
is an obstacle to the political organization of our movement, to the building up of a workers' Social-Democratic Party." An ridicules L. Sedov,
who leaves one "in the dark" as to whether illegality is desirable or not.
The editors of the Luch published a long postscript to An's article in
which they found An "to be in the wrong in his criticism of L. Sedov,"
and declared themselves in favour of Sedov.
We will examine the arguments of the editors of the Lwh as well
as the Liquidatorist mistakes of An himself in their proper place. This is
not the point we are discussing here. Just now it is up to us carefully to
appraise the fundamental and principal conclusion to be drawn from the
documents we have quoted above.
The entire Party, both in 1908 and in 1910, condemned and rejected
Liquidatorism, and clearly and in detail explained the class origin and
the danger of this tendency. All the Liquidatorist newspapers and jour*
<s

* L. Sedov
(L.

**

An Noah
L iquid ators Ed
.

.)

B, A. Ginsburg.

Ed.

Jordania, one of the leaders of the Georgian Mensheviks
.

and
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Vozrozhdeniye (1909-10), Nasha Zarya (1910-13), the Nevsky Golo&
and the Luch (1912-13) all, after the most definite and even unanimous decisions have been adopted by the Party, reiterate thoughts
and arguments that contain obvious Liquidator ism.

nab

(1912),

Even the devotees of the "Luch" are forced to declare that they disagree
with these arguments, with this preaching. This is a fact. Therefore, to
shout about the "baiting" of Liquidators, as Trotsky, Semkovsky and many
other patronizers of Liquidatorism do, is downright dishonesty, for it is
a crying distortion of the truth.
The truth proved by the documents I have quoted, which cover a
period of more than//t>e years (1908-13), is that the Liquidators, mocking
all the Party decisions, continue to abuse and bait the Party, i.e., "illegal work."

Every worker who wants seriously to examine the controversial and
vexed questions himself, who wants to decide these questions for himself,
must first of all master this truth and take independent measures to investigate and verify the above-quoted decisions of the Party and the arguments
of the Liquidators. Only those who carefully study, ponder over and in*
dependently solve the problems and destiny of their Party deserve to be
called Party members and builders of the workers party. It is impossible to treat with indifference the question of whether it is the Party that
is "guilty" of
"baiting" (i.e., of too trenchant and mistaken attacks on)
the Liquidators or whether it is the Liquidators who are guilty of direct'

decisions, of persistently advocating the liquidation*
destruction, of the Party.
obvious that the Party cannot exist unless it fights the destroyers

ly violating Party
i.e.* the

It is

of the Party with

all its

might.

Having cited the documents on this fundamental question, we shall*
in the next article, pass on to the appraisal of the ideological content of
the preaching of an "open Party."

IV.

THE CLASS MEANING OF LIQUIDATORISM

In the preceding articles (Pravda, Nos. 289, 299 and 314) we have shown
that all the Marxists, both in 1908 and in 1910, irrevocably condemned
Liquidatorism as the renunciation of the past. The Marxists explained to
the working class that Liquidatorism is the instilling of bourgeois influence
into the proletariat. And all the Liquidatorist publications, from 1909
up to 1913, flagrantly violated and are still violating the decisions of the
Marxists.

Let us consider the slogan, an "open labour party," or "a struggle for
an open party," which is still being advocated by the Liquidators in the
Luch and Nasha Zarya.
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Marxian, proletarian, or a liberal, bourgeois slogan?
to this question must be sought not in the moods or the
plans of the Liquidators or of other groups, but in the analysis of the interrelation of the social forces of Russia in the present period. The meaning
of slogans is determined not by the intentions of their authors, but by the
Is this a

The answer

correlation of forces of all the classes in the country.
The feudal landowners and their "bureaucracy" are hostile to all changes,
in the direction of political liberty. This is understandable. The bourgeoisie, because of its economic position in a backward and semi-feudal;
country, cannot but strive for freedom. But the bourgeoisie fears the activity of the people more than it fears reaction. The year 1905 demonstrated

with particular clarity; this truth was thoroughly understood
class; it was only the opportunist and semi-liberal intellectuals who failed to understand it.
The bourgeoisie is both liberal and counter-revolutionary. Hence its
impotent and miserable reformism which borders on the ridiculous. Dreams
of reforms and fear of settling accounts in real earnest with the feudal
landowners, who not only refuse to grant reforms, but even take back those
they have already granted. Preaching reforms and fear of a popular movement. Striving to oust the feudal landowners and fear of losing their
support, fear of losing their own privileges. Upon this interrelation of
classes is built up the system of June 3, which gives full power to the feudal landowners and privileges to the bourgeoisie.
The class position of the proletariat makes it altogether impossible
for it to "share" the privileges or to be afraid of anyone losing them. That
is why selfishly narrow, miserable and dull-witted reformism is altogether
alien to the proletariat. As to the peasant masses
they are, on the one
hand, immeasurably oppressed, and instead of enjoying privileges they
suffer from starvation; on the other hand, they are undoubtedly pettybourgeois hence, they inevitably vacillate between the liberals and the
this truth

by the working

workers.

Such

From

is

the objective situation.

obviously follows that the slogan of an open laby
origin, a slogan of the counter-revolutionary
liberals. It contains nothing save reformism; it does not contain even a hint
that the proletatariat, the only class that is thoroughly democratic, is conscious of its task of fighting the liberals for influence over the whole of
democracy; there is not even a suggestion of destroying the very foundation
of all the privileges of the feudal landowners, the "bureaucracy," etc.,
not a thought of the general foundations of political liberty and democratic
constitution; instead, this slogan implies the tacit renunciation of the
this situation it

bour party

is,

its class

old, and consequently it implies renegacy and the dissolution (liquidation)
of the workers' party.
In brief: this slogan carries into the midst of the workers in a period

of counter-revolution the preaching of

the very thing the liberal bourgeoi-
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is
practising in its own midst. Therefore, had there been no Liquidators, the clever bourgeois progressives would have had to find, or hire,
intellectuals in order to preach this to the working class!

sie

Only

brainless people can

their motives.

It

is

compare the words of the Liquidators with
necessary to compare their words with the deeds and

the objective position of the liberal bourgeoisie.
Look at these deeds. In 1902, the bourgeoisie was in favour of illegality.
Struve was commissioned by it to publish the underground Osvobozhdeniye.
When the labour movement led to October 17, the liberals and the cadets

abandoned
mad,

sary,

illegality,

sinful

then repudiated

and godless (Vekhi).

and declared it to be unnecesInstead of the underground, the

it,

an open party. This is a historconfirmed by the incessant attempts at legalization made by

liberal bourgeoisie advocated a struggle for

ical

fact,

the Cadets (1905-07) and the Progressives (1913).
Among the Cadets we see "open work and its secret organization";
the kind-hearted, i.e., unconscious, Liquidator, A. Vlasov, has only
paraphrased the deeds of the Cadets "in his own words."
Why did the liberals renounce illegality and adopt the slogan of "a
struggle for an open party"? Is it because Struve is a traitor? No, just
the opposite. Struve went over to the other side because the entire bourgeoisie turned. And the latter turned: 1) because it obtained privileges and on
11, 1905,* and even on June 3, 1907, it was placed in the position of a tolerated opposition; 2) because it itself was mortally frightened
by the popular movement. The slogan of "a struggle for an open party,"

December

when

translated from the language of "high politics" into plain and intelligible language, means the following:

"Messieurs Landlords! Don't imagine that we want to push you off
the earth. No, just move up a little and make room for us bourgeois"
{an open party) "we shall then defend you five times more 'cleverly,'
cunningly and more 'scientifically' than the Timoshkins** and Sabler's
priests."***
In imitation of the Cadets, the slogan of "a struggle for an open party"
was taken up by the petty bourgeoisie, the Narodniks. In August 1906,
Messers. Peshekhonov and Co. of Russkoye Bogafstvo renounced illegality, proclaimed the "struggle for an open party," and cut out from their
program the consistently democratic "underground" slogans.
As a result of these philistines' reformist chatter about a "broad and
open party" they, as is obvious to all, were left without any party at all,
* The date of the
of the law convening the First Duma. Ed.
** Timoshkins the promulgation
appellation applied by Lenin to the reactionary members
of the Duma, of whom the deputy Timoshkin was typical. Ed.
*** Sabler's
the clerical
in the third Duma who
priests

deputies

an extremely reactionary policy and expressed the policy of the
Sabler, then Procurator of the Holy Synod. Ed.

supported

tsarist dignitary,
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without any contact with the masses, and the Cadets have even left off

dreaming of having such contacts.
Only in this way, only by analysing the position of the classes, by analysing the general history of the counter-revolution, is it possible to understand what Liquidatorism is. The Liquidators are petty-bourgeois intellectuals, sent by the bourgeoisie to sow the seeds of liberal corruption
among the workers. The Liquidators are traitors to Marxism and traitors
to democracy. The slogan of "a struggle for an open party" in their case
(as well as in the case of the liberals and the Narodniks) only serves to
camouflage their renunciation of the past and their rupture with the working class. This is a fact that has been proved both by the elections in the
workers' electoral colleges for the Fourth Duma and by the history of the
origin of the Pravda, the workers' paper. It was obvious to all that it was
those who had not renounced the past and knew how to make use of "open
work" and of all and sundry "possibilities" exclusively in the spirit of
that past, and for the sake of strengthening, consolidating and developing
it, who had contacts with the masses.
During the period of the Third-of-June regime it could not be other-

wise.

In our next article

gram and

V.

tactics

we

shall speak about the "curtailment" of the pro-

by the Liquidators

(i.e.,

liberals).

THE SLOGAN OF STRUGGLE FOR AN OPEN PARTY

In the preceding article (Pravda, No. 123) we examined the objective
i.e., the meaning that is determined by the interrelation of
classes, of the slogan "an open party" or "a struggle for an open party."
This slogan is a slavish repetition of the tactics of the bourgeoisie, for it
correctly expresses its renunciation of the revolution or its counter-rev-

meaning,

olutionary character.
Let us consider some of the attempts the Liquidators most frequently
make to defend the slogan of "a struggle for an open party." Mayevsky,
S^dov, Dan and all the Luch-ites try to confuse the open Party with open
work or activity. Such confusion is downright sophistry, a trick, deception of the reader.
In the first place, the open activity of the Social-Democrats during the
period 1904-13 is a fact. Open party is a phraseof the intellectuals, which
covers up the renunciation of the Party. Secondly, the Party has repeatedly condemned Liquidatorism, i.e., the slogan of an open party. But the
Party, far from condemning open activities, has, on the contrary, repeatedcondemned those who neglected them or renounced them. In the third

ly

place, from 1904 to 1907, open activities were especially developed among
all the Social-Democrats. But not a single tendency, not a single faction
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of Social-Democracy then advanced the slogan "struggle for an open
"
party.

This

is

a historical fact. It should be pondered over by those

who wish

to understand Liquidatorism.

Did the absence of the slogan "struggle for an open party" hamper open
Not in the least.
Why did no such slogan arise among the Social-Democrats at that
time? Precisely because at that time there was no raging counter-revolution to draw a section of the Social-Democrats into extreme opportunism.
It was only too clear at the time that the slogan "struggle for an open party"
was an opportunist phrase, a renunciation of "illegality."
activities in 1904-07?

Gentlemen, try to grasp the meaning of this historical turn: during the
when there was a splendid development of open activities,
there was 710 slogan of "struggle for an open party"; during the period
of counter-revolution, when there is a weaker development of open activities, the slogans of renunciation of "illegality" and "struggle for an
open party" crop up among a section of the Social-Democrats (who follow
period 1905,

wake of the bourgeoisie).
not the meaning and the class significance of such a turn clear yet?
Finally, the fourth and most important circumstance. Two kinds of
open activity, in two diametrically opposite directions, are possible
(and may be observed): one in defence of the old, and entirely in thespirit of the old, in the name of the slogans and the tactics of the old, and another, against the old, in the name of renunciation of the old, the belittling
of the role and slogans of the old, etc.
The existence of these two kinds of open activity, hostile and irreconcilable in principle, in the period from 1906 (the Cadets and Messrs.
Peshekhonov and Co.) to 1913 (the Luch, Nasha Zarya), is a most indisputable historical fact. Is it possible to restrain a smile when one hears a
simpleton (or one who for a while plays the simpleton) say: what is there
to quarrel about if both the one and the other carry on open activities?
The dispute, my dear sir, is precisely about whether these activities should
be carried on in defence of "illegality" and its spirit, or in order to degrade
it, against it and not in its spirit! The dispute is only
just "only"l
about whether the given open work is being conducted in the liberal or
in the consistently democratic spirit. The dispute is "only" about whether
it is possible to confine oneself to
openwork: remember Mr. Liberal Struve
who did not confine himself to it in 1902, but wholly "confined himself*
to it in the years 1906-13.
Our Liquidators of the Luch cannot possibly comprehend that the
slogan "struggle for an open party" means carrying into the midst of the
workers liberal (Struve-ite) ideas', tricked out in the rags of "near-Marxian"
catchwords.
Or take, for instance, the arguments of the editors of the Luch themin the
Is

selves, in their reply to

An

(No. 181):
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"The Social-Democratic Party is not limited to those few comrades whom the realities of life force to work underground. Truly,
if the entire Party were limited to illegality, how many members
would it have? Two to three hundred? And where would those thousands if not tens of thousands of workers be, who are actually bearing the brunt of the entire Social-Democratic work?"

man of comprehension this argument alone suffices to identify
authors as liberals. First, they are telling a deliberate untruth about
the "underground." It numbers more than "hundreds." Secondly, all over
the world the number of Party members, as compared with the number of
workers carrying on Social-Democratic work, is "limited." For example,
in Germany there are only one million members in the Social-Democratic
Party, yet the number of votes cast for the Social-Democrats is about
five million, and the proletariat numbers about fifteen million. The proportion of the number of Party members to the number of Social-Democrats
is determined in the various countries by the differences in their historical conditions. In the third place, we have nothing that could replace
our "underground." Thus, in opposing the Party, the Luch refers to the
non-Party workers, or those who are outside the Party. This is the usual
method of the liberal who tries to cut off the masses from their claas-conscious vanguard. The Luch does not understand the relation between
Party and class, just as the "Economists" in 1895-1901 failed to understand
it. In the fourth place, our "Social-Democratic work" is real Social-Democratic work only in so far as it is conducted in the spirit of the old,
For a

its

under

its

slogans.

the Luch are the arguments of liberal intellectuals,
who, unwilling to join the actually existing Party organization, try to

The arguments of

destroy that organization by inciting against it the non-Party, scattered
mass, whose class consciousness is little developed. The German liberals
do the same, alleging that the Social-Democrats do not represent the proletariat since their "Party" comprises "only" one-fifteenth of the proletariat!

Take the even more common argument advanced by the Lwh: "\Ve"
are for an open party, "just as in Europe." The liberals and the Liquidators want a constitution and an open party, "as in Europe" today , but they

do not want the path by which Europe reached that today.

Kossovsky, a Liquidator and Bundist, teaches us in the Lmh to follow
the example of the Austrians. But he forgets that the Austrians have had
a constitution since 1867, and that they could not have had it without:
1) the movement of 1848; 2) the profound political crisis of 1859-66,
when the weakness of the working class allowed Bismarck and Co. to extricate themselves by means of the famous "revolution from above."
What then is the outcome of the discourses of Kossovsky, Dan, Larin and
all the
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The only outcome is that they help to solve our crisis in the spirit
of "revolution" necessarily "from above"! But such work is precisely
the "work" of a Stolypin Labour Party.
No matter where we look we see the Liquidators renouncing both Marx-

ism and democracy.
In the next article we shall examine in detail their arguments concern*
ing the necessity of curtailing our Social-Democratic slogans.
VI.

We

must now consider the curtailment of Marxian slogans by the Liquidators. For this purpose it would be best to take the decisions of their
August conference, but for obvious reasons it is possible to analyse these
decisions only in the press published abroad. Here we are obliged to quote
the Luch, which, in the article by L. S., in its issue No. 1C8 (194), gave
a remarkably precise exposition of the whole essence, the whole spirit of
Liquidatorism.
Mr. L. S. writes as follows:

"The deputy Muranov so far recognizes only three partial demands, which, as is known, were the three pillars of the electoral
platform of the Leninists: the complete democratization of the
state system, an eight-hour day and the transfer of the land tothe peasants. The Pravda, too, continues to maintain this point of
view. Yet we, as well as the whole of European Social-Democracy^
"we, and also Milyukov, who assures us that, thank God,,
(read
we have a constitution"), "see in the advancing of partial demands
a method of agitation which may be crowned with success only if
it reckons with the everyday struggle of the working masses. We
think that only that which, on the one hand, is of fundamental importance for the further development of the latour movement, and
on the other hand, may acquire urgency for the masses, should be

advanced as the partial demand upon which, at the given moment
the Social-Democrats should concentrate their attention. Of the
the eight-hour
three demands advanced by the Pravda, only one
day plays and can play a part in the everyday struggle of the workers. The other two demands may at the present moment serve as
subjects for propaganda, but not for agitation. Concerning the difference between propaganda and agitation, see the brilliant pages,
991

of G. V. Plekhanov's pamphlet, The Struggle Against Famine.
(L. S. has got into the wrong box; it is "painful" for him to recall
Plekhanov's controversy in 1899-1902 with the "Economists" whom
L. S. is copying!)

1

"Apart from the eight-hour day, the demand for the right of
form any kind of organization, with the

association, the right to
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corresponding right of assembly and speech, both oral and printed,,
is a partial demand advanced both by the requirements of the labour
movement and by the entire course of Russian life."
Here we have the tactics of the Liquidators. What L. S. describes by
the words "complete democratization, etc.," and what he calls the "transfer of the land to the peasants" are not you see, of "urgency for the masses,""
they are not advanced "by the requirements of the labour movement"
and "the entire course of Russian life." How old are these arguments and
how familiar are they to those who remember the history of Russian Marxian practice, its many years of struggle against the "Economists," who
renounced the tasks of democracy! With what talent the LucTi copies the
views of Prokopovich and Kuskova, who in those days tried to entice
the workers on to the liberal path!
However, let us examine the arguments of the Luch more closely. From
the point of view of common sense these arguments are sheer madness.
Is it really possible to assert, without having taken leave of one's senses,
that the above-mentioned "peasant" demand (i.e., one that is to benefit the peasants) is not of "urgency for the masses"? is not "advanced
both by the requirements of the labour movement and by the entire course
of Russian life"? This is not only an untruth, it is a howling absurdity.
The entire history of Russia in the nineteenth century, the entire "course
of Russian life" has advanced that question, has made it urgent, nay, most
urgent. This has been reflected in the whole of the legislation of RussiaHow could the Luch arrive at such a monstrous untruth?
It had to arrive at it, because the Luch is in bondage to liberal policy
and the liberals are true to themselves when they reject (or, like the
Luchy put off) the peasants' demand. The liberal bourgeoisie does so,
because its class position forces it to humour the landlords and to oppose
,

the people's movement.
The Luch brings to the workers the ideas of the liberal landlords and
is
guilty of treachery to the democratic peasantry.
Furthermore, can it be that only the right of association is of "urgency"? What about the inviolability of person? or the abolition of despotism
and tyranny? or universal, etc., suffrage? or a single Chamber, etc?
Every literate worker, everyone who bears in mind the recent past, knows
extremely well that all this is urgent. In thousands of articles and speeches
all the liberals acknowledge that all this is urgent.
Why then did
the Luch declare only one of these, albeit one of the most important of
liberties, to be urgent, while the fundamental conditions of political
liberty, of democracy and of a constitutional regime were struck out,
put off, relegated to the archives of "propaganda," and excluded from
agitation?
The reason, and the only reason, is that the Luch does not accept what
is unacceptable to the liberals.
From the standpoint of urgency for the masses, of the requirements
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of the labour movement and of the course of Russian life, there is no difference between the three demands of Muranov and of the Pravda (or, to
put it briefly, the demands of consistent Marxists). The demands of the
workers and the demands of the peasants and the general political demands
are all of equal urgency for the masses, they are all equally advanced to
the forefront both by the requirements of the labour movement and "the
entire course of Russian life." All three demands are also alike from the
standpoint of the "partialness" dear to our worshipper of moderation and
accuracy: they are "partial" in relation to the final aims, but they are very

high in relation, for example, to "Europe" in general.
Why then does the Luck accept the eight-hour day and reject the rest?
Why did it decide for the workers that the eight-hour day does "play a
part" in their everyday struggle whereas the general political and peasant
Demands do not play such a part? Facts show, on the one hand, that the
workers in their daily struggle advance general political as well as peasant
demands and, on the other hand, that they often fight for more moderate
reductions of the working day.
What is the trouble, then?
The trouble lies in the reformism of the Luch, which, as usual, attributes its own liberal narrow-mindedness to the "masses," to the "course

of history," etc.
Reformism, in general, means that people confine themselves to agitation for changes which do not require the removal of the main foundations
of the old ruling class, changes that are compatible with the preservation
of these foundations. The eight-hour day is compatible with the preservation of the power of capital. The Russian liberals, in order to attract the
workers are themselves prepared to endorse ("as far as possible") this
demand. On the other hand, those demands for which the Luch does not
"want to "agitate" are incompatible with the preservation of the foundations of the pre-capitalist period, the period of serfdom.
The Luch eliminates from the agitation precisely that which is not
acceptable to the liberals, who do not want to abolish the power of
the landlords, but want only to share their power and privileges. The
Luch eliminates precisely that which is incompatible with the point of
view of reformism.
That's the whole point!
Neither Muranov, nor the Pravda, nor any Marxist rejects partial
demands. That is nonsense. Take insurance, for example. We reject the
deception of the people by idle talk about partial demands by means of
reformism. We reject as Utopian, self-seeking and false the liberal reformism in present-day Russia, the reformism based on constitutional illusions and full of the spirit of servility to the landlord. That is the point
which the Luch tries to confuse and hide by phrases about "partial
demands" in general, although it itself admits that neither Muranov nor
he Pravda rejects certain "partial demands."
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DISRUPTION OF UNITY UNDER COVER
OF OUTCRIES FOR UNITY
The questions concerning the present-day working-class movement
are in many respects vexed questions, particularly for the representatives
of the recent past of this movement (i.e., of the stage which historically
has just drawn to a close). In the forefront of these questions stand the
questions of so-called factionalism, schismatism, and so forth. One often
hears the intellectuals who participate in the working-class movement
making nervous, feverish, almost hysterical appeals not to raise these
vexed questions. Those who experienced the long years of conflict between
the various trends among the Marxists since 1900-01, for example, may
naturally think it superfluous to repeat many of the arguments on the subject of these vexed questions.
But not many are left today who took part in the fourteen years* conflict among the Marxists (not to speak of the eighteen or nineteen years'
counting from the appearance of the first symptoms of "Economism"). The overwhelming majority of the workers now in the ranks of
the Marxists either do not remember the old conflict, or have no knowledge
of it at all. To the overwhelming majority (as, incidentally, was shown
by the enquiry instituted by our magazine), these vexed questions are
a matter of exceptionally great interest. We therefore intend to deal with
these questions, which have been raised as it were anew (and for the younger generation of the workers they are really new) by Trotsky's "nonfactional workers' magazine," Borba (Struggle).
conflict

I.

"FACTIONALISM"

Trotsky calls his new magazine "non-factional." He puts this word
in the top line in his advertisements; this word is stressed in every key
in the editorial articles in the Borba itself, as well as in the Liquidatorist
Severnaya JRabochaya Oazeta (Northern Workers' Gazette), where an article
by Trotsky on the Borba was published before that magazine appeared.
What is "non-factionalism?"
514
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Trotsky's "workers' magazine" is Trotsky's magazine for workers,
no trace either of workers' initiative in founding it, or of connection with working-class organizations. Desiring to write in a popular
style, Trotsky in his workers' magazine, explains for the benefit of his
readers the meaning of such words as "territory," "factor," and so forth.
This is very good. But why not also explain to the workers the meaning
of the word "non-factionalism"? Is that word more intelligible than the
words "territory" and "factor"?
No, that is not the reason. The reason is that by means of the label
"non-factionalism," the worst representatives of the worst remnants of
factionalism mislead the younger generation of workers. It is worth while
devoting a little time to explaining this.
Factionalism was the main distinguishing feature of the Social-Democratic Party in a definite historical period. Which period? From 1903 to 1911.
To explain the nature of this factionalism more clearly we must recall
the concrete conditions that existed in, say, 1906-07. At that time, the
Party was united, there was no split, but factionalism existed, i.e.,
in the united party there were in fact two factions, two actually separate
organizations. The local workers' organizations were united, but on every
important issue the two factions drew up two sets of tactics. The advocates'
of the respective tactics disputed among themselves in the united workers
organizations (as was the case, for example, during the discussion of the
slogans: Duma, or Cadet, Cabinet, in 1906, or during the elections of delegates for the London Congress in 1907), and questions were decided
by a majority vote. One faction was defeated at the Stockholm Unity Con
gress (1906), the other was defeated at the London Unity Congress (1907).
These are commonly known facts in the history of organized Marxism
in Russia.

for it bears

It is sufficient to remember these commonly known facts to realize
what glaring falsehoods Trotsky is spreading.
Since 1912, for over two years, there has been no factionalism among

the organized Marxists in Russia, no controversies over tactics in united
organizations, at united conferences and congresses. There is a complete
breach between the Party, which in January 1912 formally announced
that the Liquidators do not belong to it, and the Liquidators.* Trotsky
often calls this state of affairs a "split," and with this appellation we will
deal separately later on. But it remains an undoubted fact that the term
"factionalism" is misleading.
As we have said already, this term is a repetition, an uncritical, sense*
less, meaningless repetition of what was true yesterday , i.e., in a period
that has already passed. When Trotsky talks to us about the "chaos of
factional strife" (cf. No. 1. pp. 5, 6 and many others) we realize at once
which period of the past his words echo.
* See this

33*

volume pp.

494-95.

Ed.
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from the viewpoint of the young
constitute nine- tenths of the organized Marxists
in Russia. They see three mass expressions of the different views, or trends
of the working-class movement: the "Pravda-ites" gathered around a news-

Examine the present

Russian workers

state of affairs

who now

paper with a circulation of 40,000, the "Liquidators" (15,000 circulation)
and Left Narodniks (10,000 circulation). The circulation figures reveal to
the reader the degree to which the respective tenets bear a mass character.
THe question is, what has "chaos" to do with the subject? Trotsky is
fond of sonorous and empty catchphrases, everybody knows that, but the
catchword "chaos" is not only a catchword, in addition, it signifies the transplanting (or rather, a vain attempt to transplant) to Russian soil, in the
present period, the relations that existed abroad in a bygone period. This is

the whole point.
*
There is no "chaos" whatever in the struggle between the Marxists
and the Narodniks. It is to be hoped that even Trotsky will not dare to assert that there is. The struggle between the Marxists and the Narodniks
has been going on for over thirty years, ever sinceMarxism came into being.
The cause of this struggle is the radical divergence of interests and viewpoints of two different classes, the proletariat and the peasantry. If there

is any "chaos" anywhere, it is only in the heads of cranks who fail to understand this.
What, then, remains? "Chaos" in the struggle between the Marxists
and the Liquidators? This, too, is wrong, for a struggle against a trend
which the entire Party recognized as a trend and condemned as far back
as 1908, cannot be called chaos. And everybody who has the least regard
for the history of Marxism in Russia knows that Liquidatorism is most

closely and inseverably connected, even as regards its leaders and supporters, with "Menshevism" (1903-08) and "Economism" (1894-1903). Hence,
here, too, we have a history extending over nearly twenty years. Anybody who regards the history of his own Party as "chaos" shows that he
is an utter numbskull.
But let us examine the present situation from the point of view of Paris,

At once the whole scene changes. In addition to the "Pravdaand "Liquidators," we see no less than five Russian "factions,"
i.e., separate groups which claim membership of the Social-Democratic
Party: Trotsky's group, two Vperyod groups, the "Pro-Party Bolsheviks"*
and the "pro- Party Mensheviks." All Marxists in Paris and in Vienna
(for the purpose of illustration I take two particularly large centres)
are perfectly well aware of this.
or Vienna.
ites"

*

Pro-Party Bolsheviks an exceedingly small group of conciliators who
were dubbed by Lenin "inconsistent Trotsky ites." The group of conciliators
included amongst others Kamenev, Rykov and Zinoviev. Together with the Liquidators, the Vperyod-itcB, Trotsky and others, the conciliators carried on a bitter
fight against Lenin and opposed the decisions adopted at the Prague Conference.
Ed.
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Here Trotsky
this is

is

indeed chaos

right in a certain sense; this

is

indeed factionalism,

1

"Factionalism," i.e., nominal unity (all claim that they belong to
one Party) and actual disunity (for, in fact, all the groups are independent
of each other and enter into negotiations and agreements with each other
as sovereign powers).

