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PREFACE

Volume Twelve contains Lenin’s writings for the period
January-June 1907.

A number of the works included in this volume deal with
the revolutionary tactics of the R.S.D.L.P. at the time
of the Second State Duma election campaign—the defence of
the Left bloc and the struggle against the Menshevik policy
of collaboration with the Constitutional-Democrats (the Ca-
dets). Among these writings are: “The Social-Democratic
Election Campaign in St. Petersburg”, “How To Vote in the
St. Petersburg Elections (Who Benefits from the Fables
About the Black-Hundred Danger?)”, “The Second Duma
and the Second Revolutionary Wave”, “On the Tactics of
Opportunism”, “The Bolsheviks and the Petty Bourgeoisie”,
“The Elections to the Duma and the Tactics of the Russian
Social-Democrats”, “The Imminent Dissolution of the Duma
and Questions of Tactics”, and others.

There are also documents and articles by Lenin on prep-
arations for the Fifth Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. and the
reports and speeches he made at the Congress—“Draft Res-
olutions for the Fifth Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.”, the ar-
ticles “The Platform of Revolutionary Social-Democracy”,
“Report to the Fifth Congress of the R.S.D.L..P. on the St.
Petersburg Split and the Institution of the Party Tribunal
Ensuing Therefrom”™, “Speech on the Attitude Towards
Bourgeois Parties”, and other speeches.

Lenin’s “Report to the Conference of the St. Petersburg
Organisation on the Question of the Duma Campaign and
Duma Tactics”, and the articles “What the Splitters Have
To Say About the Coming Split”, “Reorganisation and the
End of the Split in St. Petersburg”, provide a picture of his
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struggle for an ideological consolidation of the St. Peters-
burg organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. on Bolshevik principles.

Lenin’s “Preface to the Russian Translation of Karl
Marx’s Letters to Dr. Kugelmann” and his “Preface to the
Russian Translation of Letters by Johannes Becker, Joseph
Dietzgen, Frederick Engels, Karl Marx, and Others to Fried-
rich Sorge and Others”, show the theoretical and political
significance of the Marx and Engels correspondence, part
of which was first published in a Russian translation in
1907.

This volume also contains two of Lenin’s articles on
the agrarian question—“Draft for a Speech on the Agrarian
Question in the Second State Duma” and “The Agrarian
Question and the Forces of the Revolution™.

The articles “On the Report of the Moscow District of
St. Petersburg Concerning the Elections to the Second
Duma™, “A Note on the Resolution of the Estonian Social-
Democrats”, “The First Important Step”, to be found in
this volume, are included in V. I. Lenin’s Collected Works
for the first time. In the last-named article Lenin criticises
the opportunist behaviour of the Menshevik deputies to
the Second Duma.
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THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC ELECTION CAMPAIGN
IN ST. PETERSBURG!

St. Petersburg, January 18, 1907.

The election campaign in St. Petersburg is in full swing.
The decisive moment is approaching: in the first place,
the next few days will reveal the final grouping of the
parties in the elections—who is allied with whom, and who
is against whom. Secondly, the elections themselves are
Now very near.

The elections in the capital are of immense importance.
The eyes of all Russia are now turned towards St. Peters-
burg. Here, the pulse of political life beats faster and the
government makes itself felt more than elsewhere. Here
are the headquarters of all the parties, the leading news-
papers of all trends and shades, and the best public speak-
ers at election meetings.

We can already say definitely and emphatically—St.
Petersburg has passed the test. The election campaign in
St. Petersburg has already provided an amazing abundance
of political-educational material, and day by day continues
providing more. This material must be assiduously studied.
It must be systematically collected, and serve to bring out
in the greatest possible relief the class basis of the various
parties. And this live, direct knowledge, which interests
and agitates everybody, must be carried to the broadest
possible strata of workers and to the most remote rural
areas.

We will try to begin collecting this material, in the form
of a synopsis, of course. Let the reader look back and ponder
over the whole course of the election campaign in St.
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Petersburg, so as to obtain a true and consistent picture of
the role played by the Social-Democrats, and not allow
himself to be carried away by the minor events of the day
and the kaleidoscope of loud-mouthed political chicanery.

The first stage. The Social-Democrats make the theoret-
ical preparations for the elections. The most prominent
representatives of the Right and the Left wings express
their views. At first the Mensheviks do nothing but vacil-
late: (i) Cherevanin is for agreements with the Cadets.?
(2) The Cadet press is jubilant and spreads the glad tidings
to all corners of Russia. (3) Martov protests in Tovarishch,?
favouring a purely Social-Democratic election list, and re-
proaching the Bolsheviks (Proletary,* No. 1) even for
their general recognition of the possibility of agreements
with the Trudoviks® against the Cadets. (4) The Bolsheviks
come out in favour of a purely Social-Democratic election
list, but do not exclude agreements with the revolutionary
democrats. (5) In the bourgeois press Plekhanov advocates
blocs with the Cadets. (6) Vacillation among the Menshe-
viks: Larin wrathfully condemns blocs with the Cadets as a
disgrace to Social-Democracy, Nik. I—sky® admits the
possibility of blocs with the Cadets, but prefers a bloc
with the Trudoviks against the Cadets. (7) Martov and all
the Mensheviks describe an arc of 180°, and swing over to
Plekhanov.

The All-Russian Conference of the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Labour Party’ registers two definite trends: the Men-
sheviks and the Bundists® are in favour of blocs with the
Cadets; the Bolsheviks, Poles and Letts are unreservedly
against such blocs, but admit the possibility of agreements
with the revolutionary democrats.

The second stage. The idea of a bloc with the Cadets
is developed in the press. Plekhanov goes so far as to speak
of “a Duma with full powers”, thus threatening to reduce
Menshevism to an absurdity. Wishing to bring the Menshe-
viks and the Cadets closer together, he achieves the very
opposite (owing to his utter failure to understand the polit-
ical situation) he widens the rift between them. On the
one hand, the Cadet Party solemnly and officially rejects
the idea of “a Duma with full powers” as a revolutionary
illusion, and jeers at Plekhanov. It is quite clear that the
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Cadets want and demand an ideological bloc, the subordi-
nation of the Lefts to Cadet leadership, to compromising,
anti-revolutionary Cadet tactics. On the other hand, Ple-
khanov’s excess of zeal causes confusion in the ranks of the
Mensheviks: both the Bundists and the Caucasian Men-
sheviks have made a public condemnation, in the press, of
Plekhanov’s pronouncements. Confused and perplexed, the
Central Committee, where the Mensheviks have a ma-
jority, remains silent. Plekhanov is isolated and is silent, too.

The third stage. The beginning of mass action. Election
meetings in Moscow and St. Petersburg. A gust of fresh air
from the street penetrates into the musty atmosphere of
intellectualist political chicanery. The mythical nature of
the Black-Hundred® danger at once becomes apparent;
the street supports the Bolshevik contention that, by their
outcry against the Black-Hundred danger, the Cadets are
leading the opportunists by the nose in order to avert the
danger threatening them from the Left. The struggle at
election meetings in St. Petersburg and Moscow is, in sub-
stance, a struggle between the Cadets and the Social-Demo-
crats, mainly the Bolshevik Social-Democrats. The Cadets
try to drag everybody—the street, the crowd, the masses—
to the Right; they oppose revolutionary demands, and,
under the guise of following the path of “peaceful parlia-
mentarianism”, have high praise for a deal with the reac-
tionaries. The Bolshevik Social-Democrats call the masses to
the Left, and expose the fraudulent, selfish, class character
of the fairy-tales about peaceful methods. The Mensheviks
fade into the background (on the admission of the very Cadet
press which is so enamoured of them); they timidly criticise
the Cadets, not in a manner befitting socialists but like
Left Cadets, and they talk just as timidly about the need
for an agreement with the Cadets.

The fourth stage. The Conference of the St. Petersburg
Social-Democratic organisation'® takes place. At this Con-
ference, which has been elected by all the members of the
Social-Democratic Party on the basis of discussions (i.e.,
the general opinion on the question of agreements with the
Cadets was solicited), the Bolsheviks are in absolute pre-
ponderance irrespective of whether votes challenged by
either side are counted, uncounted, or counted at a special
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quota. The Mensheviks walk out of the Conference and
launch splitting tactics. Formally, they try to screen their
conduct by means of ridiculous and miserable hair-splitting
on points of organisation (they allege that the Bolshevik
endorsement of credentials is irregular, although the Bolshe-
viks preponderate, no matter how the credentials are counted;
secondly, that the Conference has refused to divide into
two sections, a city section and gubernia™ section, although
the Central Committee has no right to demand this accord-
ing to the rules, and has not demanded it of Wilno, Odessa,
or any other cities).

Actually, the reason why the Mensheviks are creating a
split is obvious to everyone: the opportunist Social-Demo-
crats are deserting the proletariat for the liberal bourgeoi-
sie, deserting the workers’ Social-Democratic organisations
for amorphous, non-party election groups.

The Conference pays absolutely no attention to the Men-
shevik walk-out and carries on with its own work. In St.
Petersburg there are disputes even among the Bolsheviks;
the so-called pure Bolsheviks would have no agreements
with any other party whatsoever. The so-called dissenters
are in favour of an agreement with revolutionary democracy,
with the Trudoviks, in order to smash the hegemony of the
Cadets over the unenlightened working-class masses in the
capital of Russia. In certain cases, these disputes between
the “purists” and the “dissenters” become acute, but actually
all the Bolsheviks realise full well that this disagreement
does not divide them on questions of principle but merely
serves to stimulate a thorough and business-like discussion
of all chances and prospects in the elections.

The socialist proletariat cannot refuse the non-socialist
petty-bourgeois masses permission to follow its leadership
in order that it may emancipate them from the influence
of the Cadets. After a thorough discussion the Conference
passes a resolution to offer the Socialist-Revolutionaries!!

* Gubernia, uyezd, volost—Russian administrative-territorial units.
The largest of those was the gubernia, which had its subdivisions
in uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts. This system
continued wunder the Soviet power wuntil the introduction of
the new administrative-territorial division of the country in
1929-30.—Ed.
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and the Committee of the Trudovik Group agreements on
the following basis: two places to the worker curia, two to
the Social-Democrats, and two to the Trudoviks.

In St. Petersburg this was the only correct and the only
possible decision; the task of defeating the Cadets could
not be neglected; there would be no Black-Hundred danger
if there were two Left election lists; but there could be if
the Lefts were split still further, and it would be impos-
sible to rally the masses of voters. The Conference’s offer
left the preponderance of the Social-Democrats intact;
it consolidated the ideological and political hegemony of
Social-Democracy in all the purity of its principles.

As for the Popular Socialist Party, the Conference de-
cided to exclude it from the bloc as a semi-Cadet party,
evasive on fundamental issues of the struggle outside the
Duma. It is well known that after the Duma was dissolved
this party separated from the revolutionary petty bourgeoi-
sie and began to preach caution and moderation, in the
legal press.

It goes without saying that revolutionary Social-Democ-
racy had to demand that the Socialist-Revolutionaries
adopt a definite attitude towards such a party, and either
insist on its exclusion (this would probably have been quite
feasible if the Mensheviks had not deserted the socialists
for the Cadets at the decisive moment), or at least to dis-
claim all responsibility for such “Trudoviks”.

The fifth stage. The split caused by the Mensheviks
raises the hopes of the whole liberal bourgeoisie. The whole
Cadet press is jubilant—jubilant over the “isolation” of
the hated Bolsheviks, and the “courageous” way in which
the Mensheviks went over from the revolution to the “opposi-
tion bloc”. Rech,'? the author of this latter expression,
has outspokenly given the Mensheviks and Popular Social-
ists the title of “moderate socialist parties”. Indeed, the im-
pression is created that the Cadets will win over the whole
of the petty bourgeoisie (i.e., all the Trudoviks, including
the Socialist-Revolutionaries) and the whole petty-bour-
geois section of the workers’ party, i.e., the Mensheviks.

The Bolsheviks calmly continue their independent activ-
ities. We are glad, they say, to isolate ourselves from this
dirty business, from the treachery and vacillation of the
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petty bourgeoisie. We shall not subordinate our tactics
to seat-hunting. We declare: in any case there will be three
election lists in St. Petersburg: the Black-Hundred, the
Cadet, and the Social-Democratic.

The sixth stage. The elections in the worker curia and
the exposure of the duplicity of the Trudoviks.

In the worker curia the Social-Democrats win, but the
Socialist-Revolutionaries obtain a much larger share of
the votes than we expected. It turns out that it was mainly
Mensheviks that the Socialist-Revolutionaries defeated in
the worker curia. We are informed that in Vyborg District,
the Menshevik stronghold, more Socialist-Revolutionaries
have been elected than Social-Democrats!

Our country, therefore, bears out a phenomenon that has
long been observed in other countries. Opportunism in So-
cial-Democracy is so repulsive to the working masses that
they swing over to the revolutionary bourgeoisie. The
highly unstable and vacillating policy of the Mensheviks
immensely weakens Social-Democracy and plays into the
hands of the Cadets in the urban curia, and of the Socialist-
Revolutionaries in the worker curia.

It is only revolutionary Social-Democracy that can meet
the needs of the proletarian masses and permanently alie-
nate them from all petty-bourgeois parties.

On the other hand, however, the events also reveal Tru-
dovik duplicity. In the worker curia they (the Socialist-
Revolutionaries) defeat us by routing the Mensheviks, who
favour a bloc with the Cadets. At the same time they are
playing a most unprincipled game in the election campaign.
They make no party declarations, publish no independent
organisational decisions, conduct no open discussion on the
question of blocs with the Cadets. One would think that
they were deliberately blowing out all the candles—Ilike
people who need the dark for their dark deeds.

It is said that the Socialist-Revolutionaries have formed
a bloc with the Popular Socialists. No one knows the terms
or the character of that bloc. It is all guess-work. It is
said (cf. Rodnaya Zemlya of January 15; this is the news-
paper that Mr. Tan'® writes for) that the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries are in favour of a bloc with the Cadets. No one
knows the truth. It is all guess work. The same confusion
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is revealed at election meetings: one Socialist-Revolution-
ary, jointly with the Popular Socialists, advocates a bloc
with the Cadets; another gets a resolution carried against
a bloc with the Cadets and for a bloc of all the Lefts against
the Cadets.

The utter instability and duplicity of the entire petty
bourgeoisie, including its most revolutionary section, is
now clearly demonstrated to the masses. Were it not for
the petty-bourgeois opportunists in our own Social-Demo-
cratic ranks, we should have an excellent opportunity of
explaining to all the workers why only the Social-Demo-
crats are capable of defending their interests honestly and
consistently.

It is on that basis that the Bolsheviks are carrying on
their agitation. The Bolsheviks are unswervingly pursuing
their own line. In St. Petersburg there are sure to be Cadet
and Social-Democratic election lists. Our decision does
not depend on the vacillations of the petty bourgeoisie:
if they respond to our call and follow the proletariat against
the liberals, so much the better for them. If not, so much
the worse for them; in any case we shall pursue the Social-
Democratic path.

The seventh stage. Disintegration. The Cadets get them-
selves mixed up in negotiations with the Black Hundreds.
The petty-bourgeois opportunists get themselves mixed up
in negotiations with the Cadets. The Bolsheviks unswerv-
ingly pursue their own line.

The newspapers report: (1) that Mr. Stolypin has granted
an audience to Mr. Milyukov; (2) that, according to reports
in the foreign press, the government is willing to legalise
the Cadet Party on condition that it forms no blocs with
the Lefts.

A ray of light is thrown on the backstage machinations
of the liberal traitors. The Cadets are afraid to reject the
offer of the Black Hundreds, for the latter threaten to dis-
solve the Duma.

That is the real reason why the Cadets, to the horror of
the petty bourgeois opportunists, have suddenly become so
“adamant” on the question of agreements.

The Cadets are obdurate. More than two seats for all
the Lefts? Never! In issue after issue the Cadet Rech
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explains very distinctly and didactically that it is willing
to lead the moderate socialists (two seats out of six) in
order to combat “revolutionary illusions”, to combat revo-
lution. March with the revolution? Never!

The opportunists are in despair. The tone of the articles
in Tovarishch against Rech grows positively hysterical. Mr.
Bogucharsky, the renegade Social-Democrat, twists and
turns, exhorting Rech, and, jointly with other writers on
Tovarishch, urges it to consider what it is doing, etc. The
recent joint jubilation of Rech and Tovarishch over the iso-
lation of the Bolsheviks and the submission of the moderate
socialists to the liberals now gives way to angry recrimina-
tions and a free fight. On January 7, St. Petersburg learned
of the decision of the St. Petersburg Social-Democratic
Conference. Today is January 18. But so far the Cadets
and the opportunists have not decided anything. The tone
of Rech today is particularly uncompromising towards
Tovarishch, and the tone of Tovarishch today is particularly
sharp and perplexed in its remarks against Rech.

The Bolsheviks are unswervingly pursuing their own line.
There will be three election lists in St. Petersburg. Where
the petty bourgeoisie will find themselves is their busi-
ness: the revolutionary proletariat will do its duty in any case.

What the eighth stage will be we do not know. This,
in the final analysis, depends on the negotiations, on the
relations between the Cadets and the Black-Hundred
government. If they “come to terms” on the immediate legal-
isation of the Cadets, or on some other point, the petty
bourgeoisie will be isolated. If, for the time being, the Cadets
and the Black Hundreds fail to come to terms, the Cadets
may even concede three seats to the petty bourgeoisie. The
Social-Democrats will not allow this to determine their
policy.

The course of events in the St. Petersburg election cam-
paign provides us with a miniature but excellent picture
of the relations between the Black Hundreds, the Cadets
and the revolutionary proletariat. And this course of events
strikingly confirms the old, tested and uncompromising
tactics of the revolutionary Social-Democrats.

A straight policy is the best policy. A policy based on
principles is the most practical policy. Such a policy alone
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can really win Social-Democracy the lasting sympathy and
confidence of the masses. It alone can free the workers’
party from responsibility for the negotiations between
Stolypin and Milyukov, and between Milyukov and Annen-
sky, Dan or Chernov.

Henceforth, this responsibility must forever be borne
by the opportunist Social-Democrats and the “Trudovik
parties”.

It is not surprising that the vacillating Mensheviks
are trying to save themselves by resorting to hypocrisy.
We are in favour either of a struggle against the Black-
Hundred danger or of purely Social-Democratic election
lists, say the Social-Democrats who left the Conference (if
we are to believe today’s newspapers). This is an amusing
subterfuge, which only very simple-minded people can be-
lieve! It has been proved that there is no Black-Hundred
danger in St. Petersburg if there are two Left election lists.
But what if there are three? Are the Mensheviks anxious to
try this?! No, they are simply clutching at anything, for
the course of events has forced them to the wall: they must
either desert to the Cadets and submit entirely to their
ideological and political hegemony, or follow the Bolshe-
viks, the Social-Democratic election list to which the Tru-
doviks may be admitted.

In St. Petersburg such an election list would probably
defeat both the Black Hundreds and the Cadets. And having
chosen a correct line from the very outset, revolutionary
Social-Democrats will unswervingly pursue it, undaunted
by the possibility of temporary defeats in the event of the
petty bourgeoisie deserting to the liberals—drawing new
strength and determination from the vacillation and inde-
cision of the opportunists.

There will be three election lists in St. Petersburg: the
Black-Hundred, the Cadet, and the Social-Democratic!

Citizens, make your choice!

Prostiye Rechi, No. 2, Published according
January 21, 1907 to the text in Prostiye Rechi
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DESCENDING RUNG BY RUNG

The St. Petersburg elections provide a wealth of instruc-
tive material for a true study of the character of the var-
ious parties, and the class tendencies, or class significance,
of their policies.

In this respect two facts are of greatest interest: the
negotiations between the Cadets and Stolypin, the leader
of the Black-Hundred government, and the negotiations
between the petty-bourgeois parties and the liberal landlords,
the Cadets.

So far we know very little about the negotiations between
the Cadets and the Black Hundreds: the audience granted
by Stolypin to Milyukov, attempts to legalise the Cadet
Party, for which the Cadets are to pay by abstaining from
entering into blocs with the Lefts. These negotiations are
being carried on very secretly, and their exposure is a mat-
ter of the future.

The other negotiations are to a certain extent public.
The role the opportunist Social-Democrats are playing in
them is particularly clear.

Why did they break away from the St. Petersburg So-
cial-Democratic organisation?

So as to make a deal with the Cadets.

But the Cadets will not agree to a deal with the Men-
sheviks alone.

And so, the Mensheviks are entering into a bloc with all
the petty-bourgeois parties, i.e., the Socialist-Revolution-
aries, the Trudoviks, and the Popular Socialists.

The opportunists who have broken away from Social-De-
mocracy are going over to the petty bourgeoisie!

What are the terms of this bloc?
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They are: to enter into a joint agreement with the Cadets
to secure for the Left bloc three Duma seats out of the
Six.

We know that the agreement between the Mensheviks
and the petty-bourgeois parties has been made in writing—
at any rate, a joint resolution has been adopted. Appar-
ently, the new allies do not want to inform the public about
it, or are in no hurry to do so.

We also know that Comrade Dan took part in the negotia-
tions on the formation of this bloc, although he had not been
authorised to do so either by the group of breakaway St.
Petersburg Social-Democrats (31), or by any other party
organisation.

We could not even dream of better confirmation than
that provided by the course of political events, of our con-
stant assertion that the Mensheviks are the opportunist,
petty-bourgeois section of the workers’ party, and that
they are as unprincipled and vacillating as the petty bour-
geoisie in general.

Just think what the Mensheviks are doing. Did they
not proclaim from the housetops that they were protecting
the class purity of Social-Democracy against the Bolshe-
viks, who, they alleged, were leaning towards the petty-
bourgeois Socialist-Revolutionaries?

And now events are unmasking them. The Bolsheviks
are openly urging the petty bourgeoisie to follow the prole-
tariat against the liberal bourgeoisie.

The Mensheviks refuse, and secretly (for no one knows
the terms of the bloc, and no one has authorised Comrade
Dan) enter into a bloc with all the petty-bourgeois groups,
including the extreme Right wing (the Popular Socialists),
in order jointly to surrender those workers who are under
their influence to the leadership of the liberal bourgeoi-
sie!

All the petty-bourgeois parties, including the Mensheviks
(it is not for nothing that Rech has already registered them
as part of the “opposition bloc” which has abandoned the
revolution, and has classified the Popular Socialists and the
Mensheviks among the “moderate socialist parties™), pre-
fer bargaining with the liberals to fighting in the ranks of
the proletariat.
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Let all class-conscious workers in St. Petersburg con-
sider very carefully whither the Mensheviks are leading
the workers’ party!

What, may it be asked, is the result of the negotiations
between the petty bourgeoisie and the liberals?

So far, all we know from today’s papers (January 19) is
that a meeting took place in St. Petersburg yesterday of
representatives of the Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Tru-
dovik Group, the Popular Socialists and the Mensheviks
(i.e., the entire new petty-bourgeois bloc), and the Cadets.
According to this report, the Cadets have definitely refused
to cede three seats to the “Left bloc”. But the “Left” bloc
has refused to accept two seats.

Rech says in this connection: “The representatives of the
Bolshevik Social-Democrats did not attend the conference.”
That is true. We do not associate with the petty bourgeoisie
to betray the workers’ party to the liberals!

What will happen next? No one knows. Probably, the
petty-bourgeois bloc and the Cadets will go on with their
barginning.

It is reported, however, that there is a workers’ committee
in the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, which emphatically
condemns blocs with the Cadets. What truth there is in
this, we do not know, for the Socialist-Revolutionaries are
deliberately concealing from the public both the terms of their
agreement with the Popular Socialists (no one even knows
when and by whom, exactly, this agreement was concluded!)
and the trends in their own party on the question of blocs
with the Cadets.

Today (January 19), Rech has published a resolution
adopted by the St. Petersburg Committee of the Socialist-
Revolutionary Party which confirms the rumour that the
workers’ section of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party is
not in favour of blocs with the Cadets. The Rech report
reads as follows:

“The St. Petersburg Committee of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionary Party, having entered into an agreement [which?
when? on what terms?]* with the Trudovik and Popular

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin unless otherwise indicated.—Ed.
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Socialist groups, has decided to submit to both sections
of the Social-Democratic Party—the Bolsheviks and the
Mensheviks—a proposal that the socialist [?] groups en-
ter into an agreement for the purpose of conducting the
pre[?]-election campaign in the most purposeful manner;
and in the event of no agreement being reached with the two
sections, to enter into an agreement with the Bolsheviks.
In concluding this joint socialist agreement, the represent-
atives of the Socialist-Revolutionaries must insist [?!?]
on the impermissibility of agreements with the Cadets,
and on the independent action of the socialist alliance.

“If, however, the majority of the groups [?] consider
that a technical [!?] agreement with the Cadets is more
expedient than independent action, the St. Petersburg Com-
mittee of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party will submit [!]
to the decision of the majority [the majority of other par-
ties!], but will make it an absolute condition of the agree-
ment that all the seats to which the socialist groups will
be entitled shall be ceded exclusively to the worker
curia.

A prize of 1,000,000 rubles might well be offered to anyone
who could make anything out of this rigmarole! Insist on
the impermissibility of agreements with the Cadets after
having provisionally formed a bloc with the Popular So-
cialists who are wholeheartedly in favour of the Cadets!
Demand from the Cadets three seats for the worker curia
exclusively and at the same time take part in a “conference”
with the Cadets jointly with the Popular Socialists and the
Trudoviks, who do not make such a demand! Boast of in-
dependence as a party as distinct from “groups” and at the
same time submit to the “majority”, i.e., to the three groups
(Trudoviks, Popular Socialists and Mensheviks)! O wise
Oedipus, solve this riddle!

And the workers representing the Socialist-Revolution-
ary Party (in the Moscow District of St. Petersburg) approve
this petty-bourgeois eyewash, which conceals the betrayal
of their interests to the liberals! But these workers add:
“We express our deep indignation with the Menshevik fac-
tion of the Social-Democratic Party for its obstructionist
behaviour towards other socialist groups and parties.”

O simple-minded Socialist-Revolutionary proletarians!
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If you are indignant with the Mensheviks, why are you
not indignant with the St. Petersburg Committee of the So-
cialist-Revolutionary Party? Both are dragging you under
the wing of the liberals.

The underlying cause of this dissension within the petty-
bourgeois bloc is quite clear. There is a danger of a rupture
with the Cadets. The Popular Socialists and the Menshe-
viks are, perhaps, not averse to accepting two seats from
the Cadets and to betraying the rest of the petty bourgeoi-
sie, just as the Mensheviks betrayed the proletariat!

That’s what’s behind it all!

From rung to rung downwards. Betray the workers’
party and join the petty-bourgeois bloc. Betray the petty-
bourgeois democratic bloc and join the Cadets! Go, and
good riddance!

At the audience granted to him by Stolypin, Milyukov
said: “May it please Your Excellency to note that I have
split the revolution and have torn the moderates away from
it. Haven’t I earned a tip, Your Grace?”... Stolypin: “Well,
yes, I will petition for your legalisation. I’ll tell you what,
Pavel Nikolayevich, you split that working-class rabble
gently, and I will do it with a club. And so ... between the
two of us... Let’s shake hands on it, Pavel Nikolayevich!”

Written on January 19
(February 1), 1907

Published in Proletary, No. 12, Published according
January 25, 1907 to the newspaper text
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THE PROTEST OF THE THIRTY-ONE MENSHEVIKS

We have just received a pamphlet entitled Why We Were
Compelled To Leave the Conference (Declaration Submitted
to the Central Committee by 31 Members of the Conference).

In it the Mensheviks do not say a single word about the
principles involved! Their defection from the workers’
party to the petty-bourgeois bloc (the Mensheviks, the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries, the Trudoviks, and the Popular
Socialists), and thence to the Cadets, is evidently of no
interest to the proletariat. These protestants have no desire
to discuss the real point at issue, but deal only with for-
malities.

Let us examine their formal arguments. There are three
of them: (1) The history of the St. Petersburg Committee
and its undemocratic organisation; (2) the irregularities
in the Conference’s endorsement of credentials; (3) the
refusal of the Conference to divide into two parts, one for
the city and one for the gubernia.

On the first point we should like to ask: what has the St.
Petersburg Committee to do with it? Special elections were
held for the Conference, were they not?

Essentially the Mensheviks are telling atrocious lies
about the history of the St. Petersburg Committee and its
alleged undemocratic organisation. It is worth noting
as a curiosity, for instance, that the Latvian District (the
inclusion of which the Mensheviks complain about), was
included before the Unity Congress, that is, when there was
an equal number of Bolsheviks and Mensheviks on the St.
Petersburg Committee. More than six months ago, there-
fore, the Mensheviks themselves voluntarily agreed that it
was correct to include the Letts. Or take another instance:
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the Mensheviks complain that the St. Petersburg Committee
had allowed the co-optation of a certain number of mem-
bers. They forget to add that it was the Mensheviks themselves
that had carried out the co-optation. These instances enable
one to judge the fairness of this belated criticism of the way
the St. Petersburg Committee was formed.

Their second argument is that the Conference, if you
please, committed irregularities in endorsing the creden-
tials. The Mensheviks refuse to recognise the shop-assistants’
votes, and claim that the following distribution of votes
is the only correct one: Bolshevik—1,560, plus 180 in favour
of the platform of the revolutionary bloc—total, 1,740.
Menshevik—1,589. Or credentials, counting those left over:
Bolshevik—35; Menshevik—32 (see p. 8 of the Menshevik
pamphlet).

It remains for us only to emphasise that even in the opin-
ion of our severest critics the Bolsheviks had, and were
bound to have, preponderance at the Conference.

Everybody knows, comrades, that the “dissenters” (the
platform of the revolutionary bloc) were also Bolsheviks.
And since you yourselves admit that the Bolsheviks would
have had 35 credentials against 32 even if the endorsement
of the credentials depended on the Mensheviks, why make
all this fuss?

You yourselves are compelled to admit that the St. Peters-
burg Social-Democratic organisation is a Bolshevik body.

But let us see how the Mensheviks criticise the way in
which the credentials were verified at the Conference.

They do not want to consider the votes of the shop-assist-
ants at all. Why? “On the pretext that it was impossible
to hold meetings,” says the pamphlet, “the leading body
of the shop-assistants, after an attempt to take a referendum
of its members, which resulted in only 100 votes being
cast, was authorised by the St. Petersburg Committee to
elect five representatives, allowing, no one knows why,
one per 60 members, there being 313 organised shop-as-
sistants™... (p. 4).

The difficulty of organising a meeting of shop-assistants
is common knowledge. On what grounds is this called a
“pretext”? On what grounds are 313 organised shop-assist-
ants (i.e., Party members) to be kept out? Do you not



THE PROTEST OF THE THIRTY-ONE MENSHEVIKS 31

admit yourselves that an attempt was made to take a refer-
endum, i.e., that the leading body took steps to get all
the members of the Party to express their opinion?

And by reducing the rate of representation from one
per 50 to one per 60, the St. Petersburg Committee admitted
that the representation was not entirely democratic.

Moscow District: among the challenged votes the
Mensheviks recognise 185 Bolshevik votes. But under the
heading “Reasons for Challenging”, the authors of the
pamphlet themselves write literally the following: “Chal-
lenged tentatively, in case the Bolsheviks refuse to endorse
similar elections in another district.”

Isn’t that good? The Mensheviks challenged the Bolshe-
vik credentials tentatively, in case...!! In summing up they
themselves state that “the number of votes that should really
have been disqualified” was 115, and not 300; i.e., they
themselves admit that 185 should have been endorsed!

Thus, the Menshevik methods consist in challenging
“tentatively” votes that really should be endorsed!

And such people have the insolence to talk about irre-
gular representation at the Conference....

The Mensheviks themselves count the number of incon-
testable votes as 1,376 for the Bolsheviks and 795 for the
Mensheviks. And that means, my dear comrades, that even
by adopting the unheard-of and original method of “ten-
tative challenging” you were unable to challenge the bulk
of the Bolshevik votes!

Of the 789 Menshevik votes challenged by the Bolshe-
viks (according to the pamphlet) the 234 votes of the Vyborg
District are of special importance. Under the heading:
“Reasons for Challenging” we read: “The elections were not
carried out on the basis of platforms, although discussions
were held.” The fact that discussions were held does not
prove in the least that the voters themselves spoke in favour
of blocs with the Cadets, so that the Conference was right
in refusing to assign to the partisans of a bloc with the
Cadets those votes that were not directly and unambiguously
in favour of it: The Conference reduced the representation
for these 234 votes.

Further, the Bolsheviks challenged the 370 votes of
the Franco-Russian Subdistrict (City District). Under the
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heading: “Reasons for Challenging” we read: “Without plat-
forms—100, and the remainder (270)—by two-stage elections
with discussions.”

You see, the votes of the shop-assistants ought to have
been disqualified despite the “attempt to take a referen-
dum”. All the Menshevik votes ought to have been endorsed,
despite the two-stage elections, which in fact did not in the
least differ from the method by which the shop-assistants
elected their representatives! No, Menshevik comrades;
your defence of the Menshevik credentials is very weak!

As regards dividing the Conference, the Mensheviks
refer to it very briefly: “Although this proposal was per-
fectly rational”, the Conference rejected it (p. 5). But on
the very next page the secret of its “rationality” is indis-
creetly revealed: “Within the precincts of the city the Men-
sheviks had an overwhelming majority” (?!) (if the votes
were counted in the Menshevik fashion, i.e., if all the
shop-assistants’ votes were eliminated and all the Franco-
Russian and Vyborg votes were included!).

So that’s the game! Division was rational because it
would have given the Mensheviks a fictitious majority.
Simple, is it not? Why, then, comrades, did you forget to
mention what “rational” division you propose for the Rail-
way District, for instance, and why the Central Committee
did not think it rational to propose that the conferences at
Wilno, Odessa, etc., be divided?

The Menshevik protests over formalities are empty and
trivial quibbling. What is serious is their decision to de-
sert to the Cadets. But the 31 protestants are absolutely
silent about that.

Proletary, No. 12, Published according
January 25, 1907 to the Proletary text
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THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS
AND THE HYPOCRISY OF THE THIRTY-ONE
MENSHEVIKS

The newspaper Tovarishch has today (January 20) pub-
lished lengthy excerpts from the manifesto of the thirty-
one Mensheviks who seceded from the socialist organisation
on the eve of the St. Petersburg elections.

First of all, let us briefly recall the actual history of what
the Menshevik seceders from the Social-Democrats have done
since they walked out of the Conference.

(1) After breaking away from the Social-Democrat
workers, they entered into a bloc with the petty bourgeoisie
(the Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Trudoviks and the Pop-
ular Socialists) in order jointly to bargain with the Cadets
for seats. The written agreement under which the seceding
Social-Democrats joined the petty-bourgeois bloc was con-
cealed from the workers and from the public.

However we still have hopes that this agreement will
eventually be published, and the secret revealed.

(2) As a constituent part of the petty-bourgeois bloc
(incorrectly styled the “Left bloc” by the newspapers),
the breakaway Mensheviks bargained with the Cadets for
three places out of the six for this bloc. The Cadets offered
two seats. They could not come to terms. The meeting
between the petty-bourgeois “conference” (this expression
is not ours—we borrow it from the newspapers) and the
Cadets was held on January 18. Both Rech and Tovarishch
reported it. Rech announces today that no agreement was
reached (although we must, of course, be prepared to hear
that negotiations are still being conducted behind the
scenes).
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So far the Mensheviks have made no announcement in
the press concerning their operation for the sale of workers’
votes to the Cadets.

They will probably report to the petty-bourgeois bloc,
part of which they formed during the negotiations, and not
to the workers’ party!

They probably do not like to say why Comrade Dan took
part in the negotiations, although he had been authorised
to do so neither by the group of thirty-one nor by any other
Party organisation.

Such are the deeds of the thirty-one Mensheviks.

What are their words?

Their first argument is that, having denied that there
is a Black-Hundred danger in St. Petersburg, the Bolshe-
viks had no right to declare in favour of an agreement with
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Trudoviks, as that
runs counter to the decisions of the All-Russian Conference,
which demand independent action on the part of the So-
cial-Democrats in the absence of a Black-Hundred danger.

This argument is false from beginning to end.

The thirty-one breakaway Mensheviks are deceiving the
reading public. No Party body has ever laid an official ban
on agreements with the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the
Trudoviks in the absence of a Black-Hundred danger. Such
an agreement has been concluded in Moscow, for instance,
and the Central Committee has not challenged it.

But that is not all. The extent to which the thirty-one
Mensheviks are distorting the truth when they invoke the
decision of the All-Russian Social-Democratic Conference
can be seen from the following. It is common knowledge
that the decisions of this (advisory) Conference were carried
by the votes of the Mensheviks and the Bundists against
those of the Bolsheviks, the Poles and the Letts. And these
very Bundists who were instrumental in getting the deci-
sion of the All-Russian Social-Democratic Conference
passed, have officially sanctioned blocs with the Socialist-
Revolutionaries, and with revolutionary democrats in gen-
eral, where there is no Black-Hundred danger, but where there
is a Cadet danger. The Central Committee of the Bund
has adopted a decision to that effect, and no one has pro-
tested against it. It was reported in Nasha Tribuna, the
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Russian organ of the Bund, and all Russian Social-Demo-
crats who are able to read know it.

The thirty-one Mensheviks are deceiving the workers and
the entire reading public.

We have also explained that the All-Russian Social-Dem-
ocratic Conference authorised the Central Committee
everywhere to exclude non-Social-Democrats from the So-
cial-Democratic election list, i.e., to demand absolutely
independent action on the part of the Social-Democrats.
So far the Central Committee has nowhere exercised this
right, thus, in effect, recognising the autonomy of the Bund
and of all other organisations of the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Labour Party.

Further, the thirty-one Mensheviks are displeased be-
cause the Conference excluded the Popular Socialists (P.S.,
or Social Narodniks) from the Trudovik bloc. The thirty-
one Mensheviks write: “It is common knowledge that these
three parties [the Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Popular
Socialists and the Trudoviks; the latter are not a party]
formed a tight bloc in St. Petersburg long ago and are acting
jointly.”

That is another untruth. First, it has never been officially
declared anywhere that such a bloc has been formed and
that its terms are really of a nature that would make it
a “tight bloc”. There have been only the vaguest newspaper
reports, and they cannot be relied upon where important
affairs are concerned and official relations between parties
exist. Secondly, the fact that the Socialist-Revolutionaries
and the Committee of the Trudovik Group, who were ap-
proached by the Social-Democratic Conference, started
negotiations without the Popular Socialists proves that the
bloc of the three Trudovik parties and groups was not a
particularly “tight” one. A bloc which does not prevent
any of its constituent parts from conducting negotiations
independently of the other cannot be called a tight bloc.
We have so far received no official answer from the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries with the demand that we consent to
an agreement with the Popular Socialists too. Thirdly,
Tovarishch publishes, on the same page as the communi-
cation of the thirty-one Mensheviks, the “January 16
resolution of the St. Petersburg Committee of the Socialist
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Revolutionary Party”. A note to this resolution reads as
follows: “The withdrawal from the agreement [that is, the
agreement between the Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Tru-
doviks and the Popular Socialists] of the Popular Social-
ist Group will not dissolve the agreement. The withdrawal
of any other socialist group or party, however, will dissolve
that agreement.”

Thus, the facts prove that the thirty-one Mensheviks
were not speaking the truth when they called the Trudovik
bloc a tight bloc.

The Conference of the St. Petersburg Social-Democrats
was right in rejecting the Popular Socialists. Firstly, it
was right in principle, for there is no doubt that the Pop-
ular Socialist Party stands more to the Right, is more
unreliable and closer to the Cadets, than any other Trudo-
vik party. Secondly, it was right from the standpoint of
practical politics, for it made a correct forecast of that
line of division between the Trudovik parties which in-
evitably revealed itself in the course of the political campaign.
It is now clear to all that, had the Trudoviks nevertheless
succeeded in foisting the Popular Socialists on us (it would,
of course, be ridiculous to fear the inclusion of the Popular
Socialists in the Trudovik bloc if that could ensure victory
over the Cadets in St. Petersburg), the responsibility for
the unreliable Trudoviks would have rested entirely with
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and not with the Social-
Democrats. The workers’ party took care to let all workers
and all citizens know the real difference between the more
reliable and the less reliable Trudoviks; it took care that
responsibility for the bad Trudoviks should rest with the
Socialist-Revolutionaries, not with the party of the pro-
letariat.

What conclusion should be drawn from all this fuss over
the Popular Socialists?

The conclusion is that the Mensheviks behaved in an
unprincipled manner in joining a petty-bourgeois bloc
without any discrimination, and proved incapable of doing
what Social-Democrats are in duty bound to do in an elec-
tion campaign, namely, to teach the masses to draw strict
and proper distinctions between parties. The Mensheviks
hastened to take their place in a single petty-bourgeois bloc
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with the Popular Socialists, in other words, with a semi-
Cadet group!

The Bolsheviks were consistent in matters of principle.
They started with an open resolution, published everywhere
in the name of an official Social-Democratic body, informing
all and sundry of the Popular Socialist Party’s unreli-
ability. The Bolsheviks have now achieved the result that
the more revolutionary Trudoviks (the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries) have themselves declared that the Popular Social-
ists may leave the Trudovik bloc without leading to its
dissolution!

The Bolsheviks have achieved the separation of the
revolutionary Trudoviks from the opportunist Trudoviks.
The Mensheviks are immersed right up to their ears in an
opportunist petty-bourgeois bloc.

The Bolsheviks have openly and publicly called upon
the Trudoviks to join them in battle against the Cadets,
and have already achieved undoubted political results,
although they have not as yet entered into any bloc with
anybody. Secretly from the workers, and discarding all
principles, the Mensheviks have crawled into a petty-
bourgeois bloc so as to haggle with the Cadets.

From this the workers can judge whither the Mensheviks
are really leading them.