"Chaos,"

i.e.,

(1) objective and verifiable proof that these
with the working-class movement in Russia,

the absence of

factions have connections

and (2) absence of any data to enable us to judge the actual ideological
and political features of these factions. Take a period of two full years
1912 and 1913. As everybody knows, this was a period of revival and growth
of the working-class movement, when every trend or tendency which bore
anything of a mass character (and in politics this mass character alone
counts) could not help exercising some influence in the Fourth Duma elec-

movement, in the legal newspaper, in the trade unions,
in the insurance election campaign, and so forth. Throughout these two
years not a single one of these five factions abroad asserted itself in the

tions, in the strike

any of the activities of the mass working-class movement
in Russia just enumerated!
This is a fact that anybody can easily verify.
And this fact proves that we are right when we say that Trotsky is a

slightest degree in

representative of the "worst remnants of factionalism."
Although he claims to be non-factional, Trotsky is known to everybody
who is in the least familiar with the working-class movement in Russia as
the representative of "Trotsky's faction" Here there is factionalism, for
we see the two essential symptoms of it: (1) nominal recognition of unity
and (2) group segregation in fact. Here there are remnants of factionalism,
for there is no evidence whatever of any real connection with the mass
working-class movement in Russia.
And lastly, it is the worst form of factionalism, for there is no ideological and political definiteness. It cannot be denied that both the Pravda-itcs (even our determined opponent L. Martov admits that we stand
"solid and disciplined" around universally known formal decisions on
and the Liquidators (they, or at all events the most prominent of them, have very definite features, namely Liberal and not Marxall questions)

ian) possess this definiteness.
It cannot be denied that some of the factions which, like Trotsky's
faction, exist exclusively from the Vienna-Paris, but by no means from
the Russian point of view, possess a certain amount of definiteness. For
example, the Mach-ite theories of the Mach-ite Vperyod group are definite;
the emphatic repudiation of these theories and defence of Marxism, in

addition to the theoretical condemnation of Liquidatorism by the "proParty Mensheviks," is definite.
Trotsky, however, possesses no ideological and political definiteness,
for his patent for "non-factionalism" is merely (as we shall soon see in

518

V.

greater detail) a patent to
another.

flit

I.

LENIN

freely to

and

fro,

from one faction to

To sum

up:
Trotsky does not explain, nor does he understand, the historical
significance of the ideological disagreements among the various Marxian
trends and factions, although these disagreements run through the twentyyears' history of Social-Democracy and concern the fundamental questions of the present-day (as we shall show later on);
2) Trotsky fails to understand that the main specific features of factionalism is nominal recognition of unity and actual disunity;
is
championing the
3) Under cover of "non-factionalism," Trotsky
interests of one of the factions abroad, the faction which particularly lacks
1)

definite principles

and has no basis in the working-class movement in

Russia.
All that glitters

is not gold. There
phrases, but they are meaningless.

II.

is

THE

much

glitter

and sound in Trotsky 's

SPLIT

We are told: "Although there is no factionalism., i.e., nominal recognition of unity, but actual disunity, among you, Pravda-ites, there is
something worse, namely, schismatism." This is exactly what is said by
Trotsky who, unable to think out his ideas or to put any logic into his
phrases, raises a howl against factionalism at one moment, and at another
moment

shouts: "schismatism

is

winning one suicidal victory

after anoth-

er" (No. 1, p. 6).

This statement can have only one meaning: "The Pravda-ites are winning one victory after another" (this is an objective, verifiable fact, established by a study of the mass working-class movement in Russia during, say, 1912 and 1913), but /, Trotsky denounce the Prawfo-ites (1)
',

and (2)
Let us examine this.

as schismatists,

First of all

we

as suicidal politicians.

will express our thanks to Trotsky:

Not long ago (from

August 1912 to February 1914) he was at one with F. Dan, who, as is
well known, threatened to "kill" anti-Liquidatorism, and called upon
others to do so. At present, Trotsky does not threaten to "kill" our trend
(and our Party don't be angry Citizen Trotsky, this is true), he only
prophecies that it will kill itself!
This is much milder, isn't it? It is almost "non-factional," isn't it?
But let us put joking aside (although joking is the only way of retort-

ing mildly to Trotsky's intolerable phrasemongering).
"Suicide" is a mere catchphrase, an empty phrase, mere "Trotskyism."
Schismatism is a serious political accusation. This accusation is repeated against us in a thousand keys by the Liquidators and by all the above
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enumerated, actually existing
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from the viewpoint of Paris and Vienna

groups.

And

of them repeat this serious political accusation in an amazingly
way. Look at Trotsky. He admitted that "schismatism is
winning (read: the Pravda-ites are winning) one suicidal victory after
another." And to this he adds:
all

irresponsible

"N um er o u s advanced workers, in a state
utter
bewilderment, thempolitical
selves often become active agents
of a
of

split"

(No.

1,

p. 6).

Is it possible to find a more glaring example of irresponsibility on this
question than that revealed by these words?
You accuse us of being schismatists when the only thing that confronts
us in the arena of the working-class movement of Russia is Liquidatorism.
Hence, you think that our attitude towards Liquidatorism is wrong?
And indeed, all the groups abroad that we enumerated above, no matter
how much they may differ from each other, are agreed that our attitude
towards Liquidatorism is wrong, that it is "schismatic."

This, too, reveals the similarity (and fairly close political kinship)
all these groups and the Liquidators.
If our attitude towards Liquidatorism is wrong in theory, in principle,
then Trotsky should say so straightforwardly, and state definitely, without
equivocation, why he thinks it is wrong. But Trotsky has been evading

between

this

extremely important point for years.
If the practical experience of the movement proves that our attitude
towards Liquidatorism is refuted, then this experience should be analysed;
but Trotsky fails to do this, too. "Numerous advanced workers," he admits,

"become

of a split" (read: active agents of the Pravda-ite
system and organization).
What is the cause of the deplorable fact, which, as Trotsky admits,
is confirmed by
experience, that the advanced workers, and numerous
advanced workers at that, stand for Pravda?
The "utter political bewilderment" of these advanced workers, answers
line,

active agents

tactics,

Trotsky.
Needless to say, this explanation is extremely flattering to Trotsky,
to all five factions abroad, and to the Liquidators. Trotsky is very fond
of giving, "with a learned air of an expert," in pompous and sonorous
terms, explanations of historical phenomena that are flattering to Trotsky.
Since "numerous advanced workers" become "active agents" of a political and Party line which does not harmonize with Trotsky's line, Trotsky
settles the question unhesitatingly, straight off the bat: these advanced
workers are "in a state of utter political bewilderment," while he, Trotsky,
is evidently "in a state of"
political firmness and clarity, and keeps to the
And this very same Trotsky, beating his breast, denounces
right linel
.

,

.
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factionalism, coterie methods, and the efforts of intellectuals to impose
their will on the workers ...
Reading things like these, one involuntarily asks oneself: Is it
from a lunatic asylum that these voices come?
I

The Party submitted

the question of Liquidatorism, and of condemning
"advanced workers" as far back as 1908, and the question of "splitting" from a very definite group of Liquidators (namely, the Nasha
Zarya group), i. e. 9 that the only way to build up the Party was without this
group and in opposition to it this question it submitted in January 1912,
over two years ago. The overwhelming majority of the advanced workers
it,

to the

expressed themselves in favour of supporting the "January (1912) line."
Trotsky himself admits this fact when he talks about "victories" and about
"numerous advanced workers." But Trotsky wriggles out of this simply
by hurling abuse at these advanced workers and calls them "agents of a
split" and "politically bewildered"!
Sane people will draw a different conclusion from these facts. Where the
majority of the class-conscious workers have rallied around precise and
definite decisions there is unity of opinion and action, there is the Party
spirit, and the Party.
Where we see Liquidators who have been "dismissed from their posts" by
the workers, or a half a dozen emigre groups who for two years have produced no proof whatever that they are connected with the mass working-class
movement in Russia, there, indeed, bewilderment and schism reigns. In
trying, now, to persuade the workers not to carry out the decisions of that
"body" which the Marxist Pravda-ites recognize, Trotsky is trying to disorganize the movement and to cause a split.
These efforts are vain, but we must expose the arrogantly conceited leaders of coteries of intellectuals who, while causing splits, are shouting about
others causing splits, who, after suffering utter defeat at the hands of the
"advanced workers" for the past two years or more, are with incredible insolence spurning the decisions and the will of these advanced workers and
saying that they are "politically bewildered. "These are precisely the methods of Nozdrev, or of that Judas, Golovlev.
In reply to these repeated outcries about a split, we, fulfilling our duty
as a publicist, will not tire of repeating precise 9 unrefuted and irrefutable
figures. During the Second Duma elections, 47 per cent of the deputies elected by the workers' curia were Bolsheviks, in the Third Duma elections 50
per cent were Bolsheviks, and in the Fourth Duma elections 67 per cent.
This is where the majority of the "advanced workers" are. This is where
the Party is. This is where unity of opinion and action of the majority of the
class-conscious workers prevails.
In reply to this the Liquidators .say (e/. Bulkin and L. M. in issue No.
3 of Nasha Zarya) that we base our arguments on Stolypin curiae. This is a
foolish and unscrupulous objection. The Germans measure their election
successes under the Bismarck franchise law, which excludes women. Only
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people bereft of their senses would reproach the German Marxists for measuring their successes under the given franchise law, without in the least
justifying its reactionary restrictions.
And we, too, without justifying curiae, or the curia system, measured
our successes under the existing franchise law. There were curiae in all three
(Second, Third and Fourth) Duma elections, and within the workers curia,
within the ranks of Social-Democracy, there was a complete swing against
the Liquidators. Those who do not wish to deceive themselves and others
must admit this objective fact of the victory of working-class unity over the
'

Liquidators.
The other objection is no less "clever": "Mensheviks and Liquidators
voted for (or took part in the election of) such-and-such a Bolshevik."
Splendid But does not the same thing apply to the 53 per cent non-Bolshevik deputies who were elected to the Second Duma, to the 50 per cent
elected to the Third Duma, and to the 33 per cent elected to the Fourth
I

Duma?
instead of the figures of the deputies elected, we could obtain the
figures of the electors, or workers' delegates, etc., we would gladly quote
them. But such more detailed figures are not available, and consequently
the "objectors" are simply throwing dust in the eyes of the public.
But what about the figures of the workers' groups which assisted the
newspapers of the different trends? During two years (1912 and 1913), 2,801
groups assisted the Pravda, and 740 assisted the Luch.* Anybody can verify
these figures, and nobody has attempted to disprove them.
Where is the unity of action and will of the majority of the "advanced
workers," and where is the thwarting of the will of the majority?
Trotsky's "non- factionalism" is, in fact, schism, in that it most unblushingly thwarts the will of the majority of the workers.
If,

III.

THE COLLAPSE OF THE AUGUST BLOC

But there is still another method, and a very important one, of verifying
the correctness and truthfulness of Trotsky's accusation of schismatism.
You are of the opinion that it is the "Leninists" who are schismatists?
Very well, let us assume that you are right.
But if you are right, why have not all the other factions and groups
proved that unity is possible with the Liquidators without the "Leninists,"

and in opposition to the "schismatists"? ... If we are schismatists, why
have not you uniters, united among yourselves, and with the Liquidators?
Had you done that you would have proved to the workers by deeds that
unity is possible and beneficial
1

*

for

and

A

preliminary calculation

.

.

made up

Pravda (commencing from January
all their allies

.

put together.

to April 1, 1914, showed 4,000 groups
1912) and 1,000 for the Liquidators

1,
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Let us go over the chronology of events.
In January 1912, the "Leninist" "schismatists" declared that they were
a Party without and in opposition to the Liquidators.
In March 1912, all the groups and "factions": Liquidators, Trotskyites, Fperyod-ites, "pro- Party Bolsheviks" and "pro- Party Mensheviks,"
united in their Russian newspapers, and in the columns of the German Social-Democratic newspaper Vorwarts. All of them unanimously, in chorus,
inui^ison and inone voice vilified us and called us "usurpers," "mystifiers,"
and other no less tender and endearing names.
Very good, gentlemenl But what would have been easier than for you to
unite against the "usurpers" and to set the "advanced workers" an example of unity? Don't you think that if the advanced workers had seen the
unity ot all against the usurpers, united Liquidators and non-Liquidators

on one

and isolated "usurpers," "schismatists," and
have supported the former??
would
other, they
side,

so forth,

on the

If disagreements are only imagined, or inflated, and so forth, by the
"Leninists," and if unity between the Liquidators, Plekhanovites, Vper2/od-ites, Trotskyites, and so forth, is indeed possible, why have you not
proved this during the past two years by your example?
In August 1912, a conference of "uniters" was convened. At once disunity broke out; the Plekhanovites refused to attend at all; the Vperyod-ites
attended, but entered a protest and withdrew and then exposed the utterly
fictitious character of the whole business.
The Liquidators, the Letts, the Trotskyites (Trotsky and Semkovsky),
the Caucasians,* and the seven "united." But did they really unite? We
stated at the time that they did not, that this was merely a cover for Liquidatorism. Have events disproved our statement?
Exactly eighteen months later, in February 1914, we found:
1. That the group of seven was breaking up. Buryanov had left them.
2. That in the remaining, new, "six," Chkheidze and Tulyakov, or somebody else, could not see eye to eye on the reply to be made to Plekhanov.
They stated in the press that they would reply to him, but they could not.
3. That Trotsky, who for many months had vanished from the columns
of the Luch 9 had resigned, and had started "his own" journal, Borba. By
calling this journal "non- factional," Trotsky clearly (clearly for those who
are at all familiar with the subject) said that in his, Trotsky's opinion,
tfashaZarya and the Luch had proved to be "factional," i.e., bad uniters.
Since you are auniter, my dear Trotsky, since you say that it is possible
to unite with the Liquidators, since you and they stand by the "fundamental ideas formulated in August 1912" (Borba, No. 1, p. 6, "Editorial
note"), why did you yourself not unite with the Liquidators in Nasha Zarya
and the Luch?
* The Caucasiansthe
Liquidators who attended the August 1912 Conference
of Liquidators as delegates from the Caucasian organization. Ed,
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Before Trotsky's journal appeared, the Severnaya Rdbochaya Gazefa
published a vicious comment stating that the physiognomy of this journal
was "unclear" and that there had been "rather a lot of talk in Marxist circles" about this journal. Put Pravdy (No. 37) was naturally obliged to expose this falsehood. It said: "there was talk in Marxist circles" about a
secret memorandum written by Trotsky against the Luch-itts; Trotsky's
physiognomy and his split from the August bloc were perfectly "clear."
4. An, the well-known leader of the Caucasian Liquidators who had attacked L. Sedov (for which he received a public dressing down from F. Dan
and Co.) now appeared in the Borba. It remains "unclear" whether the Caucasians desire to go with Trotsky or with Dan.
5. The Lettish Marxists, who constituted the only real organi2ation in
the "August bloc," had formally withdrawn from it, stating (in 1914) in
the resolution of their last Congress that

attempt on the part of the conciliators
unite at all costs with the Liquidators
(the August Conference 1912) proved f r u itless
and the un i er s themselves became ideologically and politically dependent on the
"the

to

9

t

Liquidator s."
This was stated after eighteen months' experience by an organization
which had itself been neutral and had not desired to establish connection
with either of the two centres. This decision of neutral people should be all
the more weighty for Trotsky
Enough, is it not?
1

The people who accused us of being schismatists, of being unable, or
unwilling, to live in harmony with the Liquidators, were themselves unable
to live in harmony with them. The August bloc proved to be a fiction and
collapsed.

By

concealing this collapse from his readers, Trotsky

The experience of our opponents has proved
proved that

it is

IV.

The

that

is

we

deceiving them.
are right, it has

impossible to co-operate with the Liquidators.

A CONCILIATOR'S ADVICE TO THE "SEVEN"

No. 1 of the Borba entitled "The Split in
contains the advice of a conciliator to the seven proLiquidator (or inclining towards Liquidatorism) members of the State
Duma, The gist of this advice is contained in the following words:
the

editorial article in issue

Duma Group"

"to consult primarily with the six in all cases when it
reach an agreement with other groups. ..." (P. 29.)

is

necessary to

This is the wise counsel which, among other things, is evidently the cause
of Trotsky's disagreement with the Liquidators of the Luch. The Pravda-
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have held this opinion ever since the outbreak of the conflict between
the two groups in the Duma, ever since the resolution of the summer (1913)
conference* was adopted. The Russian Social-Democratic Labour group
in the Duma has reiterated in the press, even after the split, that it continues to adhere to this position, in spite of the repeated refusals of the
"seven."
At the very outset, at the time the resolution of the summer conference
was adopted, we were of the opinion, and are now, that agreements on questions concerning activities in the Duma are desirable and possible. Considering that such agreements have been repeatedly arrived at with the petty,
bourgeois peasant democrats (Trudoviks), it goes without saying that they
are all the more possible and necessary with the petty-bourgeois, Liberalites

Labour

We

politicians.

must not exaggerate disagreements, but we must look

facts straight
are inclining towards Liquidatorism,
who yesterday entirely followed the lead of Dan, and today are longingly
turning their gaze from Dan to Trotsky and back again to Dan. The Liqui-

in the face.

The "seven"

are

men who

dators are a group of legalists who have broken away from the Party and
are pursuing a Liberal-Labour policy. In view of the fact that this group
repudiates the "underground," unity with it in matters concerning Party
organization and the working-class movement is out of the question. Whoever thinks differently is profoundly mistaken and fails to take into account the depth of the changes that have taken place since 1908.
But agreements on certain questions with this group which is outside of,
or near, the Party, are of course permissible; we must always compel this
group, too, like the Trudoviks, to choose between the workers' (Pravda-ite)
policy and the Liberal policy. For example, on the question of fighting for
freedom of the press the Liquidators clearly oscillated between the Liberal formulation of the question, which repudiated, or lost sight of, the
uncensored press, and the opposite policy, the workers' policy.
Within the limits of policy in the Duma, where the most important
extra-Duma questions are not directly raised, agreements with the seven

Liberal-Labour deputies are possible and desirable. On this point Trotsky
has shifted from the Liquidators position to that of the Party summer (1913)
conference.
It must not be forgotten, however, that by agreement a group which is
outside the Party means something entirely different from what Party
people usually mean by this term. By "agreement" in the Duma, non-Party
people mean "drawing up a tactical resolution, or line." Party people mean
by agreement an attempt to enlist others in the work of carrying out the
'

Party

line.

* The "summer"
or "August" 1913 conference of the Central Committee and
Party workers (termed such for reasons of secrecy) held September 22- October 1,
1913 at Poronino (in the vicinity of Cracow). Ed.
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For example, the Trudoviks have no Party. By agreement they mean
the "voluntary," so to speak, "drawing up" of a line with the Cadets one
day, and with the Social-Democrats another day. When we, however, speak
of agreement with the Trudoviks we mean something entirely different. We
have Party decisions on all the important questions of tactics, and we will
never depart from these decisions. When we say agreement with the Trudoviks we mean winning them to our side, convincing them that we are
right,
not rejecting common action against the Black- Hundreds and against the
Liberals.
How far Trotsky has forgotten (after all, his association with the Liquidators has had some effect on him!) this elementary difference between
the Party and non- Party point of view on agreements is shown by the
following argument of his:

"The accredited representatives of the International must bring
together the two sections of our divided Parliamentary group and
jointly with them ascertain the points of agreement and points of

disagreement. ... A detailed tactical resolution formulating the
." (No. 1,
principles of parliamentary tactics may be drawn up.
pp. 29-30.)
.

.

This is a characteristic and typical example of the Liquidatorist method
of formulating the question Trotsky's journal forgets about the Party;
after all, is such a trifle worth remembering?
When different parties in Europe (Trotsky is fond of talking in and out
of season about Europe-ism) conclude agreements, or unite, they do it
in the following way: their respective representatives meet and first of all
ascertain the points of disagreement (precisely what the International proposed in relation to Russia, without in the least including in the resolution
Kautsky's thoughtless statement that "the old party no longer exists").
After ascertaining the points of disagreement, the representatives decide
what decisions (resolutions, conditions, etc.) on questions of tactics, organization, etc., should be submitted to the congresses of the two parties. If they
succeed in arriving at unanimous decisions, the congresses decide whether
to adopt them or not. If different proposals are made, they too, are submitted for final decision to the congresses of the two parties.
The Liquidators and Trotsky are "attracted" only by European models
of opportunism, they are not in the least attracted by the European models
of party methods.
"Detailed tactical resolutions" will be drawn up by the members of the
Duma!! This example should serve the Russian "advanced workers," with
whom Trotsky has good reason to be displeased, as a striking illustration of
I

the lengths to which the coteries in Vienna and in Paris who persuaded
even Kautsky that there was "no party" in Russia go in their ludicrous
project-mongering. But although it is sometimes possible to fool foreigners on this score, the Russian "advanced workers" (even at the risk of pro-
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yoking terrible Trotsky to another outburst of displeasure) will laugh in the
faces of these project-mongers.
"Detailed tactical resolutions," they will tell them/' are drawn up among
us (we don't know how it is done among you non-party people), by party
shall
congresses and conferences, for example, 1907, 8, 10, 12 and 13.

We

have much pleasure in acquainting uninformed foreigners, and also forgetful Russians, with our Party decisions, and still greater pleasure in asking
the representatives of the 'seven,' or 'Augustians,' or 'Levitsians,' or anyelse, to acquaint us with the resolutions of their congresses, or conferences, and to bring up at their next congresses the definite question of
the attitude they should adopt towards our resolutions, or towards the resolution of the neutral Lettish Congress of 1914, etc."
This is what the "advanced workers" of Russia will say to the various
project-mongers, and this has already been said in the Marxist press, for
example, by the organized Marxists of St. Petersburg. Does Trotsky think
fit to ignore these
published terms to the Liquidators? The worse for Tro-

body

is our duty to warn our readers that "unity" (the August type of
"unity"?) project-mongering which refuses to reckon with the will of the
majority of the class-conscious workers of Russia is utterly ridiculous.

tsky. It

V.

TROTSKY'S LIQUIDATORIST VIEWS

In his new journal Trotsky tried to say as little as possible about the substance of his own views. Put Pravdy (No. 37) has already noted that Trotsky
did not utter a word either on the question of the "underground" or on the
slogan of fighting for an open party, etc. That, among other things, is why
we say that when attempts are made to form a separate organization which
is to have no
ideological and political features, it is the worst form of factionalism.

But although Trotsky refrained from expounding his views openly, a
in his journal reveals what ideas he smuggles in surrep-

number of passages
titiously.

In the very
the following:

first

editorial article, in the first issue of his journal,

we read

"The pre-revolution Social-Democratic Party in this country was
a workers' party only in ideas and aims. Actually, it was an organization of the Marxist intelligentsia, which led the awakened working
"
class

(5)

This is the old Liberal and Liquidator song, which is really the prelude
to the repudiation of the Party. This song is based on a distortion of historical facts. The strikes of 1895-96 already gave rise to a mass working-class

movement which both

in ideas and organization

Social-Democratic movement.

Did "the

was connected with the
working

intelligentsia lead the
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class" in these strikes
tion 11?

and in

economic and non-economic agita-

this

Or take the following exact statistics of political offenses in the period
1901-03 compared with the preceding period.
OCCUPATIONS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE MOVEMENT FOR EMANCIPATION PROSECUTED FOR POLITICAL OFFENSES (PER CENT)

We see

that in the 'eighties, when there was as yet no Social-Democratic
and when the movement was "Narodnik," the intelligentsia predominated, they accounted for over half the participants.
But we get an entirely different picture in 1901-03, when a Social-Demo-

Party in Russia,

cratic Party already existed, and when the old Iskra was active. In this
the minority among the particperiod the intelligentsia already constitutes
9
ipants in the movement; the workers ("industry and commerce") are far

more numerous than the intelligentsia, and the workers and peasants together constitute more than half the total.
It was precisely in the conflict of trends within the Marxist movement
that the petty-bourgeois intellectual wing of Social-Democracy made itself
felt, beginning with "Economism" (1895-1903) and continuing with "Menshevism" (1903-08) and "Liquidatorism" (1908-14). Trotsky repeats the Liquidatorist slander against the Party and is afraid to touch the history
of the twenty- years' conflict of trends within the Party.

Here

is

another example.

Russian Social-De[as in other counthen
the
first
recognition of parliamentries]
'boycottism'
[that magnificent "but," the very
tary tactics in principle, but
same "but" which Shchedrin translated as: The ears never grow high..
for purely agitational purposes
er than the forehead, never!]
and lastly, the presentation from the rostrum of the Duma . .
." (No. 1, p. 34.)
of current demands.

"In

its

attitude towards parliamentarism,

mocracy passed through the same three stages ...
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

This, too,

is

.

a Liquidatorist distortion of history.

The

distinction be-

tween the second and third stages was invented in order to smuggle in defence of reformism and opportunism. Boycottism as a stage in "the attitude of Social-Democracy towards parliamentarism" never existed either
in Europe (where there was and still is anarchism) or in Russia, where the
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example, applied only to a definite

in-

was never linked up with "parliamentarism," and was engendered
by the peculiar nature of the struggle between Liberalism and Marxism for

stitution,

the continuation of the assault. Trotsky says absolutely nothing at all
about the way this struggle affected the conflict between the two trends of

Marxism

1

When

dealing with history one must explain concrete questions and
roots of the different trends. Anybody who takes the trouble to
study from the Marxist point of view the class struggle and the conflict of
trends over the question of participating in the Bulygin Duma will see the
roots of the Liberal-Labour policy. But Trotsky "deals with" history only
in order to evade concrete questions and to invent a justification, or a semthe clas

blance of justification, for the present-day opportunists!

"... Actually, all trends," he writes, "employ the same methods
of fighting and building." "The outcries about the Liberal danger
in our working-class movement are simply a crude, sectarian travesty of reality" (No. 1, p. 5 and p. 35).
a very clear defence of the Liquidators, and a very wrathful one.
at least one tiny fact, one of the very
latest. Trotsky merely hurls phrases about; we would like the workers

This

is

But we will take the liberty of quoting

themselves to ponder over this fact.
It is a fact that the Severnaya Rabochaya Oazeta, of March 13, wrote
the following:

"Instead of emphasizing the definite, concrete task thatconfronts the working class,
vi z.
to compel the Duma to throw out the
,

Bill [on the press], a diffuse formula is proposed of fighting for the 'uncurtailed slogans', and at the same time the illegal press
is widely advertised, which can only lead
to the relaxation of the workers
struggle
9

for their legal p r

e s s."

This is a clear, precise, documentary defence of the Liquidatorist policy
and a criticism of the Pravda-ite policy. Well, will any literate person say
that both trends employ "the same methods of fighting and building" on
this question? Will any literate person say that the Liquidators are not pursuing a Liberal-L&bout policy on this question, that the Liberal danger
in the working-class movement is purely imaginary?
Trotsky avoids facts and concrete references precisely because they relentlessly refute all his angry outcries and pompous phrases. It is quite easy,
of course, to adopt a pose and say: "a crude sectarian travesty." Nor is it
difficult to add a still more stinging and pompous catchphrase, such as
"emancipation from conservative factionalism."
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But isn't this very cheap? Is not this weapon borrowed from the arsenal
of the period when Trotsky posed in all his brilliance before audiences of
highschool boys?
Nevertheless, the "advanced workers," with whom Trotsky is so angry,
would like to be told plainly and clearly: Do you approve of the "method
of fighting and building" that is definitely expressed in the above-quoted
appraisal of a definite political campaign? Yes or no? If you do, then you
are pursuing a Liberal- Labour policy, betraying Marxism and the Party;
to talk of "peace" or of "unity" with such a policy, with groups which
pursue auch a policy, means deceiving yourself and others.

and

If not, then say so plainly. Phrases will not astonish, will not satisfy and
will not intimidate the present-day workers.
Incidentally, the policy advocated by the Liquidators in the abovequoted passage is a foolish one even from the Liberal point of view, for the
passage of a Bill in the Duma depends on "Zemstvo-Octobrists" of the type
of Bennigsen, who showed his cards in committee.

The old participants in the Marxist movement in Russia know Trotsky
very well and there is no need to discuss him for their benefit. But the younger generation of workers do not know him, and it is therefore necessary to
discuss him, for he is typical of all the five coteries abroad, which, in fact,
are also vacillating between the Liquidators and the Party.
In the period of the old Libra (1901-03), these waverers, who flitted from
the "Economists" to the "/afcra-ites" and back again were dubbed "Tushino
rovers" (the name given in the Turbulent Times in ancient Rus to soldiers
who roamed from one camp to another).

When we

discuss Liquidatorism

we

discuss a definite ideological trend

which grew up in the course of many years, the roots of which are interlaced
with those of "Menshevism" and "Economism" in the twenty- years' history of Marxism, and which is connected with the policy and ideology of a
definite class, the Liberal bourgeoisie.

The only ground the "Tushino rovers" have for claiming that they
stand above factions is that they "borrow" their ideas from one faction one
day and from another faction another day.Trotsky was an ardent "Iskra-ite"
in 1901-03, and Ryazanov described his role at the Congress of 1903 as
"Lenin's cudgel." At the end of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Menshevik,
i.e., he deserted from the Iskra-ites to the "Economists." He said that
there was "a gulf between the old and the new Iskra." In 1904-05, he deserted the Mensheviks and began to oscillate, co-operating with Martynov (the
"Economist") at one moment and proclaiming his incongruously Left "permanent revolution" theory the next. In 1906-07, he approached the Bolsheviks, and in the spring of 1907 he declared that he was in agreement with
Rosa Luxemburg.
34-686
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In the period of disintegration, after long "non-factional" vacillation,
he again went to the Right, and in August 1912, he entered into a bloc with
the Liquidators. Now he has deserted them again, although, in substance *
he reiterates their paltry ideas.
Such types are characteristic as the survivals of past historical formations, of the time when the mass working-class movement in Russia was
still in a state of torpor, and when every coterie had "sufficient scope" in.

which *to pose as a trend, group or faction, in short, as a "power,"
negotiating amalgamation with others.
The younger generation of workers must know thoroughly whom they
are dealing with when people come before them making incredibly pretentious claims, but absolutely refusing to reckon with either the Party decisions which since 1908 have defined and established our attitude towardsLiquidatorism, or with the experience of the present-day working-class
movement in Russia which has actually brought about the unity of the
majority on the basis of full recognition of the aforesaid decisions.
Published in Prosveshcheniye No. 5,
1914

May

THE NEW RISE OF THE
WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT
BEFORE THE
FIRST IMPERIALIST

34
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IN

MEMORY OF HERTZEN

On the occasion of the centenary of Hertzen 's birth,

the whole of liberal
paying homage to him, carefully evading, however, the serious
questions of Socialism, and taking pains to conceal that which distinguished Hertzen the revolutionary from a liberal. Even the conservative
press is commemorating the Hertzen anniversary, mendaciously asserting
that an his last years Hertzen renounced revolution. And, abroad, phrasemongering reigns supreme in the orations on Hertzen by the liberals
and Narodniks.
The working-class party should remember Hertzen not by indulging
in philistine encomiums, but for the purpose of making clear its own
tasks and ascertaining the proper place held in history by this writer who
played an enormous role in paving the way for the Russian revolution.
Hertzen belonged to the generation of revolutionary nobles and landlords of the first half of the past century. The nobility gave Russia the Birons and Arakcheyevs, innumerable "drunkard officers, bullies, gamblers,
heroes of fairs, whips, roisterers, floggers, pimps," as well as amiable
Manilovs. "But," wrote Hertzen, "among them developed the men of
December 14, a phalanx of heroes reared, like Romulus and Remus, on the
milk of a wild beast.
They were titans, hammered out of pure steel
from head to foot, warrior martyrs who knowingly went to certain death
in order to awaken the young generation to a new life and to purify the
children born in an environment of tyranny and servility."
Hertzen was one of those children. The uprising of the Decembrists
awakened and "purified" him. In feudal Russia of the forties of the nineteenth century he rose to a height which made him the equal of the great-

Russia

is

.

.

est thinkers of his time.

.

He

assimilated Hegel's dialectics.

He

realized

was "the algebra of revolution." He went further than Hegel,
following Feuerbach to materialism. The first of his Letters on the Study
that

it

"Empiricism and Idealism,'" written in 1844, shows us a thinker
stands head and shoulders above the host of modern empiricist natural scientists and the swarms of present-day idealist and
semi-idealist philosophers. Hertzen came close to dialectical materialism,
and halted before historical materialism.
It was this "halt" that caused Hertzen 's spiritual shipwreck after the
defeat of the revolution of 1848. At that time Hertzen had left Russia and
of Nature ,

who even now
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watched the revolution at close range. He was a democrat at the time, a revolutionary, a Socialist. But his "socialism" was one of the numerous brands
and varieties of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois Socialism characteristic
of the epoch of 1848, which were dealt their death blow in the June days of
that year. In point of fact, this was not Socialism at all, but merely sentimental phrases, benign visions, in which was embodied the then revolutionary spirit of the bourgeois democracy, as well as of the proletariat
which had not yet cast off its influence.

Hertzen *s spiritual shipwreck, the profound scepticism and pessimism
to which he fell prey after 1848, was the shipwreck of the bourgeois illusions
of Socialism. Hertzen 's spiritual drama was a product and reflection of that
epoch in world history when the revolutionism of the bourgeois democracy
was already passing away (in Europe), and the revolutionism of the So-

had not yet ripened. This is something the Russian liberverbal incontinence, who are now trying to cover up their
own counter-revolutionism by florid phrases about Hertzen 's scepticism,
have not understood and cannot understand. With these knights, who betrayed the Russian revolution of 1905, and have even forgotten to think of
the great calling of a revolutionary , scepticism is a form of transition from
democracy to liberalism to that servile, vile, infamous and brutal liberalism which shot down the workers in 1848, restored shattered thrones, applauded Napoleon III and which Hertzen cursed,^ being unable to
understand its class nature.
With Hertzen scepticism was a form of transition from the illusions of
"above-class" bourgeois democratism to the stern, inexorable and invincible class struggle of the proletariat. This is testified to by the "Letters to
an Old Comrade," to Bakunin, written by Hertzen in 1869, a year before
his death. In these letters Hertzen breaks with the anarchist Bakunin.
cialist proletariat

al knights of

True enough, Hertzen still sees in this break nothing more than a disagreement on tactics; he does not see the gulf between the world outlook of the
proletarian who is confident of the victory of his class and that of the petty
bourgeois who has despaired of his salvation. True enough, in these letters
Hertzen again repeats the old bourgeois-democratic phrases to the effect
that Socialism must preach "a sermon addressed equally to workman and
master, to farmer and burgher." Nevertheless, in breaking with Bakunin,
Hertzen was turning his gaze not to liberalism but to the International to
the International led by Marx, to the International which had begun to
"rally the legions" of the proletariat, to unite "the world of labour" "which
is
abandoning the world of those who enjoy without working."

Failing as he did to understand 'the bourgeois-democratic essence of the
movement of 1848 and of all the forms of pre-Marxian Socialism,
Hertzen was still less able to understand the bourgeois nature of the Russian
entire

IN

MEMORY OF HERTZ EN

&35

revolution. Hertzen the founder of "Russian" Socialism, of "Narodism"
saw "Socialism" in the emancipation of the peasants with land, in
community landownership and in the peasant idea of "the right to the
land.** His pet ideas on this subject he set forth an untold number of times.
Actually, there is not a grain of Socialism in this doctrine propounded
by Hertzen, just as there is none of it in the whole of Russian Narodism,
right down to the faded Narodism of the present-day "Socialist- Revolutionaries." Like the various forms of "the Socialism of 1848" in the West, this
is the same sort of sentimental phrases, the same sort of benign visions,
embodying the revolutionism of the bourgeois peasant democracy in Russia.
The greater the amount of land the peasants would have received in 1861 and
the cheaper the price they would have had to pay for it, the more strongly
would the power of the feudal landlords have been undermined and the more
rapidly, fully and widely would capitalism have developed in Russia.
The idea of "the right to the land" and of "equal distribution of the land"
represents but the formulated revolutionary aspirations to achieve equality
cherished by the peasants fighting for the complete overthrow of the power
of the landlords, for the complete abolition of landlordism.
This was fully proved by the revolution of 1905. On the one hand, the
proletariat which created the Social-Democratic Labour Party, marched
quite independently at the head of the revolutionary struggle; on the other
hand, the revolutionary peasants (the "Trudoviks" and the "Peasant
League") who fought for every form of the abolition of landlordism, going
as far as demanding "the abolition of private property in land," fought
precisely as proprietors, as small entrepreneurs.
In our day, the verbal controversy over the "Socialist nature" of the
right to land, etc., serves only to obscure and gloss over the really important and vital historical question regarding the different interests of the
liberal bourgeoisie and the revolutionary peasantry in the Russian bourgeois
revolution; in other words, regarding the liberal and the democratic,
the "compromising" (monarchist) and the republican tendency manifested
in this revolution. This is exactly the question which Hertzen s Kolokol
{The Tocsin) posed, if we look beyond the words and get down to the
essentials, if we investigate the class struggle as the basis of "theories"
and doctrines and not vice versa.
Hertzen created a free Russian press abroad that was the great service
which he rendered. The Polyarnaya Zvezda (The Northern Star) carried on
J

the tradition of the Decembrists. The Kolokol (1857-67) stalwartly championed the emancipation of the peasants. The slavish silence was broken.
But Hertzen had a landlord, aristocratic background. When he left
Russia in 1847 he had not seen the revolutionary people and could have
no faith in it. Hence, his liberal appeal to the "upper ranks." Hence, his
numerous sugary letters in the Kolokol addressed to Alexander II the Hangman, which cannot be read nowadays without a feeling of disgust. Chernyshevsky, Dobrolyubov, and Serno-Solovyovich, who represented the new
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generation of revolutionary commoners, were a thousand times right when
they reproached Hertzen for these lapses from democratism to liberal*
ism. However, it must be said in fairness to Hertzen that, much as he
vacillated between democratism and liberalism, the democrat in him as a
rule gained the upper hand.
When Kavelin, one of the most repulsive types representative of liberal
obsequiousness who at one time was enthusiastic about the Kolokol for
the very reason that it manifested liberal tendencies came out against
a Constitution, attacked revolutionary agitation, condemned "violence"
and appeals to it, and began to preach tolerance, Hertzen broke with this
liberal sage. Hertzen turned upon his "meagre, absurd, harmful pamphlet**
written "for the private guidance of the Government in its liberal pretense,**
denounced Kavelin 's "sentimental political maxims" which represented
"the Russian people as cattle and the government as the embodiment of
wisdom." The Kolokol printed an article entitled "Epitaph," which lashed
out against "professors weaving the rotten cobweb of their supercilious and
paltry ideas, ex-professors, once unsophisticated and subsequently embittered because the healthy youth cannot sympathize with their scrofulous
thoughts." Kavelin at once recognized himself in this portrait.
When Chernyshevsky was arrested, Kavelin, that infamous liberal,
wrote: "I do not see anything reprehensible in the arrests. .the revolutionary party considers all means proper for the purpose of overthrowing
.

the government, and the latter is defending itself by its own means." As
if in retort to this Cadet, Hertzen wrote in his article dealing with Chernyshevsky's trial: "And here are wretches, people comparable to grass
under our feet, slimy creatures, who say that we must not denounce the gang
of robbers and scoundrels who are governing us."
When the liberal Turgenev wrote a private letter to Alexander II assuring him of his loyalty and made a donation of two gold pieces for the
soldiers wounded during the suppression of the Polish insurrection, the
Kolokol wrote of "the grey-haired Magdalen (of the masculine gender) who
wrote to the Tsar to tell him that she knew no sleep because she was tormented by the thought that the Tsar was not aware of the repentance that
had befallen her." And Turgenev at once recognized himself.
When the whole crowd of Russian liberals scurried away from Hertzen
for his defence of Poland, when the whole of "educated society" turned its
back on the Kolokol , Hertzen was not dismayed. He went on championing
the freedom of Poland and castigating the suppressors, the butchers, the
hangmen in the service of Alexander II. Hertzen saved the honour of
Russian democracy. "We have saved the honour of the Russian name, "
he wrote to Turgenev, "and that is why we have suffered at the hands of
the slavish majority."
In commenting on a report concerning a serf peasant who killed a
landlord for an attempt to rape his betrothed, Hertzen exclaimed in
the Kolokol: "Well done!" When it was reported that army officers would
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be appointed to superintend the "peaceable" progress of "emancipation,"
Hertzen wrote: "The first wise colonel who, with his troops, instead of
crushing the peasants, will take their side, is sure to ascend the throne
of the Romanovs. w When Colonel Reitern shot himself in Warsaw (I860)
because he did not want to render aid to the hangmen, Hertzen wrote:
"If any shooting is to be done, it is the generals who give orders to fire
upon unarmed people that should be shot.'' When fifty peasants were killed
in Bezdna, and their leader Anton Petrov was executed (April 12, 1861)*
Hertzen wrote in the Kolokol:

"Oh, if only my words could reach you, toiler and sufferer of the
Russian land ... I would teach you to despise your spiritual shepherds, placed over you by the St. Petersburg Synod and a German
tsar. . .
You hate the landlord, you hate the official, you fear
them and rightly so; but you still believe in the tsar and the
bishop ... do not believe them. The tsar is with them and they are
with the tsar. It is him you now see you the father of the youth
murdered in Bezdna, and you, the son of a father murdered in
Penza. . Your shepherds are as ignorant as you are and as poor as
Such was the monk Anthony (not Bishop Anthony, but
you.
Anton of Bezdna) who suffered for you in Kazan.
The corpses of
I

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

your saints will not perform forty-eight miracles, and praying
to them will not cure a toothache; but their living memory may
produce one miracle your emancipation."
It is therefore

obvious

how infamously and

vilely Hertzen

is

slandered

liberals entrenched in the slavish "legal" press, who extol the weak
points in Hertzen and keep silent about his strong points. It is not Hertzen 'sfault, but his misfortune, that he could not see the revolutionary people

by our

in Russia itself in the 1840's. When he did behold the revolutionary people
in the 'sixties he fearlessly took the side of the revolutionary democracy
against liberalism. He fought for a victory of the people over tsardom,.
not for a deal between the liberal bourgeoisie and the landlords' tsar. He
raised aloft the banner of revolution.

In commemorating the Hertzen centenary we clearly see the three
generations and the three classes that were active in the Russian revolution. At first
nobles and landlords, the Decembrists and Hertzen. The
circle of these revolutionaries was a narrow one. They were frightfully
removed from the people. But their work was not in vain. The Decembrists
awakened Hertzen. Hertzen launched revolutionary agitation.
This agitation was taken up, extended, reinforced, and tempered by
the revolutionary commoners, beginning with Chernyshevsky and ending
with the heroes of the "Narodnaya Volya." The circle of fighters widened,
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their contacts with the people

became

I.

closer.

"The young helmsmen of
it was not the

the impending storm," Hertzen said of them. But as yet

torm

itself.

is the movement of the masses themselves. The proletariat,
the only class that is revolutionary to the end, rose at the head of the
masses and aroused millions of peasants to open revolutionary struggle.
The first onslaught took place in 1905. The next storm is gathering before

The storm

our very eyes.
la commemorating Hertzen, the proletariat is learning from his
example to appreciate the great importance of revolutionary theory. It
is learning that selfless devotion to
the revolution and the work of
revolutionary propaganda among the people are not wasted even if long
decades divide the sowing from the harvest. It is learning properly to
see the role of the various classes in the Russian and in the international
revolution. Enriched

by

these lessons, the proletariat will fight

its

way

with the Socialist workers of all lands. It will
through
crush that vile thing, the tsarist monarchy, against which Hertzen was
the first to raise the great banner of struggle by addressing his free Russian words to the masses.
to a free union
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POLITICAL PARTIES IN RUSSIA
The

elections to the

State

Duma

are compelling all the parties to

intensify their agitation and rally their forces, each party endeavouring
to elect the greatest possible number of "its own" deputies.
In Russia, like in all other countries, these preparations for the elections are attended by the most brazen self-advertisement. All the bourgeois parties, that is to say, those that uphold the economic privileges of
the capitalists, are advertising themselves in the same way as individual
capitalists advertise their wares. Take a look at the commercial advertisements in any newspaper: you will see that the capitalists invent the
most "striking," the loudest and most fashionable names for their merchandise, which they praise in the most unrestrained terms, and that absolutely nothing is too preposterous for them.
The public at any rate in the big cities and trade centres have
long since become inured to commercial advertisements and know their
worth. Unfortunately, political self-advertisement misleads an incom-

parably greater number of people, it is much more difficult to expose it,
its deception is much more tenacious. The names of parties, both in
Europe and in Russia, are often chosen purely for purposes of advertisement, the "programs" of parties are more often than not written with
the sole purpose of defrauding the public. The greater the amount of
political freedom in a capitalist country, the more democracy there is,
i.e., the greater the power of the people and of the popular representa-

and

more brazen-faced, as a rule, is the self-advertisement of parties.
Such being the case, how is the public to find its bearings in the fight
among the various parties? Does not this fight with the fraud and public-

tives, the

ity attending it, signify that representative institutions, parliaments,
assemblies of popular representatives, are worthless and even harmful
on general principles as the savage reactionaries, the enemies of parliamentarism, are trying to make out? No. In the absence of representative institutions, there is even much more of deception, political mendacity and all sorts of fraudulent tricks; only the people dispose of fewer
means of exposing the deception, of ascertaining the truth.
In order to find one's bearings in the fight among parties, one must not
take words at their face value, but study the real history of the parties
study not so much what they say about themselves, but their deeds, how
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they go about solving various political problems, how they behave in
dealing with matters involving the vital interests of the various classes
of society: landlords, capitalists, peasants, workers, etc.
The greater the amount of political freedom in a country, and the more
stable and democratic its representative institutions, the easier is it for
the masses of the people to find their bearings in the inter-party fight and
to learn politics, i.e., to see through the lies and to ascertain the truth.

The division of any society into different political parties becomes
most pronounced in times of profound crises which shake the entire country. At such times governments are compelled to look for support among
the various classes of society; the serious struggle casts aside all the empty phrasemongering, all the superficial and extraneous matter; the parties
bend all their efforts and direct their appeal to the masses of the people*
and the masses, guided by their unerring instinct, enlightened by
the experience of the open struggle, follow those parties which represent
the interests of their particular class.
The epochs of such crises, as a rule, determine the party alignment of
the social forces of the given country for many years and even for decades
ahead. In Germany, for instance, such crises were the wars of 1866 and
1870; in Russia such a crisis was the events of 1905. If we are to understand the essence of our political parties, if we are to be clear as to which
classes the various parties represent in Russia, we must go back to the
events of that year.

We shall begin our brief sketch of the political parties in Russia with
the parties of the extreme Right.
On the extreme right flank we find the League of the Russian Nation.
The program of this party is set forth in the following passage from
the RussTcoye Znamya (The Russian Banner), the paper of the League of
the Russian Nation, published by A. I. Dubrovin:
"The League of the Russian Nation, which on June 3, 1907,
was accorded the honour of being called upon from the height of
the Tsar's throne to be its reliable mainstay, and to serve as
an example of law and order to all and in everything, professes
that the will of the Tsar can be exercised only on condition: 1) of
the full manifestation of the Tsar's absolute power, which is indissolubly and vitally bound up with the Russian Orthodox Church,,
canonical ly established; 2) of the domination of the Russian nationality not only in the internal provinces, but also in the frontier
regions; 3) of the existence of a State Duma, made up exclusively
of Russian men, as main assistant of the Absolute Monarch in
his labours to build up the state; 4) of the complete observance of
the principles of the League of the Russian Nation in regard to
the Jews; and 5) of the removal froip government service of all
officials who are opponents of the Tsar's autocratic power."
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We

have copied this solemn declaration of the Rights word for word,
the one hand, in order to acquaint the reader with the original itself, and, on the other, because the fundamental motives set forth in it
arc representative of the motives of all the parties of the majority in the
Third Duma, i.e. 9 of the "Nationalists" and Octobrists as well. This

on

will be brought out in the further exposition.
To all intents and purposes, the program of the League of the Russian
Nation repeats the old slogan of the days of serfdom, viz.: Orthodoxy,
Autocracy, Nationality. In regard to the question on which the League
is generally considered as differing from the other
in
the
Right camp namely, recognition or repudiation of "conparties
it is
stitutional" principles in the Russian state systems
particularly

of the Russian Nation

important to note that the League of the Russian Nation is by no means
opposed to representative institutions on general principles. It is evident from the program copied above that the League of the Russian Nation is in favour of the existence of a State Duma playing the part of
"assistant."

nature of the Russian Constitution if we
correctly stated by the Dubrovinite, i.e., his statement accords with the actual state of affairs. This is the stand taken by
the Nationalists and Octobrists, too, in their practical politics. The
controversy between these parties over the "Constitution" is largely a

Moreover, the specific

may

call it that

is

The Rights

are not opposed to a Duma, only they are
emphasize that it must be an "assistant," while in
no way defining its rights. Nor do the Nationalists and the Octobrists,
for their part, insist on any strictly defined right; in fact, the question
of real guarantees of rights is furthest from their minds. The "Constifight over words:

especially eager to

tutionalists" of the Octobrist camp are fully at one with the "opponents
of Constitution" in their support of the Constitution of June 3.
The program of the Black-Hundreds is plain, clear and outspoken on
the point of baiting non- Russians in general and Jews in particular. As
is generally the case, they speak out more rudely, brazenly and ebulliently, saying aloud what the other Government parties are more or less

"bashfully" or diplomatically keeping to themselves.
In actual fact, the Nationalists and the Octobrists as is well known
to everyone who is to any extent familiar with their activity in the Third
Duma, or with their press organs, like the Novoye Vremya, Svyet, (Light),
Golos Moskvy (The Voice of Moscow) have a hand in the baiting of
non- Russians.
The question is: What is the social basis of the Right parties? What

do they represent? What class do they serve?
Their reversion to the slogans of serfdom, their upholding of all that
is old, of all that is mediaeval in Russian life, their
complete satisfaction
with the Constitution of June 3 the landlords Constitution and their
defence of the privileges of the nobility and the bureaucracy all this
class
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provides a clear answer to our question. The Rights are the party of the
feudal landlords, of the Council of the United Nobility. Not for nothing
did that very Council play such a prominent nay, a leading role in
the dispersal of the Second Duma, the change of the electoral law and
the coup d'ltat of June 3.
To get an idea of the economic strength of this class in Russia we need
but mention the following fundamental fact, proved by the data of the
government statistics of landownership in 1905, statistics published by
the Ministry of the Interior.
Less than 30,000 landlords in European Russia own 70,000,000 dessiatins of land. A similar amount of land is owned by 10,000,000 peasant
households with the smallest allotments. Thus we have an average of
about 2,300 dessiatins per big landlord, and, in the case of the poor peasants, an average of 7 dessiatins of land per family, per household.
It is quite natural and inevitable that on such an "allotment" the peasant cannot live; all he can do is die by slow stages. The recurring spells
of famine affecting millions, like this year's famine, continue to play
havoc with the husbandry of the peasants in Russia following each crop
failure. The peasants are obliged to rent land from the landlords paying
for it in various forms of labour. In exchange for the land, the peasant
works for the landlord with his horse and his implements. This is the
same corvee, only it is not officially called serfdom. With 2,300 dessiatins

of land, on an average, at their disposal the landlords, inmost cases, run
their estates only by keeping the peasants in bondage, by the system of
labour rent, that is to say, the corvee system. They cultivate only part
of their huge estates with the help of hired labourers.
Further, that same class of the landed nobility supplies the state with
the overwhelming majority of all higher and intermediate officials. The
privileges of the officialdom in Russia represent another side of the privileges and agrarian power of the landed nobility. It is therefore obvious
that the Council of the United Nobility and the "Right" parties are upholding the policy of the old feudal traditions not as a matter of accident,
but as a matter of inevitability, not because of the "ill will" of individuals, but under pressure of the interests of a tremendously powerful
class. The old ruling class, the survivals of landlordism, remaining the
ruling class as heretofore, has created for itself a party after its own fashionthe "League of the Russian Nation" or the "Rights" in the State
Duma and in the Council of the Empire.
But, since there exist representative institutions, and since the masses
have already come out openly in the political arena, as they did in
Russia in 1905, each party is bound, within certain limits, to appeal
to the populace. Now, in the name of what can the Right parties appeal
to the people?
Of course, they cannot speak openly of defending the interests of the
landlords. That is why they speak of preserving the old traditions in gen-
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is why they spare no efforts to foment distrust toward nonRussians, particularly toward Jews, to incite the utterly ignorant and
t|be utterly benighted to pogroms, to Jew-baiting. The propaganda for
maintaining the privileges of the nobility, the officials and the land*
lords is disguised with talk about the "oppression" of Russians by

cral, that

aliens*

the "Right" party. One of its members, Purishkevich, most
prominent spokesman of the Rights in the Third Duma, has worked a
lot, and successfully, to show the people what the Rights want, how
they act, whom they serve. Purishkevich is a gifted agitator in this

Such

is

respect.

to the Rights, who have forty-six seats in the Third Duma, are
"Nationalists" with ninety-one seats. There is hardly a shade of
difference between them and the Rights. In fact these are not two parties,
but two sections of one party which have divided between themselves
the "labour" of baiting non-Russians, "Cadets" (liberals), democrats,
etc, The ones are acting more rudely, the others are a bit more refined,,
but both are doing the same thing. Indeed, it is to the government's
advantage not to be fully identified with the "extreme" Rights who are
capable of perpetrating every sort of scandal, pogrom, the murder
of people like Hertzenstein, Yollos, Karavayev, to make it appear that
they are "criticizing" the government from the right. . . . No real significance can be attached to the distinction between the Rights and
the Nationalists.
The Octobrists in the Third Duma are one hundred and thirty-one strong,
including, of course, the "Right Octobrists." There is nothing essentially different in the present policy of the Octobrists distinguishing them
from the Rights, the difference between them consisting in the fact that,
in addition to the landlords, the Octobrist Party serves also the interests
of the big capitalists, the conservative merchants, the bourgeoisie which
has taken such fright at the awakening of the workers, and then of the
peasants, to independent political life, that it turned heart and soul
to the defence of the old ways. There are capitalists in Russia and quite
a number of them, too whose treatment of the workers is not a whit
better than the treatment of the serfs of old at the hands of the landlords;
they look upon workers and clerks as their menials, as servants. Nobody
is better fitted to defend these old ways than the "Right" parties, the

Next

the

Nationalists and the Octobrists. There is also the brand of capitalists
who at the Zemstvo and municipal congresses in 1904 and 1905 demanded
a "Constitution," but in their hostility to the workers are fully willing
to be content with the Constitution of June 3.
The Octobrist Party is the principal counter-revolutionary party of
the landlords and capitalists. It is the leading party of the Third Duma:
the 131 Octobrists with the 137 Rights and Nationalists constitute a
solid majority in the Third

Duma.
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The electoral law of June 3, 1907 guarantees the landlords and
the big capitalists a majority: the landlords and the electors of the first urban
curia (i.e., the big capitalists) have a safe majority in all the provincial
assemblies electing deputies to 'the Duma. In 28 provinces the landowners alone have a majority in the provincial electoral assemblies. The
entire policy of the Third-of-June Government has been carried out
with the assistance of the Octobrist Party, and this party bears the
responsibility for all the sins and crimes committed by the Third

Duma.
In words, in their program, the Octobrists uphold a "Constitution"
liberties! Actually, this party supported all the measures
taken against the workers (the insurance bill, for one thing recall
the conduct of the Chairmdn of the Duma Committee on Labour, Baron
Tiesenhausen!), against the peasants, and against any restriction of

and even

tyranny and persecution. The Octobrists are as much a Government
party as the Nationalists. The position is not the least bit altered by the
fact that once in a while particularly on the eve of elections!
the
Octobrists make "oppositionary" speeches. In all countries, wherever
parliaments exist, it has been observed from time immemorial that the
bourgeois parties indulge in this sort of playing at opposition a harmless game as far as they are concerned, because no government takes it
seriously; a game which they consider it useful to play on occasions
for the benefit of the voters whom it is necessary to "grease" by a show

of opposition.
However, the greatest expert, the virtuoso, at the game of opposition
is the
principal opposition party of the Third Duma the Cadets,
Constitutional-" Democrats," the "People's Freedom Party."
The very name of the party is part of the game; for it is in no wise
a democratic party, and by no manner of means a people's party; it is
a party, not of freedom, but of half-freedom or, rather, of quarterfreedom.
In actual fact, it is the party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie,
which dreads the popular movement far more than reaction.
The democrat has faith in the people, faith in the movement of the
masses, and he renders this movement every assistance, although entertaining at times (such are the bourgeois democrats, the Trudoviks) wrong
ideas about the significance of this movement within the framework of
the capitalist system. The democrat sincerely strives to put an end to
all the survivals of mediaevalism.
The liberal fears the movement of the masses; he tries to impede it,
and deliberately defends certain institutions of mediaevalism in fact,
the most important of them as a bulwark against the masses, particularly against the workers. The aspiration of the liberals is by no
means to destroy all the foundations of the power of the Purishkeviches, but to share power with them. The democratic petty bourgeois
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(such as the peasant and the Trudovik) says: Everything for the people
and through the people. He sincerely strives to uproot all the foundations of Purishkevichism, without, however, realizing the meaning of
the struggle of the wage workers against capital. The real aim of the
liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie, on the other hand, is to share power
with Purishkevich and rule with him over the workers and over the small
proprietors.
In the First and the Second Dumas the Cadets had a majority or occupied a leading position. They used their position for a senseless and inglorious game: When facing the right they played at loyalty and at being
of ministerial timber (we, they said in effect, are able to solve all the
contradictions by peaceable means, in such a way as not to spoil the
muzhik and not to harm Purishkevich); when facing the left they played

democratism. In the end the Cadets, as a result of this game, got kicks
right. On the left they quite deservedly earned the name of
traitors to the cause of the people's freedom. In the First and the Second
Dumas they fought all the time, not only against the working-class
democracy, but also against the Trudoviks. We need but recall the
fact that the Cadets helped defeat the plan proposed by the Trudoviks
for the setting up of local land committees (in the First Duma), a plan
based on the most elementary requirements of democracy, on the
very ABC of democracy. The Cadets thus upheld the predominance of
the landlords and officials over the peasants in the land-regulating
commissionsl
In the Third Duma the Cadets have played at a "responsible Opposition," an opposition with the possessive case. As such, they voted time
at

from the

and again for the Government Budgets (some "democrats"!), explained
to the Octobrists that there was nothing dangerous or reprehensible
in their plan of "compulsory" redemption (compulsory for the peasants)
recall the speech of Berezovsky the First; they commissioned Karaulov
to deliver "pious" speeches from the rostrum of the Duma, renounced the
movement of the masses, addressed their appeals to the "upper crust,"
and obstructed the efforts of the lower ranks (the Cadets fight against the
workers' deputies on the question of workers' insurance), and so on and
'

so forth.
The Cadets

are the party of counter-revolutionary liberalism. By
their claim to the role of a "responsible Opposition," that is to say, a
recognized, lawful opposition permitted to compete with the Octobrists,

an opposition not to the regime established on June 3, but of that regime the Cadets have definitely crossed themselves off from the rolls as
"democrats." The shameless Vekhi-ite preachment of the Cadet ideologists, such as Messrs. Struve, Izgoyev and Co., who earned the ardent
kisses of Rozanov and Anthony, Bishop of Volhynia, and the role ot
the Cadet Party as "responsible Opposition" in the Third Duma,
are two sides of the same medal. The liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie,
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tolerated by the Purishkeviches, is trying to get a scat next to Purishkevich.
The bloc formed by the Cadets with the "Progressives" at present,
for the elections to the Fourth Duma, has provided additional proof of
the profoundly counter-revolutionary nature of the Cadets. The Progres-

have no claims whatever to being democrats, they have not a word
to say about fighting the entire Third-of-June regime, and they have
never harboured the idea of "universal suffrage" even in their dreams. They
are moderate liberals who do not make a secret of their kinship with the

sives

The alliance between the Cadets and the Progressives must
the
eyes of even the blindest "yes-men of the Cadets" to the real
open
essence of that party.
The democratic bourgeoisie of Russia is represented by the Narodniks
of all shades, from the most leftist among the Socialist- Revolutionaries
to the Popular Socialists and Trudoviks They all readily bandy "Socialist" phrases, but it would be impermissible for a class-conscious worker
to be deceived as to the real meaning of these phrases. Actually, there is
not a grain of Socialism in any "right to the land," or in any "equal
distribution" of the land, or in the "sociali2ation of the land." This is
something that should be clear to everyone who knows that the abolition
of private property in land and a new, even the "fairest possible," distribution of the land, far from infringing on commodity production and
the domination of the market, money and capital, contributes to their

Octobrists.