The third and last argument of the thirty-one Menshe-
viks is that an agreement between the Social-Democrats
and the Trudoviks in St. Petersburg would not diminish
the Black-Hundred danger, but increase it. This assertion
is so absurd, or so hypocritical, that we shall quote the
Menshevik argument in full:

“A joint Social-Democratic and Narodnik election list will be
popular enough to divert many votes from the Cadets, but not pop-
ular enough to achieve victory throughout St. Petersburg, especially
if, in the eyes of the average voter, the blame for the non-conclusion
of an agreement between all the revolutionary and opposition par-
ties lies with the Social-Democrats and their allies. In that case, a
considerable diversion of votes from the Cadets will benefit the unit-
ed Black Hundreds, who will defeat both the Cadet and the Left
election lists.”

This whole argument is a piece of sheer hypocrisy in-
tended to screen the bargaining for seats that is going on
between the Mensheviks and the Cadets.
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Indeed, just think what the Mensheviks are saying:
an agreement between the Social-Democrats and the Tru-
doviks will increase the Black-Hundred danger, for it will
divert many votes from the Cadets! Very well, my dear
comrades! But when, in your opinion, is the danger of a
Black-Hundred victory greatest—when all the non-Black-
Hundred votes are split between two election lists or when
they are split between three? Let us assume that the Black
Hundreds have 1,000 votes and the rest 2,100. When is
the danger of a Black-Hundred victory greatest: when
these 2,100 votes are split between two lists, or when
they are split between three?

The thirty-one Mensheviks can apply to any schoolboy
to help them solve this brain-racking problem.

But we shall proceed. The thirty-one Mensheviks are not
only talking rank nonsense when they profess not to under-
stand that if the Social-Democrats and the Trudoviks come
to an agreement there will be only two anti-Black-Hundred
lists in St. Petersburg, while if there is no such agreement,
there may be three. But that is not all.

In addition, the thirty-one Mensheviks are so ignorant
of the history of the first elections that they do not know
the relative proportion of Black-Hundred and Cadet votes
in the St. Petersburg elections to the First Duma. We did
not take 1,000 votes for the Black Hundreds and 2,100 for
the rest at random. This example was typical of nine out
of the twelve districts of St. Petersburg in the First Duma
elections!

In these nine districts, which together returned 114 elec-
tors out of 160, the lowest Cadet vote was more than twice
as high as the highest vote cast for the Black Hundreds,
or the so-called Right bloc.

What does this show?

It shows that if there are two “Left” (i.e., non-Black-
Hundred) election lists in St. Petersburg, no conceivable
division of votes between the Lefts can give the victory
to the Black Hundreds.

Since the thirty-one Mensheviks are apparently weak in
elementary arithmetic, let us explain it to them: let
them try to divide 2,100 into two parts in such a way that
1,000 Black-Hundred votes will defeat both these parts.
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Let the Mensheviks rack their brains over this problem,
as well as over the problem of whether three lists instead
of two will increase or diminish the Black-Hundred danger.

There are no grounds whatever for supposing that the
Black Hundreds will be stronger in this year’s St. Peters-
burg elections than they were in last year’s. No right-
minded politician would venture to make such an assertion.
It is clear to everybody that the Black Hundreds are com-
pletely discredited after the disclosures of the Lidval case,
the assassination of Herzenstein,'* etc. It is common knowl-
edge that news of Left victories in the elections is now
coming in from all parts of Russia.

Under such circumstances, the cries about the Black-
Hundred danger are the result either of absolute ignorance
or of hypocrisy. And it is those who conceal their real aims
and act behind the scenes that must play the hypocrite.
The Mensheviks are raising an outcry about the Black-
Hundred danger in order to divert the workers’ attention
from the game they, the Mensheviks, are playing, or did
play recently, by joining the petty-bourgeois bloc and bar-
gaining with the Cadets.

If two Left lists are put up, no split in the votes can give
the victory to the Black Hundreds in St. Petersburg, un-
less the latter obtain a higher vote than they did at the
last elections—and everything goes to indicate that their
vote will not increase, but will decrease.

Thus, it was by no means for the purpose of combating
the Black-Hundred danger that the Mensheviks joined the
petty-bourgeois bloc and bargained with the Cadets—this
is a childish fable that can deceive only those who are ab-
solutely ignorant or hopelessly stupid.

The Mensheviks bargained with the Cadets to get their
man into the Duma, in spite of the workers, with the aid of
the Cadets—such is the simple explanation of all these
peregrinations from the Social-Democrats to the petty-
bourgeois bloc and from the petty-bourgeois bloc to the
Cadets.

None but the very naive can fail to see the purpose be-
hind the Mensheviks’ actions, which they are trying to
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conceal by raising an outcry about the Black-Hundred
danger.

While they were in the petty-bourgeois bloc, the Menshe-
viks insisted on three seats in the Duma so as to make sure
of one seat for themselves. If the Cadets had conceded only
two seats, the Mensheviks might not have obtained even
one. The Cadets directly offered one seat to the Narodniks
(Popular Socialists), but dared not take the other from the
worker curia. And it is not yet certain who will win in the
worker curia.

That is why the Mensheviks concealed from the public
on what authority Comrade Dan was acting, on what terms
they joined the petty-bourgeois bloc, what exactly was
discussed at the “conference” of the petty-bourgeois bloc
with the Cadets, etc., etc. After such behaviour on the part
of the Mensheviks, we still do not and cannot know where
they will turn now that the Cadets have rejected them. Will
the Popular Socialists combine with the Mensheviks to
wheedle two seats out of the Cadets at the expense of the
worker curia (an editorial in Rech spoke of the possibility
of such a decision); or will the Mensheviks decide on inde-
pendent Social-Democratic lists, i.e., to have three Left
lists in St. Petersburg instead of two? Or will they return
to the Social-Democratic Labour Party and to its decision,
following their luckless visits to the drawing-rooms of the
petty bourgeoisie and the ante-chamber of the Cadets?

If the Mensheviks were really guided by fear of the Black-
Hundred danger, and not by a craving to gain a seat in the
Duma from the Cadets, could they possibly have broken
with the Cadets over the number of the seats?

When a socialist really believes in a Black-Hundred
danger and is sincerely combating it—he votes for the
liberals without any bargaining, and does not break off
negotiations if two seats instead of three are offered him.
For instance, it may happen that at a second ballot in Europe
a Black-Hundred danger arises when the liberal obtains,
say, 8,000 votes, the Black-Hundred representative or
reactionary, 10,000, and the socialist 3,000. If a socialist
believes that the Black-Hundred danger is a real danger
to the working class, he will vote for the liberal. We have
no second ballot in Russia, but we may get a situation
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analogous to a second ballot in the second stage of the
elections. If out of 174 electors, say, 86 are of the Black
Hundreds, 84 Cadets and 4 socialists, the socialists must
cast their votes for the Cadet candidate, and so far not a
single member of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Party has questioned this.

The Mensheviks assert that they fear a Black-Hundred
danger in St. Petersburg, and yet they break with the Ca-
dets over the question of two seats or three!

This is sheer hypocrisy, calculated to screen how the
petty-bourgeois section of the workers’ party is haggling
over a miserable seat in the Duma, begged from the Cadets.

Equally hypocritical is the talk the Mensheviks now
indulge in about an independent Social-Democratic cam-
paign in St. Petersburg, without the Trudoviks. For example:
Tovarishch has published the following report of a speech
delivered by Mr. Levitsky, a Menshevik, at a meeting in
the Nemetti Theatre on January 19: “The Social-Democrats
sacrificed their independence in the election campaign only
in order to avert the Black-Hundred danger. Since they have
failed in their object, the Social-Democrats must at least
attempt to develop broad agitation, and the speaker, there-
fore, declared in favour of independent action by the So-
cial-Democrats.”

Assuming this Levitsky is sound in mind and judgement,
is he not, may we ask, a hypocrite? Since they have failed
“to avert the Black-Hundred danger” by putting up one
joint list for all the Lefts, including the Cadets, Levitsky
wants three Left lists—Cadet, Social-Democratic and Tru-
dovik!

What is this but the floundering of an opportunist who
feels that the ground has slipped from under his feet, who
thinks he can make us forget that the day before yesterday
the Mensheviks were in a petty-bourgeois bloc, and yes-
terday were bargaining with the Cadets!

The Mensheviks betrayed the workers, went over to the
Cadets; and now that their shady deal has failed, ,they want
to clear themselves by merely talking about independent
Social-Democratic action! But this is just empty talk,
mere eyewash; even if there were three Left lists in St. Pe-
tersburg, the Black Hundreds could win only in the event
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of the Left vote being split; and the Mensheviks themselves
have strengthened the position of the petty-bourgeois
bloc by renouncing the proletarian party and entering
the bloc to bargain with the Cadets together with that
bloc.

Indeed, the Mensheviks have plenty to “clear themselves”
of now—such is the discredit they have brought upon
themselves by their entire conduct in the St. Petersburg
election campaign. Indeed, the only thing the Mensheviks
can now do is to indulge in empty and sonorous phrases,
for they themselves do not seriously believe that a purely
Social-Democratic list can be put up in St. Petersburg at
the present time.

And we most emphatically warn the Bolsheviks not to
trust these sonorous and hypocritical phrases.

The Bolsheviks have nothing to “clear themselves™ of,
nothing to repent of. Our political line, which at first was
ridiculed by all the bourgeois press in the capital, is now
being magnificently and strikingly justified by the entire
course of events. The absurdity of the Black-Hundred
danger tale is becoming clear. The Cadet danger is becoming
obvious. The policy of the Cadets, whose leader is being
(or has been?) received in audience by Stolypin, is now
being exposed.

The Bolsheviks did not enter a petty-bourgeois bloc
behind the back of the workers’ party. They did not strength-
en that bloc by sanctioning the participation of the semi-
Cadet Popular Socialist Party along with the Trudoviks.
The Bolsheviks have not taken a single step or uttered a
single word that the petty-bourgeois parties can interpret
as a renunciation of independent action by the Social-Dem-
ocrats.

While Milyukov was grovelling at Stolypin’s feet and
Mensheviks and Trudoviks of all shades were grovelling at
Milyukov’s feet—the Bolsheviks alone stood firm, never
for a moment ceasing to do what Levitsky and his like
have now remembered to do because they have quarrelled
with the Cadets.

Therefore, we must not under any circumstances do the
stupid thing which the dismayed and hypocritical Menshe-
viks are prattling about; we must not reject a revolutionary
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bloc and petty-bourgeois support for the socialists against
the Cadets.

It was because the Bolsheviks took the right course at
once, without hesitation, that the instability of the Trudo-
viks and the firmness of the workers’ party (except for its
opportunist appendage, of course) has now become clear
to all. It has become really clear that the Social-Democratic
proletariat is going its own independent way, directing
all the other elements against the Black Hundreds and
against the liberals, freeing all the petty-bourgeois parties
and trends from the influence of Cadet ideology and Cadet
policy, and publicly assessing the degree of reliability
and suitability of the revolutionary and the opportunist
groups among the Trudoviks.

And to be afraid to lead all the Trudoviks now, when
they have tasted the bitterness of Cadet benevolence and
are prepared to fight the Cadets, would be unpardonable
childishness and a manifestation of political spinelessness.

The thirty-one Mensheviks who have entangled them-
selves in the bargaining with the Cadets are now compelled
to admit, in spite of themselves, that “a joint Social-Dem-
ocratic and Trudovik list will be popular enough to divert
many votes from the Cadets...”. Yes, that is exactly how it is!
And that is exactly why we cannot neglect the task of un-
dermining the hegemony of the Cadets in the capital, to-
wards which the eyes of all Russia are turned.

If we capture half the Cadet vote in several districts
plus one extra vote, we shall win, for we shall have all the
advantage of the split between the Black-Hundred bourgeoi-
sie and the liberal conciliatory bourgeoisie (there is no
danger in this, for in nine districts the Cadets have more
than twice as many votes as the Black Hundreds).

It is becoming clearer every day that the Mensheviks
took the wrong political course when they raised an outcry
about the Black-Hundred danger. It is becoming clear that
the delegates and electors stand more to the Left this year
than they did last year. Instead of acting as the ludicrous
and shameful accomplices of the liberal landlords (which
cannot be justified by the plea of a Black-Hundred danger,
for none exists), a useful and responsible role awaits us;
to exercise the hegemony of the proletariat over the demo-
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cratic petty bourgeoisie in the struggle to prevent subor-
dination of the unenlightened masses to the leadership of
the liberals.

The first elections to the Duma resulted in a Cadet vic-
tory, and these liberal bourgeois are exerting every effort
to consolidate and perpetuate a hegemony that rests on
the stultification of the masses, on their failure to think
independently and to pursue an independent policy.

It is our bounden duty to bend every effort to rally
around ourselves, particularly in St. Petersburg, all those
who are capable of fighting the Black Hundreds and the
Cadets—to rally them for the aims of the people’s revolu-
tion, for independent action by the vast masses of the
people.

And we shall do this without sacrificing an iota of the
ideological independence of our Social-Democratic agita-
tion, without retreating in the least from our socialist aims
but giving them full expression, and without for a moment
ceasing to expose the vacillation and treachery of the petty
bourgeoisie.

The revolutionary Social-Democrats alone stand firmly
and resolutely on the positions of the struggle for freedom
and the struggle for socialism.

Written on January 20
(February 2), 1907

Published as a separate pamphlet Published according
in 1907 to the text of the pamphlet
Signed: N. Lenin
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HOW TO VOTE IN THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS

IS THERE A DANGER OF THE BLACK HUNDREDS WINNING
THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS?

The State Duma elections in the City of St. Petersburg
are to take place shortly. The city voters, who number
about 130,000, will have to elect 160 electors for the entire
city. These 160 electors, together with the 14 electors from
the workers, will elect 6 deputies to the Duma.

Who should be elected to the Duma?

Three main parties are contesting the elections in St.
Petersburg: the Black Hundreds (the Right parties), the
Cadets (the so-called people’s freedom party), and the
Social-Democrats.

The smaller parties and trends (Trudoviks, non-party
people, Popular Socialists, radicals, etc.) may join partly
the Cadet election list, and partly the Social-Democratic
list. This has not yet been definitely decided.

At all events, there is no doubt that there will be three
election lists in St. Petersburg—the Black-Hundred, the
Cadet, and the Social-Democratic.

All voters must, therefore, clearly realise whom they
are sending to the Duma:

the Black Hundreds, i.e., the Right parties, who are
for a government based on military courts, for pogroms
and violence?

the Cadets, i.e., the liberal bourgeoisie, who go to the
Duma to legislate, i.e., to compromise with the Gurkos,
who actually enjoy both the right to legislate and the right
to dissolve the Duma if it incurs their displeasure?

or the Social-Democrats, i.e., the party of the working
class, which, at the head of the whole people, is fighting
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for full freedom and socialism, for the emancipation of all
working people from exploitation and oppression?

Let every voter know that he must choose between these
three parties. He must decide whom to vote for: the cham-
pions of police tyranny and violence; the liberal capitalists,
who through the Kutlers are bargaining with Gurkos;
or for the champions of the interests of the working class
and of all working people?

Citizens and voters! You are told that the Cadets and
the Social-Democrats may enter into an election agreement,
that they may put up a joint election list.

This is not true. Let everybody know that whatever hap-
pens there will be three lists in St. Petersburg: the Black-
Hundred, the Cadet and the Social-Democratic.

You are told that if the Cadets and the Social-Demo-
crats put up separate lists, they may split the vote and
thus help the Black Hundreds to win.

This is not true. We are going to prove to you that even
in the worst possible case of a split vote, i.e., even if the
votes are evenly divided between the Cadets and the Social-
Democrats in all election wards of St. Petersburg—even
in that case a Black-Hundred victory in St. Petersburg is
impossible.

It is common knowledge that during the elections to the
First Duma there were fwo principal lists of candidates
in St. Petersburg: the Cadet and the Black-Hundred (or
the so-called bloc, or coalition, of the Right parties). The
Cadets were victorious in all the districts of St. Petersburg.

Now there will be three lists: the Black-Hundred, the
Cadet and the Social-Democratic. That means that the So-
cial-Democrats expect to win part of the Cadet votes and
also to win the support of those who did not vote in the
elections to the First Duma.

You are told that this split of the Cadet and Social-
Democratic vote may help the Black Hundreds to win, for
the Cadets and the Social-Democrats together would be
stronger than the Black Hundreds, whereas separately
they may prove weaker, i.e., be defeated.

To see whether this is possible, let us take the figures
of the votes cast in all the wards of St. Petersburg in the
elections to the First Duma. Let us see how the votes were
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distributed between the Cadets and the Black Hundreds
in the various wards. We will take the least favourable
case in each ward, i.e., the lowest vote cast for a Cadet (for
different candidates received a different number of votes)
and the highest vote cast for a Black-Hundred candidate.

We will halve the lowest Cadet vote, on the assumption
that the Social-Democrat will divert exactly half the votes
(this is the least favourable to us, and the most favourable
to the Black Hundreds).

Let us now compare this half of the lowest Cadet vote
with the highest vote cast for a Black-Hundred candidate in
each ward. We will get the following figures:

Voting in St. Petersburg in the Elections to the First Duma
Lowest One half Highest = Number

Wards Cadet of that Right of
vote number vote electors

Admiralty . . . . . . . . .. 1,395 697 668 5
Alexander-Nevsky . . . . . . 2,929 1,464 1,214 16
Kazan . .. .. .. .... 2,135 1,067 985 9
Narva . . ... ... ... 3,486 1,743 1,486 18
Vyborg . . . . . ... ... 1,853 926 652 6
Petersburg . . . . . . . .. 4,788 2,394 1,729 16
Kolomna . . . . . ... .. 2,141 1,070 969 9
Moscow. . . . . . . . . .. 4,937 2,468 2,174 20
Spassky. . . . . . . . ... 4,873 2,436 2,320 15
Liteiny . . . . . . . .. .. 3,414 1,707 2,097 15
Rozhdestvensky . . . . . . . 3,241 1,620 2,066 14
Vasilyevsky Ostrov . . . . . . 3,540 1,770 2,250 17

These figures show clearly that even in the most unfa-
vourable case of a split in the Cadet vote, the Black Hun-
dreds would have been successful in the 1906 elections in
only three wards out of the twelve. They would have had
only 46 electors out of 174 (160 from the city and 14 from
the workers). This means that the Black Hundreds could
not have been elected to the Duma at the first elections
even if the Cadet vote had been split equally between the
Cadet and the Social-Democratic candidates in all wards.

Thus, those who are trying to scare the voters with the
possibility of a Black-Hundred victory if the Cadets and
Social-Democrats split the vote, are deceiving the people.
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The Black Hundreds cannot win as a result of a vote
split between the Cadets and Social-Democrats.

The Cadets are deliberately spreading false rumours
of a “Black-Hundred danger” so as to deter the voters from
voting for the socialists.

Citizens and voters! Do not believe the yarns about
the Black Hundreds winning if the votes are divided be-
tween the Cadets and Social-Democrats. Vote freely and bold-
ly according to your convictions—for the Black Hundreds,
for the bourgeois liberals, or for the socialists.

% %
*

But perhaps the Cadets, who are spreading false rumours
about a “Black-Hundred danger” through the newspapers
Rech, Tovarishch, Sevodnya, Rodnaya Zemlya, Rus, Strana,'
and many others, will try to advance some other arguments,
try some other subterfuges.

Let us consider all possible arguments.

Perhaps the Cadet vote will be split between three and
not two lists? In that case will not the Black Hundreds
win in all the wards and be elected to the Duma?

No. The Cadet vote cannot be split between three lists,
for there will be only three lists in St. Petersburg. Apart
from the Black Hundreds, the Cadets and the Social-Dem-
ocrats, there is not a single party of any importance that
is putting up an independent list.

All parties in Russia have their representatives in St.
Petersburg. All parties and trends have already announced
their positions in the elections. Not a single party, except
for the three main parties mentioned above, not one little
group, even thinks of contesting the elections independently.
All the smaller parties, all the trends, except the three main
ones, are wavering only between these three election lists.
All progressive parties and groups which sympathise with
freedom are wavering only between the Cadets and the So-
cial-Democrats.

Not one of the Trudovik parties, neither the Socialist-
Revolutionaries, the Committee of the Trudovik Group,
nor the Popular Socialists, has expressed the desire to
put up an independent list. On the contrary, all these Trudovik
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parties are negotiating to join either the Cadet or the So-
cial-Democratic list.

Hence, those who say that the Cadet vote may be split
between three lists are deceiving the people. In St. Peters-
burg there will be only three main lists: the Black-Hundred,
the Cadet, and the Social-Democratic.

* *
*

A second possible argument: it is said that as a result of
the Senate interpretations'® the number of voters, especial-
ly those of the poor classes, has been reduced, and that
therefore the Cadets may not poll as many votes as they
did in the elections to the First Duma.

That is not true. In the First Duma elections the total
number of voters in St. Petersburg was about 150,000;
it is now about 130,000. The number who voted last year
was no more than 60,000 to 70,000. Hence, there is no rea-
son to fear a change in the temper and views of the bulk of
the voters. There cannot be the slightest doubt that the
majority of the 130,000 voters in St. Petersburg belong to
the needy strata of the population, who might prefer a
capitalist to a worker only owing to misunderstanding, ig-
norance or prejudice. If all socialists do their duty and
carry on agitation to enlighten the city population, they
will certainly be able to count on winning not ten thousand,
but several tens of thousands of the 130,000 voters.