.

even wider development.
However, the phrases about "the principle of labour" and "Popular
Socialism" express the democrat's profound faith in the possibility and
indispens ability of doing away with all the survivals of mediaevalism
in agriculture and, at the same time, in the political system (and his
sincere striving for this). Whereas the liberals (the Cadets) strive to share
political power and political privileges with the Purishkeviches, the
Narodniks are democrats for the reason that they are striving, and must
strive, at present to abolish all the privileges of landed property and all
privileges in politics.
Such is the position of the great bulk of the Russian peasantry that it
cannot even entertain the thought of any compromise with the Purishkeviches (something entirely possible, accessible and dear to the heart of

the liberals). That is why the democratism of the petty bourgeoisie is
sure to have mass roots in Russia for quite a long time to come, whereas
Stolypin's agrarian reform, that expression of the Purishkeviches' bourgeois policy against the muzhik, has so far produced nothing durable,
starvation of thirty million peasants
millions of starving small proprietors cannot help striving for
a different kind of agrarian reform, a democratic agrarian reform, which
cannot transcend the bounds of capitalism or abolish wage-slavery, but can
sweep the survivals of mediaevalism from the face of the Russian land.

save the

The

1
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The Trudoviks are an extremely small group in the Third Duma, but
they represent the masses. The vacillation of the Trudoviks between the
Cadets and the working-class democracy is the inevitable result of
the class position of the small proprietors, and the special difficulties
attending the job of rallying, organizing and enlightening these small
proprietors are at the root of the extreme indefiniteness and amorphousness of the Trudoviks as a party. That is why the Trudoviks, with the
aid of the stupid "Otzovism" of the Left Narodniks, present the sad
picture of a liquidated party.
The difference between the Trudoviks and our own near-Marxist
Liquidators is that the former are Liquidators because of their weakness,
whereas the latter are Liquidators with malice aforethought. The task
of the working-class democrats is to help the weak petty-bourgeois
democrats, wrest them from the influence of the liberals, rally the democratic camp against the counter-revolutionary Constitutional-Democrats,
and not only against the Rights.
As regards the working-class democracy, which had its group in
the Third Duma, we can say here but little.
Everywhere in Europe the parties of the working class took shape in the
process of casting off the influence of the general democratic ideology,
while learning to distinguish between the struggle of the wage workers
against capital and the struggle against feudalism doing this, among
other things, for the sake of lending strength to the latter struggle, for
the sake of ridding it of any wavering and timidity. In Russia the working-class democracy drew a distinct line between itself and both the liberals and the bourgeois democrats (the Trudoviks), thus contributing enor.
mously to the cause of the democracy as a whole.

The Liquidatorist trend among

the working-class democrats (Nasha

Zarya and Zhivoye Dyelo) shares the weakness of the Trudovik trend,
amorphousness, longs for the status of a "tolerated" opposition,
repudiates the hegemony of the workers, confines itself to words about
an "open" organization (while heaping abuse on the organization which
does not function openly), advocates a liberal labour policy. The connection between this trend and the dispersion and spirit of decadence
characteristic of the period of counter-revolution is obvious; and it
is clear that
this trend is dropping away from the working-class

glorifies

democracy.

The class -conscious workers are liquidating nothing, but are rallying
their ranks in opposition to the liberal influences, organizing as a class,
developing all forms of trade union and other unity, and coming forward
both in the capacity of representatives of wage labour against capital and
as representatives of consistent democracy against the entire old regime
in Russia and against any concessions to that regime.
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By way of illustration, we give below the figures relating to the
strength of the various parties in the Third Duma, which we take from
the official Duma Handbook for 1912.
PARTIES IN THE THIRD

DUMA

L andlords
46
74

Rights
Nationalists

17
11
120

Independent Nationalists
Right Octobrists
Octobrists

Total Government parties

.

268

The Bourgeoisie
Progressives

36

Cadets

52

The Polish Kolo
Polish-Lithuanian-Byelorussian Group

....

11
7

...

115

Moslem Group

9
Total Liberals

Bourgeois Democrats
The Trudovik Group

Wo

r

k

Social-Democrats

i

14

n g-C lass
.

Democrats
13

.

Total Democrats

Non-Partisans

...

27
27

Grand

total

437

Thus there were two majorities in the Third Duma: 1) the Rights and
the Octobrists =268 out of 437; 2) The Octobrists and Liberals =120+
115=235 out of 437. Both majorities were counter-revolutionary.

Nevskaya Zvezda No.

May

23 [10], 1912
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THE REVOLUTIONARY RISE
The huge
companying

strike of the proletariat of all Russia and the acdemonstrations, revolutionary proclamations, and
revolutionary speeches to gatherings of workers, have clearly shown
that Russia has entered the phase of a rise in the revolution.
This rise has not come as a bolt from the blue. No, the way has been
paved for it over a long period of time by all the conditions of Russian
life, and the mass strikes in connection with the Lena shootings and

Day

May Day
street

only marked

its

definite arrival.

The temporary triumph of

May

the
counter-revolution was attended by a decline in the mass struggle of the
workers. The number of strikers gives, although only an approximate,
yet an absolutely objective and precise idea of the extent of this strug-

gle.

During the ten years preceding the revolution, from 1895 to 1904,
the average number of strikers was 43,000 per annum (in round figures)in 1905 2,750,000, in 1906
1,000,000, in 1907750,000. The three years
of the revolution were marked by a rise in the strike movement of the
proletariat unparalleled anywhere in the world. Its decline, which began
in 1906 and 1907, became definite in 1908, when there were 175,000 strikers. The coup d etat of June 3, 1907, which restored the autocratic rule
of the tsar in alliance with the Duma of the Black-Hundred landlords

and commercial and industrial magnates, was the inevitable result of
the flagging of the revolutionary energy of the masses.
The three years 1908-10 were the period of the high tide of the Black-

Hundred counter-revolution, of

liberal bourgeois renegacy and of
proand disintegration. The number of strikers steadily dropped, reaching 60,000 in 1909 and 50,000 in 1910.
However, a marked change set in at the end of 1910. The demonstrations in connection with the death of Murottitsev the liberal and of Leo
Tolstoy, and also the student movement, clearly indicated that a fresh
breeze had begun to blow, that a change had taken place in the mood of

letarian despondency

the democratic masses. The year 1911 witnessed a gradual
switching
over on the part of the worker masses to an offensive: the number of
strikers rose to 100,000. Signs from various quarters indicate that the
fatigue, the stupor generated by the triumph of the Counter-revolution,
is
passing away, that once again the tendency is towards revolution. In
549
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the situation, the All-Russian Conference held in January

1912 stated:

"The commencement of a political revival is to be observed
among wide sections of the democracy and, above all, among the
proletariat. The workers' strikes in 1910-11, the beginning of demonstrations and proletarian mass-meetings, the beginning of a
movement among the urban bourgeois democrats (student strikes),
are all manifestations of the growing revolutionary sentietc.
ments among the masses against the Third-of-June regime." (See
the "Announcement" of the Conference, p. 18.)*
the second quarter of this year these sentiments had become so
pronounced that they manifested themselves in actions on the part of
the masses, and created a revolutionary rise. The course of events during
the past year and a half shows with perfect clarity that there is nothing
accidental in this rise, that its advent is quite natural, that it is an
inevitability conditioned by the whole of Russia's previous develop-

By

ment*

The Lena shootings served

as the stimulus which transformed the revmasses
of
the
into a revolutionary revival of the masses.
olutionary temper
Nothing is more false than the liberal invention, which is repeated
after the Liquidators by Trotsky and the Vienna Pravda, that "the struggle
for the freedom of association is the basis of both the Lena tragedy and
the powerful response it found in the country." Freedom of association
was neither the specific nor the principal demand in the Lena strike. It
was -not the lack of the freedom of association that the Lena shootings
revealed, but the lack of freedom from provocation, the lack of rights
in general, the lack of freedom from wholesale tyranny.

The Lena shootings, as we have already made clear in the SofsialDemokra', No. 26, were an exact reflection of the entire regime of the
Third-of-June monarchy. It was not the struggle for one of the rights
of the proletariat even though one of the cardinal, one of the most important rights that was characteristic of the Lena events. What was
characteristic of these events was the complete absence of elementary respect for law of any kind. The characteristic feature was that an agentprovocateur, a spy, an Okhrana agent, a menial of the tsar, resorted to
mass shootings without any political reason whatever. It is precisely
this general tyranny in Russian life, it is precisely the
hopelessness and
impossibility of waging a struggle for particular rights, precisely this
incorrigibility of the tsar's monarchy and of its entire regime, that stood
out so clearly against the background of the Lena events that they fired
the masses with revolutionary ardour.
* See "The Present
Situation and the Tasks cf the Party," Lenin, Selected

Works, Eng. ed., Vol. IV,

Ed,
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have been straining every nerve to represent the Lena events
May Day strikes as a trade union movement and a struggle for
"rights." But, to everyone who is not blinded by the liberal (and Liquidatorist) controversies something different is obvious. What is obvious
is the revolutionary character of the mass strike, especially emphasized

The

liberals

and the

by the St. Petersburg May Day proclamation, issued by various groups
of Social-Democrats (and even by one group of Socialist- Revolutionary
workers!), which we reprint in full in our news section, and which repeats
the slogans advanced by the All-Russian Conference of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party in January 1912.
For that matter, it is not even the slogans so much that provide the
main corroboration of the revolutionary character of the strikes in connection with the Lena events and May Day. The slogans formulate what
the facts show. The mass strikes spreading from district to district, their
enormous growth, the rapidity with which they spread, the boldness of
the workers, the greater frequency of mass meetings and revolutionary
speeches, the demand to cancel the fines imposed for celebrating May
Day, the combination of the political and the economic strike, familiar
all these are obvious
to us from the time of the first Russian revolution
indications of the true character of the movement, namely, that it is
a revolutionary rise of the masses.
Let us recall the experience of 1905. Events show that the tradition

of the revolutionary mass strike is alive among the workers and that the
workers at once took up and revived this tradition. The strike wave of
1905, unparalleled in the world, combining the political and economic
strike, involved 810,000 strikers during the first, and 1,277,000 during
the last quarter of the year. According to approximate estimates, the
strikes in connection with the Lena events involved some 300,000 work-

May Day strikes 400,000, and the strike movement still continues to grow. Every fresh issue of the newspapers even of the liberal
newspapers brings news showing how the strike conflagration is spreading. The second quarter of 1912 is not quite over, yet even now we have
definite indications of the fact that, as regards the magnitude of the strike
movement, the beginning of the revolutionary rise in 1912 is not tower but rather higher than the corresponding beginning in 19051
The Russian revolution was the first to develop on a large scale this
ers, the

method of agitation, of rousing and consolidating the masses
and of drawing them into the struggle. Now the proletariat is applying
this method once again and with an even firmer hand. No power on earth
could achieve what the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat is achieving by this method. A huge country, with a population of 150,000,000

proletarian

spread over a vast area, scattered, oppressed, deprived of all rights, ignorant, fenced off from "evil influences" by a swarm of authorities, police,
the whole of this country is beginning to get into a ferment. The
spies

most backward strata both of the workers and of the peasants are coming
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into direct or indirect contact with the strikers. Hundreds of thousands
of revolutionary agitators are at once appearing on the scene. Their
influence

is

infinitely increased

by

the fact that they are indissolubly

with the masses, they remain in their
of every workers 'family, combine
needs
for
most
the
ranks, fight
urgent
with this immediate struggle for the daily economic needs their
political protest and struggle against the monarchy. For counter-revolution has roused in millions and tens of millions of people a bitter hatred
for the monarchy, it has given them the rudiments of an understanding
of the part played by it, and now the slogan of the advanced workers of
connected with the rank and

file,

the capital Long live the democratic republic! is making constant
headway, spreading through thousands of channels, in the wake of every
strike, reaching the backward strata, the remotest places, the "people,**
"the depths of Russia"!
Very characteristic is the dissertation on strikes by the liberal, Severyanin, which was welcomed by the Russkiye Vyedomosti and approvingly reprinted in the Bech:

"Have the workers any grounds for adding economic or any
demands to a May Day strike?" asks Mr. Severyanin; and he answers: "I make bold to think that they have none. Every economic
strike can and must be begun only after a serious consideration

[I]

of its chances of success. . That is why more often than not it is
unreasonable to connect such strikes with May Day. ... It would
be even rather strange to do so: Here you are celebrating the international workers holiday, and you take the occasion to demand
a ten per cent raise on calico of such and such grades."
.

.

'

This is how the liberal reasons! And this piece of unexampled vulgarity, meanness and vileness is approvingly accepted by the "best" liber-

which claim to be democratic!
coarse greediness of a bourgeois, the vile cowardice of a counterrevolutionary that is what is concealed behind the florid phrases of the
liberal. He wants to safeguard the pockets of the employers. He wants an
"orderly," "harmless" demonstration in favour of the "right of association"! But the proletariat, instead of this, is drawing the masses into
al papers

The

a revolutionary strike, which indissolubly links up politics with economics,
a strike which wins the support of the most backward strata by the success
of the struggle for an immediate improvement in the workers standard
of life, and which, at the same time, rouses the people against the tsarist
'

monarchy.
Yes, the experience of 1905 created a deep-rooted and great tradition
of mass strikes. And it must not be forgotten to what these strikes in Russia lead. Stubborn mass strikes are indissolubly bound up in our country

With armed

insurrection.
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Let these words not be misinterpreted. It is by no means a question
of a call for an uprising. Such a call would be most unwise at this juncture.
It is a question of establishing the connection between strike movements

and insurrection in Russia.
How did the uprising grow in 1905? In the first place, mass strikes,
demonstrations and meetings caused clashes between the populace and the
police and troops to become more frequent. Secondly, the mass strikes
roused the peasantry to a number of partial, sporadic, semi-spontaneous
uprisings. Thirdly, the mass strikes very rapidly spread to the army and
navy, causing clashes on economic grounds (the "bean" and similar "mutinies") and, subsequently, insurrections. Fourthly, the counter-revolutionary forces themselves started civil war by pogroms, the beating up of
democrats, etc.
The Revolution of 1905 resulted in defeat not because it went "too
far," or because the December uprising was "artificial," as is the opinion
of the renegades among the liberals, etc. On the contrary, the cause of the
defeat was that the uprising did not go far enough, that the consciousness
of its necessity was not sufficiently widespread and was not thoroughly assimilated by the revolutionary classes, that the uprising was not unan-

imous, determined, organized, simultaneous, aggressive.
Let us now see whether signs of a gathering uprising can be observed
at the present time. In order not to be carried away by revolutionary
enthusiasm, let us take the testimony of the Octobrists The German Union
of Octobrists in St. Petersburg consists mainly of so-called "Left" and
.

"constitutional" Octobrists, who are particularly popular among the
Cadets, and who are most capable (in comparison with the other Octobrists
and Cadets) of observing events "objectively," without making it their
aim to frighten the authorities with the prospect of revolution.
The St. Petersburger Zeitung, the organ of these Octobrists, wrote
the following in its weekly political review of May 6 [19]:

"May

has come. Regardless of the weather, this

is

usually not

a very pleasant month for the inhabitants of the capital, because
it begins with the proletarian 'holiday.' This year, with the impression of the Lena demonstrations still fresh in the minds of the work-

particularly dangerous. The atmosphere of the
with all sorts of rumours about strikes and desaturated
capital,
monstrations, portended a conflagration. Our trusty police were
perceptibly agitated; they organized searches, arrested some persons
and held in readiness large posses to prevent street demonstrations.
The fact that the police found nothing more clever to do than to
raid the editorial offices of the workers' papers and arrest their editors does not testify to a particularly profound understanding of tfce
wires by which the puppet regiments of the workers are pulled.
Yet such wires exist. This is borne out by the disciplined charers,

May Day was
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and by many other circumstances. That is why
May Day
biggest of all we have witnessed so far,
is so ominous
some 100,000 or perhaps even 150,000 workers of
big and small workshops struck. It was only a peaceful parade,
but the solidarity of this army was remarkable. It was all the more
ominous since, in addition to the recent excitement among the workers, other alarming symptoms were noted. On various naval vessels, sailors were arrested for conducting revolutionary propaganda.
Judging by all the information which has found its way into
the press, the situation is not very good on our naval vessels, which
are not numerous as it is. ... The railwaymen are also giving cause
for worry. Nowhere, it is true, did things reach the stage of even
an attempt to organize a strike, but arrests, including such a significant case as the arrest of A. A. Ushakov, an assistant station master on the Nikolayevskaya Railway, show that a certain danger lurks
acter of the strike

strike, the

this

there, too.

"The revolutionary attempts of immature worker masses can,
of course, have only a harmful effect on the result of the forthcoming
elections to the Duma. These attempts are the more unreasonable . *
in view of the appointment of Manukhin by the Tsar
and the
of
the
workers'
bill
insurance
the
Council
of the
by
passing
.

.

Empire.

.

.

.

.

."!!

Those are the reflections of a German Octobrist. We, on our part, must
remark that we have received precise first-hand information about the
sailors, and this information proves that the matter has been exaggerated
and inflated by the Novoye Vremya. The Okhrana is obviously "working" in a provocative fashion. Premature attempts at an uprising would
be utterly unwise. The working-class vanguard must understand that the
principal requisite for a timely, i.e., successful, armed uprising in Russia
is the support of the working class by the democratic
peasantry and the
active participation of the armed forces.
Mass strikes in revolutionary epochs have their objective logic. They
scatter hundreds of thousands and millions of sparks in all directions
and
all around there is inflammable material resulting from extreme bitterness, unprecedented starvation, boundless tyranny, shameless and cynical
mockery at the "pauper," the "muzhik," the private soldier. Add to this
the unbridled Jew-baiting and incitement to pogroms carried on by the
Black-Hundreds and stealthily fostered and directed by the Court gang
"So it was,
of the dull-witted and bloodthirsty Nicholas Romanov.
so it will be" these revealing words uttered by the Minister Makarov will
rebound to his own doom, to the doom of his class and his landlord tsar!
The rising revolutionary temper of the masses imposes great and responsible duties on every Social-Democratic worker, on every honest
.

democrat. "Every possible support to the incipient

.

.

movement of the
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masses [now we should say: the already launched revolutionary movement
of the masses], which must be expanded on the basis of the slogans of the
Party fully applied" this is how the All-Russian Conference of the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party defined these duties. The Party
slogans a democratic republic, the eight-hour day, the confiscation of
must become the slogans of the entire democracy,
all the landed estates
the slogans of the peoples revolution.
In order to support and extend the movement of the masses, we need
organization and more organization. Without an illegal Party it is impossible
to conduct this work, and it is quite useless engaging in idle talk about it.
In supporting and extending the onslaught of the masses we must carefully
take into account the experience of 1905, and while explaining the need
for and inevitability of an uprising, we must warn against and put a restraining hand upon premature attempts. The growth of mass strikes, the
enlistment of other classes in the struggle, the state of the organizations,
all this will of itself indicate the moment when
the temper of the masses
it will be necessary for all forces to unite in a unanimous, determined,
aggressive, supremely bold onslaught of the revolution upon the tsarist
9

monarchy.
Without a victorious revolution there will be no freedom in Russia.
Without the overthrow of the tsarist monarchy by a proletarian and
peasant uprising, there will be no victorious revolution in Russia.
Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27,
June 17 [4], 1912

TWO UTOPIAS
Greek word, composed of "u" meaning "no" and "topos"
meaning "place." Utopia means no place; it is a fantasy or invention,
Utopia

is

a

a place in Fairyland.

In politics Utopia is a wish that can never come true, neither now nor
a wish that is not based on social forces and that derives no
strength from the growth and the development of political, class forces.
The less freedom there is in a country, the scantier the manifestations
of open class struggle and the lower the standard of enlightenment of the
hereafter

masses, the more easily will political Utopias usually arise and the longer
will they persist.
In contemporary Russia two kinds of political Utopias have persisted
most and, because of their attractiveness, have exerted a certain influence over the masses. These are the liberal Utopia and the Narodnik
Utopia.

The

liberal Utopia consists in the belief that it

is

possible to secure

improvements in Russia, in its political liberty and in the position of the
working people, peacefully and harmoniously, without offending anyone,
without removing the Purishkeviches, without ruthless, consistent class
struggle. This is the Utopia of peace between a free Russia and the Purishkeviches

.

The Narodnik Utopia

is the dream of the Narodnik intellectuals and
the Trudovik peasants who conceive it possible that a new and just division
of the land can abolish the power and rule of capital and do away with
wage slavery, or who imagine that a "just," "equalitarian" division of the
land can be maintained under capitalism, under the rule of money, under

commodity production.

What engenders these Utopias and why their fairly strong persistence
in contemporary Russia?
They are engendered by the interests of the classes which fight the old
order, serfdom, disfranchisement in a word, which "fight the Purishkeviches" and which do not occupy an independent position in this fight.
Utopias, daydreaming, are engendered by this non-independence, this
weakness.
propensity for daydreaming is the lot of the weak.
The liberal bourgeoisie in general and the liberal-bourgeois intelligentsia in particular cannot but aspire to liberty and a reign of law, because

A
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without these the domination of the bourgeoisie is not complete, is
not undivided, not guaranteed. But the bourgeoisie is more afraid of the
movement of the masses than of reaction. Hence, the striking, incredible
weakness of the liberals in politics, their absolute impotence. Hence the
endless equivocations and falsehoods, hypocrisy and cowardly evasion
in the entire policy of the liberals, who must play at democracy to get the
masses on their side but who at the same time are profoundly antidemocratic, profoundly hostile to the movement of the masses, to their
initiative, their way of "storming Heaven," as Marx once expressed
himself with regard to one of the mass movements in Europe during the
last

century.*

The Utopia of

the liberals

is

a Utopia of impotence in the matter of the

political emanicipation of Russia, a Utopia of the self-interested moneybags who want to share "peacefully" in the privileges of the Purishkeviches

and pass off this noble desire as the theory of the "peaceful" victory of
Russian democracy. Liberal utopianism means daydreaming about how
to beat the Purishkeviches without inflicting defeat upon them, how to
smash them without hurting them. Such a Utopia is clearly harmful not
it is a Utopia but also because it corrupts the democratic
consciousness of the masses. Masses that believe in this Utopia will never
attain liberty; such masses are not worthy of liberty; such masses fully
deserve to be made the laughing stock of the Purishkeviches.
The Utopia of the Narodniks and Trudoviks is a daydream of the
petty proprietors, who stand midway between the capitalists and the
wage workers, an illusion that wage slavery can be abolished without
a class struggle. When the question of economic emancipation will be

only because

proximate, as immediate, as urgent for Russia as the question of
political emancipation is today, the Utopia of the Narodniks will prove
no less harmful than the Utopia of the liberals.
But Russia is today still in the period of her bourgeois and not her
proletarian transformation; it is not the question of the economic emancipation of the proletariat that has become supremely mature, but the question of political emancipation, i.e. (at bottom) the question of complete
as

bourgeois liberty.
And in the latter question the Utopia of the Narodniks plays a peculiar historical role. This Utopia, which is such with regard to the economic
consequence that ought (and would) follow upon a new division of the land,
is a concomitant and symptom of the great, mass democratic upsurgence
of the peasant millions, t'.e., the millions that constitute the majority of
the population in bourgeois-feudal, contemporary Russia. (In a purely
bourgeois Russia, as in purely bourgeois Europe, the peasantry will not
form the majority of the population.)
* Marx uses this
expression in bis letter to Kugelmann,
in characterizing the Paris Communards. Ed.

dated April 12, 1871,

V.

The Utopia of the liberals corrupts the democratic consciousness of
The Utopia of the Narodniks, while corrupting their Socialist

the masses.

consciousness, is a concomitant, a symptom, and to a certain extent even
an index of their democratic upsurgence.
The dialectics of history is such that the Narodniks and the Trudoviks

propose and advocate as an anti-capitalist remedy a thoroughgoing
capitalist measure of maximum consistency in the domain of the agrarian
question in Russia. An "equalitarian" new division of the land is
Utopian,

but the completes t possible rupture, so
necessary for a new division,
with all the old forms of landownership both the landlord, the allotment
and the "government" forms of ownership is the most
necessary, economically most progressive and, for a state like Russia, most urgent measure in the direction of bourgeois
democracy. Let us recall here Engels'
admirable dictum:

"What formally may be economically
same be

correct

incorrect,

may

all

the

from the point of view of world history."

Engels laid down this profound proposition in reference to Utopian
Socialism: formally this Socialism was
economically "incorrect." This
Socialism was "incorrect" when it declared that
surplus value was an
injustice from the point of view of the laws of exchange. As against
this Socialism the theoreticians of
bourgeois political economy were
formally right, from the point of view of economics, for the surplus
value is derived from the laws of exchange quite
"naturally," quite
"justly."

But Utopian Socialism was right from the point of view of world hisit was a
symptom, an index, a herald of the class which, born of
capitalism, has by now, the beginning of the twentieth century, become a
mass force capable of putting an end to capitalism and
irresistibly proceedtory, as

ing in that direction.
Engels' profound proposition must be borne in mind when evaluating present-day Narodnik or Trudovik Utopias in Russia (and perhaps
not only in Russia but in a whole number of Asiatic countries
having
bourgeois revolutions in the twentieth century).

Narodnik democracy, which formally is incorrect from the economic
point of view, is a verity from the historical point of view; this democracy,
while incorrect in

its quality of a Socialist
Utopia, is a verity of that pecuconditioned democratic struggle of the peasant masses
which is an inseparable element of the bourgeois transformation and a
condition of its Complete victory.
The liberal Utopia disaccustoms the peasant masses to fighting. The
Narodnik Utopia expresses their eagerness to fight, but holds out the
promise of a million
blessings in case of victory while in actual fact this victory will yield them only a hundred. But is it not natural that the millions
who are out to fight, who for ages have lived in unheard-of ignorance,

liar, historically
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abandonjnent and downtroddenness, should

magnify tenfold the fruits of a prospective victory?
The liberal Utopia is a veil to cover up the selfish desires of the new
exploiters to share in the privileges of the old exploiters. The Narodnik
Utopia is an expression of the aspiration of the toiling millions of the
petty bourgeoisie to make a clean sweep of the old, feudal exploiters, and
voices the false hope that the new, capitalist exploiters can be got rid
of "at one and the same time*."

Clearly the Marxists, who ate opposed to all Utopias, of whatever kind
they be, must defend the independence of the class which can fight feudalism with supreme devotion for the very reason that it is not "caught"
even one hundredth as much in the vice of property interests as is the
bourgeoisie, which makes the latter an only half-hearted opponent and
oftentimes an ally of the feudals. The peasants are "caught" in the vice
of small commodity production; with a favourable conjuncture of historical circumstances they can achieve the most complete abolition of feudalism, but they will always inevitably, and not accidentally, manifest a
certain degree of vacillation between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,

between liberalism and Marxism.
Clearlv the Marxists must carefully separate the shell of the Narodnik
Utopias from their sound and valuable kernel the sincere, resolute,
militant democracy of the peasant masses.
In the old Marxian literature of the 'eighties one can find systematic
efforts to separate this valuable democratic kernel. Some day historians
will study these efforts systematically and trace their connection with
what in the first decade of the twentieth century was given the name of

"Bolshevism."

Written

in

October 1912.

First published
in No. 1 of the

in

1924

magazine Zhizn

BIG LANDLORD AND SMALL PEASANT
LANDOWNERSHIP IN RUSSIA
In connection with the recent anniversary of February 19, 1861, a
reminder of the present distribution of land in European Russia will not
be inappropriate.
The last official statistics of the distribution of land in European
Russia were published by the Ministry of the Interior and relate to 1905.
According to these statistics there were (in round numbers) about 30,000
big landlords, each owning over 500 dessiatins, and between them they
owned about 70,000,000 dessiatins.

An equal area of land was
households.

owned by some 10,000,000 poor peasant

On an average, therefore, for each big landlord

there are about 330 poor
peasant families, and while each peasant family owns 7 (seven) dessiatins,
each big landlord owns 2,300 (two thousand three hundred) dessiatins.
To make this graphically clear we print the above diagram.
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Thc large white rectangle in the centre represents the estate of a big
landlord. The small squares surrounding it
represent the small peasant
holdings:
In all, there are 324 squares, and the area of the large white
rectangle
is equivalent to 320
squares.
Pravda No. 51 (255),
March 15 [2], 1913
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BACKWARD EUROPE AND ADVANCED ASIA
The conjunction of these words seems paradoxical. Who does not know
that Europe is advanced and Asia backward? But the words taken for the
title for this article contain a bitter truth.
In civilized and advanced Europe, with its brilliantly developed
machine industry, its rich all-round culture and its constitution, a historical moment has supervened when the commanding bourgeoisie, out of
fear for the growth and increasing strength of the proletariat, is supporting everything backward, effete and mediaeval. The obsolescent bourgeoisie is combining with all obsolete and obsolescent forces in order to
wage slavery.
Advanced Europe is commanded by a bourgeoisie which supports everything backward. Europe is advanced today not thanks to, but in spite
preserve tottering

of the bourgeoisie, for the proletariat alone
strong army of champions of a better future,

adding to the millionis
preserving and
propagating implacable enmity towards backwardness, savagery, privilege, slavery and the humiliation of man by man.
In "advanced" Europe, the sole advanced class is the proletariat.
The living bourgeoisie, on the other hand, is prepared to go to any length
of savagery, brutality and crime in order to preserve capitalist slavery,

which

is

it

alone

is

perishing.
more striking example of this decay of the entire European
bourgeoisie can scarcely be cited than the support it is lending to reaction in Asia on behalf of the selfish aims of the financial dealers and
capitalist swindlers.
Everywhere in Asia a mighty democratic movement is growing,
spreading and gaining in strength. There the bourgeoisie is still siding
with the people against reaction. Hundreds of millions of people are awakening to life, light and liberty. What delight this world movement is arousing in the hearts of all class-conscious workers, who know that the path
to collectivism lies through democracy! What sympathy all honest democrats cherish for young Asia!