* *
*

A third possible argument: it is said that the Black
Hundreds may get a bigger vote this year, and that we
cannot judge from last year’s figures.

That is not true. From all the newspaper reports, all
the meetings and the information available about the state
of the various parties, we see that the Black Hundreds in
St. Petersburg are not stronger, but probably much weaker
than they were last year. The people have become politi-
cally more conscious; the Octobrists'” are howled down
at every meeting; and the dissolution of the Duma, the
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government’s policy of violence and the Gurko-Lidval policy
are completely alienating voters from the government. At
the first elections the Black Hundreds were still able to
crow; but they subsided altogether, as soon as election time
began to draw near.
% *
*

A fourth possible argument: it is said that the govern-
ment has refused to issue election forms to the Left par-
ties, is not permitting them to hold meetings, publish
newspapers, etc., and that, therefore, it is safer and surer
for all the Lefts to combine in one election list with the
Cadets.

That is not true. The fact that the government is resort-
ing to violence, is breaking the law and encroaching on
the freedom of elections, can only stiffen the backs of the
mass of voters. We Social-Democrats do not lose, but gain
in the eyes of the voters from the fact that the police, with
increasing frequency, are closing down meetings because
of our speeches. As for fighting the government for its
breaking the law—how would an agreement with the Ca-
dets help in this? It would hinder, not help things, for the
Cadet Party is the most cowardly of all opposition parties,
the one most given to treachery. Is it possible to combat
infringement of the law by Cabinet Ministers jointly with a
party of which the ex-Minister Kutler, a recent colleague
of Witte and Durnovo, is a member? On the contrary, it
is because the Kutlers are very much closer to the Durno-
vos and Stolypins than to the masses of workers and shop-
assistants that we, in the interests of the fight for freedom,
must remain independent of the Cadet Party, the party
of the Kutlers.

Let us assume that the government has decided to seize,
to arrest, the Left electors. Will an agreement with the
Cadets be of any avail? Or should the socialists rely on
the Cadet Kutler petitioning the Cabinet Ministers Sto-
lypin and Gurko, his recent colleagues, on behalf of the
revolutionaries?

The newspapers recently reported that Stolypin is grant-
ing an audience to Mr. Milyukov, the Cadet leader, to dis-
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cuss the legalisation of the Cadet Party.* Are the social-
ists to rely on the Cadet gentlemen “petitioning” for the
legalisation of the Trudovik, the Socialist-Revolutionary
and the Social-Democratic parties?

A socialist with a conscience and a sense of shame will
never appear in a joint list with the Kutlers and the Mi-

lyukovs. . x

*

Can the Social-Democrats win in the St. Petersburg
elections?

Taking advantage of the government’s ban on Social-
Democratic newspapers, the Cadet newspapers are dinning
into their readers’ ears that a Social-Democratic victory
at the elections is inconceivable without the aid of the
Cadets.

That is not true. It is quite possible for the Social-Dem-
ocrats in St. Petersburg to gain a victory over the Black
Hundreds and the Cadets.

The Cadets pretend not to see this, deliberately forget-
ting that a split vote may be to the advantage of any party,
and not the Black Hundreds alone. The Black Hundreds
may win three wards out of twelve if the vote is split equally
between the Cadets and Social-Democrats.

The Social-Democrats may win twelve election wards out
of twelve if the vote is split between the Cadets and Black
Hundreds.

To convince oneself of this, one need only consider the
figures quoted above. They show that, by polling in each
ward one vote more than half the Cadet total (polled at the
last elections) it is possible to win in the whole of St. Pe-
tersburg.

For this we must have not less than 14,274 votes in the
nine “safe” wards of St. Petersburg (which does not include
the three where the Black Hundreds may win).

* At an election meeting at the Tenishev School on January
22 Mr. Vodovozov stated that Mr. Milyukov had been to see Sto-
lypin and had come to terms with him, and that the people’s free-
dom party is responsible for its leaders. Without denying this fact,
Mr. Gredeskul declared that if Mr. Milyukov had been to see Stoly-
pin, it was in the interest of the country and the party.
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And is it really impossible for the Social-Democrats
to poll 15,000 to 20,000 votes in St. Petersburg?

In St. Petersburg enfranchised shop-assistants and clerks
alone number 30,000 to 50,000. Golos Prikazchika,'® the
shop-assistants trade union paper, was conducted on So-
cial-Democratic lines. If all socialists were to unite for
agitation among shop-assistants, and were to agree to in-
clude the Trudoviks in their list, these shop and office
employees alone could ensure victory for a joint Social-
Democratic and Trudovik election list.

Moreover, there are a very large number of poor tenants,
fully capable of understanding that the socialists will de-
fend their interests better than the liberal houseowners
and landlords, the rich lawyers and the government officials,
the Petrunkeviches, Rodichevs, Vinavers, and Kutlers.

Look at the election meetings in St. Petersburg. Even
the Cadet newspapers, whose accounts of these meetings
are atrociously distorted to favour the Cadets, are com-
pelled to admit that the real contest lies between the Ca-
dets and the socialists, and not between the Rights and the
Lefts. St. Petersburg election meetings are incontrovertible
proof that the Social-Democrats, particularly in alliance
with the Trudoviks, are stronger than the Cadets in St.
Petersburg.

How many voters will attend election meetings? Cau-
tious people estimate not more than one-tenth of the total
number of voters will. Let us accept even this figure, which
is the lowest estimate. That gives us 13,000 voters. Fur-
ther, we may take it for granted that every voter who has
attended meetings will take along with him to the polling-
booth at least two others who have not attended any meet-
ings. Judging from all facts and observations, 20,000 of
the 39,000 voters will be for the Social-Democrats in alli-
ance with the Trudoviks.

Therefore, these figures, too, show that a victory of the
Social-Democrats over the Cadets and the Black Hundreds
in St. Petersburg is quite possible.

All St. Petersburg voters should know that it depends
entirely on them whether the Cadets or the Social-Dem-
ocrats win.
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* *
*

The socialists are conducting their election campaign
in St. Petersburg primarily and mainly for the purpose of
enlightening and rallying the masses. The socialists are
striving to make clear to the masses the tasks now confront-
ing the people in their struggle for freedom. The liberals,
however, are not bothering about anything but seats in the
Duma, and do not care whether the voters have any clear
and definite ideas.

The liberals, i.e., the Cadets, and the vacillators who
follow in their train, sometimes take a vote at election
meetings, at some of which they succeed in winning over-
whelming majorities for resolutions calling for an agree-
ment among all the Lefts, on the understanding that two
seats out of the six should go to the Cadets.

Those who propose such resolutions and those who vote
for them show that they fail to realise the situation in the
St. Petersburg elections. There will not and cannot be an
agreement of “all the Lefts” in St. Petersburg. There will
be three election lists in St. Petersburg: the Black-Hun-
dred, the Cadet, and the Social-Democratic.

Moreover, it is ridiculous even to vote for the Cadets
getting two seats out of the six. Those who really want
such an outcome must understand that it cannot be effected
by a deal with the Cadets. It can be done only by voting
for the Social-Democrats.

In fact, the result that some people desire (six seats for
the Lefts, of which two go to the Cadets) can be achieved
only if the Social-Democrats gain a partial victory
in St. Petersburg. Let us assume, for example, that the
Social-Democrats win only in four constituencies, say,
in the Spassky, Moscow, Petersburg and Vyborg wards.
They would then have 60 electors, and with the worker
curia, 74 electors. The Black Hundreds (we take the most
unfavourable and most unlikely case) will have 46 electors
(Liteiny, Rozhdestvensky and Vasilyevsky Ostrov wards).
The Cadets will then have the remaining 54 electors. This
is the way we could really secure the election of Left Duma
deputies for St. Petersburg, with a preponderance of those
standing Left of the Cadets. It cannot be achieved by
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bargaining with the Cadets, as certain unintelligent and
vacillating people are doing.

* *
*

Let us briefly recapitulate the conclusions we have drawn.
Only three main parties are contesting the St. Peters-
burg elections, and electors will have three lists before
them: the Black-Hundred, the Cadet, and the Social-
Democratic.

The danger of a Black-Hundred victory in St. Petersburg
is an absurd fabrication.

Even if the Cadet vote is split least favourably between
the Cadets and the Social-Democrats, a Black-Hundred
victory is impossible.

The fable of the “Black-Hundred danger” in St. Peters-
burg is deliberately fostered by the Cadets to avert the
real danger threatening them in the form of a socialist vic-
tory.

The Trudoviks, the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and sev-
eral small groups have not yet made up their minds whether
to follow the Cadets or the Social-Democrats.

In St. Petersburg it is quite possible for the Social-
Democrats to win complete victory over the Black Hun-
dreds and the Cadets.

Voters must vote in accordance with their convictions
and sympathies, and not out of fear of a fictitious Black-
Hundred danger.

Are you for the government, the liberal bourgeoisie, or
the Social-Democrats?

Citizens, make your choice!

Zreniye, No. 1, Published according
January 25, 1907 to the Zreniye text
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THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS
AND THE CRISIS OF OPPORTUNISM

On January 6 a St. Petersburg general conference was
held. The conference was to decide whether or not there
were to be agreements in the capital with the Cadets.

Notwithstanding Plekhanov’s appeals to “worker com-
rades”, published in Tovarishch; notwithstanding Madame
E. Kuskova’s hysterical articles; notwithstanding Ple-
khanov’s threat to list the workers among the “enemies of
freedom” if they insist on maintaining an independent
Social-Democratic position, and notwithstanding the Ca-
dets’ more or less alluring promises, the organised and
class-conscious proletariat of St. Petersburg proved so
politically mature that, after the discussions and the vot-
ing, the majority declared against agreements of any
kind with the Cadets. It was clear that the conference,
elected by organised workers after discussions and voting
in accordance with platforms,* would declare itself to the
same effect.

Space prevents us from dealing in Proletary with the
proceedings of the conference in detail; besides, consider-
able literature has been published on this subject. It is
important to note here, however, that our opportunists
have gone so far in their policy of bourgeois compromise
that they cannot accept the conference’s decision. It was
obvious from the very outset of the conference that, sup-
ported by the Central Committee, the St. Petersburg Men-
sheviks would not submit to the conference decision. The

* Except in the Menshevik Vyborg District and Franco-Russian
Subdistrict, where the platforms were not voted on.
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friends of the Cadets were only seeking for a pretext to
break with revolutionary social-Democracy. A pretext
had to be found, no matter what kind it would be. As the
question of the credentials failed to provide this pretext,
the Mensheviks took advantage of the recommendation of
the Central Committee that questions of election tactics
be decided by the electoral units directly concerned, and
walked out of the conference on the issue of dividing the
conference into two parts, one especially for the city and
one for the suburbs. They wanted to substitute the terri-
torial administrative units of the police for Party organi-
sational units. If the Mensheviks’ advice had been taken,
we should not only have had to keep the suburban districts
out of the conference, but we should also have had to split
up hitherto integral districts, such as the Neva, Moscow
and Narva districts, and reorganise the Party to suit the
authorities, not the Party.

It was also obvious that, whichever way the question
of dividing the conference was decided, the majority would
declare against agreements with the Cadets. The Menshe-
viks walked out and, to the delight of the entire bourgeois
press, decided to conduct an independent campaign in St.
Petersburg, wage a struggle against their own Party com-
rades, split the St. Petersburg proletariat for the sake of an
agreement with the bourgeois and monarchist party—the
“people’s freedom” party.

The bourgeois press has every reason to rejoice! The
gutter newspaper Sevodnya has solemnly declared in a spe-
cial leading article that, by taking this decision, the Menshe-
viks have saved Russia; and Rech, the official organ of the
Cadets, has promised to reward the Mensheviks by ceding
one seat in the worker curia to a “Menshevik”, but under
no circumstances to a “Bolshevik”.

The first result of Menshevik independent action is that the
bourgeoisie has begun to dictate its will to the worker curia.

Continuing its proceedings after the Mensheviks had
walked out, the conference decided that, since there is no
Black-Hundred danger in St. Petersburg, and in order to
undermine the hegemony of the Cadets and free the
democratic petty bourgeoisie from their influence, an agree-
ment should be entered into, on definite terms, with
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the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Trudoviks for the
distribution of seats (two to the worker curia, two to the
Social-Democrats, one to the Socialist-Revolutionaries and
one to the Trudoviks).

The bourgeois press is jubilant: the Trudoviks and the
Socialist-Revolutionaries have formed a bloc with the
Popular Socialists, which is gravitating to the Cadets;
the Mensheviks have broken away—the Bolsheviks are
isolated! Revolutionary tactics are condemned, “peaceful
methods” are triumphant, hurrah for an agreement with
the monarchy, and down with the method of popular mass
struggle!

Having split the Social-Democrats and enfeebled the pro-
letariat, the hydra of revolution, the Cadets shamelessly
strike a bargain—with Mr. Stolypin. The newspapers re-
port that the prime minister has granted Milyukov an
audience to take place in a day or two, and that the prime
minister’s condition for the legalisation of the Cadet Party
is—no blocs with the Left. The Cadets are willing to con-
cede to the entire “Left”—actually, to the petty-bourgeois—
bloc (the Popular Socialists, Socialist-Revolutionaries,
Trudoviks, and Mensheviks) only two out of the six seats
in St. Petersburg. To pacify the gallery the Cadets are
prepared to throw two seats to the importunate petty-
bourgeois bloc. As they are certain the Left bloc will not
accept this, the Cadets are negotiating with Stolypin, the
head of the Black Hundreds.

The scene changes. The election campaign begins. Elec-
tion meetings are being held. The Mensheviks, who very,
very rarely speak at these meetings, blather timidly about
agreements with the Cadets. The Bolsheviks, who speak
at all meetings, call upon proletarians and semi-proletar-
ians to join a united workers’ party—the Social-Democrat-
ic Party; they call upon all revolutionary and democratic
voters to form a united revolutionary bloc against the
Black Hundreds and the Cadets. The Cadets are shouted
down, while the Bolsheviks are applauded. The democrats
in the city—the workers and the petty bourgeoisie—are swing-
ing towards the Left and shaking off the Cadet yoke.

The scene changes: the “compromisers™ are in a tearing
rage. It is with foaming mouth that they speak of the Bol-
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sheviks. Down with the Bolsheviks! In moving unity No-
voye Vremya'® and Tovarishch, the Octobrists and the Ca-
dets, the Vodovozovs and the Gromans launch a crusade
against the red spectre of Bolshevism. If Bolshevism ever
needed justification for its revolutionary and class tactics,
it has now found it in the fury with which it is being at-
tacked by the entire bourgeois press. If the petty-bourgeois
revolutionary democrats, sincerely striving to carry out
their slogans, needed an object lesson, they are getting it
now in the contempt with which they have been treated by
the big and middle bourgeoisie, in the policy of compro-
mise (with the government) which the Cadets are pursuing
behind the backs of the people.

The revolutionary Social-Democrats say to all democrats
among the urban and rural poor, only in alliance with the
proletariat, only by throwing off the tutelage of the Cadets,
only in a determined and consistent struggle against the
autocracy will you find salvation. If you are mature enough
for this, you will follow the proletariat. If not, you will
remain under the tutelage of the Cadets; and, whatever
the upshot of the election campaign, whatever the result
of your bargaining among yourselves for seats, the prole-
tariat will continue to pursue its own class revolutionary
road.

Menshevism is now undergoing a severe test. The elec-
tion campaign has become the corner-stone of its oppor-
tunist tactics. Part of the Social-Democrats have fallen
under the hegemony of the bourgeois ideologists. Bourgeois
ideologists are jeering scathingly at the Mensheviks, whom
they call “moderate socialists” (the term Rech uses), who
can always be depended on. Their friends from the Right
do not take them into consideration ... they only count
on the loyal service to the Cadets. A section of Social-
Democrats have sunk so low that the liberal bourgeoisie
regard them merely as subservient tools, and the revolu-
tionary-minded proletariat prefers to vote for the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries (as was the case in the elections of
delegates in the Menshevik stronghold—the Vyborg
District) rather than vote for such Social-Democrats.

The crisis of opportunism is approaching. Menshevism
is being dealt a decisive blow by the agreement with the
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“compromisers”. The Vasilyevs, Malishevskys and Larins
have paved the way to ... the cemetery. Confusion and mu-
tual expulsion reign in the ranks of the Mensheviks. Martov
is expelling the Vasilyevs and the Malishevskys from the
Party. Let the workers expel the very spirit of Menshevism
from the Party!

Proletary, No. 12, Published according
January 25, 1907 to the Proletary text
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THE ELECTIONS IN THE WORKER CURIA
IN ST. PETERSBURG

The elections of workers’ delegates are an extremely im-
portant event in the political life of Russia and in the his-
tory of our labour movement, an event that has not yet
been properly appreciated.

For the first time all parties with any standing among
the proletariat have come before the masses of the workers,
not with general programmes or slogans, but with a definite
practical question: to the candidates of which party will
the masses of the workers entrust the defence of their in-
terests? As everyone knows, the system of elections in the
worker curia is, of course, far removed from proper demo-
cratic representation. Nevertheless, the masses of the work-
ers are making themselves heard in the elections. And the
broad masses of the workers are witnessing a struggle be-
tween parties, that is, between definite political parties,
for the first time in Russia.

Elections of workers’ delegates have already taken place
in many parts of the country; but nothing like complete
and exact information on the struggle of the parties in
these elections is as yet available. The newspapers give
only the most general, approximate, and superficial con-
clusions. Unless our Party officials, and especially the ad-
vanced workers themselves, undertake the necessary and
extremely important task of studying the course and the
results of the elections in the worker curia, we can defi-
nitely say that we shall lose extremely valuable and neces-
sary material for the future development of Party work
and Party agitation.
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The general impression produced by the elections in the
worker curia in Russia is unanimously summed up by all
newspapers as follows: complete victory for the extreme
Lefts, primarily the Social-Democrats, the Socialist-
Revolutionaries coming second.

The elections have fully borne out the fundamental
thesis of Social-Democracy: as a class, the proletariat is
revolutionary. The proletarian masses are Social-Demo-
cratic in their aspirations and sympathies. The proletariat
is the most revolutionary class in Russia.

All the talk about the Social-Democratic Party in Rus-
sia not being a workers’ party has in fact been refuted by
the elections. Only liberals who are deliberately lying,
or opportunists who indulge in idle words can now doubt
the mass proletarian character of the Social-Democratic
Party in Russia.

Before passing from general to particular conclu-
sions, we must make the reservation that nothing like com-
plete data is yet available. However, we consider it not only
possible, but absolutely necessary fo suggest a number
of further conclusions, not with the idea of claiming to
have exhausted the question, but for the purpose of submit-
ting it, as a question of vast importance, for the considera-
tion of all comrades, evoking an exchange of ideas, the
collection of material, etc.

The striking thing revealed by the first newspaper re-
ports is the difference between Russia proper and Poland,
which is much more advanced economically, culturally and
politically. In Russia, in St. Petersburg and Moscow, at
any rate, there are no frankly bourgeois parties that enjoy
even limited support among the proletariat. The Social-
Democrats preponderate absolutely; considerably less in-
fluence is exercised by extreme Left bourgeois democrats
who regard themselves as socialists, namely, the Socialist-
Revolutionary Party. There are no Cadets among the
workers, or at any rate, a very insignificant number of them.

In Poland there is a frankly bourgeois party that stands
to the Right of the Cadets, and has played a conspicuous
part in the elections—the Narodowci (Narodowi-Demokraci—
National-Democrats).?’ This fact cannot be attributed to
police and military persecution. The Polish bourgeoisie,
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which skilfully plays upon the national oppression of all
Poles and the religious persecution of all Catholics, seeks
and finds some support among the masses, and, of course,
among the Polish peasantry.

It is, however, self-evident that it would be absurd to
deduce from this difference that there is some exceptional
advantage intrinsic in Russian backwardness. This is not
the case. The explanation is much simpler: it is due to
historical and economic, and not to national, differences.
There are in Russia immeasurably more survivals of serf-
dom among the masses of the people, in the rural dis-
tricts, in the agrarian system—hence the more primitive,
more direct revolutionary sentiments among the peasantry
and among the working class, which is closely connected
with the peasantry. This revolutionary sentiment undoubt-
edly expresses a general democratic (which in essence means
bourgeois-democratic) protest, rather than proletarian class-
consciousness. And then, our bourgeoisie is less developed,
less class-conscious, less skilled in political struggle. It
neglects activities among the proletariat not so much be-
cause it could not win a certain section away from us,
but because it stands in less need of popular support (than
in Europe and Poland). For the time being, it can rely on
privilege, bribery, and brute force. The time will come,
however, when in this country, too, all sorts of people of
bourgeois origin will preach such abominations as nation-
alism, something in the nature of Christian democracy,
anti-Semitism and so on, to the masses of the workers.

Let us now pass on to Russia proper. First of all, there
is the noteworthy difference between St. Petersburg and
Moscow. In Moscow the Social-Democrats gained a complete
victory over the Socialist-Revolutionaries. According to
some reports, not yet fully verified it is true, about 200
Social-Democratic delegates were elected, as against a
mere 20 Socialist-Revolutionary delegates!