And

a

And "advanced" Europe? It is plundering China and helping the foes
of democracy, the foes of liberty in China!
Here is a simple but instructive little calculation. The new Chinese
loan has been concluded against Chinese democracy: "Europe" is for
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paving the way for a military dictatorship. Why
profitable little deal. The loan has been concluded for a sum of about 250,000,000 rubles, at the rate of 84 per 100.
That means that the bourgeois of "Europe" will pay the Chinese
210,000,000 rubles, but will take from the public 225,000,000 rubles.
There you have at one stroke a pure profit of fifteen million rubles in
a few weeks "Pure" profit, indeed, is it not?
But what if the Chinese people do not recognize the loan? China, after
all, is a republic, and the majority in parliament are against the loan.
Oh, then "advanced" Europe will cry "civilization," "order," "culture" and "country"! Then it will set the guns in motion and crush the
republic of "backward" Asia, in alliance with the adventurer, traitor
and friend of reaction, Yuan Shih-kai!
All commanding Europe, all the European bourgeoisie is in alliance
with all the forces of reaction and mediaevalism in China.
But on the other hand, all young Asia, that is, the hundreds of millions
of toilers in Asia, have a reliable ally in the shape of the proletariat of all
the civilized countries. No force on earth can prevent its victory, which
will liberate both the peoples of Europe and the peoples of Asia.
is it

Shih-kai,

for

1

Pravda No. 113

May
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is

him? Because of a
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31 [18], 1913

THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION
Point 9 of the program of the Russian Marxists, which deals with the
right of nations to self-determination, has given rise lately (as we have
already pointed out in Prosveshcheniye) to a regular crusade of the opportunists. The Russian Liquidator Semkovsky in the St. Petersburg Liquidatorist newspaper, the Bundist Liebmann and the Ukrainian SocialNationalist Yurkevich in their respective journals, severely came down

upon this point and treated it with an air of supreme contempt. There is
no doubt that this "twelve languages invasion" of opportunism into our
Marxian program is closely connected with present-day nationalistic
vacillations in general. Hence, we think that a detailed analysis of this
shall only observe that none of the abovequestion is opportune.
mentioned opportunists has adduced a single independent argument;
all of them merely repeat what was said by Rosa Luxemburg in her long

We

Polish article of 1908-09, "The National Question and Autonomy."
In our exposition we shall deal mainly with the "original" arguments
of this last-named author.

I.

WHAT

IS

SELF-DETERMINATION OF NATIONS?

Naturally, this is the first question to arise when any attempt is made
to consider what is called self-determination in a Marxian way. What is
meant by that term? Should we seek for an answer in legal definitions
deduced from all sorts of "general concepts" of law? Or should we seek
an answer in the historical and economic study of the national movements?
It is not surprising that the Semkovskys, Liebmanns and Yurkeviches
did not even think of raising this question, but limited themselves merely to sneering about the "obscurity" of the Marxian program, apparently
not knowing in their simplicity that self-determination of nations is
dealt with not only in the Russian program of 1903, but also in the resolution of the London International Congress of 1896 (with which I shall
deal in detail in the proper place). What is surprising is the fact that
Rosa Luxemburg, who declaims a great deal about the alleged abstract
and metaphysical nature of the point in question should herself succumb
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and metaphysics. It is Rosa Luxemburg hercontinually straying into generalities about self-determination
(including the very amusing speculation on the question of how the
will of the nation is to be ascertained), without anywhere clearly and
precisely asking herself whether the issue is determined by juridical
definitions or by the experience of the national movements throughout
the world.
A precise formulation of this question, which a Marxist cannot avoid,
would at once have shaken nine-tenths of Rosa Luxemburg's arguments.
This is not the first time national movements have arisen in Russia,
nor are they peculiar to Russia alone. Throughout the world, the period
of the final victory of capitalism over feudalism has been linked up with
national movements. The economic basis of these movements is the fact
that in order to achieve complete victory for commodity production the
bourgeoisie must capture the home market, must have politically united
territories with a population speaking the same language, and all obstacles to the development of this language and to its consolidation in
literature must be removed. Language is the most important means of
human intercourse. Unity of language and its unimpeded development
are most important conditions for genuinely free and extensive commerto the sin of abstraction

self

who

is

on a scale commensurate with modern capitalism, for a
and broad grouping of the population in all its separate classes and
lastly, for the establishment of close connection between the market and
each and every proprietor, big or little, seller and buyer.

cial intercourse

free

Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is towards the
formation of national states , under which these requirements of modern
capitalism are best satisfied. The profoundest economic factors drive
towards this goal, and therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, nay,
for the entire civilized world, the typical,
period is the national state.

normal state for the

capitalist

Consequently, if we want to learn the meaning of self-determination
of nations not by juggling with legal definitions, or "inventing" abstract
definitions, but by examining the historical and economic conditions of
the national movements, we shall inevitably reach the conclusion that
self-determination of nations means the political separation of these
nations from alien national bodies, the formation of an independent national

state.

Later on, we shall sec still other reasons why it would be incorrect to
understand the right to self-determination to mean anything but the right
to separate state existence. At present, we must deal with Rosa Luxemburg's efforts to "dismiss" the unavoidable conclusion that the striving to

form a national state rests on deep economic foundations.
Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky's pamphlet Nationality and Internationality. (Supplement to Die Neue Zeit No. 1, 1907-08;
Russian translation in the magazine Nauchnaya Mysl [Scientific Thought],
y

566

V.

I.

LENIN

Riga, 1910.) She knows that Kautsky, after carefully analysing the question of the national state in Chapter Four of that pamphlet, arrived at
the conclusion that Otto Bauer "underestimates the force of the urge to
create a national state" (p. 23). Rosa Luxemburg herself quotes the following words of Kautsky: "The national state is the form of state that
is most suitable for present-day conditions" (i.e., capitalist, civilized,
economically progressive conditions, as distinguished from mediaeval,
pre-capitalist, etc.), "it is the form in which it can best fulfil its functions" (i.e., the function of securing the freest, widest and speediest
development of capitalism). We must add to this a still more precise concluding remark by Kautsky: heterogeneous nation states (what are called

as distinguished from national states) are "always
whose internal constitution has for some reason or other remained
abnormal or underdeveloped" (backward). Needless to say, Kautsky speaks
of abnormality exclusively in the sense of lack of conformity with what

nationality states
states

is

best adapted to the requirements of developing capitalism.

The question now is, how did Rosa Luxemburg treat Kautsky 's historical-economic conclusions on this point? Are they right or wrong? Is
Kautsky right in his historical-economic theory, or is Bauer, whose theory
has a psychological basis? What is the connection between Bauer's undoubted "national opportunism," his defence of cultural-national autonomy, his nationalistic infatuation ("here and there an emphasis on the national aspect, "as Kautsky put it), his "enormous exaggeration of the national aspect and complete oblivion to the international aspect" (Kautand his underestimation of the urge to create a national state?
sky)
Rosa Luxemburg did not even raise this question. She failed to notice
this connection. She did not weigh the totality of Bauer's theoretical
views. She did not even draw a contrast between the historical-economic
and the psychological theory of the national question. She confined herself to the following remarks in criticism of Kautsky:
"This 'best' national state is only an abstraction, which can
easily be developed and defended theoretically, but which does
not correspond to reality." (Przeglad Socjal-Demokratyczny [SocialDemocratic Review], 1908, No. 6, p. 499.)

And in corroboration of this bold statement there follow arguments
to the effect that the "right to self-determination" of small nations is
rendered illusory by the development of the great capitalist powers and
by imperialism.
"Can one seriously speak," exclaims Rosa Luxemburg, "about
the 'self-determination* of the formally independent Montenegrins,
Bulgarians, Rumanians, Serbs, Greeks, partly even the Swiss,
whose independence is itself a result of the political struggle and
the diplomatic

game of

the 'Concert of Europe'"?! (P

500.)
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state that best suits the conditions

is "not a national state, as
but
a
state."
Several score of figures are
believes,
Kautsky
predatory
quoted relating to the size of British, French and other colonies.

Reading such arguments one cannot help marvelling how the author
contrived not to understand what's what\ To teach Kautsky with
a serious mien that small states are economically dependent on big ones,
that a struggle is going on between the bourgeois states for the predatory
suppression of other nations, that imperialism and colonies exist
savours of ridiculously childish attempts to be clever, for all this is altogether irrelevant to the subject. Not only small states, but even Russia,
for example, is economically entirely dependent on the power of the
imperialist finance capital of the "rich" bourgeois countries. Not only
the miniature Balkan states, but even America in the nineteenth century
was economically a colony of Europe, as Marx pointed out in Capital.
Kautsky, and every Marxist, is well aware of this, of course, but it has
nothing whatever to do with the question of national movements and
the national state.
For the question of the political self-determination of nations in hourgeois society, and of their independence as states, Rosa Luxemburg has
substituted the question of their economic independence. This is as intelligent as if someone, in discussing the demand in the program for the
supremacy of parliament, i.e., the assembly of people's representatives,
in a bourgeois state, were to expound the perfectly correct conviction
is
supreme under any regime in a bourgeois country.
no doubt that the greater part of Asia, the most populous
part of the world, consists either of colonies of the "Great Powers" or
of states which are extremely dependent and oppressed as nations. But
does this commonly known circumstance in any way shake the undoubted
fact that in Asia itself the conditions for the most complete development
of commodity production, for the freest, widest and speediest growth
of capitalism, have been created only in Japan, t.e., only in an independent national state? This state is a bourgeois state, therefore, it,
itself, has begun to oppress other nations and to enslave colonies. We
cannot say whether Asia will have time before the downfall of capitalism
to become crystallized into a system of independent national states,
like Europe; but it remains an undisputed fact that capitalism, having
awakened Asia, has called forth national movements everywhere in that
continent, too; that the tendency of these movements is towards the

that big capital

There

is

creation of national states there; that the best conditions for the development of capitalism are ensured precisely by such states. The example
of Asia speaks in favour cf Kautsky and against Rosa Luxemburg.
The example of the Balkan states also speaks against her, for everyone
can see now that the best conditions for the development of capitalism
in the Balkans are created precisely in proportion to the creation of
independent national states in that peninsula.
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Therefore, Rosa Luxemburg notwithstanding, the example of the
whole of progressive, civilized mankind, the example of the Balkans
and the example of Asia prove that Kautsky's proposition is absolutely
correct: the national state is the rule and the "norm" of capitalism; the
heterogeneous nation state represents backwardness, or is an exception.

From the standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for the
development of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by the national
state. This does not mean, of course, that such a state, while retaining
bourgeois relations, could avert the exploitation and oppression of nations,
It only means that Marxists cannot ignore the powerful economic factors
that give rise to the aspiration to create national states. It means that
"self-determination of nations" in the program of the Marxists cannot,
from a historical-economic point of view, have any other meaning than
self-determination, political independence, the formation of
a national state.
On what conditions the bourgeois-democratic demand for a "national
state" is to be supported from a Marxian, i.e., class proletarian, point
of view will be dealt with in detail later on. At present we confine ourselves to the definition of the concept "self-determination" and must
only note that Rosa Luxemburg knows what this concept means ("national
state"), whereas her opportunist partisans, the Liebmanns, the Semkovskys, the Yurkeviches do not even know thatl

political

II.

THE CONCRETE HISTORICAL PRESENTATION
OF THE QUESTION

categorical demand of Marxian theory in examining any social
question is that the question be formulated within definite historical
limits, and if it refers to a particular country (e.g., the national program
for a given country), that the specific features that distinguish that

The

country from others within the same historical epoch be taken into account.
What does this categorical demand of Marxism imply as regards the
question

we

are discussing?

must be drawn between
from each other as far
the one hand, the period of

First of all, it implies that a strict distinction

two periods of capitalism, which

differ radically

movement is concerned. On
the downfall of feudalism and absolutism, the period of the formation
of bourgeois-democratic society and states, when the national movements
for the first time become mass movements and in one way or another
draw all classes of the population into politics by means of the press,
participation in representative institutions, etc. On the other hand,
we have the period of definitely crystallized capitalist states with a longestablished constitutional regime, with a strongly developed antagonism
as the national
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between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie the period that may be
called the eve of the downfall of capitalism.
The typical features of the first period are the awakening of national
movements and the drawing of the peasants, the most numerous and the
most "sluggish" section of the population, into these movements, in
connection with the struggle for political liberty in general and for national rights in particular. The typical features of the second period are
absence of mass bourgeois-democratic movements; the fact that
developed capitalism, while bringing the nations that have already been
fully drawn into commercial intercourse closer together and causing
them to intermingle to an increasing degree, pushes into the forefront
the antagonism between internationally united capital and the international labour movement.
Of course, the two periods cannot be separated into watertight compart,
ments; they are connected by numerous transitional links, while the
various countries differ from each other in the rapidity of their national
development, in national composition and distribution of their population, and so forth. The Marxists of a given country cannot proceed
to draw up their national program without taking into account all these
general historical and concrete state conditions.
And it is just here that we come up against the weakest point in the
arguments of Rosa Luxemburg. With extraordinary zeal she embellishes
her article with a collection of "strong" words against point 9 of our
program, declaring it to be "sweeping," "a platitude," "a metaphysical
phrase," and so on ad infinitum. It would be natural to expect that an
author who so magnificently condemns metaphysics (in the Marxian
sense, i e., anti-dialectics) and empty abstractions would set us an example
of how to make a concrete historical analysis of the question. We are
discussing the national program of the Marxists of a definite country
Russia, in a definite period the beginning of the twentieth century.
But does Rosa Luxemburg raise the question as to what historical period
Russia is passing through, as to what are the concrete specific features
of the national question and the national movements of that particular
the

.

country in that particular period?
No! She says absolutely nothing about it! In her work you will not
find even the hint of an analysis of how the national question stands
in Russia in the present historical period, or of the specific features
of Russia in this particular respect
1

We

are told that the national question stands differently in the Balkans than in Ireland; that Marx appraised the Polish and Czech national
movements in the concrete conditions of 1848 in this way (a page

of excerpts from Marx); that Engels appraised the struggle of the
forest cantons of Switzerland against Austria and the battle of Morgarten which took place in 1315 in that way (a page of quotations
from Engels with Kautsky's commentaries on them); that Lassalle
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regarded the peasant war in Germany of the sixteenth century as
reactionary, etc.
It cannot be said that these remarks and quotations are remarkable
for their novelty, but, at all events, it is interesting for the reader to
recall again and again precisely how Marx, Engels and Lassalle approached the analysis of concrete historical questions in individual
countries. And a perusal of these instructive quotations from Marx and
Engels reveals most strikingly the ridiculous position Rosa Luxemburg
has placed herself in. Eloquently and angrily she preaches the need for a
concrete historical analysis of the national question in various countries
at various periods; but she makes not the slightest attempt to determine
through what historical stage in the development of capitalism Russia
is
passing at the beginning of the twentieth century or the specific features of the national question in this country. Rosa Luxemburg gives
examples of how others have treated the question in a Marxian fashion,
as if deliberately stressing how often good intentions pave the road
to hell, how often good counsels cover up unwillingness or inability to
follow these counsels in practice.

Here

is

one of her edifying comparisons. In protesting against the

demand for the independence of Poland, Rosa Luxemburg refers to her
work of 1893, in which she demonstrated the rapid "industrial development of Poland" and the sale of the latter 's manufactured goods in Russia. Needless to say, no conclusion whatever can be drawn from this
on the question of the right to self-determination; it only proves the
disappearance of the old, squire-ridden Poland, etc. But Rosa Luxpasses on to the conclusion that among
the factors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely economic factors
of modern capitalist relations now predominate.
Then our Rosa passes on to the question of autonomy, and though
her article is entitled "The National Question and Autonomy," in general,
she begins to argue that the Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right
to autonomy (cf. Prosveshcheniye, 1913, No. 12). In order to support the
right of Poland to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently judges the
state system of Russia by its economic and political and sociological
a totality of traits, which produce
characteristics and everyday life

emburg always imperceptibly

the concept "Asiatic despotism." (Przeglad, No. 12, p. 137.)
It is common knowledge that a state system of that type possesses
great stability in those cases where completely patriarchal pre-capitalist
traits are predominant in the economic system and where commodity

production and class differentiation are hardly developed. If, however,
in a country where the state system bears a very distinct pre-capitalist
character, there is a nationally delimited region where capitalism is
rapidly developing, then the more rapidly that capitalism develops,
the greater will be the antagonism between it and the pre-capitalist
state system,

and the more probably will the more progressive region
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separate from the whole with which it is connected not by "modern
capitalistic," but by "Asiatic-despotic" ties.
Thus, Rosa Luxemburg's reasoning is faulty even on the question
of the social structure of the government in Russia in relation to bourgeois
Poland; and she does not even raise the question of the concrete, historical,
specific features of the national movements in Russia.
This question we must deal with.

III. THE CONCRETE SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE NATIONAL
QUESTION IN RUSSIA AND RUSSIA'S BOURGEOIS-DEMOCRATIC
REFORMATION

"In spite of the elasticity cf the principle of 'the right of nations
to self-determination,' which is a mere platitude, being, obviously,
equally applicable not only to the nations inhabiting Russia,
but also to the nations inhabiting Germany and Austria, Switzerland and Sweden, America and Australia, we do not find it in the
programs of any of the present-day Socialist parties. . ." (Przeglad,
.

No.

6, p. 483.)

This is what Rosa Luxemburg writes at the very beginning of her
crusade against point 9 cf the Marxists' program. In trying to foist on
us the conception of this point in the program as a "mere platitude"
Rosa Luxemburg herself falls victim to this error, alleging with amusing
audacity that

Germany,

this point is

"obviously, equally applicable" to Russia,

etc.

Obviously, we reply, Rosa Luxemburg decided to make her article
a collection of errors in logic suitable for schoolboy exercises. For Rosa
is absolute nonsense and a mockery of the historpresentation of the question.
Interpreting the Marxian program in a Marxian and not in a childish
way, it is very easy to surmise that it refers to bourgeois-democratic
national movements. If that is the case, and it undoubtedly is the case,
it is "obvious" that this program "sweepingly," as a "platitude," etc.,
of bourgeois -democratic national movements.
refers to all instances
And had Rosa Luxemburg given the slightest thought to this, she would
have come to the no less obvious conclusion that our program refers only

Luxemburg's tirade

ically concrete

where such a movement is actually in existence.
she pondered over these obvious considerations, Rosa Luxemburg
would have easily perceived what nonsense she was uttering. In accusing
us of uttering a "platitude" she uses against us the argument that no
mention is made of the right to self-determination in the programs of
those countries where there are no bourgeois -democratic national moveto cases

Had

ments!

A

remarkably clever argument!
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comparison of the political and economic development of various
countries as well as of the Marxian programs is of enormous importance
from the standpoint of Marxism, for there can be no doubt that all modern
states are of the same capitalist nature and are subject to the same law
of development. But such a comparison must be drawn in a sensible way.

The elementary condition required

for this is the elucidation of the question of whether the historical periods of the development of the countries
compared are at all comparable. For instance, only absolute ignoramuses
(such as Prince E.Trubetskoy in Russkaya Mysl [Russian Thought]) are

capable of "comparing" the agrarian program of the Russian Marxist
with those of Western Europe, for our program answers the question
regarding a bourgeois-democratic agrarian reformation, whereas in the
Western countries no such question exists.
The same applies to the national question. In most Western countries
this question was settled long ago. It is ridiculous to seek in the programs
of Western Europe for an answer to non-existent questions. Rosa Luxemburg has lost sight of the most important thing here, viz., the difference
between countries where the bourgeois-democratic reformation has long
been completed and those where it has not yet been completed.
This difference is the crux of the matter. Her complete disregard of
this difference transforms Rosa Luxemburg's exceedingly long article
into a collection of empty, meaningless platitudes.
In Western, continental Europe, the period of the bourgeois- democrat,
ic revolutions embraces a fairly definite portion of time, approximately
from 1789 to 1871. This was precisely the period of national movements
and the creation of national states. When this period drew to a close Western Europe had been transformed into a settled system of bourgeois
states, which, as a general rule, were national uniform states. Therefore,
to seek the right of self-determination in the programs of present-day
West-European Socialists is to betray one's ignorance of the ABC of

Marxism.
In Eastern Europe and in Asia the period of bourgeois-democratic
revolutions only began in 1905. The revolutions in Russia, Persia, Turkey
and China, the wars in the Balkans, such is the chain of world events of
our period in our "Orient." And only the blind can fail to see in this chain
of events the awakening of a whole series of bourgeois-democratic national
movements, strivings to create nationally independent and nationally
uniform states. It is precisely and solely because Russia and the neighbouring countries are passing through this period that we require an item in
our program on the right of nations to self-determination.
But let us continue the quotation from Rosa Luxemburg's article
a little further. She writes:
"In particular, the program of a party which is operating in a
with an extremely mixed national composition and for which

state
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a matter of first-rate importance the prodoes not contain
the principle of the right of nations to self-determination." (Ibid.)

the national question

is

gram of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party

Thus, an attempt is made to convince the reader by the example of
Austria "in particular." Let us see whether this example is a reasonable

one by examining

this definite historical case.

In the first place, we raise the fundamental question of the completion of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. In Austria this revolution
began in 1848, and was over in 1867. Since then, for nearly half a century,
there has prevailed what on the whole is an established bourgeois constitution on the basis of which a legal workers 'party is legally functioning.

Therefore, in the inherent conditions of the development of Austria
from the standpoint of the development of capitalism in Austria
in general, and among its separate nations in particular), there are no
factors that produce leaps, 'one of the concomitants of which may be the
formation of nationally independent states. In assuming by her comparison that Russia is in an analogous position in this respect, Rosa Luxemburg not only makes a radically wrong, anti-historical assumption, but she
involuntarily slips into Liquidatorism.
(i.e.,

Secondly, the entirely different relations between the nationalities
in Austria and in Russia are particularly important for the question we
are concerned with. Not only was Austria for a long time a state in which
the Germans were predominant, but the Austrian Germans laid claim to
hegemony in the German nation as a whole. This "claim," as Rosa Luxemburg (who is seemingly so averse to commonplaces, platitudes, abstractions
will perhaps be kind enough to remember, was defeated in the
.)
.

.

war of

1866. The German nation predominating in Austria found itself
outside the pale of the independent German state which finally took shape
in 1871. On the other hand, the attempt of the Hungarians to create an
independent national state collapsed as far back as 1849, under the bfows

of the Russian army of

serfs.

A

very peculiar situation was thus created: a striving on the part of
the Hungarians and then of the Czechs, not for separation from Austria,
but, on the contrary, for the preservation of Austria's integrity, precisely in order to preserve national independence, which might have been
completely crushed by more rapacious and powerful neighbours! Owing
to this peculiar situation, Austria assumed the form of a double centred
(dual) state, and is now being transformed into a three centred (triune)
state (Germans, Hungarians, Slavs).
Is there anything like this in Russia? Is there in our country a striving of "alien races" for unity with the Great Russians in order to escape
a worse national oppression?

674

V.

I.

LENIN

put this question to see that the comparison between Rusand Austria in the question of self-determination of nations is senseless, platitudinous and ignorant.
It suffices to

sia

The peculiar conditions in Russia as regards the national question
are just the reverse of those we see in Austria. Russia is a state with a
single national centre Great Russia. The Great Russians occupy a vast,
uninterrupted stretch of territory, and number about 70,000,000. The
specific features of this national state are, firstly, that "alien races"
(which, on the whole, form the majority of the entire population 57 per
cent) inhabit the border regions. Secondly, the oppression of these alien
races is much worse than in the neighbouring states (and not in the European states alone). Thirdly, in a number of cases the oppressed nationalities inhabiting the border regions have compatriots across the border
who enjoy greater national independence (suffice it to mention the Finns,
the Swedes, the Poles, the Ukrainians and the Rumanians along the western and southern frontiers of the state). Fourthly, the development of
capitalism and the general level of culture are often higher in the border
regions inhabited by "alien races" than in the centre. Lastly, it is precisely in the neighbouring Asiatic states that we observe incipient bourgeois revolutions and national movements, which partly affect the kindred
nationalities within the borders of Russia.
Thus, it is precisely the concrete, historical specific features of the
national question in Russia that make the recognition of the right of
nations to self-determination in the present period a matter of special
urgency in our country.
Incidentally, even from the purely factual aspect, Rosa Luxemburg's
assertion that the program of the Austrian Social -Democrats does not
contain the recognition of the right of nations to self-determination is
incorrect.
need only open the minutes of the Brunn Congress, which
adopted the national program, to find the statements by the Ruthenian
Social-Democrat Hankevicz on behalf of the entire Ukrainian (Ruthenian) delegation (p. 85 of the minutes), and by the Polish Social-Democrat Reger on behalf of the entire Polish delegation (p. 108), to the effect
that one of the aims of the Austrian Social-Democrats of both the abovementioned nations is to secure national unity, the freedom and independence of their nations. Hence, Austrian Social-Democracy while not including the right of nations to self-determination directly in its program,
to be
nevertheless, allows the demand for national independence
advanced by sections of the Party. In reality this means, of course, the
recognition of the right of nations to self-determination! Thus, Rosa
Luxemburg's reference to Austria speaks against Rosa Luxemburg in all

We

respects.
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"PRACTICALNESS" IN THE NATIONAL QUESTION

The opportunists were

particularly keen in taking up Rosa Luxemis nothing
there
that
burg's argument
"practical" in point 9 of our prois so delighted with this argument that in some
Rosa
Luxemburg
gram.
parts of her article this "slogan" is repeated eight times on a single page.

She writes:
Point 9 "gives no practical lead on the day-to-day policy of the prono practical solution of national problems."
Let us examine this argument, which elsewhere is also formulated in
a way that implies that point 9 is either meaningless, or else pledges
us to support all national aspirations.
What does the demand for "practicalness" in the national question

letariat,

imply?
Either support for all national aspirations; or the answer "yes" or
"no" to the question of secession in the case of every nation; or that,
national demands are "practicable" in general.
Let us consider all these three possible meanings of the demand for
"practicalness."
The bourgeoisie, which naturally exercises hegemony (leadership)
in the beginning of every national movement, considers it practical to support all national aspirations. But the policy of the proletariat in the
national question (as in other questions) supports the bourgeoisie only
in a definite direction; it never coincides with the policy of the bourgeoisie. The working class supports the bourgeoisie only in order to secure
national peace (which the bourgeoisie cannot bring about completely,
which can be achieved only with complete democracy) in order to secure
equal rights and to create better conditions for the class struggle. Therefore, against the practicalness of the bourgeoisie the proletarians advance
their principles in the national question; they always give the bourgeoisie
only conditional support. In national affairs the bourgeoisie always strives
for privileges or exceptional advantages for its own nation; and this
is called being "practical." The
proletariat is opposed to all privileges,
to all exceptionalism. Those who demand that it should be "practical"
are trailing in the wake of the bourgeoisie, are falling into opportunism.
The demand for an answer "yes" or "no" to the question of secession
in the case of every nation seems to be a very "practical" one. In reality
it is absurd; it is metaphysical in theory, and in
practice it means subordinating the proletariat to the policy of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie
always places its national demands in the forefront. It advances them categorically. For the proletariat, however, these demands are subordinate
to the interests of the class struggle. Theoretically, it is impossible to
vouch beforehand whether the secession of a given nation from, or its
equality with another nation will complete the bourgeois-democratic
revolution; in either case, the important thing for the proletariat is to en-
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its class. For the bourgeoisie it is important to
development and to put die aims of "its" nation before the
aims of the proletariat. That is why the proletariat confines itself, so to

sure the development of

hamper

this

demand for the recognition of the right to self-determination, without guaranteeing anything to any nation, without undertaking to give anything at the expense of another nation.
This may not be "practical," but in reality it is the best guarantee for
the achievement of the most democratic of all possible solutions. The
proletariat needs only these guarantees, whereas the bourgeoisie of every
nation requires guarantees for its own interests, irrespective of the position of (or the possible disadvantages to) other nations.
The bourgeoisie is most interested in the "practicability" of the given
demand hence the perennial policy of coming to terms with the bourgeoisie of other nations to the detriment of the proletariat. For the prolesay, to the negative

tariat, however, the important thing is to strengthen its class against the
bourgeoisie and to educate the masses in the spirit of consistent democracy
and Socialism.
The opportunists may think this is not "practical," but it is the only
teal guarantee of a maximum of national equality and peace, in spite of
the feudal landlords and the nationalist bourgeoisie.
The whole task of the proletarians in the national question is "impractical" from the standpoint of the nationalist bourgeoisie of every nation, because, being opposed to all nationalism, the proletarians demand
"abstract" equality, they demand that on principle, there shall be no privileges, however slight. Failing to grasp this, Rosa Luxemburg, by her
unwise eulogy of practicalness, opened the gate wide for the opportunists,
and especially for opportunist concessions to Great-Russian nationalism.
Why Great- Russian? Because the Great Russians in Russia are an oppressing nation, and opportunism on the national question will naturally
be differently expressed among the oppressed nations than among the
oppressing nations.
The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations will call upon the proletariat
to support its aspirations unconditionally on the plea that its demands
are "practical." It would be more practical to say a plain "yes" in favour of the secession of a particular nation than in favour of all nations
having the right to secede.
The proletariat is opposed to such practicalness. While recognizing
equality and an equal right to a national state, it attaches supreme value
to the alliance of the proletarians of all nations, and evaluates every
national demand, every national separation, from the angle of the class
struggle of the workers. This call for practicalness is merely a call for

the uncritical acceptance of bourgeois aspirations.
We are told: by supporting the right to secession you are supporting
the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations. This is what Rosa
Luxemburg says, and it is echoed by Semkovsky, the opportunist, who;
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the way, is the only representative of Liquidator 1st ideas on this
question in the Liquidatorist newspaper!
Our reply to this is: No, a "practical" solution of this question is important for the bourgeoisie. The important thing for the workers is to distinguish the principles of two trends. // the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation fights against the oppressing one, we are always, in every case, and
more resolutely than anyone else, in favour; for we are the staunchest and
the most consistent enemies of oppression. But if the bourgeoisie of the
oppressed nation stands for its own bourgeois nationalism we are opposed.
We fight against the privileges and violence of the oppressing nation,
but we do not condone the strivings for privileges on the part of the op-

by

pressed nation.
If we do not raise and advocate the slogan of the right to secession we
shall play into the hands, not only of the bourgeoisie, but also of the feudal landlords and the despotism of the oppressing nation. Kautsky long
ago advanced this argument against Rosa Luxemburg, and the argument
is
indisputable. When Rosa Luxemburg, in her anxiety not to "assist"
the nationalistic bourgeoisie of Poland, rejects the right to secession in
the program of the Russian Marxists, she is in fact assisting the GreatRussian Black-Hundreds. She is in fact assisting opportunist resignation
to the privileges (and worse than privileges) of the Great Russians.
Carried away by the struggle against nationalism in Poland, Rosa
Luxemburg has forgotten the nationalism of the Great Russians, although
this nationalism is the most formidable at the present time, it is the nationalism that is less bourgeois and more feudal, and it is the principal
obstacle to democracy and to the proletarian struggle. The bourgeois
nationalism of every oppressed nation has a general democratic content
which is directed against oppression, and it is this content that we support
unconditionally, while strictly distinguishing it from the tendency towards
national exceptionalism, while fighting against the tendency of the Polish
bourgeois to oppress the Jews, etc., etc.
This is "impractical" from the standpoint of a bourgeois and a philistine; but it is the only policy in the national question that is practical,
that is based on principles and that really furthers democracy, liberty

and proletarian unity.

The recognition of the right to secession for all; the appraisal of each
concrete question of secession from the point of view of removing all inequality, all privileges, all exceptionalism.
Let us examine the position of an oppressing nation. Can a nation be
free if it oppresses other nations? It cannot. The interests of the freedom
of the Great-Russian population* demand a struggle against such oppres* This word
appears un-Marxian to a certain L.V1. in Paris. This L.Vl.
amusingly "euperklug" (over- clever). This "over-clever" L.Vl. apparently
proposes to write an essay on the deletion from our minimum program (having
in mind the class strugglel) of the words "population," "people," etc.
is
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The long, age-long history of the suppression of the movements of
the oppressed nations, the systematic propaganda in favour of such
suppression on the part of the "upper" classes, have created enormous obstacles to the cause of freedom of the Great-Russian
itself, in the form
sion.

people

of prejudices, etc.
The Great- Russian Black- Hundreds deliberately foster and fan these
prejudices. The Great-Russian bourgeoisie tolerates them or panders to
them. The Great- Russian proletariat cannot achieve its own aims, cannot
clear the road to freedom for itself unless it
systematically combats these
prejudices.
In Russia, the creation of an independent national state so far remains
the privilege of one nation, the Great-Russian nation. We, the Great-

Russian proletarians, defend no privileges, and we do not defend this
privilege. In our fight we take the given state as our basis; we unite the
workers of all nations in the given state; we cannot vouch for any
particular path of national development, we are
marching to our class goal by
all possible paths.

But we cannot advance to that goal unless we combat
unless

all

nationalism,

we

fight for the equality of the workers of all nations. Whether the
Ukraine, for example, is destined to form an independent state is a matter

that will be determined

Without attempting

by

a thousand factors,

which cannot be

foreseen.

we

firmly uphold what is beyond
form such a state. We respect this
right; we do not uphold the privileges of the Great Russians over the
Ukrainians; we teach the masses to recognize that right, and to reject the
state privileges of any nation.
In the leaps which all nations take in the period of
bourgeois revolutions, clashes and struggle over the right to a national state are possible
idle "guesses,"
doubt: the right of the Ukraine to

We

and probable.
proletarians declare in advance that we are opposed
to Great-Russian privileges, and this is what
guides our entire propaganda and agitation.
In her quest for "practicalness" Rosa
has overlooked the

Luxemburg

principal practical task both of the Great-Russian proletariat and of the
proletariat of other nationalities: the task of daily agitation and propaganda against all state and national privileges and for the right, the equal
right of all nations to their national state. This task is (at present) our
principal task in the national question, for only in this way can we defend
the interests of democracy and the alliance of all
proletarians of all na-

on an equal footing.
This propaganda may be "unpractical" from the
point of view of the
Great- Russian oppressors as well as from the point of view of the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations (both demand a definite "yes" or "no,"
and accuse the Social-Democrats of being "vague"). In reality it is this
propaganda, and only this propaganda, that ensures the really democratic, the really Socialist education of the masses. Only such
propaganda
tions
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ensures the greatest chances of national peace in Russia, should she remain
a heterogeneous nation state, and the most peaceful (and for the proletarian class struggle, harmless) division into separate national states,
should the question of such a division arise.
To explain this, the only proletarian policy in the national question,
more concretely we shall examine the attitude of Great- Russian Liberalism towards "self-determination of nations," and the example of the
secession of Norway from Sweden.

V.

THE LIBERAL BOURGEOISIE AND THE SOCIALIST
OPPORTUNISTS ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION

We have seen that one of Rosa Luxemburg's "trump cards" in her
crusade against the program of the Russian Marxists is the following
argument: The recognition of the right to self-determination is tantamount to supporting the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations.
On the other hand, she says, if by this right we mean nothing more than
combating the use of violence against other nations, there is no need to
have a special point in the program about it, for Social-Democrats are, in
general, opposed to all national oppression and all national inequality.
The first argument, as Kautsky irrefutably proved nearly twenty years
ago, is a case of blaming other people for one's own nationalism; for in
fearing the nationalism of the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations, Rosa
Luxemburg is actually playing into the hands of the Black-Hundred
nationalism of the Great Russians Her second argument is virtually a
timid evasion of the question: Does the recognition of national equality
include the recognition of the right to secession or not? If it does, then
Rosa Luxemburg admits that, in principle, point 9 of our program is
correct. If it does not, then she does not believe in national equality.
Twists and evasions will not help matters here in the least
The best way to test the above and all analogous arguments, however,
is to study the attitude of the various classes of society towards this quesMarxist must make this test. He must proceed from the objective;
tion.
he must examine the relations of the classes on this point. Failing to do
this, Rosa Luxemburg is guilty of those very sins of metaphysics, abstractions, platitudes, sweeping statements, etc., of which she vainly accuses
1

1

A

her opponents.

We are discussing the program of the Marxists in Russia, i.e., of the
Marxists of all the nationalities in Russia. Should we not examine the
position of the ruling classes of Russia?
The position of the "bureaucracy"* (we beg to be excused for this
inexact term) and of the feudal landlords of the type of our United Nobil* For reasons of the
censorship Lenin here uses the term "bureaucracy" instead
of "tiarism." Ed.
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well known. They categorically reject both equality of nationaland the right to self-determination. They adhere to the old motto of
the days of serfdom: autocracy, orthodoxy, the nation the last term
applying only to the Great-Russian nation. Even the Ukrainians have
been declared to be "aliens," and even their language is being suppressed.
Let us glance at the Russian bourgeoisie, which was "called" to take
a very modest part, it is true, but nevertheless some part in the
pajrt
government, under the "June Third" legislative and administrative system. There is no need to dilate on the fact that the Octobrists are really
following the Rights in this question. Unfortunately, some Marxists pay
ity

is

ities

much

attention to the position of the Great-Russian liberal bourand the Cadets, And yet he who fails to study
and ponder over this position will inevitably flounder in abstractions and
unsupported statements in discussing the question of the right of nations
less

geoisie, the Progressives

to self-determination.
Skilled though it is in the art of diplomatically evading direct answers
to "unpleasant" questions, Rech y the principal organ of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, was compelled, in its controversy with the Pravda
last year, to make certain valuable admissions. The trouble started over

the All- Ukraine Students' Congress that was held in Lvov in the summer
of 1913. Mr. Mogilyansky, the sworn "Ukrainian expert" or Ukrainian
correspondent of Seek, wrote an article in which he heaped the choicest
invectives ("delirium," "adventurism," etc.) on the idea that the Ukraine
should secede, which Dontsov, a Social-Nationalist, had advocated and
the above-mentioned congress had approved.
Rabochaya Pravda, in no way identifying itself with Mr. Dontsov and
plainly declaring that he was a Social-Nationalist and that many Ukrainian Marxists did not agree with him, stated that the tone of Rech, or,
rather, the way it formulated the question in principle, was improper and
reprehensible for a Great-Russian democrat, or for any one desiring to
pass as a democrat. Let Rech repudiate the Dontsovs if it likes, but from
the standpoint of principle 9 a Great-Russian organ of democracy, as it
claims to be, cannot be oblivious to freedom to secede, the right to secede.
A few months later Mr. Mogilyansky, having learned from the Ukrain-

ian newspaper Shlyakhi, published in Lvov, of Mr. Dontsov 's reply
in the course of which, incidentally, Dontsov had stated that "the chauvinist attacks in Reck have been properly branded [stigmatized?] only
in the Russian Social-Democratic press," wrote an "explanation" in Rech,

No. 331. This "explanation" consisted of the thrice repeated statement
that "criticism of Mr. Dontsov 's recipes" "does not mean rejection of the
right of nations to self-determination."
"It must be said," wrote Mr. Mogilyansky, "that even 'the right of
nations to self-determination* is not a fetish [hear hear!!] that must not
be criticized: morbid conditions in the life of nations may give rise to
morbid tendencies in national self-determination, and the fact that these
I
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are brought to light does not mean that the right of nations to self-detect
mination is rejected."
As you see, this Liberal's talk about a "fetish" is quite in keeping
with Rosa Luxemburg's. It was obvious that Mr, Mogilyansky wanted
to avoid giving a direct reply to the question: does he recognise the right

to political self-determination, i.e., to secession, or not?
Proletarskaya Pravda (No. 4, of December 11, 1913) put this question
point-blank to Mr. Mogilyansky and to the Constitutional-Democratic

Parly.
Rechy then (No. 340), published an unsigned, i.e., an official editorial
statement replying to this question. This reply can be reduced to the fol-

lowing three points:
Point 11 of the program of the Constitutional-Democratic Party
speaks very definitely and clearly of "the right of nations to free cultural
self-determination."
2) According to Rech 9 Proletarskaya Pravda "hopelessly confuses"
self-determination with separatism, with the secession of particular na1)

tions.

"Actually y

3)

(See

the Constitutional- Democrats have never pledged them9
from the Russian state."

to advocate the right of 'nations to secede

selves

article,

"National-Liberalism and the Right of Nations to Selfin the Proletarskaya Pravda y No. 12, December 20,

Determination,"
1913.)

Let us first consider the second point of the statement in Rech. How
vividly it shows the Semkovskys, the Liebmanns, the Yurkeviches and
other opportunists that the hue and cry they have raised about the alleged "vagueness," or "indefiniteness," of the term "self-determination"
from the standpoint of objective class relationships and
is in fact, i.e.,
the class struggle in Russia, a mere repetition of the utterances of the
Liberal monarchist bourgeoisie!
Proletarskaya Pravda then put the following three questions to the
enlightened "Constitutional-Democratic" gentlemen on Rech: (1) Do they
deny that throughout the history of international democracy, especially
since the middle of the nineteenth century, self-determination of nations
has been taken to mean precisely political self-determination, the right
to form an independent national state? (2) Do they deny that the well*
known resolution adopted by the International Socialist Congress in London in 1896 has the same meaning? and (3) Do they deny that Plekhanov,
in writing about self-determination as far back as 1902, meant precisely
political self-determination? When Proletarskaya Pravda put these three
questions, the Cadets shut up\\
Not a word did they say in reply, for they had nothing to say. They
had tacitly to admit that Proletarskaya Pravda was absolutely right.
The outcries of the Liberals that the term "self-determination" is

vague and that the Social-Democrats "hopelessly

cottfuse" it with secession
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re nothing more than attempts to confuse the issue, to evade admitting
a universally established democratic principle. If the Semkovskys, Liebmanns and Yurkeviches were not so ignorant, they would be ashamed to
speak to the workers like Liberals.

But to proceed. Proletarskaya Pravda compelled Rech to admit that
in the program of the Constitutional-Democrats the term "cultural" selfdetermination means in effect the repudiation of political self-determination.

"Actually, the Constitutional-Democrats have never pledged themselves to advocate the right of 'nations to secede 'from the Russian state"
it was not without reason that the Proletarskaya Pravda recommended

these words from Rech to the Novoye Vremya and the Zemshchina (The
People) as an example of the "loyalty" of our Cadets. Not missing the
opportunity of mentioning the "Jews" and of making all kinds of caustic
remarks at the expense of the Cadets, the Novoye Vremya, in its issue
No. 13,563, nevertheless stared:

an axiom of political wisdom among the Social-Demothe
recognition of the right of nations to self-determina(i.e.,
tion, to secession), "is, today, beginning to arouse differences of
opinion even in Cadet circles."

"What

is

crats"

By declaring that they "have never pledged themselves to advocate
the right of nations to secede from the Russian state," the Cadets, in principle, have taken exactly the same position as the Novoye Vremya. This
is precisely one of the principles of Cadet National-Liberalism, which
makes them akin to the Purishkeviches, and is one of the causes of their
political dependence, ideological and practical, on the latter. Proletartkaya Pravda wrote: "Messrs, the Cadets have studied history and are
perfectly well aware of the 'pogrom- like,' to put it mildly, actions to
which the exercise of the ancient right of the Purishkeviches to 'arrest
and prevent' has often led." Although they are perfectly well aware of
the feudal source and nature of the omnipotence of the Purishkeviches,
the Cadets, nevertheless, are taking their stand on the basis of the relations and frontiers created by this very class. Knowing perfectly well
how much there is in the relations and frontiers created or fixed by this
class that is un- European, anti-European (we would say Asiatic if this
did not sound undeservedly derogatory to the Japanese and Chinese),
Messrs, the Cadets, nevertheless, accept them as the limit beyond which
they dare not go.
Thus, they are adjusting themselves to the Purishkeviches, cringing
to them, fearing to endanger their position, protecting them from the people's movement, from the democracy. As Proletarskaya Pravda wrote:
"Actually, this means that they are adjusting themselves to the interests
of the feudal lords and to the worst nationalistic prejudices of the dominant nation instead of systematically combating these prejudices."
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As men who are familiar with history and claim to be democrats, the
Cadets do not even attempt to assert that the democratic movement
which today characterizes Eastern Europe and Asia and is striving to
change both on the model of the civilized capitalist countries, that this
movement must leave intact the boundaries fixed by the feudal epoch,
the epoch of the omnipotence of the Purishkeviches and the disfranchisement of wide strata of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie.
The fact that the question raised in the controversy between the Proletarskaya Pravda and Reck was not merely a literary question, but one
that concerned a real political issue of the day, was proved, among other
things, by the last conference of the Constitutional-Democratic Party,
held in March 23-25, 1914. In the official report of this conference in
Bech (No. 83, of March 26, 1914) we read:

"A particularly lively discussion also took place on national
problems. The Kiev deputies, who were supported by N. V. Nekrasov and A. M. Kolyubakin, pointed out that the national question
is becoming an
important factor that will have to be taken up
more resolutely than hitherto. F. F. Kokoshkin pointed out,
however" (this "however" is like Shchedrin's "but" "The ears will
never grow higher than the forehead, never!"), "that both the program and past political experience demand that 'elastic formulas'
of 'political self-determination of nationalities' should be handled
very carefully."
This highly remarkable line of reasoning at the Cadet conference
deserves the serious attention of all Marxists and of all democrats. (We
will note in parenthesis that the Kievskaya Mysl [The Kiev Thought],
which is evidently very well informed and no doubt presents Mr. Kokoshkin 's ideas correctly, added that he laid special stress, as a warning to
his opponents, of course, on the danger of the "disintegration" of
the state.)

The

official report in

Rech

is

composed with consummate diplomatic

skill, so as to raise the curtain as little as possible and to conceal as much
as possible. Yet, in the main, what happened at the Cadet conference is

quite clear. The Liberal bourgeois delegates who were familiar with the
state of affairs in the Ukraine, and the "Left" Cadets raised the question
of political self-determination of nations. Otherwise, there would have
been no reason for Mr. Kokoshkin to urge that this "formula" should be

"handled carefully."
The Cadet program, with which, naturally, the delegates at the Cadet
conference were familiar, speaks not of political but of "cultural" selfdetermination. Hence, Mr. Kokoshkin was defending the program against
the Ukrainian delegates, against the Left Cadets; he was defending "cultural" self-determination as against "political" self-determination. It
opposing "political" self-determination, in talking

Is guite obvious that in
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about the danger of the "disintegration of the state," in calling the for"political self-determination** an "elastic" one (just as Rosa Luxemburg does!), Mr. Kokoshkin was defending Great- Russian NationalLiberalism against the more "Left" or more democratic elements of the
Constitutional-Democratic Party, and against the Ukrainian bourgeoisie.
Mr. Kokoshkin was victorious at the Cadet conference, as is evident
from the treacherous little word "however" in the report in Rech. GreatRussian National-Liberalism has triumphed among the Cadets. Will
not this victory help to clear the minds of those unwise individuals among
the Marxists in Russia who, like the Cadets, have also begun to fear the
self-determination of nationalities"?
"elastic formulas of political
Let us, "however," examine the substance of Mr. Kokoshkin 's line of

mula

thought. By referring to "past political experience" (i.e., evidently, the experience of 1905, when the Great- Russian bourgeoisie grew alarmed about
its national privileges and infected the Cadet Party with its fears), and
by talking about the danger of the "disintegration of the state," Mr. Kokoshkin showed that he understood perfectly well that political selfdetermination can mean nothing else than the right to secede and to
form an independent national state. The question is: How should Mr.
Kokoshkin's fears be appraised from the democratic standpoint in general,
and from the standpoint of the proletarian class struggle in particular?
Mr. Kokoshkin wants to assure us that recognition of the right to secession would increase the danger of the "disintegration of the state." This
is the viewpoint of Constable Mymretsov,* whose motto was:
"arrest
and prevent." From the democratic viewpoint, the very opposite is the
case: recognition of the right to secession reduces the danger of the "disintegration of the state."
Mr. Kokoshkin argues exactly like the nationalists. At their last congress they fiercely attacked the Ukrainian"Mazeppa-ites." The Ukrainian
movement, exclaimed Messrs. Savenko and Co., threatens to weaken the
ties between the Ukraine and Russia; for by her Ukrainophilism Austria
is strengthening her ties with Ukrainians!! Why Russia cannot
try to
"strengthen" her ties with the Ukrainians by the same methods that Messrs,
the Savenkos blame Austria for using, i.e., by granting the Ukrainians
freedom to use their own language, self-government, an autonomous Diet
remains unexplained.
etc.,
The arguments of the Savenkos and Kokoshkins are exactly alike,
and they are equally ridiculous and absurd from the purely logical point
of view. Is it not clear that the more liberty the Ukrainian nationality
enjoys in any particular country, the firmer will its ties with that country
be? One would think that this truism cannot be disputed unless one totally
abandons all the premises of democracy. And can there be greater freedom
* Constable

MymretsovA

zealous provincial policeman
deplete^

Ujpcntky's story: The Police Station,

Ed,

Jn

C
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of nationality, as such, than freedom to secede, freedom to form an independent national state?
To make this question, which has been so confused by the Liberals
(and by those who echo them in their simplicity), a little clearer, we shall
cite a very simple example. Let us take the question of divorce. In het
article Rosa Luxemburg writes that the centralized democratic state,
while conceding autonomy to its constituent parts, should retain the most
important branches of legislation, including legislation on divorce, under
the jurisdiction of the central parliament. The desire that the central
authority of the democratic state should have the power to grant freedom
of divorce is quite comprehensible. The reactionaries are opposed to freedom of divorce; they say that this must be "handled carefully," and loudly
declare that it means the "disintegration of the family." The democrats,

however, believe that the reactionaries are hypocrites, that actually, they
are defending the omnipotence of the police and the bureaucracy, the privileges of one sex and the worst kind of oppression of women. They believe
that freedom of divorce will not cause the "disintegration" of family
ties but, on the contrary, will strengthen them on a democratic basis,
which is the only possible and durable basis in civilized society.
To accuse the supporters of freedom of self-determination, i.e., freedom
to secede, of encouraging separatism, is as foolish and as hypocritical as
accusing the advocates of freedom of divorce of wishing to destroy family
Just as in bourgeois society the defenders of privilege and corrupon which bourgeois marriage rests oppose freedom of divorce, so,
in the capitalist state, repudiation of the right to self-determination,
i.e., the right of nations to secede, is tantamount to defending the privileges of the dominating nation and police methods of administration
ties.

tion,

against democratic methods.
doubt, the political corruption engendered by the relations prevailin
ing
capitalist society, sometimes leads members of parliament and
journalists to indulge in frivolous and even in just nonsensical twaddle
about a particular nation seceding. But only reactionaries can allow themselves to be frightened (or pretend to be frightened) by such twaddle. Those
who stand by democratic principles, t'.e., who insist that questions of
state must be decided by the people, know very well that there is a very
big difference between what the politicians prate about and what the
people decide. The people know from daily experience the value of geographical and economic ties and the advantages of a big market and of a big
state. They will, therefore, resort to secession only when national oppression and national friction make joint life absolutely intolerable and hinder
all economic intercourse. In that case, the interests of capitalist development and of the freedom of the class struggle will be best served by secesas

No

sion.

Thus, from whatever angle we approach Mr. Kokoshkin's arguments
they prove to be absolutely absurd and a mockery o f the principles of dc-
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mocracy. But there is a modicum of logic in these arguments, the logic
of the class interests of the Great- Russian bourgeoisie. Like, the majority
of the members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, Mr. Kokoshkin
is a guardian of the moneybags of this bourgeoisie. He defends its
privileges in general, and its state privileges in particular. He defends them hand
in hand with Purishkevich, shoulder to shoulder with him, the only difference between them being that Purishkevich puts more faith in the feudal
cudgel, while Kokoshkin and Co. realize that this cudgel was badly cracked
in 1905, and rely more on bourgeois methods of deceiving the masses, such
as frightening the philistines and the peasants with the spectre of the
"disintegration of the state," deluding them with phrases about combining
"national freedom" with the principles established by history, etc.
The Liberals' hostility to the principle of political self-determination
of nations can have only one real class meaning, and that is, NationalLiberalism, defence of the state privileges of the Great- Russian bourgeoisie. And the opportunists among the Marxists in Russia, who today,
under the June Third regime, are strenuously opposing the right of nations
to self-determination, the Liquidator Semkovsky, the Bundist Liebmann,
the Ukrainian petty-bourgeois Yurkevich, are actually trailing behind the
National-Liberals, corrupting the working class with National-Liberal
ideas.

The interests of the working class and of its struggle against capitalism
demand complete solidarity and the closest unity of the workers of all
nations; they demand strong opposition to the nationalistic policy of the
bourgeoisie of every nationality. Hence, Social-Democrats would be equally
running counter to proletarian policy and subordinating the workers to
the policy of the bourgeoisie if they were to repudiate the right of nations
to self-determination, i.e., the right of an oppressed nation to secede,
or if they were to support all the national demands of the bourgeoisie
of the oppressed nations. It makes no difference to the wage worker whether
he is exploited chiefly by the Great- Russian bourgeoisie rather than
by the non- Russian bourgeoisie, or by the Polish bourgeoisie rather
than the Jewish bourgeoisie, etc. The wage worker who understands his
class interests is equally indifferent to the state privileges of the GreatRussian capitalists and to the promises of the Polish or Ukrainian capi-

up an earthly paradise when they obtain state privileges.
Capitalism
developing and will continue to develop, in one way or
another, both in mixed states and in separate national states.
In any case the wage workers will be exploited. And in order to be able
to fight successfully against exploitation, the proletariat must be free of
nationalism, must be absolutely neutral, so to speak, in the struggle for
supremacy that is going on among the bourgeoisie of the various nations.
If the proletariat of any one nation gives the slightest support to the privitalists to set

is

leges of "its" national bourgeoisie, this will inevitably rouse distrust

among

the proletariat of theotb^r nation;

it

will

weaken the international
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.

workers and divide them, to the delight of the bourgeoisie.
repudiation of the right to self-determination, or secession,
inevitably means, in practice, supporting the privileges of the dominating
class solidarity of the

And

nation.

We will get even more striking confirmation of this
concrete case of the secession of Norway from Sweden.
VI.

if

we

take the

THE SECESSION OF NORWAY FROM SWEDEN

Rosa Luxemburg cites this example and discusses it in the following
way:
"The latest event in the history of federative relations, the secession of Norway from Sweden which at the time was hastily caught
up by the social-patriotic Polish press (see the Cracow Naprzod
as a gratifying sign of the strength and progressive nature
[ [Forward])
of the aspirations for state separation at once provided striking
proof that federalism and its concomitant separation are not an
expression of progress or democracy. After the so-called Norwegian
'revolution,' which meant that the Swedish king was deposed
and compelled to leave Norway, the Norwegians very calmly
chose another king, formally rejecting, by a national referendum,
the proposal to establish a republic. What the superficial admirers
of all national movements and all semblance of independence proclaimed as a 'revolution' was simply a manifestation of peasant and
petty-bourgeois particularism, the desire to have their 'own' king
for their money instead of one foisted upon them by the Swedish
aristocracy, and consequently, was a movement that had nothing
to do with revolution. At the same time, the dissolution of the union

between Sweden and Norway showed once again to what extent,
in this case too, federation, which had existed until then, was only
an expression of purely dynastic interests and, therefore, merely
a form of monarchism and reaction. ..." (Przeglad.)

That is literally all that Rosa Luxemburg has to say on this subject 11
must be confessed that it would have been difficult for Rosa Luxemburg to have revealed the hopelessness of her position more vividly
than she has done in this case.
The question was, and is, whether the Social-Democrats in a mixed
national state need a program that recognizes the right to self-determinaIt

tion or to secession.
What does the example of
tell us on this point?

Norway,

cited

by Rosa Luxemburg

herself,

Our author twists and turns, exercises her wit and rails at NaprzM,
but she does not answer the question II Rosa Luxemburg speaks about
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everything under the sun so as to avoid saying a single word about the actual point at issue 11
Undoubtedly, in wishing to have their own king for their money, and
in rejecting, in a national referendum, the proposal to establish a republic
the Norwegian petty bourgeoisie displayed exceedingly bad philistine
taste. Undoubtedly, Naprzdd displayed equally bad and equally philistine taste

by

failing to notice this.
all this to do with the case??

But what has

The question under discussion was the right of nations to self-determination and the attitude the Socialist proletariat should adopt towards
this right! Why, then, does not Rosa Luxemburg answer this question
instead of skirting around it?
It is said that in the eyes of a mouse there is no animal stronger than the
cat. In Rosa Luxemburg's eyes there is evidently no animal stronger than
the "Fraki." "Fraki" is tne popular term for the "Polish Socialist
Party," the so-called revolutionary faction, and the Cracow newspaper,
the Naprzdd, shares the views of this "faction." Rosa Luxemburg is so
blinded by her fight against the nationalism of this "faction" that everything except the Naprzdd drops out of sight.
If the Naprzdd says "yes," Rosa Luxemburg considers it her bounden
duty immediately to say "no," without stopping to think that by doing
so she does not show that she is independent of the Naprzdd , but on the
contrary, she shows that she is ludicrously dependent on the "Fraki," that
she is unable to see things from a somewhat deeper and broader viewpoint
than that of the Cracow ant-hill. The Naprzdd y of course, is a wretched,
and by no means a Marxian organ; but this should not prevent us from
properly analysing the example of Norway, once we have chosen it.
To analyse this example in a Marxian way, we must deal, not with the
vices of the awfully terrible "Fraki," but, firstly, with the concrete historical features of the secession of Norway from Sweden, and, secondly,
with the tasks the proletariat of both countries was confronted with in
connection with this secession.

The geographic, economic and language

ties between Norway and Swethan those between the Great Russians and many other
Slav nations. But the union between Norway and Sweden was not a volunt-

den are no

less close

ary one, so that Rosa Luxemburg's reference to "federation" is quite
beside the point, and she had recourse to it simply because she did not
know what to say. Norway was ceded to Sweden by the monarchs during
the Napoleonic wars, against the will of the Norwegians; and the Swedes
had to send troops into Norway to subjugate her.
Despite the exceptionally extensive autonomy which Norway enjoyed
(she had her own parliament, etc.), for many decadea after the union there
was constant friction between Norway and Sweden, and the Norwegians
tried to throw off the yoke of the Swedish aristocracy. At last, in August
1905, they succeeded; the

Norwegian parliament r^lye^

that,

THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION

589

king was no longer king of Norway , and in the referendum held later among
the Norwegian people, the overwhelming majority (about 200,000 as against
a few hundred) voted for complete separation from Sweden. After a short
period of indecision, the Swedes resigned themselves to the fact of secession.