In St. Petersburg the reverse is the case: everyone is
astonished at the unexpectedly high percentage of Social-
ist-Revolutionary delegates. Of course, the Social-Demo-
crats predominate over the Socialist-Revolutionaries, but
not overwhelmingly. The proportion of Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries is estimated at 33 per cent or even (though this
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is hardly correct) at 40 per cent. Whichever figure we take
for the time being until the detailed returns are available,
we can understand why rank-and-file Social-Democrats in
St. Petersburg feel that they have been beaten in the worker
curia. Even if one-third of the delegates are Socialist-
Revolutionaries, that is actually a defeat for the Social-
Democrats in the capital—a defeat in comparison with what
we have seen in the rest of Russia, and with what all of
us, as Social-Democrats, regard as normal and essential.

This is a fact of tremendous importance.... In St. Pe-
tersburg the extreme Left bourgeois democrats deprived
the socialists of their overwhelming preponderance in the
worker curia. It is our duty to give this fact the closest at-
tention. All Social-Democrats must set to work to study this
phenomenon carefully and find the correct explanation for it.

The general impression of the St. Petersburg Social-
Democrats, who are amazed by the results of the elections
of January 7 and 14, can be summed up as follows: (1) it
was at the biggest factories, the strongholds of the most
class-conscious, the most revolutionary proletariat, that
Socialist-Revolutionaries inflicted the most telling de-
feat on the Social-Democrats; (2) the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries defeated mostly and in the main the Menshevik
Social-Democrats. Where a Socialist-Revolutionary can-
didate opposed a Bolshevik Social-Democratic candidate,
the Social-Democrats were far more often, in most cases in
fact, victorious.

The supreme significance of both these conclusions is
obvious. We must therefore take good care that these are
not mere impressions but conclusions drawn from exact and
verified data that can leave no room for two interpretations.
It is, of course, extremely unlikely, almost impossible
even, that the consensus of opinion of active Social-Demo-
crats in the most diverse districts of St. Petersburg is mis-
taken. Of course, it would be ridiculous pedantry to ex-
pect revolutionaries who are at present overwhelmed with
election work to compile exact and accurate statistics;
nevertheless, the principal data, the main facts and figures
can and must be collected, for they will be essential in
all our Social-Democratic work in St. Petersburg for a long
time to come.
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Below we deal with this question in greater detail (see
the article: “The Struggle Between the Social-Democrats
and the Socialist-Revolutionaries in the Elections in the
Worker Curia in St. Petersburg”). We shall here confine
ourselves to an appraisal of the political significance of
this relative defeat of Social-Democracy at the elections
in the St. Petersburg worker curia.

First of all, it must be noted that the numerical pre-
ponderance of Social-Democratic delegates is obviously an
indication of the greater number of factories in which the
Social-Democrats have organisational groups. More detailed
information will probably confirm what the Social-Demo-
crats observed in the days of freedom in October, namely,
that the Socialist-Revolutionaries carry on no effective,
prolonged and serious organisational work among the pro-
letariat, but just grab at any opportunity that may crop
up and push resolutions through at meetings when feeling
runs high, taking advantage of any moment of excitement
to win votes through frothy and flashy “revolutionary”
phrases and speeches.

This element of the Socialist-Revolutionary victory will,
in all probability, be noted by every conscientious inves-
tigator as a feature of the recent elections in the worker
curia in St. Petersburg. The whole point here, in the final
analysis, is that a “revolutionary” petty-bourgeois party
is incapable of steady and consistent proletarian activi-
ties; at the slightest change in the workers’ temper, it com-
pletely disappears from the working-class suburbs. Only
at certain moments is it able to exploit the as yet insufficient
political education of the masses, “captivating” them with
their ostensibly broad presentation of questions (actually
nebulous, intellectualist flummery), playing on their un-
developed class-consciousness, demagogically utilising the
traditional “back-to-the-land” urge in cases where rural
connections still exist, and so on and so forth.

Naturally, the bourgeois character of the revolution
leads to the working-class districts being “raided” from
time to time by hordes of radical and truly revolutionary
bourgeois youths who have no class backing and who, when-
ever there are signs of a new upsurge or a new onslaught
of the revolution, turn instinctively to the proletariat as
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the only mass that is engaged in a serious fight for freedom.
Socialist-Revolutionary speakers at workers’ meetings are
a kind of stormy petrel indicating that the proletariat is
in fine fettle, has recuperated somewhat, and is regaining
strength after former defeats, that something is beginning
to ferment among proletarians, something deep and wide-
spread, which will make them grapple again with the old order.

A comparison of the October and “Duma” periods with
that of the present elections, and a simple statistical as-
sessment of the number of permanent Socialist-Revolu-
tionary organisational groups would undoubtedly show
the truth of this explanation.

But it would, of course, be very foolish to confine ourselves
to this explanation, and shut our eyes to the fact that it
was at the largest factories, where the workers are most
class-conscious and experienced in battle, that the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries defeated the Social-Democrats. For-
tunately, we already know that, in fact, the extreme Left
bourgeois democrats defeated not Social-Democracy, but
the opportunist vulgarisation of Social-Democracy.

The revolutionary bourgeois democrats shirked battle
with revolutionary Social-Democrats and, in fact, defeated on-
ly those who trail along in the wake of the non-revolution-
ary bourgeoisie, those who advocate blocs with the Cadets. This
is most clearly corroborated by the evidence of Social-
Democratic Party workers on the character of the speeches
delivered by the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and by facts on
the Socialist-Revolutionaries’ “victory” over the Mensheviks.

The St. Petersburg elections took place on January 7
and 14. On January 7 the workers of St. Petersburg learned
that the thirty-one Mensheviks had broken away from the
Social-Democratic Conference in order to bargain with the
Cadets for seats in the Duma. For the whole following week
the St. Petersburg bourgeois press exulted and rejoiced,
praising the Mensheviks, inviting them to be seated next
to the Cadets, and applauding their renunciation of the
revolution, their joining the “opposition bloc”, “the mod-
erate-socialist parties™, etc., etc.

The rout of the Mensheviks in the big factories is the first
warning the proletarian masses have given the vacillating
opportunist intellectuals!
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The Mensheviks have turned towards the Cadets—the
proletariat of St. Petersburg have turned away from the
Mensheviks.

The Socialist-Revolutionaries took advantage of the
split among the Social-Democrats, took advantage of the
workers’ indignation at the Cadet-like Mensheviks, and did
so with brazen alacrity. In the working-class suburbs they
attacked the Social-Democrats for forming blocs with the
Cadets (without saying anything about the Bolsheviks and
the St. Petersburg Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.), but
in the city they themselves were bargaining with the Cadets!
It is now clear why they have been so carefully concealing
from the public their views and their resolutions on blocs
with the Cadets, and their blocs with the Popular Socialists,
and so on and so forth.* They commit all the sins of Men-
shevism clandestinely, but when they confront the workers
they reap applause and win votes by castigating Menshevism.

The organiser of the Semyannikov Subdistrict League
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, whose
report we quote below, writes in that report on the
elections, at the huge Semyannikov Works, as follows:
despite the Bolsheviks’ protests, the Mensheviks nominated
Comrade X.?' “At an election meeting at the works, a
Socialist-Revolutionary intellectual spoke and severely
criticised Comrade X’s Menshevik arguments in favour of
an agreement with the Cadets, and, as the workers said,
Comrade X ‘was in the soup’.” In the eyes of the masses
the defeat of the Mensheviks was complete. “When the
masses learned,” we read in the same report, “that the So-
cial-Democratic candidates were in favour of an agreement
with the Cadets and that those candidates were Menshe-
viks, they said then and there [at the works] that they would
not vote for the Mensheviks.”

This makes it quite clear why, during the election of
delegates for the Social-Democratic conference, the Menshe-
viks were opposed to voting in accordance with platforms,
i.e., were opposed to a direct vote of the masses themselves
on the question of blocs with the Cadets!

*They published the resolution of their St. Petersburg Commit-
tee after the elections in the worker curia.
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“At the Nevsky Stearin Works, in the Menshevik factory subdis-
trict, a worker, N. M., who had been nominated as a delegate, de-
clared bluntly: ‘Now that I have heard that the Social-Democrats are in
favour of an agreement with the Cadets, I am going over to the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries.” And he did go over, and was elected delegate!!”

Such is the shameful state to which Social-Democracy
has been brought by these miserable opportunists, who are
capable of breaking away from the workers’ party on the
eve of the elections, in order to haggle with the Cadets for
seats.

The only conclusion to be drawn from this by a Social-
Democrat who values the honour and good name of the
proletarian party is that ruthless war must be waged on
Menshevism in St. Petersburg. We must open the eyes of
the workers to the people whose Cadet policy is driving
the workers away from socialism and towards the revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie.

The Socialist-Revolutionaries have captured the biggest
factories from the Mensheviks. We must recapture them
from the Socialist-Revolutionaries. We must send new
agitators and fresh revolutionary Social-Democratic liter-
ature to the biggest factories and explain to the workers
that they have fallen out of the hands of the Cadet-loving
Mensheviks into the hands of Cadet-loving Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries.

The whole course of the St. Petersburg election campaign,
all the facts of the endless vacillations of the Mensheviks,
of their efforts to enter a counter-revolutionary bloc with
the Cadets (after they broke away from the workers’ party),
and of their bargaining, jointly with the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries, with the Cadets for seats, give us a wealth of
ammunition with which to fight both the Mensheviks
and the Socialist-Revolutionaries at the big factories in
St. Petersburg.

The big factories must and will become strongholds of
revolutionary Social-Democracy, inaccessible to oppor-
tunists and petty-bourgeois revolutionaries alike.

Prostiye Rechi, No. 3, Published according
January 30, 1907 to the text in Prostiye Rechi
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE STRUGGLE BETWEEN S.D.’s AND S.R.’s
IN THE ELECTIONS
IN THE WORKER CURIA IN ST. PETERSBURG

The important success achieved by the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries in the elections in the worker curia has evoked
despondency in many Social-Democrats. But it is a fact of
the greatest significance, revealing the serious mistake made
by the Social-Democrats and therefore deserving thorough
investigation. We must not give way to despondency and
distress, but study the recent elections to get at the causes
of our comparatlve reverse and ensure the proper organisation
of Social-Democratic activities among the workers in
future.

Excellent material for a study of the elections of worker
delegates is provided by the “Report of the Semyannikov
Subdistrict League of the Neva District”, St. Petersburg
Committee of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party,
which covers the period from November 15, 1906 to Janu-
ary 15, 1907.

We will not quote this Report in full, but cite only the
exact figures on the struggle of the Menshevik and Bol-
shevik Social-Democrats against the Socialist-Revolution-
aries in the election of delegates in twenty-three factories
in one of the largest (and historically one of the most
important) working-class suburbs of St. Petersburg.

We give these figures separately for each factory, so
that every competent Party official can verify and correct
our data, and we indicate where the candidates were Bol-
sheviks and where they were Mensheviks. The biggest fac-
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tories, i.e., those which elected more than one delegate,
are italicised.

Number of delegates elected

Factories where Bolshevik candidates .D.
were nominated S.D. sympa- S.R.
thisers

Russo-American Engineering Works
Armature Works . . . . . . . ..
Offenbacher. . . . . . . . . . ..
Uppenek . . . . . .. .. .. ..
Railway  Sleeper Impregnation

Works . . . . . .. ...
Former Onufriyev Works . . . . .

[ e - I e e N
|

Rafter Works . . . . . . . . . .. 1 —
Pahl . . . . . .. ... ..... — 1
Vienna . . . .. .. ... .... — —
Atlas . . . . . . . ... —
Alexandrovsky Railway Car Shops — —
Iron Foundry . . . . . . . . . .. — 1
Total for 12 factories 11 1 2
Number of delegates elected
Factories where Menshevik candidates S.D.
were nominated S.D. sympa- S.R.
thisers

Semyannikov Works . . . . . . . . — — 5
Maxwell . . . . . .. ... ... 1 — 1
Thornton . . . . . . . . . .. .. 1 — —
Gromov. . . . . . . .. .. ... 1 — —
Nauman. . . . . . .. ... ... 1 — —
Grapp . « v v v v e e e 1 — —
Alexeyev . . . . . . . ... ... 1 — —
Nevsky Stearin Works . . . . . . . — — 1
Vargunin . . . . . .. . ... .. — — 1
Obukhov . . . . . . . .. .. .. — — 4

Playing-Card Factory . . . . . .. one (unspecified)
Total for 11 factories 6 — 12
and one (unspecified)
Total for 23 factories 17 1 14

and one (unspecified)

These figures show first of all that, on the whole, the So-
cial-Democrats have defeated the Socialist-Revolutionaries.
The Social-Democrats secured the election of 18 delegates
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(if we include the Social-Democratic sympathiser among
the Social-Democrats), while only 14 Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries were elected.

Further, these figures show: (1) that at the largest fac-
tories, the Socialist-Revolutionaries were, on the whole,
victorious; (2) that, in general, the Socialist-Revolution-
aries defeated the Menshevik Social-Democrats; (3) that,
on the whole, the Bolshevik Social-Democrats defeated the
Socialist-Revolutionaries.

Indeed, if we take the four biggest factories, i.e., those
which elected more than one delegate each, we get the
following: total number of delegates elected (i.e., by 14,000
workers)—14, of whom 11 were Socialist-Revolutionaries
and three Social-Democrats. At the other 18 smaller facto-
ries, 15 Social-Democrats and 3 Socialist-Revolutionaries
were elected. We have no information as to the total num-
ber of workers at these factories; it may exceed 18,000, for
factories employing less than 2,000 workers elect only one
delegate; but it may also be less than 18,000, since all
factories employing 50 or more workers elect one delegate
each.

Consequently, our general conclusion on the victory of
the Social-Democrats over the Socialist-Revolutionaries
in the Neva District must be revised: at the biggest fac-
tories the Socialist-Revolutionaries defeated the Social-
Democrats. Figures on the number of delegates elected are
not sufficient to enable us to draw a precise conclusion:
we must have the figures for each factory; and, moreover,
we must have data on the number of workers employed and
the number that voted at each of them.

Further, the facts quoted above clearly show that the
Mensheviks are entirely to blame for the victory of the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries. The Mensheviks lost 12 seats to
the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 12 out of 18, whereas the
Bolsheviks lost only 2 (out of 14).

At the Bolshevik factories (counting as Bolshevik, not
merely those where Bolsheviks are, in general, employed,
but where Bolshevik candidates were put up in opposition
to the Socialist-Revolutionaries), the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries were undoubtedly routed, in particular at the
largest factory, Pahl’s, where the Bolsheviks secured the
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election of two delegates out of three. Since we have no
information as to where the Socialist-Revolutionaries put
up candidates, and, consequently, it is very probable that
they were defeated at the Russo-American Engineering
Works, at the Alexandrovsky Railway Car Shops, the At-
las Works, etec., the conclusion to be drawn is that, on the
whole, the Bolsheviks defeated the Socialist-Revolutionaries.

At the Menshevik factories, on the contrary, the Social-
Democrats were defeated: the Socialist-Revolutionaries
won 12 seats, the Social-Democrats only 6. There is no
doubt that, in the eyes of the proletarian masses, the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries are on the whole defeating the Mensheviks.

We do not know exactly how far the conclusions drawn
from the facts about the Neva District can be applied to the
whole of St. Petersburg. However, judging by the fact that
“all Social-Democratic St. Petersburg” is talking about
the unexpected victories of the Socialist-Revolutionaries
at the big factories, and that the total number of Social-
Democratic delegates is evidently very much larger than
that of the Socialist-Revolutionary delegates, we may take
it that the facts about the Neva District are more or less
typical. It is reported that at the Baltic Works in the Va-
silyevsky Ostrov District, which is a Menshevik stronghold,
the Socialist-Revolutionaries defeated the Mensheviks
by an enormous majority: they obtained as many as 1,600
votes, and the Mensheviks less than 100. On the other
hand, at the big Tubing Works in the same district, the
Socialist-Revolutionaries also got about 1,600 votes, but
the Bolsheviks got about 1,500. Here, one of the ballot
boxes was broken, and the Bolsheviks have challenged
the elections; they have declared them irregular, and have
demanded their annulment. Or take another report. At the
Franco-Russian Works, from which the swaggering Men-
shevik intellectuals “brought” 370 exclusively Menshevik votes
to the St. Petersburg Social-Democratic Conference, a
Bolshevik and a Socialist-Revolutionary were elected dele-
gates. In the Vyborg District, that Menshevik stronghold,
the Socialist-Revolutionaries defeated the Menshevik So-
cial-Democrats, and so on and so forth.

To be able to verify all these reports and obtain exact
data, it is absolutely necessary immediately, while the elec-
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tions are still fresh in our minds, to collect particu-
lars about all factories which elected delegates. Local
Social-Democratic Party officials can easily collect and
record the figures for each particular factory. A summary
of these figures is essential to us Social-Democrats, to enable
us conscientiously to examine the results of the elections
so as not to gloss cravenly over our mistakes and short-
comings, but subject them to Party criticism and exert
all our efforts to eliminate them.

We cannot conduct consistent Social-Democratic work
in St. Petersburg unless we pay close attention to the way
in which the masses of the workers have voted for the can-
didates of the various parties. For the bourgeois parties it
is important only to win so many seats. For us it is impor-
tant for the masses themselves to understand the tenets
and tactics of Social-Democracy as distinct from all petty-
bourgeois parties, even though they may call themselves
revolutionary, socialist parties. We must therefore strive
to obtain exact and complete data on the voting at the
elections in the St. Petersburg worker curia.

We therefore earnestly appeal to all local district and
subdistrict Social-Democratic officials in St. Petersburg
to furnish us with exact data on the following: (1) district;
(2) name of factory; (3) number of workers employed; (4)
number of persons who voted; (5) the political trend repre-
sented by the contending candidates: Socialist-Revolu-
tionary, Bolshevik, Menshevik, or other parties; (6) number
of votes cast for each candidate. A summary of this data will
serve as a solid basis on which to judge the various aspects
of Social-Democratic work and our possible gains or losses
in the next elections.

Prostiye Rechi, No. 3, Published according
January 30, 1907 to the text in Prostiye Rechi
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HOW TO VOTE IN THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS

WHO BENEFITS FROM THE FABLES ABOUT
THE BLACK-HUNDRED DANGER?

Long ago, revolutionary Social-Democrats pointed out
that the fables about the Black-Hundred danger have been
deliberately invented and circulated by the Cadets to stave
off the danger from the Left.

No attention was paid to the Social-Democrats. The
liberal press has been howling in chorus about the Black-
Hundred danger. The petty-bourgeois radicals, the Na-
rodniks,?? naively copied the liberals. The opportunist
Social-Democrats also fell into line with the liberals, and
in some cases (e.g., in St. Petersburg) stooped to downright
blacklegging against the proletariat.

But what do the elections show?

Everyone now sees that there has been a leftward swing
in the mood of the voters. The Black Hundreds have suf-
fered a much heavier defeat at the elections than they did
last year. The revolutionary Social-Democrats have proved
to be right. The Black-Hundred danger in the elections
is a fable circulated by the Cadets, who are bargaining
with Stolypin behind the backs of the people. It is well
known that in St. Petersburg Mr. Vodovozov, who last
year voted for the Cadets, has now renounced them, and
has publicly exposed Milyukov’s visit to Stolypin. Milyu-
kov has had to admit the fact. But he is still concealing
from the people the terms on which Stolypin is prepared
to legalise the Cadets!

In their newspapers the Cadets are now straining every
nerve to convince Stolypin of their moderation, their mo-
desty, their loyalty, their independence of the “Lefts”
and their readiness to fight them.
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An advantageous and convenient policy, is it not? To
curry favour with Stolypin and his friends, i.e., the Black
Hundreds, by renouncing the Lefts, by fighting the Lefts
in the press, at meetings, in the elections. And to curry
favour with the Lefts, or rather, with simpletons and black-
legs among the Lefts, by vociferating about the Black-
Hundred danger, with the call: Vote for the Cadets so as
not to split the vote!

That is exactly the policy the Cadets have pursued in
Moscow. On the very day of the elections, Mr. Kokoshkin,
former member of the Duma and one of the most prominent
Cadets, wrote in Russkiye Vedomosti?3:

“It Is obvious to everyone that the Left bloc cannot win the
votes of those non-party elements who are vacillating between the Oc-
tobrists and the Cadets; it cannot capture a single vote from the Union
of October Seventeenth. But it can capture votes from the people’s
freedom party, and thereby contribute to the triumph of reaction, and
this will be the only practical result of its activities, if successful.”

Mr. Kokoshkin wrote that in the morning of election
day. And the elections showed that Mr. Kokoshkin was
telling a foul lie. The result of the Left bloc’s activities
showed that it was impossible for the Rights to have
achieved a t¢riumph in Moscow, no matter how many
votes we captured from the Cadets!

The Moscow elections have proved that the fable about
the Black-Hundred danger is a Cadet lie, which can hence-
forth be repeated only by deliberate blacklegs among
the Lefts.

Take the votes, district by district. We give them in
full in this issue in our article “Preliminary Returns of
the Moscow Elections”. These figures show that in 14 dis-
tricts out of 16™* the votes polled by the Octobrists were
less than half the combined Cadet and Left vote. Conse-
quently, in 14 districts the Lefts could not, by their inde-
pendent action, “contribute to the triumph of reaction”.

Mr. Kokoshkin lied, slandered the Left bloc, when he
called it an abettor of reaction!

*There are 17 election wards in Moscow. Complete figures for
the Pyatnitsky (17th) District are not yet available. Here the Ca-
dets obtained at least 1,488 votes, the Octobrists, probably about
600, and the Left bloc, probably about 250.
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Mr. Kokoshkin tried to scare the voters with his false-
hood about the Black-Hundred danger, in order to deter them
from voting for the Left bloc.

Mr. Kokoshkin, like the St. Petersburg Cadets, is afraid
to put the real issue even before voters with property qual-
ification; he is afraid to ask even them whether, on prin-
ciple, the voters sympathise with a party that parleys
with Stolypin, or with the Social-Democrats and the Tru-
doviks. The Kokoshkins, like the St. Petersburg Cadets,
are not speculating on the intelligence of the voters, but
on the terror of the petty bourgeois, who is hypnotised by
the wailing of the servile liberal press about the Black-
Hundred danger.

And the Moscow elections were indeed elections by ter-
tified petty bourgeois. Here is confirmation of this from a
source that surely no one will suspect of sympathy with
the “Bolsheviks”.

Birzheviye Vedomosti** of January 29 published a report
from its special correspondent on how “Moscow Is Electing
Electors”. This is what this correspondent writes:

“After leaving the line, the voters withdraw a good distance away
and compare notes.

“‘Well, T suppose you voted for Gringmut,” a contractor asks
one of his foremen.

“‘Oh, no, Sergei Petrovich, we are for the Cadets,” answers the
foreman, a tubby little fellow.

““Why not for the Left bloc?’ inquires the contractor.

““Too risky, that would split the vote,” answers the foreman.”

So that is why the mass of ordinary townspeople voted
for the Cadets in Moscow! The ordinary townsman voted
against the Lefts not because he felt any antipathy against
them, but because it was “too risky, that would split the
vote,” i.e., because he believed the Cadet liars, who took
advantage of their monopoly of the liberal daily press to
fool the ordinary townsman.

The elections of January 28 in Moscow show that four
election lists could not split the vote in such a way as to
create the danger of a Black-Hundred victory!

In Moscow the Cadets hoodwinked the frightened towns-
people. The St. Petersburg voters should know of this;
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they must not let themselves be caught a second time by the
Cadets, who are bargaining with Stolypin!

We also draw the attention of our readers to a compar-
ison of the figures (for 9 districts of Moscow—unfortu-
nately fuller information is unavailable) for 1906 and 1907.
It is common knowledge that all Cadet henchmen and
blacklegs among the Lefts are clamouring about the Senate
interpretations as proof that the 1906 figures are nothing
to go by, that we must expect something worse in the 1907
elections, and that there is now a Black-Hundred danger.

But what has Moscow proved? In 1906, in 9 districts,
13,220 votes were cast for the Cadets, 5,669 for the Rights
(Octobrists) plus 690 (for the monarchists), in all 6,359
(perhaps even somewhat more, for, as can be seen from the
figures we quote, there are no returns for the monarchist
vote in several of these 9 districts).

In 1907, in the same districts, 14,133 votes were cast
against the Black Hundreds (11,451 for the Cadets and 2,682
for the Lefts), while 5,902 votes were cast for the Black
Hundreds (4,412 for the Octobrists and 1,490 for the
monarchists).

Thus, despite the Senate interpretations, the total vote
in 1907 is even slightly higher than it was in 1906 (20,025
as compared with 19,579). The anti-Black-Hundred vote
is higher than in 1906 (14,133 as compared with 13,220);
the Black-Hundred vote is lower than in 1906 (5,902 as
compared with 6,359).

The facts from Moscow prove that the 1906 figures can
be taken for comparison, for the 1907 figures show an im-
provement.

And what do the St. Petersburg figures for 1906 show?
They show that in 9 districts electing 114 electors, the
highest Black-Hundred vote in 1906 was less than half of
the lowest Cadet vote.*

Thus, a split in the anti-Black-Hundred vote between
the Cadets and the Lefts cannot result in a victory for the
Rights in St. Petersburg.

*The figures are given in full in Zreniye, No. 1. (See p. 49 of
this volume.—Ed.) We are reproducing them in this issue to make
them known to all St. Petersburg voters.
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Even the elections of electors by urban voters in St. Pe-
tersburg Uyezd,* which took place on January 29, show
that the Black-Hundred danger is a Cadet falsehood. Even
among these voters, who had the greatest difficulty in ob-
taining voting forms and going to the polling-booth, the
Black Hundreds got so few votes that they could not have
won, no matter how the vote was split. The Cadets received
at least 1,099 votes, the Social-Democrats 603, the Octo-
brists 652, and the Union of the Russian People?® 20. The
Rights could not have been elected, no matter how many
votes we captured from the Cadets! We therefore declare
most emphatically that those people in St. Petersburg
who are now calling upon the electorate to vote for the Ca-
dets, to refrain from splitting the vote because of the Black-
Hundred danger, are deliberately lying and deceiving the
voters. Those who are not participating in the elections
in St. Petersburg, even in a single ward, because of the
Black-Hundred danger, are deliberately lying and deceiving
the voters to cover up their blacklegging against the Left
bloc.

In St. Petersburg, as in Moscow, there is no Black-Hun-
dred danger, but there is a Cadet danger. There is the danger
that the ignorant and terrified petty bourgeois will vote
for the Cadets, not out of any antipathy against the Left
bloc, towards the Social-Democrats and the Trudoviks,
but out of fear of splitting the vote, a fear inspired by the
lies of the Cadet press.

All those who want intelligent voting in St. Petersburg
must combat this “danger”.

There is no Black-Hundred danger in St. Petersburg,
there is only a Cadet danger. Therefore it will be unpardon-
able blacklegging against the Lefts to abstain from voting
in those three districts (Vasilyevsky Ostrov, Rozhdestvensky
and Liteiny) where (judging by the 1906 figures) a victory
of the Black Hundreds is possible if the vote is split. These
three districts elect 46 electors out of the total of 174 (160
for the urban, 14 for the worker curia). Consequently,
these districts cannot affect the result of the elections. But
they may greatly affect the victory of the Lefts or the

* See footnote to p. 18.—Ed.
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Cadets. Let us assume that the Social-Democrats and the Tru-
doviks are successful in four districts: Spassky, Moscow,
Petersburg and Vyborg (we have taken these districts at
random). The Lefts will then have 74 electors (60 from the
city and 14 from the workers). If the Cadets are successful
in all the other districts, they will have 100 electors and
get all their candidates into the Duma! If, however, the
Black Hundreds are elected in the three districts mentioned
above (46 electors), the Cadets will have only 54, and they
will be obliged to combine with the Lefts and get two seats
out of the six in the Duma.

That means that whoever abstains from voting in the
three “Black-Hundred” districts of St. Petersburg is secretly
]lozlelp'ing the Cadets and is blacklegging against the Left

oc!

Citizens and voters! Give no credence to the deceivers
who talk to you about the danger of splitting the vote in St.
Petersburg. Give no credence to their false tales of a Black-
Hundred danger in St. Petersburg.

There is no Black-Hundred danger in St. Petersburg.
The Rights cannot win in St. Petersburg as a result of a
division of the votes between Cadets and Lefts.

Do not vote out of fear of a “danger” invented by the
Cadet liars (who run to Stolypin by the back door); vote
as your conscience and your convictions guide you.

Will you vote for the liberal bourgeoisie, who want to
saddle the peasants with ruinous land-compensation pay-
ments, betray the peasants into the hands of the liberal
landlords, and are secretly bargaining with Stolypin and
carrying on negotiations with the Black Hundreds?

Or will you vote for the Social-Democratic Labour Party,
for the party of the proletariat supported by all Trudovik
parties?

Citizens, vote for the Left bloc!

Zreniye, No. 2, Published according
February 4, 1907 to the Zreniye text
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE MOSCOW ELECTIONS — PRELIMINARY RESULTS

The liberal newspapers and those serving the liberals
are still vociferating about the Black-Hundred danger in
Moscow and St. Petersburg.

To show how utterly false these outcries and phrases
are, we give here tables of the results of the Moscow
elections so far published in the St. Petersburg press.

For the purpose of comparison we also quote from the
newspaper Nasha Zhizn?® for March 28, 1906, the results
of the 1906 elections in Moscow.

The significance of the figures for the two years, which
prove and prove again how utterly false are the fables about
the “Black-Hundred danger”, is dealt with elsewhere.

Number of votes polled in Moscow in 1907:

Monar-

Moscow Election Ward Const.-Dem. | Octobrists b Left Bloc
chists

Arbat . . . . . . .. .. 1,348 514 154 214
Basmannaya . . . . . . . 934 462 113 155
City . . .« 0. 643 266 107 61
Lefortovo. . . . . . . .. 938 631 244 190
Myasnitskaya . . . . . . . 1,331 551 191 191
Prechistenka . . . . . . . 1,183 538 161 175
Presnya . . . . . . . .. 1,196 550 187 458
Rogozhskaya . . . . . . . 1,565 963 267 286
Serpukhovskaya . . . . . 469 189 69 101
Sretenka . . . . . . . .. 1,239 403 106 303
Sushchevsky . . . . . . . 2,061 700 398 841
Khamovniki. . . . . . . . 1,011 647 197 297
Yakimanka . . . . . . . . 1,153 552 17 241
Tverskaya . . . . . . . . 1,730 680 189 313
Yauza . . . . . . . . .. 1,117 299 75 162
Meshchanskaya . . . . . . 1,839 838 262 689

Total, 16 wards . . . 19,757 8,783 2,891 4,677
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Moscow Election Ward Const.-Dem.| Octobrists 1\(/:[}(1)11';%;‘ Left Bloc
In 1906

Arbat . . . . . ... .. 1,269 700 ? —
Sushchevsky . . . . . .. 2,867 930 193 —
Presnya . . . . . . . .. 1,662 646 150 —
Prechistenka . . . . . . . 1,810 734 ? —
Tverskaya . . . . . . .. 1,810 850 174 —
City « = v v e e 571 362 50 —
Sretenka . . . . . . . .. 1,368 640 40 —
Yauza . . . . . . . . .. 600 300 ? —
Basmannaya . . . . . .. 1,263 507 83 —

Total, 9 wards 13,220 5,669 690 —

Same 9 wards in 1907 11,451 4,412 1,490 2,682

Thus, the Moscow elections prove that the stories about
the Black-Hundred danger are false. We remind the reader
once again that the election figures for St. Petersburg in
1906 prove the same thing:

Voting in St. Petersburg in the Elections to the First Duma

Zreniye, No. 2,
February 4, 1907

Lowest One Half Highest Number
Ward Cadet of That Right of

Vote Number Vote Electors
Admiralty . . . . . . . .. 1,395 697 668 — 5
Alexander-Nevsky . . . . . 2,929 1,464 1,214 —16
Kazan . . . . ... ... 2,135 1,067 985 — 9
Narva . . . . . . . ... 3,486 1,743 1,486 —18
Vyborg . . . . . . . . .. 1,853 926 652 — 6
Petersburg . . . . . . .. 4,788 2,394 1,729 —16
Kolomna . . . . . . . .. 2,141 1,070 969 — 9
Moscow . . . . . . . .. 4,937 2,468 2,174 —20
Spassky . . . . . . . .. 4,873 2,436 2,320 —15

Liteiny . . . . . . .. .. 3,414 1,707 2,097 +1527
Rozhdestvensky . . . . . . 3,241 1,620 2,066 +14
Vasilyevsky Ostrov 3,640 1,770 2,250 +17

Published according
to the Zreniye text
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A POLITICAL LIDVALIAD

The Telegraf?® for January 26 reports the following
episode at a meeting held on January 24 in the Civil Engi-
neers’ Hall.

“V. V. Vodovozov appears on the platform and reminds the meet-
ing of the incident in the Nemetti Theatre: ‘I asked there whether
it was true that Milyukov was conducting negotiations with Stoly-
pin behind the backs of the voters. I was answered by shouts: “Lies”,
“Calumny”, and Prof. Gredeskul answered that Milyukov was an
honest man, in whom the party had implicit confidence. I have not
the least doubt about Milyukov’s personal integrity, but such nego-
tiations did take place. Milyukov himself does not deny it. Today
in Rech he writes that he discussed with Stolypin the legalisation
of the people’s freedom party, but that the terms were unacceptable.
But Milyukov is concealing these terms. If they are abominable they
ought to be made public, they ought to be publicly condemned ... pil-
loried!’

“‘I close the meeting!” announces a police inspector.

“The public make for the exit, shouting and whistling. The organ-
isers of the meeting sharply reproach Vodovozov, and the police
inspector sends a couple of constables to the platform, in case of emer-
gencies.”

Mr. Vodovozov deserves thanks and appreciation, not
sharp reproaches, for his attempts t0 expose Milyukov’s
negotiations with Stolypin. Only philistines who fail to
understand their duties as citizens, or those who are anxious
to conceal from the people the intrigues of the Cadets, can
reproach a politician for such action. We really do not
know in which of these categories to place the organisers
of the meeting, at which the principal speaker was Nabo-
kov, a Cadet.

The question of the negotiations between Milyukov and
Stolypin is of tremendous importance. Those who are in-
clined to treat this question lightly, to brush it aside as
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a minor scandal of no significance, are a thousand times
wrong. Those who fear a scandal fail to recognise it as
their civic duty to expose political Lidvaliads.

And the negotiations between Milyukov and Stolypin are
indeed a little bit of political Lidvaliad, in which criminal
embezzlement and fraud are replaced by the politically dis-
honest and criminal haggling of a party that has misappro-
priated the great words, “the people’s freedom™.

We have already pointed out in the newspaper Trud?®
that Milyukov is concealing Stolypin’s terms” from the
people. He does not say whether there was one audience or
several, and when they took place. Nor does he say whether
Stolypin invited him, or whether he requested an audience.
And lastly, he does not say whether the St. Petersburg
Committee and the Central Committee of the Cadets have
taken any decision on the matter, and whether anything
has been communicated to the provinces about it.

It is not difficult to see that a full assessment of Cadet
Zubatovism?® depends on these facts. Only shameful things
are concealed from the people. Mr. Vodovozov is right:
they must be made public. And it is Mr. Vodovozov’s duty
to continue his disclosures, if he wishes those citizens who
understand their political duties to regard him as an honest,
consistent and sterling politician, and not a journalist in
search of sensation. In cases of infamy in public affairs,
it is the duty of a citizen o compel those who are concealing
the infamy to speak.

Anyone who knows anything of these villanies and wants
to do his duty as a citizen must compel the Milyukovs to
take him to court for libel, and there expose the Cadet lead-
er, who, in the thick of the people’s election fight against
the old regime, pays back-door visits to a leader of the
old regime, behind the backs of the people!

We publicly address the following questions to Mr. Mi-
lyukov and the Cadet Party:

(1) When did Milyukov (and his friends?) have his au-
dience or audiences with Stolypin?

(2) Did Stolypin invite Milyukov? Did Milyukov at the
time know anything about the “abominable™ (to use Mr.
Vodovozov’s expression) terms which Stolypin wanted to
discuss with him?
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(3) When did the St. Petersburg Committee and the Cen-
tral Committee of the Cadets (or the two committees jointly)
meet to discuss Stolypin’s proposals? Did they not decide
to take certain steps towards meeting these proposals?
Was anything about this communicated to the provinces?

(4) What connection is there between Milyukov’s audience
with Stolypin and certain other steps taken by these two
worthies to meet each other half way, and the character
of the Cadets’ behaviour at the “conference” with the petty-
bourgeois bloc on January 18?

We shall return, probably more than once, to these dis-
closures about the “audience” granted to a Cadet by a reac-
tionary. With all the documents in our hands that an
outsider can procure, we shall yet prove that these negotia-
tions between the Cadets and the Black Hundreds caused
the failure of the bloc of “Lefts” and Cadets which many
people desired, and which we have always opposed.

For the time being we say:

Let Mr. Milyukov and the Cadet Party be advised that
not only Vodovozov, but very many other people will exert
all their efforts to expose this political Lidvaliad!

Zreniye, No. 2, Published according
February 4, 1907 to the Zreniye text
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THE RESULTS OF THE ELECTIONS
IN THE WORKER CURIA IN ST. PETERSBURG

Although the gathering of exact data on the elections
in the worker curia is making slow progress (the Bolshe-
viks have issued and circulated a printed questionnaire),
the general character of the elections has nevertheless been
made clear.

The Socialist-Revolutionaries have no doubt gained more
than we expected. This is admitted even by the Menshe-
viks (Nash Mir,®® No. 1). In the gubernia worker curia
they secured the election of 4 electors out of 10. In the city
worker curia they were defeated by the Social-Democrats,
who secured the election of all 14 electors, but the Social-
ist-Revolutionary candidates polled a high vote (110-135
for the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 145-159 for the Social-
Democrats, out of a total of 269 votes).

To proceed. Nobody denies that the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries defeated us in the biggest factories.

The Mensheviks do deny the following fact, the most
vital for an understanding of the causes of our failures,
namely, that the Socialist-Revolutionaries defeated mainly
Mensheviks.

In a special article published in No. 1 of Nash Mir,
on the elections in the worker curia, they say nothing about
this, but while hypocritically complaining that the Social-
Democrats had been weakened by factional strife, they
slurred over the fact that it was the Mensheviks who have
brought this factional struggle to the point of a split, and
their tactics to a degree of “Cadetism” that antagonised
the advanced workers.
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But even the data so far collected go more and more
to confirm our original conclusion (in Proletary, No. 12),
namely, that it was Mensheviks® who were defeated by
Socialist-Revolutionaries.

For the Neva District, this is borne out by the figures
for the various factories, published in Proletary, No. 12.
The bald statement to the contrary in Nash Mir, No. 1,
is simply ridiculous

For the Moscow District, it is confirmed by the report
in the present issue.??

For the Vyborg District, the Mensheviks themselves
(Nash Mir, No. 1) give the following figures: for the urban
section of the district (Mensheviks) 17 Social-Democrats,
12 Socialist-Revolutionaries, and 2 unspecified. For the
gubernia section of the district, where only Bolsheviks
were working—7 Social-Democrats and not a single So-
cialist-Revolutionary.

Though not conclusive proof, these figures on the whole
fully bear out our contention that it was the Mensheviks
who were defeated by the Socialist-Revolutionaries. Nash
Mir’s attempt to argue that the Socialist-Revolutionaries
were completely inactive in the gubernia section of the
Vyborg District, and that “consequently there was no com-
petition”, is obviously unsound. In the first place, the
question arises—why were the Socialist-Revolutionaries
inactive in this particular suburb of St. Petersburg, although
they were active in others? Was it not due to the fact that
the “competition” of the Socialist-Revolutionaries had been
eliminated beforehand by all our preliminary work?
Secondly, the Mensheviks do not tell us exactly who the
candidates were. Nor do they give us the figures for each
factory. Thirdly, we know from the newspapers that it was
at the election meetings in this very Vyborg District that the
Socialist-Revolutionaries castigated the Mensheviks for
their “Cadetism”.

Thus, Rech for January 24 reports a meeting held on
January 21 in the Nobel Hall (No. 11 Neustadt St.). Ac-
cording to Rech, Gurvich, a Social-Democrat, spoke and
reproached the extreme Left parties for boycotting the Duma

*See p. 65 of this volume.—Ed.
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(Rech uses italics to describe this service rendered the Ca-
dets at a Left meeting!). Gurvich accused the Narodniks of
“petty haggling” that killed the bloc with the Cadets. Re-
plying to Gurvich, Narodnik Bickermann said that “the
previous speaker’s statement about petty haggling is slander”.
Narodnik Smirnov argued that the Menshevik Gurvich “in
no way differs from a Cadet”. Smirnov referred to the fact
that Gurvich had been publicly “praised” by the Cadet
Gredeskul.

Such is the Rech report. It shows that it was for the Men-
sheviks’ attitude to the Cadets that they were castigated
by the Socialist-Revolutionaries.

In the Neva, Moscow and Vyborg districts, the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries’ success was particularly striking. It
is these districts that help us to understand the cause of
that success: the opportunist Social-Democrats are dis-
crediting Social-Democracy in the eyes of the advanced
proletariat.

But if the action of the Right Social-Democrats cost
us four places out of ten in the gubernia worker curia, we
made up for it in the city worker curia.

As will be seen from what follows, -we made up for it by
the fact that we displayed the tactics of revolutionary,
not opportunist, Social-Democracy for all delegates to see.

The total number of workers’ delegates for the city was
272. Of these, 147, i.e., more than half, were Social-Demo-
crats or their sympathisers. The rest were partly definite
Socialist-Revolutionaries (54), partly indefinite (55), non-
party (6), one Right and 9 Trudoviks, the “Lefts” (two of
them Cadets), and so on.

The St. Petersburg Committee carried on vigorous ac-
tivity among the delegates. The question discussed was one
of universal interest, the question of tactics in the St. Pe-
tersburg elections, with or against the Cadets? Represent-
atives of the St. Petersburg Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
explained to the delegates the position of revolutionary
Social-Democracy, while the Mensheviks spoke in defence
of their own tactics.