This example shows us on what grounds cases of the secession of naare possible, and actually occur, under the modern economic and
political relations, and the form secession sometimes assumes under conditions of political freedom and democracy.
Not a single Social-Democrat, unless he wants to profess that political
freedom and democracy are matters of indifference to him (and in that
case he would naturally cease to be a Social-Democrat), can deny that this
example is practical proof that it is the bounden duty of class-conscious
workers to conduct systematic propaganda and prepare the ground for
the settlement of conflicts that may arise over the secession of nations
not in the "Russian way," but only in the way they were settled in 1905
between Norway and Sweden. This is exactly what the demand in the
program for the recognition of the right of nations to self-determination
means. But Rosa Luxemburg tried to get round a fact that was repugnant
tions

by severely attacking the philistinism of the Norwegian
and
the Cracow Naprzod; for she understood perfectly well
philistines
to her theory

that this historical fact utterly refutes her contention that the right to
self-determination of nations is a "utopia," that it is like the right "to
eat from gold plates," etc. Such phrases only express a smug, opportunist
faith in the immutability of the present alignment of forces among the
nationalities of Eastern Europe.
Let us proceed further. In the question of the self-determination of
nations, as in every other question, we are interested, first and foremost,
in the self-determination of the proletariat within a given nation. Rosa
Luxemburg modestly evaded this question too, for she realized that an
analysis of it on the basis of the example of Norway, which she herself
chose, would be disastrous for her "theory."
What position did the Norwegian and Swedish proletariat take, and
have to take, in the conflict over secession? After Norwav seceded, the
class -conscious workers of Norway would naturally vote for a republic,*

and

if

some

Socialists voted otherwise

it

only goes to show

stupid, philistine opportunism there sometimes

how much

European Socialmovement. There can be no two opinions about that, and we mention
this point only because Rosa Luxemburg is trying to obscure the issue
is

in the

ist

* If the
majority of the Norwegian nation had been in favour of a monarchy
while the proletariat had wanted a republic, then, generally speaking, the Norwegian proletariat would have been confronted with the alternative: either revolution, if conditions were ripe for it, or subordination to the will of the majority
and prolonged propaganda and agitation work.

O
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do not know whether the Norwegian So-

obligatory for Norwegian Social-Democrats to
hold a particular view on the question of secession. We will assume that it
did not, that the Norwegian Socialists left it an open question as to whether
the autonomy of Norway gave sufficient scope for freely waging the class
stf uggle, or whether eternal friction and conflicts with the Swedish aristocracy hindered the freedom of economic life. But the fact that it was
the duty of the Norwegian proletariat to oppose this aristocracy and to
support Norwegian peasant democracy (even with all its philistine limitations) cannot be disputed.
And what about the Swedish proletariat? It is common knowledge that
the Swedish landlords, abetted by the Swedish clergy, advocated war
against Norway. And since Norway was much weaker than Sweden, since it
had already experienced a Swedish invasion and since the Swedish aristocracy carries enormous weight in its own country, this advocacy of war gave
rise to a great danger. We may be sure that the Swedish Kokoshkins spent
much time and energy in trying to corrupt the minds of the Swedish people
by appeals to "handle carefully" the "elastic formulas of political selfdetermination of nations, "by painting horrible pictures of the danger of
the "disintegration of the state" and by assuring them that "national
freedom" was compatible with the principles of the Swedish aristocracy.
There cannot be the slightest doubt that the Swedish Social-Democrats would have betrayed the cause of Socialism and the cause of
democracy if they had not fought hard to combat the landlord and
cialist

it

"Kokoshkin" ideology and policy, and if they had not demanded not only
equality of nations in general (to which the Kokoshkins also subscribe)
but also the right of nations to self-determination, Norway's freedom
to secede.

The fact that the Swedish workers recognized the right of the Norwegians to secede served to strengthen the fraternal class solidarity and unity
of the Norwegian and Swedish workers. For this convinced the Norwegian
workers that the Swedish workers were not infected with Swedish nationalism, that they placed fraternity with the Norwegian proletarians above
the privileges of the Swedish bourgeoisie and aristocracy. The dissolution
of the ties that had been foisted upon Norway by the monarchs of Europe
and the Swedish aristocracy strengthened the ties between the Norwegian
and Swedish workers. The Swedish workers proved that in spite of
all the vicissitudes of bourgeois
policy bourgeois relations may quite possibly cause a repetition of the forcible sub jection of the Norwegians to the
Swedes! they will be able to preserve and defend the complete equality
and class solidarity of the workers of both nations in the fight against
both the Swedish and the Norwegian bourgeoisie.
Incidentally, this reveals how groundless and even frivolous are the
attempts the "Fraki" sometimes make to "use" our disagreements with
Rosa Luxemburg against the Polish Social-Democrats. The "Fraki *
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are not proletarian, and not a Socialist, but a petty-bourgeois nationalist
party, something like Polish Social- Revolutionaries. There never has beeix,

nor could there be any question of unity between the Russian Socialthis party. On the other hand, not a single Russian Social-Democrat has ever "repented" of the close relations and unity that
have been established with the Polish Social-Democrats. The Polish
Social-Democrats have rendered great historical service by creating the
first really Marxist, really proletarian party in Poland, a country which
is
thoroughly imbued with nationalistic aspirations and passions.
But the service the Polish Social-Democrats have rendered is a great
one not because Rosa Luxemburg has talked a lot of nonsense about
point 9 of the Russian Marxian program, but despite this sad circum-

Democrats and

stance.

The question of

the "right to self-determination," of course, is not so
Polish
for
the
Social-Democrats as it is for the Russians. It is
important
in their 2eal (sometimes a little excessive, perthat
understandable
quite
haps) to combat the nationalistically blinded petty bourgeoisie of Poland

the Polish Social-Democrats should "overdo" it. No Russian Marxist ever
thought of blaming the Polish Social -Democrats for being opposed to the
secession of Poland. These Social-Democrats err only when, like Rosa
Luxemburg, they try to deny the necessity of including the recognition of the right to self-determination in the program of the Russian

Marxists.
Virtually, this is like attempting to apply what is suitable when measured by Cracow standards to all the peoples and nations inhabiting
Russia, including the Great Russians. It means being "Polish nationalists
inside out" and not Russian, not international Social-Democrats.
For international Social-Democracy stands for the recognition of the
right of nations to self-determination. This is what we shall now proceed
to discuss.

VII.

THE RESOLUTION OF THE LONDON INTERNATIONAL
CONGRESS,

1896

This resolution reads:

"The Congress declares that it upholds the full right of selfdetermination [Selbstbestimmungsrecht] of all nations and expresses
its sympathy for the workers of every country now suffering under
the yoke of military, national or other despotism; the Congress
calls on the workers of all these countries to join the ranks of the
those who understand their class
class-conscious [Kla&aGnbewusste
interests] workers of the whole world and to fight shoulder to shoul-
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dcr with them for the defeat of international capitalism and for
the achievement of the aims of international Social-Democracy."*

As we have already pointed out, our opportunists, Messrs. Semkovsky,
Liebmann and Yuxkevich, are simply unaware of this resolution. But Rosa
Luxemburg is aware of it and quotes the full text, which contains the same
expression as that contained in our program, "self-determination."
The question is how does Rosa Luxemburg remove this obstacle which
lies in the path of her "original" theory?
.
the whole emphasis lies in the second part of
Oh, quite simply
.
one would refer to it
the resolution ... its declaratory character
only under a mis apprehension 11
The helplessness and perplexity of our author are simply astounding.
Usually, only the opportunists argue that the consistent democratic and
Socialist points in the program are merely declarations, and cravenly avoid
an open debate on these points. Not without reason, apparently, has Rosa
Luxemburg found herself this time in the deplorable company of Messrs.
Semkovsky, Liebmann and Yurkevich. Rosa Luxemburg does not venture to state openly whether she regards the above resolution as correct
or erroneous. She wriggles and twists as if counting on the inattentive or
ill-informed reader who forgets the first part of the resolution by the time
he has started reading the second, or who has never heard of the discussions that took place in the Socialist press prior to the London Congress.
However, Rosa Luxemburg is greatly mistaken if she imagines that
she can so easily, before the class-conscious workers of Russia, trample upon
the resolution of the International on such an important question of prin.

.

.

ciple without even deigning to analyse

it

.

critically.

Rosa Luxemburg's point of view was voiced during the discussions
which took place prior to the London Congress, mainly in the columns of
Die Neue Zeit, the organ of the German Marxists, and this point of view
was virtually rejected by the Internationall That is the crux of the matter,
which the Russian reader particularly must bear in mind.

The debate turned on the question of the independence of Poland.
Three points of view were advanced:
1. The point of view of the "Fraki," on whose behalf Hecker spoke.
They wanted the International to include in its program the demand for
the independence of Poland. This proposal was not accepted. This point
of view was rejected by the International.
* See the official German
report of the London Congress: "Verhandlungen
des international sozialistischen Arbeiter- und Qewerkschafts-Konpresses zu London, vom. 27. Juli bis 1. August 1896." Berlin, 1897, S. 18. (Proceedings and Decisions of the International Socialist Labour and Trade Union ConRusEd.)
gress, held in London, July 27 to August 1, 1896 Berlin, 1897, p. 18.
sian pamphlet has been published containing the decisions of International
Congresses, in which the word "self-determination" is wrongly translated as

und Beschlusse

A

"autonomy."
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Rosa Luxemburg's point of view, viz., that the Polish Socialists must
the independence of Poland. This point of view entirely precluded the proclamation of the right of nations to self-determination.
This point of view was likewise rejected by the International.
3. The point of view which was then most comprehensively
expounded
by K. Kautsky in opposing Rosa Luxemburg, when he proved that her
materialism was extremely "one-sided." According to this point of view,
2.

not

demand

the International cannot at the present time make the independence of
Poland a point in its program; but the Polish Socialists said Kautsky
are fully entitled to advance such a demand. From the point of view of
the Socialists, it is absolutely a mistake to ignore the tasks of national
liberation in a situation where national oppression exists.
The resolution of the International reproduces the most essential,
the fundamental propositions of this point of view: on the one hand, the
absolutely direct, unequivocal recognition of the full right of all nations
to self-determination; on the other hand, the equally unambiguous appeal
to the workers for international unity in their class struggle.
We think that this resolution is absolutely correct, and that for the
countries of Eastern Europe and Asia in the beginning of the twentieth
century it is precisely this resolution, in both its parts taken as an inseparable whole, that gives the only correct lead to the proletarian class
policy in the national question.
We will deal with the three above-mentioned points of view in some-

what greater
It is

well

detail.

known

that Karl

Marx and

Frederick Engels considered that

was the bounden duty of the whole of West European democracy, and still
more of Social-Democracy, actively to support the demand for the independence of Poland. For the period of the 1840 's, and 1860's, the period of the
bourgeois revolutions in Austria and Germany, and the period of the "Peasant Reform" in Russia, this point of view was quite correct and the only
one that was consistently democratic and proletarian. So long as the masses
of the people in Russia, and in most of the Slavic countries, were still
dormant, so long as there were no independent, mass, democratic movements
in these countries, the aristocratic liberation movement in Poland assumed
immense, paramount importance from the point of view, not only of Russian, not only of Slavic, but of European democracy as a whole.*
But while this standpoint of Marx was correct for the sixties or for
it

the third quarter of the nineteenth century, it has ceased to be correct in
the twentieth century. Independent democratic movements, and even an
* It would be a
very interesting piece of historical research to compare the
position of a Polish aristocrat-rebel in 1863 with that of the Russian democratrevolutionary, Chernyshevsky, who, too (like Marx), knew how to appraise the
importance of the Polish movement, and with that of the Ukrainian petty bour-

geois Dragornanov, who appeared much later and expressed the point of view of
a peasant, so ignorant, so sleepy and attached so fast to his dung-heap, that his
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independent proletarian movement, have arisen in most Slavic countries,
even in one of the most backward Slavic countries, Russia. Aristocratic
Poland has disappeared, yielding place to capitalist Poland. Under such
circumstances Poland could not but lose its exceptional revolutionary
importance.
The attempt of the P.P.S. (the Polish Socialist Party, the presentday "Fraki") in 1896 to "fix" for all time the point of view Marx held
in a different epoch was an attempt to use the letter of Marxism against
the spirit of Marxism. Therefore, the Polish Social-Democrats were quite
right when they attacked the extreme nationalism of the Polish petty
bourgeoisie and pointed out that the national question was of secondary
importance for Polish workers, when they for the first time created a

purely proletarian party in Poland and proclaimed the extremely important principle that the Polish and the Russian workers must maintain
the closest alliance in their class struggle.
But did this mean that at the beginning of the twentieth century the
International could regard the principle of political self-determination
of nations, or the right to secession, as superfluous for Eastern Europe
and for Asia? This would have been the height of absurdity, and (theoretically) tantamount to admitting that the bourgeois-democratic reformation of the Turkish, Russian and Chinese states has been consummated,

would have been tantamount

(in effect)

to

opportunism towards

despotism.

No. During the period of incipient bourgeois-democratic revolutions
in Eastern Europe and Asia, during the period of the awakening and
intensification of national movements, during the period of formation
of independent proletarian parties, the task of these parties in connection
with national policy must be twofold: First, to recognize the right to
self-determination for all nations, because the bourgeois-democratic
reformation is not yet consummated, because working-class democracy
consistently, seriously and sincerely, and not in a Liberal, Kokoshkin
fashion, fights for equal rights for nations, and second, to maintain the
closest, inseparable alliance in the class struggle of the proletarians of
all nations in a given state, throughout all the vicissitudes of its history*
irrespective of any reshaping of the frontiers of the individual states by
the bourgeoisie.
It is precisely this twofold task of the proletariat that the resolution
of the International of 1896 formulates. And this is the substance, the
underlying principle, of the resolution adopted by the Conference of
Russian Marxists held in the summer of 1913. Some people profess to
legitimate hatred of the Polish aristocracy prevented him from understanding
the significance of their struggle for all- Russian democracy. (See Dragomanov,.
Historical Poland and Pan-Russian Democracy.) Dragomanov richly deserved
the fervent kisses which were subsequently bestowed on him by Mr. P.B. Struve>
who by that time had become a National-Liberal.

6%
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sec a "contradiction** in the fact that while point 4 of this resolution,
to secession, seems to
"concede" the maximum to nationalism (in reality the recognition of the
right of all nations to self-determination implies the recognition of the
maximum of democracy and the minimum of nationalism), point 5 warns
the workers against the nationalistic slogans of the bourgeoisie of any
nation and demands the unity and fusion of the workers of all nations
into internationally united proletarian organizations. But this "contradiction" is apparent only to extremely shallow minds which cannot grasp,
for instance, why the unity and class solidarity of the Swedish and the
Norwegian proletariat were strengthened when the Swedish workers upheld Norway's freedom to secede and form an independent state.

which recognizes the right to self-determination,

VIII.

KARL MARX THE UTOPIAN AND PRACTICAL ROSA
LUXEMBURG

independence of Poland to be a "utopia" and
Rosa Luxemburg exclaims ironically: why not
repeating
raise the demand for the independence of Ireland?
Evidently, "practical" Rosa Luxemburg is unaware of Karl Marx's
attitude to the question of the independence of Ireland. It is worth while
dwelling upon this, in order to show how a definite demand for national
independence was analysed from a really Marxian and not an opportun-

While

declaring^! the

it

ist

ad nauseam^

standpoint.

was Marx's custom to "probe the teeth," as he expressed it, of his
Socialist acquaintances, testing their intelligence and the strength of
their convictions. Having made the acquaintance of Lopatin,* Marx
It

wrote to Engels on July 5, 1870, expressing a highly flattering opinion
of the young Russian Socialist but adding at the same time:
".
Poland
an Englishman
.

.

is

point. On this point he speaks quite like
an
English Chartist of the old school about
say,
his

weak

Ireland."

Marx questions a Socialist belonging to an oppressing nation about his
attitude to the oppressed nation and he at once reveals the defect common
to the Socialists of the dominant nations (the British and the Russian):
they fail to understand their Socialist duties towards the downtrodden
nations, they echo the prejudices of the "Great Power" bourgeoisie.
* Q.A.
Lopatin a prominent Russian revolutionary; member of the General
Council of the First International, Paris; member of the Executive Committee
of the "Narodnaya Volya" Party; was incarcerated in the Schlusselburg Fortreat
from which he was released as a result of the 1905 revolution. Ed.
.
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Before passing on to Marx's positive declarations on Ireland, we
must point out that in general the attitude of Marx and Engels to the
national question was strictly critical, and that they recognised its historically relative importance. Thus, Engels wrote to Marx on May 23,
1851, that the study of history was leading him to pessimistic conclusions concerning Poland, that the importance of Poland was temporary,
that it would last only until the agrarian revolution in Russia. The role
of the Poles in history was one of "brave, quarrelsome stupidity."

"And one cannot

point to a single instance in which Poland
represented progress successfully, even if only in relation to Russia, or did anything at all of historic importance." Russia contains
more elements of civilisation, education, industry and of the
bourgeoisie than the "Poles, whose whole nature is that of the idle
cavalier.
What are Warsaw and Cracow compared to St. Pe.

tersburg,

.

.

Moscow, Odessa,

etc.!"

Engels had no faith in the success of an insurrection of the Polish
aristocracy.
But all these thoughts, so full of genius

and penetration, by no means

prevented Engels and Marx from treating the Polish movement with
the most profound and ardent sympathy twelve years later, when Russia was still dormant and Poland was seething.
When drafting the Address of the International in 1864, Marx wrote
to Engels (on November 4, 1864) that he had to combat Mazzini's na-

on

tionalism, and went

to say:

as international politics come into the Address, I
of
countries, not of nationalities, and denounce Russia, not
speak
the lesser nations."

"In so far

Marx had no doubt as to the subordinate position of the national question as compared with the "labour question." But his theory is as far
from ignoring the national question as heaven from earth.
1866 arrives. Marx writes to Engels about the "Proudhonist clique"
in Paris which
".
declares nationalities to be an absurdity and attacks Bismarck and Garibaldi. As polemics against chauvinism their tactics are useful and explicable. But when the believers in Proudhon (my good friends here, Lafargue and Longuet also belong to
them) think that all Europe can and should sit quietly and peacefully on its behind until the gentlemen in France abolish poverty
and ignorance
they become ridiculous." (Letter of June 7, 1866.)
Marx
writes on June 20, "there was a discussion
"Yesterday,"
in the International Council on the present war.
The discussion wound up, as was to be expected, with 'the question of nation.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.
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and the attitude we should take towards it. . .
representatives of 'Young France' (non-nsorkers) came out
with the announcement that all nationalities and even nations
The
were 'antiquated prejudices.' Proudhonised Stirnerism.
whole world waits until the French are ripe for a social revoluThe English laughed very much when I began my speech
tion.
by saying that our friend Lafargue, etc., who had done away with
nationalities, had spoken 'French' to us, i.e., a language which
ality' in general

.

The

.

.

.

.

.

.

nine-tenths of the audience did not understand. I also suggested
that by the negation of nationalities he appeared, quite unconsciously, to understand their absorption into the model French

nation."
that follows from all these critical remarks of Marx
working class should be the last to make a fetish of the national question, since the development of capitalism does not necessarily
awaken all nations to independent life. But to brush aside the mass national movements once they have started and to refuse to support what
is
progressive in them means, in effect, pandering to nationalistic prejudices, viz., recognizing "one's own" as the "model nation" (or, we will

The conclusion

is

clear: the

add, as the nation possessing the exclusive privilege of forming
a state).*
But let us return to the question of Ireland.
Marx's position on this question is most clearly expressed in the following extracts from his letters:
"I have done my best to bring about this demonstration of the
British workers in favour of Fenianism. ... I used to think the

separation of Ireland from England impossible. I now think it
inevitable, although after the separation there may come federation."

This is what Marx wrote to Engels on November 2, 1867.
In his letter of November 30 of the same year he added:
".
what shall we advise the English workers? In my opinion
they must make the repeal of the Union [i.e., the separation of Ireland from Great Britain] "(in short, the affair of 1783, only democratized and adapted to the conditions of the time) into an
article of their pronunziamento. This is the only legal and therefore only possible form of Irish emancipation which can be admitted in the program of an English party. Experience must show
.

.

* See also Marx's letter
to Engels of June 3, 1867: "... I have learned with
real pleasure from the Paris letters to the Times about the pro- Polish sentiments
of the Parisians as against Russia.
.M. Proudhon and his little doctrinaire clique
.

are not the French people/'

.
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whether a purely personal union can continue to subsist between the two countries.
"What the Irish need is:
"1) Self-government and independence from England;

later

,

"2)

An

.

.

agrarian revolution. ..."

Marx attached great importance to the question of Ireland and he delivered lectures of one-and-a-half-hours duration at the German Workers'
Union on this subject (letter of December 17, 1867).
Engels notes in a letter of November 20, 1868, "the hatred for the
Irish among the British workers," and almost a year later (October 24,
'

1869), returning to this question he writes:

"II n'y a qu'un pas" (it is only one step) "from Ireland to Rus.
. ."
"Irish history shows one how disastrous it is for a nation when it has subjugated another nation. All the abominations
of the English have their origin in the Irish Pale. I have still
to work through the Cromwellian period, but this much seems
certain to me, that things would have taken another turn in Ensia.

gland but for the necessity for military rule in Ireland and the creation of a

new

aristocracy there."

Let us note, by the way, Marx's letter to Engels of August 18, 1869:
the Polish workers , . . have brought a strike to
the help of their colleagues in Berlin. This
struggle against Monsieur le Capital even in the subordinate form
of the strike is a very different way of getting rid of national
prejudices from that of the bourgeois gentlemen with their peace

"la Posen

.

.

a victorious end

.

by

declamations."

The policy on the Irish question pursued by Marx in the International
may be seen from the following:
On November 18, 1869, Marx writes to Engels that he spoke for an
hour and a quarter in the Council of the International on the question
of the attitude of the British Ministry to the Irish amnesty and proposed
the following resolutions:
"Resolved,
"that in his reply to the Irish demands for the release of the
imprisoned Irish patriots * . . Mr. Gladstone deliberately insults
the Irish nation;
"that he clogs political amnesty with conditions alike degrading to the victims of misgovernment and the people they belong to;
"that having, in the teeth of his responsible position, publicly
and enthusiastically cheered on the American slave-holders' rebellion, he now steps in to preach to the Irish people the doctrine
of passive obedience;
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"that his whole proceedings with reference to the Irish amnesty
question are the true and genuine offspring of that 'policy of conquest,' by the fiery denunciation of which Mr. Gladstone ousted
his Tory rivals from office;
"that the General Council of the 'International Workingmen's
Association express their admiration of the spirited, firm and highsouled manner in which the Irish people carry on their amnesty
9

movement;
"that these resolutions be communicated to all branches of,
and workingmen's bodies connected with, the 'International Workingmen's Association* in Europe and America."

On December 10, 1869, Marx writes that his paper on the Irish question to be read at the Council of the International will be framed on the
following lines:
'

and
quite apart from all phrases about 'international
'humane justice for Ireland which are to be taken for granted
in the International Council it is in the direct and absolute interest of
the English working class to get rid of their present connection with
Ireland. And this is my most complete conviction, and for reasons
which}! n part I cannot tell the English workers themselves. For a long
time I believed that it would be possible to overthrow the Irish
".

.

.

1

.

regime by English working-class ascendancy. I always expressed
this point of view in The New York Tribune [an American journal
to which Marx contributed for a long time]. Deeper study has now
convinced me of the opposite. The English working class will never accomplish anything before it has got rid of Ireland. . .
En. in the
subjugation of Ireglish reaction in England had its roots
,

.

.

land." (Marx's italics.)

Marx's policy on the Irish question should now be quite clear

to the

readers.

Marx, the "utopian," was so "impractical" that he stood for the separation of Ireland, which has not been realized even half a century
later. What gave rise to Marx's policy, and was it not a mistake?
At first Marx thought that Ireland would be liberated not by the national movement of the oppressed nation, but by the labour movement
of the oppressing nation. Marx did not make an absolute of the national
movement, knowing, as he did, that the victory of the working class
alone can bring about the complete liberation of all nationalities. It
is impossible to estimate beforehand all the possible correlations between the bourgeois liberation movements of the oppressed nations and
the proletarian emancipation movement of the oppressing nation (the
very problem which .today makes the national question in Russia so
difficult.)
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However, matters turned out so that the English working class fell
under the influence of the Liberals for a fairly long time, became an
appendage of the Liberals and by adopting a Liberal-Labour policy rendered itself effete. The bourgeois liberation movement in Ireland grew
stronger and assumed revolutionary forms. Marx reconsidered his view
and corrected it. "How disastrous it is for a nation when it has subjugated another nation." The English working class will never be free until
Ireland is freed from the English yoke. Reaction in England is strengthened and fostered by the enslavement of Ireland (just as reaction in Russia is fostered by her enslavement of a number of nations 1).
And Marx, in proposing in the International a resolution of sympathy
with "the Irish nation," "the Irish people" (the clever L.V1. would
probably have berated poor Marx for forgetting about the class struggle!),
advocates the separation of Ireland from England, "although after the
separation there may come federation."
What were the theoretical grounds for Marx's conclusion? In England the bourgeois revolution had been consummated long ago. But it

had not yet been consummated in Ireland; it is being consummated now,,
after the lapse of half a century, by the reforms of the English Liberals*
If capitalism had been overthrown in England as quickly as Marx at first
expected, there would have been no room for a bourgeois-democratic and
general national movement in Ireland. But since it had arisen, Marx
advised the English workers to support it, to give it a revolutionary impetus and lead it to a final issue in the interests of their own liberty.
The economic ties between Ireland and England in the 1860 's were*
of course, even closer than Russia's present ties with Poland, the Ukraine,
etc. The "impracticability" and "impossibility" of the separation of
Ireland (if only owing to geographical conditions and England's immense
colonial power) were quite obvious. While, in principle, an enemy of
federalism, Marx in this instance agrees also to federation,* so long as
the emancipation of Ireland is achieved in a revolutionary and not in a
reformist way, through the movement of the mass of the people of Ireland
supported by the working class of England. There can be no doubt that only
such a solution of the historical problem would be in the best interests
of the proletariat and most favourable for rapid social development.
*
By the way, it is not difficult to sec why, from a Social-Democratic point
of view the right of "self-determination" means neither federation nor autonomy.
(Although, speaking in the abstract, both come under the category of "self-determination.") The right to federation is, in general, an absurdity, since federation
is a two-sided contract. It goes without saying that Marxists cannot place the
defence of federalism in general in their program. As far as autonomy is concerned,.
Marxists defend not "the right to" autonomy but autonomy itself, as a general,
universal principle of a democratic state with a mixed national composition,
with sharp differences in geographical and other conditions. Consequently, the
recognition of the "right of nations to autonomy" is as absurd as the "right of
nations to federation."
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Things turned out differently. Both the Irish people and the English
proletariat proved to be weak. Only now, through the miserable deals
between the English Liberals and the Irish bourgeoisie, is the Irish prob*
lem being solved (the example of Ulster shows with what difficulty),
through the land reform (with compensation) and autonomy (not introduced so far). Well then? Does it follow that Marx and Engels were "utopians," that they advanced "impossible" national demands, that they
allowed themselves to be influenced by the Irish petty-bourgeois nationalists (there is no doubt about the petty- bourgeois nature of the Fenian movement), etc.?
No. In the Irish question too

Marx and Engels pursued a consistently
the masses in the spirit of demooeducated
which
proletarian policy,
really
racy and Socialism. Only such a policy could have saved both Ireland and
England from half a century of delay in the introduction of the necessary
reforms, and could have prevented these reforms from being mutilated by
the Liberals to please the reactionaries.
The policy of Marx and Engels in the Irish question serves as a splendid
example (which retains immense practical importance to the present time)
of the attitude the proletariat of the oppressing nations should adopt
towards national movements. It serves as a warning against that "servile
haste" with which the philistines of all countries, colours and languages
hurry to declare "utopian" the idea of changing the frontiers of states that

have been established by the violence and privileges of the landlords and
bourgeoisie of one nation.
If the Irish and English proletariat had not accepted Marx 's policy, and
had not taken the separation of Ireland as their slogan, they would have
displayed the worst sort of opportunism; they would have shown that they
were oblivious to their duties as democrats and Socialists, and would have
yielded to English reaction and to the English bourgeoisie.

THE

1903

PROGRAM AND

ITS

LIQUIDATORS

Copies of the Minutes of the 1903 Congress, at which the program of the
Russian Marxists was adopted, have become a rarity, so that the overwhelming majority of the active workers in the labour movement today are
unacquainted with the motives that underlie the various points of the program (the more so since not all the literature relevant thereto enjoys the
blessings of legality. .). It is therefore necessary to analyse the debate
that took place at the 1903 Congress on the question that interests us.
Let us state first of all that however meagre the Russian SocialDemocratic literature on the "right of nations to self-determination" may
be, it, nevertheless, clearly shows that this right was always understood
to mean the right to secession. The Semkovskys, Liebmanns and Yurkeviches, who doubt this and declare that point 9 is "vague," etc., do so
.
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only because of their extreme ignorance or carelessness As
.

far

back at 1902,

Plekhanov, in Zarya, defending "the right to self-determination" in the
draft program, wrote that this demand, while not obligatory for the bourgeois democrats, is "obligatory for the Social-Democrats.*'
"
"If we were to forget or hesitate to advance it, wrote Plekhanov,
"for fear of offending the national prejudices of the present generation
'workers of all countries, unitel*
of the Great Russians, the call
on our lips would become a brazen lie. . ."
.

.

.

.