On January 28, the decisive meeting of the delegates of
all parties was held. Some 200 to 250 people were present.
A resolution was carried, with only 10 or 12 voting against,
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fully endorsing the tactics of the Bolsheviks, demanding
support for the Left bloc, and definitely opposing the Men-
sheviks and their “covert” support of the Cadets.

Here is the text of the resolution:

“Whereas

“(1) the success of the Left election lists, which have already been
put forward by the Social-Democrats, Socialist-Revolutionaries,
Trudoviks and Popular Socialists in opposition to the Black-Hun-
dred and Cadet lists in the urban curia is of extreme political impor-
tance;

“(2) such success is possible only if all the Left parties unanimously
support the Left lists;

“this meeting of workers’ delegates from various factories calls
on all Left parties to support the joint Left lists and under no cir-
cumstances to put up separate lists, or support the Cadets, even
covertly, in any district of St. Petersburg.

“In conformity with the opinion of the masses, this meeting of
delegates expresses the wish that our Menshevik Social-Democratic
comrades should enter into agreement with the Lefts and contribute
to the success of the Left lists in the St. Petersburg elections.”

Thus, in the city of St. Petersburg, which the Menshe-
viks wanted to separate from the gubernia, representatives
of the entire proletariat have condemned Menshevik tactics!

It was clear at the Social-Democratic conference that
the majority of the St. Petersburg workers sympathised
with Bolshevik tactics and this has now been proved con-
clusively by the delegates’ decision.

On January 28, representatives of the masses of the
workers called for the last time on the Mensheviks to abandon
their tactics of “covertly” supporting the Cadets, their
blackleg tactics against the Left bloc.

But even after that, the Mensheviks refused to submit
to the will of the proletariat. On February 1, Rech published
excerpts from their manifesto, in which they put spokes
in the wheel of the Left bloc. On January 29, late at night,
the non-party Progressists of the Kolomna District tore up
their written agreement with the Mensheviks, after all
the representatives of the Left bloc had explained to the
Progressists that the Menshevik terms (“a free hand” for
the electors, in other words, freedom to desert to the Cadets!)
were untenable.

On January 30 a meeting was held of workers’ delegates
belonging to the R.S.D.L.P. or sympathising with it. The
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majority of these delegates, ninety-eight persons, were
present. Comrade V., representative of the St. Petersburg
Committee of the R.S.D.L.P., proposed that they examine-
the question of future Social-Democratic electors submit-
ting to the instructions of the St. Petersburg Committee
in electing members of the State Duma. He pointed out that
under normal circumstances this question would not have
given rise to any doubts or differences, since the instruc-
tions of the St. Petersburg Committee are, of course,
binding on all members of the St. Petersburg organisation.
But at present a considerable section of the organisation,
the majority of the Mensheviks, has broken away and an-
nounced that the Menshevik electors reserve freedom of ac-
tion for themselves. The representative of the St. Peters-
burg Committee pointed out that if the workers’ electors
were to follow this recommendation of the unofficial, se-
ceding section of the organisation, it would mean that the
split already begun by the Mensheviks would be made final
and would be a contravention of the decision adopted at the
general meeting of delegates by an overwhelming majority
to support the Left bloc in the election campaign. Comrades
M. and A., Menshevik members of the St. Petersburg Com-
mittee, objected to this, and insisted that the workers’
electors must only reckon with the opinions of the dele-
gates. By an overwhelming majority the following resolu-
tion, proposed on behalf of the St. Petersburg Committee,
was passed: “This meeting considers that submission to
the instructions of the St. Petersburg Committee is ob-
ligatory for electors during the elections.”

The Mensheviks vigorously opposed this resolution. The
most prominent and responsible Mensheviks did not hesi-
tate to oppose the St. Petersburg Committee even at a mo-
ment like this—on the eve of the elections. They moved an
“amendment” to substitute the words “St. Petersburg Or-
ganisation” for St. Petersburg Committee.

But the workers immediately saw through the Menshe-
vik tactics, intended to split the Party in the interests of
the Cadets. They shouted to the Menshevik speakers
“Sit down!” The amendment, which was a covert justifica-
tion of the split, was rejected by an overwhelming
majority.
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The meeting then proceeded with the nomination of
R.S.D.L.P. candidates for electors. The St. Petersburg
Committee submitted a list of 14 candidates, whom it rec-
ommended from a list of 21 nominated by the district
meetings of delegates. The motion to accept this list as a
basis for discussion, was carried by an overwhelming
majority, despite objections from the Mensheviks, who
said this was “governmental pressure”. Comrade V., rep-
resentative of the St. Petersburg Committee, explained
that this was not “governmental pressure”, that the St.
Petersburg Committee has authority only to the extent that
it enjoys the confidence of the organised Social-Democratic
proletariat of St. Petersburg, and that, in submitting the
list of recommendations, it was only doing its duty as the
organisation’s guiding body. All the nominees were dis-
cussed, and one of the candidates, on the proposal of the
representative of the St. Petersburg Committee, was with-
drawn and replaced by another. Then they were put to the
vote, which resulted in the entire list proposed by the St.
Petersburg Committee being approved by a considerable
majority.

The St. Petersburg Committee’s list was published in
all newspapers on the eve of the elections.

The elections of February 1 resulted in a victory for the
united Social-Democrats. The St. Petersburg Committee’s
list was elected in toto. All fourteen electors are Social-
Democrats!

Of these fourteen—eight are Bolsheviks, four are Men-
sheviks (strictly speaking, one is a syndicalist, not a Men-
shevik), and two are non-factional Social-Democrats who
are in favour of the Left bloc.

In the city worker curia, the Bolsheviks made up for
the losses sustained by the Social-Democrats in the gubernia
worker curia.

Let Rech now rave to its heart’s content (see the article
in the issue of February 3), and say that the Bolsheviks
did not give the Socialist-Revolutionaries even a propor-
tionate minority.

We never promised the Socialist-Revolutionaries pro-
portional representation—and no one has shown what
the proportion is, for no figures on the voting are avail-
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able. We are the first to have begun collecting these
figures.

We have left ourselves a free hand to fight all the other
parties in the worker curia.

Thanks to action by the revolutionary Social-Democrats,
out of the total number of workers’ electors for St. Peters-
burg and St. Petersburg Gubernia, only 4 are Socialist-
Revolutionaries and 20 are Social-Democrats.

At the next elections we shall win all the places for So-
cial-Democracy.

Proletary, No. 13, Published according
February 11, 1907 to the Proletary text
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ON THE REPORT OF THE MOSCOW DISTRICT
OF ST. PETERSBURG CONCERNING THE ELECTIONS
TO THE SECOND DUMA

We call our readers’ attention to the fact that the data
on the elections of delegates by the St. Petersburg workers
expose, to an ever greater extent, the way in which the Men-
sheviks got themselves votes for the Social-Democratic
conference. From the Franco-Russian Subdistrict, for
example, they “brought” 370 Menshevik votes to the con-
ference. Here the Bolsheviks did not count on a single valid
Party vote. But what happened then? The delegate from
the Franco-Russian Factory was a Bolshevik, who has
now been chosen as elector!

And that is where an unexpected exposure of the Men-
sheviks came from.

To continue: the Menshevik weekly Nash Mir (No. 1,
January 28) had the temerity to say of the Moscow Dis-
trict that “in the Bolshevik Neva and Moscow districts,
exclusively Socialist-Revolutionaries were elected as dele-
gates” (p. 14). It has already been shown in Proletary, No. 12
that this is a patent untruth as far as the Neva District is
concerned, for there it was precisely the Mensheviks who
were so thoroughly defeated by the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries.

Let us turn to the Moscow District. The Mensheviks
consider this a Bolshevik district now that they have to
find somebody to blame for the defeat other than them-
selves! But the Mensheviks must not forget that this time
their words can be verified! We can take the official state-
ment made to the Central Committee by the thirty-one
Mensheviks on their reasons for leaving the conference (the
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printed pamphlet we analysed in Proletary, No. 12%).
Among the thirty-one signatures we find “five from the
Moscow District”.

But the conference approved the mandates of four Bolshe-
viks and four Mensheviks from the Moscow District.

Instructive, is it not?

When Menshevik votes have to be mustered for the con-
ference they count five Mensheviks against three or four
Bolsheviks. In that case the Mensheviks want to be in the
majority!

But when they want to shift the political responsibility
on to somebody else they declare that the Moscow District
is a “Bolshevik district”....

The Bolsheviks counted 185 votes for the Moscow Dis-
trict, and the Mensheviks, in that same pamphlet, admitted
that they had challenged these votes only “tentatively”,
that actually the votes should have been confirmed (p. 7 of
the same pamphlet).

The Mensheviks counted their votes for the Moscow Dis-
trict as 48498497, altogether 243. Of these, 195 were
challenged, although the Mensheviks themselves insisted
at the time (p. 7 of the pamphlet) that all 243 votes should
be confirmed!

The Mensheviks, therefore, considered themselves to
have a very substantial majority in Moscow District—243
votes against 185. ... Nash Mir has, indeed, acted very
injudiciously: its own words serve to prove that the Men-
sheviks acted dishonestly at the conference.

In conclusion we would remind the comrade who sent
us the report on the Moscow District that it is extremely
important to have complete figures, for each factory sepa-
rately, on the election of delegates and on the number of
votes polled by the different candidates.

Proletary, No. 13, Published according
February 11, 1907 to the Proletary text

*See pp. 29-32 of this volume.—Ed.
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SOME FIGURES ON THE ELECTIONS
IN THE WORKER CURIA IN SOUTH RUSSIA

Our appeal to all Russian Social-Democrats to organise
the collection of exact figures on the elections in the worker
curia has not been futile. We have already received replies
to 93 of the questionnaires we distributed among the St.
Petersburg comrades. These 93 questionnaires were distrib-
uted by districts as follows: Peterburgskaya Storona, 7;
Vasilyevsky Ostrov, 22; Vyborg, 18; Moscow, 18; City, 28.
We ask comrades to expedite the dispatch of the remaining
forms to help make our information complete, particularly
for the big factories. We shall then publish the full figures.

From the provinces we have the returns for six factories
in Ekaterinoslav Gubernia. We give these in tabulated
form to show the comrades what kind of information the
Party needs and what conclusions we should draw from the
experience of the first Party elections in the worker curia.

Number of votes
21 s Ty cast for:
Name of = ﬁ = § Q’é a8 = g R
factory £5 2% .28% |2, <= 5 S R
88| 8o 2505 go|l~®| ~ 8 ; av| =
S |2 SE=ar 55|A3|Re| A |3 &
Z3 | Zo| METT |Z5 wA ma| » |2 &
Esau Works . . . .|| 350 1 | S.D.Mensh.| 130 | — | 112 | 15 3
Locomotive Repair
Shop. . . . . .. 2,700 2 | S.D.Mensh.| 800 | — 1650 | — | —
—
Locomotive Depot .|| 700 1 | S.D. 230 230 — | = | =
Nail Factory . . . .|| 700 1 |S.D.Bolsh. [ 250 250 | — | — | — | —
Pipe-Rolling Works .|| 850 1 | S.D.Mensh.| 200 | — | 195 | — | — 5
Bryansk Rolling Mill |[4,350, 4 | S.R. 1,100/ — | 300 | 800 | — | —
Total, 6 factories . .|/9,6560| 10 | 6 S.D. 2,710| 250 [1,257| 815 | — 8
4 S.R. 230
1,737
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Of course, we do not know how typical these figures are,
and to what extent the conclusions to be drawn from them
can be applied to the whole of Ekaterinoslav Gubernia.
In order to draw final conclusions we must obtain complete
data.

For the time being there are two points we can mention.
The percentage of workers taking part in the elections
is not high. Evidently, Social-Democratic activity is
not thorough enough and does not reach the masses
in their entirety. On the whole, less than one-third
of the total number of workers took part in the elections.
The lowest percentage is at the Tubing Works—200
out of 850, i.e., less than one-fourth. The highest is
aﬁ tge Esau Works: 130 out of 350, i.e., more than one
third.

The Socialist-Revolutionaries competed with us at two
factories: Esau and Bryansk. At the latter, the Socialist-
Revolutionaries defeated the Mensheviks! The biggest
factory elected four  Socialist-Revolutionary  dele-
gates.

Thus, the preliminary figures for the South (very incom-
plete, it is true) confirm the conclusion we drew about the
North: the Socialist-Revolutionaries are beating the Men-
sheviks, for the edification of the opportunists, it might
seem, or else to teach a lesson to people who with unpar-
donable thoughtlessness brush aside revolutionary bourgeois
democracy and hanker after liberal-monarchist bourgeois
democracy!

The Socialist-Revolutionaries account for 40 per cent,
i.e., two-fifths, of the total number of delegates (10). But
the number of votes cast for the Socialist-Revolutionaries
was less than one-third of the total—815 out of 2,710. It
is worth noting that, despite their victory at the biggest
factory, the proportion of votes obtained by the Socialist-
Revolutionaries was smaller than the proportion of dele-
gates. This shows how groundless and unsupported were
the assertions of St. Petersburg Socialist-Revolutionaries that
their share of votes must have been larger than that indi-
cated by their share of delegates. Such assertions must not
be made without documentary statistical evidence of the
number of votes cast at each factory.
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We hope that comrades all over Russia will continue to
collect information along the lines indicated, so that the
Party as a whole may form a clear and definite idea of the
results of its campaign, and learn to understand the causes
of its relative failures.

Proletary, No. 13, Published according
February 11, 1907 to the Proletary text
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THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE ST. PETERSBURG ELECTIONS

The election campaign in St. Petersburg is drawing to
a close. The elections are only three days away, and by
the time the reader sees these lines the results of the voting
in St. Petersburg will be known.

One might think it useless to discuss the significance
of the St. Petersburg elections until they are over. But
that is not so. The election campaign in St. Petersburg has
such a long history and has provided such an abundance of
unusually instructive political material that its significance
is already quite clear. Whatever the outcome of the
elections, there can be no doubt that the St. Petersburg
campaign of 1906-07 already constitutes an important,
independent stage in the history of the Russian
revolution.

The St. Petersburg election campaign has been a definite
gain for the revolution, first, because it has brought out
the relations between the political parties and revealed the
frame of mind (and, consequently, the interests and the
entire political situation) of the different classes, and then
it has served in a big, public, mass event, as a practical
test of the various answers given to the fundamental ques-
tions of Social-Democratic tactics in the Russian bourgeois
revolution.

The main events in the St. Petersburg election campaign
occurred with the speed of a whirlwind. And in this whirl-
wind, when immediate action was necessary at all costs, the
true nature and character of the various parties and trends
revealed themselves as never before. No formal ties or party
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traditions were able to withstand this whirlwind organi-
sations broke asunder, promises were broken, decisions and
positions were changed, and every day brought momen-
tous news. The clashes between the different parties and
trends were unusually sharp; polemics, sharp enough even
in ordinary times, developed into a mélée. This is not due
to the fact that Russians have no self-restraint, or that they
have been warped by illegal conditions, or that we are ill-
bred—only philistines can bring forward such explana-
tions.

No, the sharpness of these clashes, the fury of the struggle,
was due to the depth of class differences, to the antagonism
of the social and political trends which events brought
to the surface with unexpected rapidity, and which de-
manded immediate “steps” from all, brought them all into
collision, and compelled each to defend in struggle, aus-
kdmpfen, his proper place and his real line of policy.

All parties have their headquarters in St. Petersburg,
the hub of political life in Russia. The press is not of local,
but of national significance. It was therefore inevitable
that the struggle of the parties in the St. Petersburg elec-
tion campaign should become an extremely important
symptom, a portent and prototype of many future battles
and events, parliamentary and non-parliamentary, in the
Russian revolution.

At first the question at issue was the seemingly petty,
secondary, “technical” question of an agreement between
all the opposition and revolutionary parties against the
Black-Hundred danger. But this “simple” question actually
concealed the fundamental political questions of: (1) the
attitude of the government towards the liberals, the Cadets;
(2) the real political trend of the Cadets; (3) the hegemony
of the Cadets in the Russian liberation movement; (4) the
political trends of the petty-bourgeois Trudovik parties;
(5) the mutual class interests and political affinity of the
moderate Popular Socialists and the revolutionary Social-
ist-Revolutionaries; (6) the petty-bourgeois or opportunist
section of the Social-Democratic Labour Party; (7) the
hegemony of the proletariat in the liberation movement;
(8) the significance of the visible and open, and of the invis-
ible and concealed elements and “potentialities” of the
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revolutionary petty-bourgeois democratic movement in
Russia.

And this abundance of political questions was raised
and settled by events, by the course of the election cam-
paign itself. These questions were raised against the will
of many parties and without their being aware of them—
and they were settled “violently” even to the extent of
breaking all traditions—and the outcome was a surprise
to the vast majority of the politicians taking part in the
campaign.

“The Bolsheviks scraped through by a fluke,” says the
philistine, shaking his head over all these surprises. “It
was just a stroke of luck.”

Such talk reminds me of a passage in the recently pub-
lished letters of Engels to Sorge. On March 7, 1884, Engels
wrote to Sorge:

“A fortnight ago, my nephew from Barmen, an independ-
ent Conservative, came to visit me. I said to him: ‘We
have reached such a pitch in Germany that we can simply
fold our arms and make our enemies do our work. Whether
you repeal the Anti-Socialist Law, extend it, tighten it
up or modify it—will make no difference, whatever you
do, you will play into our hands. ‘Yes,” he replied, ‘cir-
cumstances are working wonderfully in your favour.” ‘Well,
of course,” I replied, ‘they would not if we had not correctly
defined them forty years ago and had we not acted accord-
ingly.” My nephew made no reply.”33

The Bolsheviks cannot speak of forty years, of course—
we are comparing something small with something very
big—but we can speak of months and years of Social-
Democratic tactics in the bourgeois revolution defined in ad-
vance. The Bolsheviks did indeed fold their arms during
the most important and decisive moments in the election
campaign in St. Petersburg—and circumstances worked for
us. All our enemies, from the formidable and ruthless enemy
Stolypin, to the revisionists, “enemies” with cardboard
swords, worked for us.

At the beginning of the election campaign in St. Peters-
burg the whole opposition, all the Lefts, were opposed to
the Bolsheviks. Everything possible or conceivable was
done against us. Yet everything turned out as we said.
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Why? Because long before (as long ago as “Two Tactics”,*

1905, in Geneva) we gave a far more correct assessment of
the government’s attitude towards the liberals and the at-
titude of the petty-bourgeois democrats towards the pro-
letariat.

What killed the bloc that was almost arranged between
the Cadets and all the “Lefts” except the Bolsheviks? The
negotiations between Milyukov and Stolypin. Stolypin
beckoned—and the Cadet turned his back on the people to
fawn like a puppy on his Black-Hundred master.

Was this chance? No, it was necessity, because the fun-
damental interests of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie
compel them to abandon the revolutionary struggle con-
ducted together with the people at every decisive moment,
and seek a compromise with reaction.

What was the cause of the absolute instability and
spinelessness of all the petty-bourgeois (Narodnik and Tru-
dovik) parties and of the Mensheviks, the petty-bourgeois
section of the workers’ party? Why did they waver and
vacillate, dash from Right to Left, follow in the wake of the
Cadets, and hold them so dear?

Not because of the personal qualities of the individual
but because the petty bourgeois is inevitably inclined to
follow in the footsteps of the liberal, to drag along behind
him, because the petty bourgeois has no faith in himself,
is unable to endure temporary “isolation”, is unable to face
the baying of the bourgeois hounds without fear and trem-
bling, has no faith in the independent revolutionary struggle
of the masses, of the proletariat and peasants, shirks the
role of leader in the bourgeois revolution, renounces his own
slogans, and adapts and accommodates himself to the Mi-
lyukovs....

And the Milyukovs accommodate themselves to Stolypin!

The Bolsheviks determined their policy themselves, and
in advance, unfurled their own banner, the banner of the
revolutionary proletariat, before the people.

Down with hypocritical fables about a Black-Hundred
danger, about “fighting” by paying calls on Stolypin!
Those who really want freedom for the people and victory

* See present edition, Vol. 9, pp. 15-140.—Ed.
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for the revolution—Ilet them follow us, both against the
Black-Hundred gang and the Cadet hucksters.

We will fight independently, under all circumstances.
We are not afraid to “isolate” ourselves from your cheap and
nasty, petty and miserable tricks and transactions.

With the proletariat for the revolution—or with the
liberals for negotiations with Stolypin—voters, make your
choice! Make your choice, Messrs. Narodniks! And you too,
Menshevik comrades!

And having determined our line, we sat back, and waited
for the outcome of the scrimmage that had begun. On Jan-
uary 6 our conference unfurled our banner. Until January
18 Milyukov grovelled at Stolypin’s feet while the Men-
sheviks, Narodniks and non-party people, grovelled at
Milyukov’s feet.

They all got themselves in a tangle. They were all playing
at diplomacy, and wrangled and quarrelled among them-
selves to such an extent that they could not march to-
gether.

We did not play at diplomacy, and denounced them all
for the sake of a clear and open declaration of the principles
of revolutionary proletarian struggle.