This is a very apt characterization of the fundamental argument in
favour of the point under consideration; so apt that it is not surprising
that the critics of our program who have "forgotten their kin" have been
timidly avoiding it. The renunciation of this point, no matter for what
motives, is really a "shameful" concession to Great-Russian nationalism.
But why Great-Russian, when it is a question of the right of all nations to
self-determination? Because it refers to secession from the Great Russians.
In the interests of the unity of the proletarians, in the interests of their
that
class solidarity, we must recognize the right of nations to secession
is what Plekhanov admitted in the words quoted above
fourteen years
ago. Had our opportunists pondered over this they would probably
not have talked so much nonsense about self-determination.
At the 1903 Congress, which adopted the draft program that Plekhanov
advocated, the main work was done in the Program Commission. Unfortunately, no minutes were taken; they would have been particularly interesting on this point, for it was only in the Commission that the representatives of the Polish Social-Democrats, Warszawski and Hanecki, tried to
defend their view and to dispute the "recognition of the right to self-determination." The reader who took the trouble to compare their arguments

{expounded in the speech by Warszawski and in his and Hanecki 's declaration, pp. 134-36 and 388-90 of the Congress Minutes) with those Rosa
Luxemburg advanced in her Polish article, which we have analysed, would
find that they are quite identical.
were these arguments treated

*

How

by the Program Commission of the
Second Congress, where Plekhanov, more than anyone else, attacked the
Polish Marxists? These arguments were mercilessly ridiculedl The absurdity of proposing to the Marxists of Russia that they delete the recognition of the right of nations to self-determination was demonstrated so
clearly and vividly that the Polish Marxists did not even venture to repeat
their arguments at the full meeting of the Congressll Convinced of the hopelessness of their case at the supreme assembly of Great- Russian, Jewish,
Georgian and Armenian Marxists, they left the Congress.

This historic episode

is

naturally of very great importance for everyone

who is seriously interested in his program. The fact that the arguments of the
Polish Marxists suffered utter defeat in the Program Commission of the
Congress, and that the Polish Marxists gave up the attempt to defend their
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views at the full meeting of the Congress is very significant. It is not without reason that Rosa Luxemburg "modestly" kept silent about it in her
article in 1908; apparently the recollection of the Congress was too unpleasant! She also kept quiet about the ridiculously inept proposal made by
Warszawski and Hanecki in 1903, on behalf of all the Polish Marxists, to
"amend" point 9 of the program, a proposal which neither Rosa Luxemburg
nor the other Polish Social-Democrats have ventured (or will venture) to
repeat.

But although Rosa Luxemburg, concealing her defeat in 1903, kept
quiet about these facts, those who take an interest in the history of
their Party will take pains to ascertain the facts and ponder over their
significance.

On

leaving the 1903 Congress Rosa Luxemburg's friends submitted the
following statement: ". .We propose that point 7" (now point 9) "of the
draft program read as follows: Point 7. Institutions guaranteeing full
freedom of cultural development to all nations incorporated in the state"
(P. 390 of the Minutes.)
Thus, the Polish Marxists then propounded views on the national
question that were so vague that instead of self-determination they actually proposed the notorious "cultural-national autonomy," under another
.

name.
This sounds almost incredible, but unfortunately it is a fact. At the
itself, although it was attended by five Bundists with five votes,
and three Caucasians with six votes, not counting Kostrov's consulting
voice, not a single vote was cast for the deletion of the point about selfdetermination. Three votes were cast for the proposal to add to this point
"cultural-national autonomy" (in favour of Goldblatt's formula: "the
establishment of institutions guaranteeing to the nations complete freedom
of cultural development") and four votes for Lieber's formula ("the right
of nations to freedom in their cultural development").
Now that a Russian Liberal party, the Constitutional-Democratic
Congress

Party, has appeared on the scene, we know that in its program the political
self-determination of nations has been replaced by "cultural self-determination. "Thus, Rosa Luxemburg's Polish friends were so successful in "combating" the nationalism of the P.P.S. that they proposed to substitute a
Liberal program for the Marxian program And in the same breath they
accused our program of being opportunist; no wonder this accusation
was received with laughter in the Program Commission of the Second ConI

gress

I

How

was "self-determination" understood by the delegates at the
as we have seen, not a single one was opposed

Second Congress, of whom,

"self-determination of nations"?
three extracts from the minutes provide the answer:
"Martynov is of the opinion that the term 'self-determination' should
not be given a broad interpretation; it merely means the right of a nation
to

The following
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as a separate political entity

and not regional self-govern*

(P. 171.)

Martynov was a member of the Program Commission in which the argu
ments of Rosa Luxemburg's friends were repudiated and ridiculed. Martynov was then "an Economist," a rabid opponent of Iskra; and had he
expressed an opinion which was not shared by the majority of the Program
Commission he would certainly have been repudiated.
Goldblatt, a Bundist, was the first to speak when the Congress, after the
Commission had finished its work, discussed point 8 (present point 9) of the
program.
Goldblatt said:

"Nothing can be said against the

'right to self-determination.'

When a nation is

fighting for independence, it should not be opposed.
If Poland refuses to enter into legal marriage with Russia, she should

not be compelled to, as Plekhanov put
within these limits." (Pp. 175-76.)

it.

I

agree with this opinion

Plekhanov did not speak at all on this subject at the full meeting of
the Congress. Goldblatt repeated what Plekhanov had said in the Program
Commission, where the "right to self-determination" had been explained
in a simple and detailed manner to mean the right to secession. Lieber,

who

spoke after Goldblatt, remarked:

"Of course, if any nationality finds that it cannot live within the
frontiers of Russia, the Party will not place any obstacles in its way ."
(P. 176.)

The reader

will see that at the Second Congress of the Party, which
the
adopted
program, there were no two opinions about self-determination
meaning "only" the right to secession. Even the Bundists assimilated this
truth at that time, and only in our deplorable times of continued counterrevolution and all sorts of "apostasy" can we find people who, bold in their
ignorance, declare that the program is "vague." But before devoting
time to these sorry "quasi-Social-Democrats," let us first finish with the
attitude of the Poles to the program.
They came to the Second Congress (1903) declaring that unity was necessary and urgent. But they left the Congress after their "reverse" in the Program Commission, and their last word was their written statement, printed
in the minutes of the Congress, containing the above-mentioned proposals
to substitute cultural-national autonomy for self-determination*
In 1906 the Polish Marxists joined the Party, and neither upon joining
nor afterwards (neither at the Congress of 1907, nor at the conferences
of 1907 and 1908, nor at the plenum of 1910) did they once introduce a
single proposal to amend point 9 of the Russian program 1
This is a fact.
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despite all phrases and assurances, this fact definitely proves that

Rosa Luxemburg's friends regarded this question as having been
settled by the debate in the Program Commission of the Second Congress
as well as by the decision of that Congress; that they tacitly acknowledged
their mistake and corrected it by joining the Party in 1906, after they had
Congress in 1903, without having once tried through Party channels,
to raise the question of amending point 9 of the program.
Rosa Luxemburg's article appeared over her signature in 1908 of
course, no one ever took it into his head to deny the right of Party writers
to criticize the program and since this article was written not a single
6fficial body of the Polish Marxists has raised the question of revising

left the

point 9.

Hence, Trotsky is rendering certain admirers of Rosa Luxemburg a very
clumsy service when he writes, in the name of the editors of Borba, in No.
2 of that publication (March 1914):
". .The Polish Marxists consider that 'the right to national selfdetermination* is entirely devoid of political content and should
be deleted from the program." (P. 25.)
.

The

obliging Trotsky is more dangerous than an enemy Trotsky could
produce no proof except "private conversations" (i.e., simply gossip, on
which Trotsky always subsists) for classifying "Polish Marxists" in general as supporters of every article that Rosa Luxemburg writes. Trotsky
represented the "Polish Marxists" as people without honour and conscience, incapable of respecting even their own convictions and the
1

program of

their Party. Obliging Trotsky!
In 1903, when the representatives of the Polish Marxists left the Second
Congress because of the right to self-determination, Trotsky was entitled
to say that they considered that this right was devoid of content and should

be deleted from the program.
But after this the Polish Marxists joined the Party which possessed
such a program, and not once have they brought in a motion to amend it. *
Why did Trotsky withhold these facts from the readers of his journal?
Only because he finds it advantageous to speculate on provoking disagreements between the Polish and the Russian opponents of Liquidatorism
and on deceiving the Russian workers on the question of the program.
Trotsky has never yet held a firm opinion on any important question
relating to Marxism. He always manages to "creep into the chinks" of this
*

We

are informed that at the Summer Conference of the Russian Marxists
in 1913, the Polish Marxists attended with only a voice but no vote and did not
vote at all on the right to self-determination (to secession); they declared that
they were opposed to this right in general. Of course, they had a perfect right
to act in this way, and, as hitherto, to agitate in Poland against her secession.
But this is not quite what Trotsky is saying; for the Polish Marxists did not demand

the "deletion" of point 9 "from the program."
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or that difference of opinion, and desert one side for the other. At this moment he is in the company of the Bundists and the Liquidators. And these
gentlemen do not stand on ceremony as far as the Party is concerned.
Listen to the Bundist Liebmann.

"When, fifteen years ago," writes this gentleman, "the Russian
Social-Democrats included the point about the right of every nationality to 'self-determination' in their program, everyone [!!] asked
himself: what does this fashionable
[!!] term really mean? No answer was forthcoming [11], This word was left [11] enveloped in fog.
Indeed, it was difficult at the time to dissipate that fog. The time
had not yet come when this point could be made concrete they
used to say at the time let it remain enveloped in fog [11] for the
time being and life itself will indicate what content is to be put into
this point."

*

mocking at the Party program magnificent?
he mocking?
Only because he is a complete ignoramus who has never learned anything,
who has not even read anything on Party history, but who simply happened
to drop into a Liquidators t environment, where it is "the thing" to be
blase on the question of the Party and everything it stands for.
In Pomyalovsky's novel, a bursar brags of having "spat into the barrel
with sauerkraut."Messrs. the Bundists go even further .They put up the Lieb.
Isn't this "ragamuffin"

And why

manns

is

so that these gentlemen may publicly spit into their own barrel.
the Liebmanns care about the fact that an International Congress

What do

has passed a decision, that at the Congress of their own Party two representatives of their own Bund proved that they were quite able (and what
"severe" critics and determined enemies of Iskra they were!) to understand
the meaning of "self-determination" and even agreed to it? And would it not
be easier to dissolve the Party if the "Party writers" (don't laugh) treated
the history and the program of the Party in bursar fashion?
Here is a second "ragamuffin," Mr. Yurkevich of Dzvin (The Peal).
Mr. Yurkevich has evidently seen the minutes of the Second Congress, for
he cites Plekhanov's words, as repeated by Goldblatt, and shows that he
is aware of the fact that self-determination can only mean the right to
secession. This, however, does not prevent him from spreading slander
among the Ukrainian petty bourgeoisie about the Russian Marxists, alleging that they are in favour of the "state integrity" of Russia. (No. 7-8,
1913, p. 83, etc.) Of course, the Yurkeviches could not have invented a
better method than this of alienating the Ukrainian democrats from the
Great-Russian democrats. And such alienation is in line with the whole

*
Ragamuffin a character in Saltykov-Shchedrin's satire In Foreign Lands'^
the term here denotes shameless conduct. Ed.
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policy of the group of writers on Dzvin, who advocate the segregation of
the Ukrainian workers in a separate national organization 1*
It is quite appropriate, of course, for a group of nationalist philistines
who are splitting the ranks of the proletariat and such precisely is the
objective role of Dzvin to disseminate such hopeless confusion on the
national question. It goes without saying that the Yurkeviches and Liebmanns, who are "terribly" offended when they are called "near-Party men/*
do not say a word, not a single word, as to how they would like the problem
of the right of secession to be solved in the program.
Here is the third and principal "ragamuffin," Mr. Semkovsky, who in the
columns of a Liquidatorist newspaper, with a Great-Russian audience before
him, rails at point 9 of the program and at the same time declares that he
"for certain reasons does not approve of the proposal" to delete this point!!

This is incredible, but it is a fact.
In August 1912, the conference of the Liquidators officially raised the
national question. For a year and a half not a single article has appeared
on the question of point 9 except for the one written by Mr. Semkovsky*
And in this article the author repudiates the program, because "for
certain reasons" (is it a secret disease?) he "does not approve" of the proposal to amend it!l We would lay a wager that it would be difficult to
find anywhere in the world similar examples of opportunism, and worse
than opportunism, of the renunciation of the Party, of its liquidation*

One

instance will suffice

to

show what Semkovsky 's

arguments are

like:

"What are we to do," he writes, "if the Polish proletariat desires
to fight side by side with the entire Russian proletariat, within the
limits of a single state, while the reactionary classes of Polish society,
on

the contrary, desire to separate Poland from Russia and in
a referendum obtain a majority of votes in favour of secession?
Should we Russian Social-Democrats in the central parliament vote
together with our Polish comrades against secession, or in order not
to violate the 'right to self-determination'
vote for secession?"*
(Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta [New Workers' Gazette], No 71.)

From

Mr. Semkovsky does not even understand
did not occur to him that the right to secession presupposes the settlement of the question not by the central parliament, but by the parliament (diet, referendum, etc.) of the seceding region.
The childish perplexity over the question "What are we to do'Vif
under democracy the majority is for reaction? serves to screen the question of real, actual, live politics, when both the Purishkeviches and the

what

this it is evident that

the discussion is about

* See
particularly
line of the

\

It

V

Mr. Yurkevich's preface to Mr. Lcvinsky
book Outor king-Class Movement in Galicia,
Development of the Ukrainian

Kiev, 1914,

W
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I.

LENIN

Kokoshkins consider the very idea of secession as criminal! Probably,
the proletarians of all Russia ought not to fight the Purishkeviches and the
Kokoshkins today, but leave them alone and fight the reactionary classes
of Poland!
Such is the incredible nonsense that is written in the organ of the Liquidators, of which Mr. L. Martov is one of the ideological leaders, the
same L. Martov who drafted the program and got it carried in 1903, and
even subsequently wrote in favour of the right of secession. Apparently

X. Martov

is

now arguing

according to the rule:

No

clever man required there;
Better send Read,
And I shall wait and see.*

He sends Read-Semkovsky, and allows our program to be distorted and
endlessly confused in a daily paper before new readers, who are unacquainted with our program.
Yes, Liquidatorism has gone a long way even very many prominent
ex-Social-Democrats have not a trace of Party spirit left in them.
Rosa Luxemburg cannot, of course, be put on a par with the Liebmanns,
Yurkeviches and Semkovskys, but the fact that it is precisely people of
this kind who seize upon her mistake shows with particular clarity the
opportunism she has lapsed into.

X.

To sum

CONCLUSION

up:

JFrom the point of view of the theory of Marxism in general the question
<t>T the right of self-determination presents no difficulties. No one can seriously dispute the London decision of 1896, or the fact that self-determination implies only the right to secession, or the fact that the formation of
independent national states is the tendency of all bourgeois-democratic
revolutions.

The difficulty is created to a certain extent by the fact that in Russia
the proletariat of both oppressed and oppressing nations are fighting and
must fight side by side. The task is to preserve the unity of the class struggle of the proletariat for Socialism, to resist all the bourgeois and BlackHundred nationalist influences. Among the oppressed nations the separate
organization of the proletariat as an independent party sometimes leads
to such a bitter struggle against the nationalism of the respective nation
that the perspective becomes distorted and the nationalism of the oppressing nation is forgotten.
* A verse from a soldiers
'song of the period of the Crimean War. An allusion
to the unsuccessful operations of the Russian troops commanded by General
Read. Ed.
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But this distortion of the perspective cannot last long. The experience of
the joint struggle of the proletarians of various nations has demonstrated
only too plainly that we must formulate political questions not from the
"Cracow," but from the all-Russian point of view. And in all-Russian
politics it is the Purishkeviches and the Kokoshkins who rule. Their ideas
are predominant, their persecution of alien races for. "separatism," for their
thinking about secession, are being preached and practised in the Duma,
in the schools, in the churches, in the barracks, and in hundreds and thousands of newspapers. It is this Great-Russian poison of nationalism that
is contaminating the entire all- Russian political
atmosphere. It is the mis-,,
fortune of a nation, which, in subjugating other nations, is strengthening
reaction throughout Russia. The memories of 1849 and 1863 form a living
political tradition, which, unless great storms sweep the country, threatens
to hamper every democratic and especially every Social-Democratic movement for many decades.
There can be no doubt that, however natural the point of view of certain
Marxists of the oppressed nations (whose "misfortune" is sometimes that
the masses of the population are blinded by the idea of "their" national
liberation) may appear sometimes, in reality the objective alignment of
class forces in Russia makes refusal to advocate the right of self-determination tantamount to the worst opportunism, to the contamination of the
proletariat with the ideas of the Kokoshkins. And in substance, these ideas
are the ideas and the policy of the Purishkeviches.
Therefore, while Rosa Luxemburg's point of view could at first be excused as being specifically Polish, "Cracow" narrow-mindedness,* at the
present time, when nationalism and, above all governmental Great- Russian nationalism, has grown stronger everywhere, when politics are being
shaped by this Great-Russian nationalism, such narrow-mindedness becomes
inexcusable. In fact, it is seized upon by the opportunists of all nations who fight shy of the idea of "storms" and "leaps," believe that the
bourgeois-democratic revolution is over, and yearn for the Liberalism of
the Kokoshkins.
Great-Russian nationalism, like any other nationalism, passes through
various phases, according to the classes that are supreme in the bourgeois
country at the time. Before 1905 we knew almost exclusively national
reactionaries. After the revolution National Liberals arose in our country.
In our country this is virtually the position adopted both by the Octobrists and by the Cadets (Kokoshkin), i.e., by the whole of the present-

day

bourgeoisie.
* It

is easy to understand that the recognition by the Marxists of the whole
of Russia, and first and foremost by the Great Russians, of the right of nations
to secede in no way precludes agitation against secession by Marxists of a particular oppressed nation, just as the recognition of the right to divorce does not
preclude agitation against divorce in a particular case. We think, therefore, that
an ever- increasing number of Polish Marxists will laugh at the non-existent "contradiction" which is now being "hashed up" by Semkovsky and Trotsky.
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And

later on, Great-Russian National Democrats will inevitably apMr.
Peshekhonov, one of the founders of the "Popular Socialist**
pear.
Party, expressed this point of view when (in the issue of Russkoye Bogatstvo

[Russian Wealth} for August 1906) he appealed for caution in regard
to the nationalist prejudices of the peasant. However much others may
slander us Bolsheviks .and declare that we "idealize" the peasant, we always have made and always will make a clear distinction between peasant intelligence and peasant prejudice, between peasant strivings for

democracy and opposition to Purishkevich, and peasant strivings to make
*peace with the priest and the landlord.
Even now, and probably for a fairly long time to come, proletarian;
democracy must reckon with the nationalism of the Great-Russian peasants
(not in the sense of making concessions to it, but in the sense of combating;
it).* The awakening of nationalism among the oppressed nations, which
became so pronounced after 1905 (let us recall, say, the group of "Autonomists-Federalists" in the First Duma, the growth of the Ukrainian
movement, of the Moslem movement, etc.), will inevitably cause the intensification of nationalism among the Great- Russian petty bourgeoisie in*
town and country. The slower the democratization of Russia, the more
persistent, brutal and bitter will be national persecution and quarrelling;
among the bourgeoisie of the various nations. The particularly reactionary spirit of the Russian Purishkeviches will at the same time engender
(and strengthen) "separatist" tendencies among the various oppressed
nationalities

which sometimes enjoy

far greater

freedom in the neighbour-

ing states.

Such a

state of affairs sets the proletariat of Russia a twofold or, ratha
two-sided
task: first, to fight against all nationalism and, above all,,
er,
against Great- Russian nationalism; to recognize not only complete equality of rights for all nations in general, but also equality of rights as regards,
forming an independent state, i.e., the right of nations to self-determination, to secession. And second, precisely in the interests of the successful
struggle against the nationalism of all nations in any form, it sets the task

* It would be
interesting to trace the changes that take place in Polish nationalism, for example, in its process of transformation from aristocratic nationalism
into bourgeois nationalism and then into peasant nationalism. Ludwig Bernhard^
in his book Das polnisohe Oemeinwesen impreussischenStaat [The Polish Community in the Prussian State} (there is a Russian translation), sharing the view of
a German Kokoshkin, describes a very characteristic phenomenon: the formation
of a sort of "peasant republic" by the Poles in Germany in the form of a closer
alliance of the various co-operatives and other associations of the Polish peasants
in their struggle for nationality, for religion, for "Polish" land. German oppression has welded the Poles together, segregated them, first awakening the nationalism of the aristocracy, then of the bourgeois, and finally of the peasant masses(especially after the campaign the Germans inaugurated in 1873 against the Polish
language in schools). Things are moving in the same direction in Russia, and
not only in regard to Poland.

THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION

611

of preserving the unity of the proletarian struggle and of the proletarian
organizations, of amalgamating these organizations into an international
association, in spite of the bourgeois strivings for national segregation.

Complete equality of rights for all nations; the right of nations to selfdetermination; the amalgamation of the workers of all nations this is
the national program that Marxism, the experience of the whole world,
and the experience of Russia, teaches the workers.
This article was already set up when I received No. 3 of Nasha Rdbochaya Oazeta (Our Workers' Gazette), where Mr. VI. Kossovsky writes as
follows about the recognition of the right of self-determination for all
nations:

"Taken over mechanically from the resolution of the First
Congress of the Party (1898), which in turn had borrowed it from
the decisions of International Socialist Congresses, it, as is evident
from the debate, was given the same meaning at the 1903 Congress
as was put into it by the Socialist International, viz. 9 political
self-determination, i.e., the self-determination of nations in the
direction of political independence. Thus, the formula: national
self-determination, which implies the right to territorial separation,
does not affect the question of how national relations within a
given state organism should be regulated for nationalities that cannot
or have no desire to leave the present state."
It is evident from this that Mr. VI. Kossovsky has had in his possession the minutes of the Second Congress of 1903 and perfectly well understands the real (and only) meaning of the term self-determination. Compare
this with the fact that the editors of the Bund newspaper Zeit (The Times)
puts up Mr. Liebmann to jeer at the program and to declare that it
is vague 1! Queer "party" ethics among these Bundists.
Why Kossovsky
declares that the Congress took over the principle of self-determination
mechanically, "Allah alone knows." Some people "want to object," but
how, why and wherefore, they do not know.
.
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ON

OBJECTIVE DATA
THE STRENGTH OF THE DIFFERENT TRENDS
JN THE WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT

For the class-conscious workers there is no more important task than
that of knowing their class movement, its nature> its aims and objects,
its conditions and practical forms, for the whole strength of the workingclass movement lies in its political intelligence, and in its mass character.
At every step in its development, capitalism increases the number of proletarians, of wage workers, rallies, organises and enlightens them, and in
this way prepares the class force that must inevitably march towards
its

goal.

the Marxists and their decisions on tactics, as constantand explained in the press, help to inculcate in the masses of
the workers a knowledge of the nature, aims and objects of the movement.
The conflict between the various trends in the working-class movement
*
trends" which are fighting
of Russia have deep class roots. The two
Marxism (Pravda-ism) in the working-class movement of Russia and
which deserve (because of their mass form and of their roots in history)
to be called "trends," i.e., Narodism and Liquidatorism, express the influence of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat. This has been explained
many times by the Marxists and recognized in a number of decisions they
have adopted in relation to the Narodniks (the fight against whom has
been going on for thirty years) and in relation to the Liquidators (the his*
tory of Liquidatorism goes back about twenty years, for Liquidatorism
is the direct continuation of "Economism" and Menshevism).
More and more objective data are now accumulating on the strength of
the different trends in the working-class movement of Russia. Every
effort must be made to collect, verify and study these objective data on
the conduct and moods not of individuals or groups, but of the masses ,
data taken from different hostile newspapers, data that can be verified by
any literate person.
Only with the help of such data can one learn and make a study of the

The program of

ly set forth

e

movement of one's

class.

One

of the gravest,

if

not the gravest, defects

(or crimes against the working class) of the Narodniks and Liquidators,
as well as of the various coteries of intellectuals such as the "Vperyod-

ites," Plekhanovites

and Trotskyites,
612

is

their subjectivism.

At every

step

OBJECTIVE DATA
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they try to pass off their desires, their "opinions," their estimation of the
situation and their "plans" as the will of the workers, as the needs of
the working-class movement. When they talk about "unity," for example,
they majestically ignore the experience acquired in creating the genuine
unity of the majority of the class-conscious workers of Russia in the course
of two-and-a-half years, from the beginning of 1912 to the middle of 1914.
Let us then tabulate the available objective data on the strength of
the different trends in the working-class movement. Let those who believe
subjective appraisals and promises do so if they please, let them go to
the "coteries." We, however, shall merely invite those who desire to study
objective figures to do so. Here are the figures:
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LENIN

one union the Pravda-itts and Liquidators had an
equal number of

supporters.

OBJECTIVE DATA
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First of all we shall briefly explain the above figures and then draw
the conclusions that follow from them.
It will be most convenient to make the explanations point by
point.
Point 1. No figures showing the number of electors and delegates elected are
available. Whoever complains about our using "curia" figures simply makes
himself ridiculous, for no other figures are available. The German SocialDemocrats measure their successes under the Bismarck franchise law which
excludes women and thereby creates a "male" curia!
Point 2. The number of workers groups which pay and not only "sign
resolutions" is the most reliable and true criterion not only of the strength
of the trend, but also of its state of organization and its Party spirit.
That is why the Liquidators and the "coteries," betray such subjective
'

dislike for this criterion.

The Liquidators argued: We have, in addition, the Jewish and the Georgian newspapers, but Pravda stands alone. This is not true. Firstly, the
Esthonian and Lithuanian newspapers are Pravda-ite. Secondly, if we take
permissible to forget Moscow? The Moscow workers'
1913,
rallied, united 390 workers' groups (Bdbochy
newspaper, during
[The Worker] No. 1, p. 19), whereas the Jewish newspaper Zeit, from issue
No. 2 (December 29, 1912) to June 1, 1914, united 296 workers' groups
(of these 190 were united up to March 20, 1914, and 106 from March 20
to June 1, 1914). Thus, Moscow alone more than "covered" the Liquidators' subjective reference to Zeitl
We call on the Georgian and Armenian comrades to collect data on
the Liquidators' newspapers in the Caucasus. How many workers' groups
are there? Objective data covering all aspects are needed.
Mistakes in counting the groups may have been made, but only in individual cases. We invite everybody to verify the figures and correct them.
Points 3 and 4 need no explanation. It would be desirable to initiate
an enquiry for the purpose of collecting new data from the provinces.
Point 5. The 2,985 Liquidatorist signatures include 1,086 Bundist
and 719 Caucasian signatures. It is desirable that the local comrades should
verify these figures.
Point 6. The treasurers of the two groups publish reports of all funds
each group receives for various objects. These figures serve as an exact
and objective index of each group's contacts with the workers.
Point 7. Circulation of newspapers. The figures were collected and
published by E. Vandervelde but hushed up by the Liquidators and the
Liberals. (Kievskaya Mysl.) "Subjectivism." It is desirable that fuller
the provinces,

figures

is it

be collected,

if

only for one month.

Points 8 and 9. Here we have an objective illustration of the Liquida'
tors renunciation of the "underground," t.e., of the Party. But from January 1 to May 13, 1914, the Pravda-itcs received from abroad Rbls.
49.79 (one-fourth of one per cent) and the Liquidators, received Rbls.
1,709.17 (fourteen per cent). Don't say "I can't," say: "I won't"!
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Points 10 to 14. These are objective evidence of the dependence of the
Liquidators and Narodniks on the bourgeoisie, evidence of their bourgeois
character. Subjectively, the Liquidators and Narodniks are "Socialists"
and "Social-Democrats." Objectively, both as regards the substance of
their ideas as well as the experience of the mass movement, they are groups
of bourgeois intellectuals trying to sever the minority of the workers
from the workers' party.
We particularly draw our readers' attention to the way in which the
Liquidators fake workers' correspondence. This is an unprecedented, downright fraud! Let all Marxists in the localities expose this fraud and collect
objective data (cf. Trudovaya Pravda No. 12, June 11, 1914).
Point 15. These figures are particularly important and ought to be supplemented and verified by a separate enquiry. We have taken the figures
from Sputnik Rabochevo, Priboy Publishers, St. Petersburg, 1914. Among
the unions included in the Liquidators' list were the Clerks' Union, the
Engineers' Draftsmen's Union and the Druggist Employees' Union (at
the last election of the Executive of the Printers' Union on April 27,
1914, half the members of the Executive and more than half of the alternate members elected were Pravda-ites) The Narodnik list of unions includes the Bakers Union and the Case-makers Union. Aggregate member.

'

'

ship about 22,000.

Of the thirteen unions in Moscow, ten are Pravda-ite and three
indefinite, although they are closer to the Pravda-ites than to any other
trend. There is not a single Liquidatorist or Narodnik union in Moscow.
The conclusions to be drawn from these objective data is that Pravda-ism
the only Marxist, proletarian trend, really independent of the bourgeoisie, and has organized, united, over four-fifths of the workers (in 1914
81.1 per cent of the workers' groups as compared with 18.9 of the Liquiis

dators). Liquidatorism and Narodism are
cratic and not working-class trends.

undoubtedly bourgeois -demo-

The experience of the mass movement during 1912, 1913 and half
of 1914 have entirely and brilliantly confirmed the correctness of the program, tactical and organizational ideas, decisions and line of the Pravdaites. Convinced that we are on the right road, we should draw the strength
for even

more intensive

efforts.

Published in Trudovaya Pravda No. 25,
July 9 [June 26], 1914

THE PERIOD
OF THE IMPERIALIST WAR

THE SECOND REVOLUTION
IN RUSSIA