And all who were capable of fighting followed us. The
Left bloc became a fact. The hegemony of the revolutionary
proletariat became a fact. The proletariat led all the Tru-
dovliks and a large part of the Mensheviks, even intellec-
tuals.

The banner of the proletariat has been raised at the St.
Petersburg elections. And whatever the outcome of the
first serious elections in Russia in which all parties have
participated—the banner of the independent proletariat,
which is pursuing its own line, has already been raised. It
will be held high in the parliamentary struggle and in all
other forms of struggle that will lead to the victory of the
revolution.

By the strength of its own independence, consistency
and firmness, the socialist proletariat must win over the
masses of oppressed and downtrodden peasants, the masses
of wavering, vacillating and unstable petty-bourgeois dem-
ocrats, and alienate them from the treacherous liberal
bourgeoisie, thus gaining control over the bourgeoisie, and,
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at the head of a popular mass movement, crush the hated
autocracy—such is the task of the socialist proletariat
in the bourgeois revolution.

Written on February 4 (17), 1907

Published on February 11, 1907

Published according
in Proletary, No. 13

to the newspaper text
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PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION
OF KARL MARX’S
LETTERS TO Dr. KUGELMANN

Our purpose in issuing as a separate pamphlet the full
collection of Marx’s letters to Kugelmann published in the
German Social-Democratic weekly, Neue Zeit, is to acquaint
the Russian public more closely with Marx and Marxism.
As was to be expected, a good deal of space in Marx’s cor-
respondence is devoted to personal matters. This is exceed-
ingly valuable material for the biographer. But for the
general public, and for the Russian working class in partic-
ular, those passages in the letters which contain theoret-
ical and political material are infinitely more important.
In the revolutionary period we are now passing through,
it is particularly instructive for us to make a careful study
of this material, which reveals Marx as a man who respond-
ed directly to all questions of the labour movement and
world politics. The editors of Neue Zeit are quite right in
saying that “we are elevated by an acquaintance with the
personality of men whose thoughts and wills took shape in
the period of great upheavals”. Such an acquaintance is
doubly necessary to the Russian socialist in 1907, for it
provides a wealth of very valuable material indicating the
direct tasks confronting socialists in every revolution
through which a country passes. Russia is experiencing a
“great upheaval” at this very moment. In the present Rus-
sian revolution the Social-Democrat should more and more
frequently pattern his policy after that of Marx in the
comparatively stormy sixties.

We shall, therefore, permit ourselves to make only brief
mention of those passages in Marx’s correspondence that are
of particular importance from the theoretical standpoint,
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and shall deal in greater detail with his revolutionary
policy as a representative of the proletariat.

Of outstanding interest as a contribution to a fuller and
more profound understanding of Marxism is the letter of
July 11, 1868 (p. 42, et seq.).?* In the form of a polemic
against the vulgar economists, Marx in this letter very
clearly expounds his conception of what is called the “la-
bour” theory of value. Those very objections to Marx’s
theory of value which naturally arise in the minds of the
least trained readers of Capital and for this reason are most
eagerly seized upon by the common or garden representa-
tives of “professorial” bourgeois “science”, are here analysed
by Marx briefly, simply, and with remarkable lucidity.
Marx here shows the road he took and the road to be taken
towards elucidation of the law of value. He teaches us his
method, using the most common objections as illustrations.
He makes clear the connection between such a purely (it
would seem) theoretical and abstract question as the theory
of value and “the interest of the ruling classes”, which must be
“to perpetuate confusion”. It is only to be hoped that every-
one who begins to study Marx and read Capital will read
and re-read this letter when studying the first and most
difficult chapters of that book.

Other passages in the letters that are very interesting from
the theoretical standpoint are those in which Marx passes
judgement on various writers. When you read these opin-
ions of Marx—vividly written, full of passion and reveal-
ing a profound interest in all the great ideological trends
and in an analysis of them—you realise that you are
listening to the words of a great thinker. Apart from the
remarks on Dietzgen, made in passing, the comments on
the Proudhonists (p. 17)%° deserve particular attention
from the reader. The “brilliant” young bourgeois intellec-
tuals who dash “into the thick of the proletariat” at times
of social upheaval, and are incapable of acquiring the stand-
point of the working class or of carrying on persistent and
serious work among the “rank and file” of the proletarian
organizations, are depicted with remarkable vividness in a
few strokes of the pen.

Take the comment on Diihring (p. 35),%® which, as it
were, anticipates the contents of the famous Anti-Diihring
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written by Engels (in conjunction with Marx) nine years
later. There is a Russian translation of this book by Ze-
derbaum which, unfortunately, is not only guilty of omis-
sions but is simply a poor translation, with mistakes.
Here, too, we have the comment on Thiinen, which likewise
touches on Ricardo’s theory of rent. Marx had already, in
1868, emphatically rejected “Ricardo’s errors”, which he
finally refuted in Volume III of Capital, published in 1894,
but which to this very day are repeated by the revisionists—
from our wultra-bourgeois and even “Black-Hundred”
Mr. Bulgakov to the “almost orthodox” Maslov.

Interesting, too, is the comment on Biichner, with an
appraisal of vulgar materialism and of the “superficial
nonsense’” copied from Lange (the usual source of “profes-
sorial” bourgeois philosophy!) (p. 48).%7

Let us pass to Marx’s revolutionary policy. There is
among Social-Democrats in Russia a surprisingly widespread
philistine conception of Marxism, according to which a
revolutionary period, with its specific forms of struggle
and its special proletarian tasks, is almost an anomaly,
while a “constitution” and an “extreme opposition” are the
rule. In no other country in the world at this moment is
there such a profound revolutionary crisis as in Russia—
and in no other country are there “Marxists” (belittlers and
vulgarisers of Marxism) who take up such a sceptical and
philistine attitude towards the revolution. From the fact
that the revolution is bourgeois in content they draw the
shallow conclusion that the bourgeoisie is the driving force
of the revolution, that the tasks of the proletariat in this
revolution are of an ancillary, not independent, character
and that proletarian leadership of the revolution is im-
possible!

How excellently Marx, in his letters to Kugelmann, ex-
poses this shallow interpretation of Marxism. Here is a
letter dated April 6, 1866. At that time Marx had finished
his principal work. He had given his final judgement on
the German Revolution of 1848 fourteen years before this
letter was written. He had himself, in 1850, renounced his
socialist illusions that a socialist revolution was impend-
ing in 1848. And in 1866, when only just beginning to
observe the growth of new political crises, he writes:
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“Will our philistines [he is referring to the German bour-
geois liberals] at last realise that without a revolution
which removes the Hapsburgs and Hohenzollerns ... there
musg’l:8 finally come another Thirty Years’ War...!” (pp. 13-
14).

There is not a shadow of illusion here that the impend-
ing revolution (it took place from above, not from below
as Marx had expected) would remove the bourgeoisie and
capitalism, but a most clear and precise statement that
it would remove only the Prussian and Austrian mon-
archies. And what faith in this bourgeois revolution! What
revolutionary passion of a proletarian fighter who realises
the vast significance the bourgeois revolution has for the
progress of the socialist movement!

Noting “a very interestingly social movement three years
later, on the eve of the downfall of the Napoleonic Empire
in France, Marx says in a positive outburst of enthusiasm
that “the Parisians are making a regular study of their
recent revolutionary past, in order to prepare themselves
for the business of the impending new revolution”. And
describing the struggle of classes revealed in this study of
the past, Marx concludes (p. 56): “And so the whole histori-
cal witches’ cauldron is bubbling. When will our country
[Germany] be so far.”?®

Such is the lesson to be learned from Marx by the Rus-
sian Marxist intellectuals, who are debilitated by scepticism,
dulled by pedantry, have a penchant for penitent speeches,
rapidly tire of the revolution, and yearn, as for a holiday,
for the interment of the revolution and its replacement
by constitutional prose. From the theoretician and leader
of the proletarians they should learn faith in the revolu-
tion, the ability to call on the working class to fight for its
immediate revolutionary aims to the last, and a firmness
of spirit which admits of no faint-hearted whimpering
following temporary setbacks of the revolution.

The pedants of Marxism think that this is all ethical
twaddle, romanticism, and lack of a sense of reality! No,
gentlemen, this is the combination of revolutionary theory
and revolutionary policy, without which Marxism becomes
Brentanoism,*’ Struvism*' and Sombartism.*> The Marx-
ian doctrine has fused the theory and practice of the class
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struggle into one inseparable whole. And he is no Marxist
who takes a theory that soberly states the objective situa-
tion and distorts it into a justification of the existing order
and even goes to the length of trying to adapt himself as
quickly as possible to every temporary decline in the
revolution, to discard “revolutionary illusions” as quickly
as possible, and to turn to “realistic” tinkering.

In times that were most peaceful, seemingly “idyllic
as Marx expressed it, and “wretchedly stagnant” (as Neue
Zeit put it), Marx was able to sense the approach of revo-
lution and #o rouse the proletariat to a consciousness of
its advanced revolutionary tasks. Our Russian intellec-
tuals, who vulgarise Marx in a philistine manner, in the
most revolutionary times teach the proletariat a policy
of passivity, of submissively “drifting with the current”,
of timidly supporting the most unstable elements of the
fashionable liberal party!

Marx’s assessment of the Commune crowns the letters
to Kugelmann. And this assessment is particularly valuable
when compared with the methods of the Russian Right-
wing Social-Democrats. Plekhanov, who after December 1905
faintheartedly exclaimed: “They should not have taken
up arms”, had the modesty to compare himself to Marx.
Marx, says he, also put the brakes on the revolution in 1870.

Yes, Marx also put the brakes on the revolution. But
see what a gulf lies between Plekhanov and Marx, in Ple-
khanov’s own comparison!

In November 1905, a month before the first revolutionary
wave in Russia had reached its climax, Plekhanov, far from
emphatically warning the proletariat, spoke directly of
the necessity to learn to use arms and to arm. Yet, when
the struggle flared up a month later, Plekhanov, without
making the slightest attempt to analyse its significance,
its role in the general course of events and its connection
with previous forms of struggle, hastened to play the part
of a penitent intellectual and exclaimed: “They should not
have taken up arms.”

In September 1870, six months before the Commune,
Marx gave a direct warning to the French workers: insur-
rection would be an act of desperate folly, he said in the
well-known Address of the International.? He exposed
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in advance the nationalistic illusions of the possibility of a
movement in the spirit of 1792. He was able to say, not
after the event, but many months before: “Don’t take up
arms.

And how did he behave when this hopeless cause, as he
himself had called it in September, began to take practical
shape in March 1871? Did he use it (as Plekhanov did the
December events) to “take a dig” at his enemies, the Proud-
honists and Blanquists who were leading the Commune?
Did he begin to scold like a schoolmistress, and say: “I told
you so, I warned you; this is what comes of your romanti-
cism, your revolutionary ravings”? Did he preach to the
Communards, as Plekhanov did to the December fighters,
the sermon of the smug philistine: “You should not have
taken up arms”?

No. On April 12, 1871, Marx writes an enthusiastic letter
to Kugelmann—a letter which we would like to see hung
in the home of every Russian Social-Democrat and of every
literate Russian worker.

In September 1870 Marx had called the insurrection an
act of desperate folly; but in April 1871, when he saw the
mass movement of the people, he watched it with the keen
attention of a participant in great events marking a step
forward in the historic revolutionary movement.

This is an attempt, he says, to smash the bureaucratic
military machine, and not simply to transfer it to differ-
ent hands. And he has words of the highest praise for the
“heroic” Paris workers led by the Proudhonists and Blan-
quists. “What elasticity,” he writes, “what historical initia-
tive, what a capacity for sacrifice in these Parisians! ...
[p. 88]. History has no like example of a like greatness.”

The historical initiative of the masses was what Marx prized
above everything else. Ah, if only our Russian Social-
Democrats would learn from Marx how to appreciate the
historical initiative of the Russian workers and peasants
in October and December 1905!

Compare the homage paid to the historical initiative
of the masses by a profound thinker, who foresaw failure
six months ahead—and the lifeless, soulless, pedantic:
“They should not have taken up arms”! Are these not as
far apart as heaven and earth?
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And like @ participant in the mass struggle, to which
he reacted with all his characteristic ardour and passion,
Marx, then living in exile in London, set to work to criti-
cise the immediate steps of the “recklessly brave” Parisians
who were “ready to storm heaven™.

Ah, how our present “realist” wiseacres among the Marx-
ists, who in 1906-07 are deriding revolutionary romantic-
ism in Russian would have sneered at Marx at the time!
How people would have scoffed at a materialist, an econo-
mist, an enemy of utopias, who pays homage to an “attempt”
to storm heaven! What tears, condescending smiles or com-
miseration these “men in mufflers”** would have bestowed
upon him for his rebel tendencies, utopianism, etc., etc.,
and for his appreciation of a heaven-storming move-
ment!

But Marx was not inspired with the wisdom of the small
fry who are afraid to discuss the technique of the higher
forms of revolutionary struggle. It is precisely the tech-
nical problems of the insurrection that he discussed. De-
fence or attack?—he asked, as if the military operations
were taking place just outside London. And he decided that
it must certainly be attack: “They should have marched
at once on Versailles...”.

This was written in April 1871, a few weeks before the
great and bloody May....

“They should have marched at once on Versailles”—
the insurgents should, those who had begun the “act of
desperate folly” (September 1870) of storming heaven.

“They should not have taken up arms” in December 1905
in order to oppose by force the first attempts to take away
the liberties that had been won....

Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to
Marx!

“Second mistake,” Marx said, continuing his technical
criticism: “The Central Committee” (the military command—
note this—the reference is to the Central Committee of the
National Guard) “surrendered its power foo soon...”.

Marx knew how to warn the leaders against a premature
rising. But his attitude towards the heaven-storming pro-
letariat was that of a practical advisor, of a participant
in the struggle of the masses, who were raising the whole
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movement to a higher level in spite of the false theories and
mistakes of Blanqui and Proudhon.

“However that may be,” he wrote, “the present rising
in Paris—even if it be crushed by the wolves, swine, and
vile curs of the old society—is the most glorious deed of
our Party since the June insurrection....”*?

And, without concealing from the proletariat a single
mistake of the Commune, Marx dedicated to this heroic
deed a work which to this very day serves as the best guide in
the fight for “heaven” and as a frightful bugbear to the
liberal and radical “swine”.

Plekhanov dedicated to the December events a “work”
which has become practically the bible of the Cadets.

Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to
Marx.

Kugelmann apparently replied to Marx expressing cer-
tain doubts, referring to the hopelessness of the struggle
and to realism as opposed to romanticism—at any rate, he
compared the Commune, an insurrection, to the peaceful
demonstration in Paris on June 13, 1849.

Marx immediately (April 17, 1871) severely lectured
Kugelmann.

“World history,” he wrote, “would indeed be very easy
to make, if the struggle were taken up only on condition of
infallibly favourable chances.”

In September 1870, Marx called the insurrection an act
of desperate folly. But, when the masses rose, Marx wanted
to march with them, to learn with them in the process of
the struggle, and not to give them bureaucratic admonitions.
He realised that to attempt in advance to calculate the
chances with complete accuracy would be quackery or hope-
less pedantry. What he valued above everything else was
that the working class heroically and self-sacrificingly
took the initiative in making world history. Marx regarded
world history from the standpoint of those who make it
without being in a position to calculate the chances in-
fallibly beforehand, and not from the standpoint of an in-
tellectual philistine who moralises: “It was easy to fore-
see ... they should not have taken up...”.

Marx was also able to appreciate that there are moments
in history when a desperate struggle of the masses, even
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for a hopeless cause, is essential for the further schooling
of these masses and their training for the next struggle.

Such a statement of the question is quite incomprehen-
sible and even alien in principle to our present-day quasi-
Marxists, who like to take the name of Marx in vain, to
borrow only his estimate of the past, and not his ability to
make the future. Plekhanov did not even think of it when
be set out after December 1905 “to put the brakes on’.

But it is precisely this question that Marx raised, with-
out in the least forgetting that he himself in September
1870 regarded insurrection as an act of desperate folly.

“...The bourgeois canaille of Versailles,” he wrote,
“...presented the Parisians with the alternative of either
taking up the fight or succumbing without a struggle. The
demoralisation of the working class in the latter case would
have been a far greater misfortune than the succumbing
of any number of ‘leaders’.”*6

And with this we shall conclude our brief review of the
lessons in a policy worthy of the proletariat which Marx
teaches in his letters to Kugelmann.

The working class of Russia has already proved once, and
will prove again more than once, that it is capable of “storm-
ing heaven”.

February 5, 1907

Published in 1907 in the pamphlet: Published according
Karl Marx. Letters to Dr. Kugelmann, to the text of the pamphlet
edited and with a preface by N. Lenin.

Novaya Duma Publishers,
St. Petersburg
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THE SECOND DUMA
AND THE SECOND REVOLUTIONARY WAVE

St. Petersburg, February 7, 1907.

Events are moving at a pace which can only be called
revolutionary. Four days ago, in discussing the election
campaign in St. Petersburg, we wrote that the political
alignment was already clear: revolutionary Social-Democ-
racy alone had independently, resolutely, and proudly un-
furled the banner of relentless struggle against the violence
of reaction and the hypocrisy of the liberals. The petty-
bourgeois democrats (including the petty-bourgeois section
of the workers’ party) were wavering, turning now to the
liberals, now to the revolutionary Social-Democrats.

In St. Petersburg the elections to the Duma take place
today. Their results cannot affect the alignment of social
forces we have already indicated. And yesterday’s elections,
which have accounted for 217 of the 524 members, i.e.,
more than two-fifths, are a clear indication of the polit-
ical composition of the Second Duma, a clear indication
of the political situation which is developing before our eyes.

According to Rech, which, of course, is inclined to paint
a picture favourable to the Cadets, the 205 members already
elected to the Duma are distributed as follows: Rights, 37;
National-Autonomists,*” 24; Cadets, 48; Progressists and
non-party, 16; non-party Lefts, 40; Narodniks, 20 (13 Tru-
doviks, 6 Socialist-Revolutionaries, and 1 Popular So-
cialist); and 20 Social-Democrats.

We have before us a Duma that is undoubtedly more
Left than the previous one. If the rest of the elections yield
similar results we shall have the following round figures
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for 500 members of the Duma: Rights, 90; Nationalists,
50; Cadets, 125; Progressists, 35; non-party Lefts, 100; Na-
rodniks, 50; Social-Democrats, 50. It goes without saying
that this is only an approximate estimate made for the
sake of illustration, but there can hardly be any doubt
of the correctness of these totals.

The Rights constitute one-fifth; the moderate liberals
(the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie, including the Nation-
alists, Cadets, and some, if not all, Progressists)—two-
fifths; the Lefts—two-fifths (non-party, one-fifth, and
Narodniks and Social-Democrats sharing equally the other
fifth)—such is the make-up of the Second Duma as it ap-
pears to us on the basis of the preliminary returns.

What does this mean?

The most savage and shameless tyranny of the Black-
Hundred government, which is the most reactionary in Eu-
rope. The most reactionary election law in all Europe. The
most revolutionary popular representative body in Europe
in the most backward country!

This glaring contradiction clearly reveals the funda-
mental contradiction in the whole of contemporary Russian
life, reveals to the full the revolutionary character of the
present day.

Two revolutionary years have elapsed since the great day
of January 9, 1905. We have experienced long and painful
periods of savage reaction. We have experienced brief
“bright intervals” of liberty. We have experienced two
great popular outbreaks of strikes and armed struggle. We
have experienced one Duma and two general elections,
which definitely determined the alignment of parties and
caused an extremely sharp alignment among the popula-
tion, which until recently had no conception of political
parties whatsoever.

During these two years, we have grown out of our faith—
naive in some and crudely selfish in others—in the unity
of the liberation movement, and have cast off many illu-
sions of peaceful constitutional methods; we have gained
experience in mass forms of struggle and have reached a
point where we must employ the most stern and extreme
method of struggle conceivable—that of the armed struggle
of one part of the population against the other. The bour-
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geoisie and the landlords have become fierce and brutal.
The man in the street is weary. The Russian intellectual
is limp and despondent. The party of liberal windbags and
liberal traitors, the Cadets, has raised its head, hoping to
make capital out of the prevailing weariness born of the
revolution, and claiming as its hegemony what is really its
readiness, like Famusov,*® to go to the utmost limits of
obsequiousness.

But below, deep down among the proletarian masses and
among the mass of the destitute, starving peasantry, the
revolution has made headway, quietly and imperceptibly
undermining the foundations, rousing the most somnolent
with the thunder of civil war, galvanising the most lethar-
gic with the rapid changes from “liberties” to bestial tyr-
anny, from calm to parliamentary excitement, elections,
mass meetings, and feverish “union” activity.

As a result we have a new, even more Left Duma, and in
prospect we have a new, even more formidable and more
unmistakable revolutionary crisis.

Even the blind must now see that it is a revolutionary
and not a constitutional crisis that lies ahead of us. There
can be no doubt about that. The days of the Russian con-
stitution are numbered. A new clash is inexorably ap-
proaching—either the revolutionary people will be victorious,
or the Second Duma will disappear as ingloriously as the
First, followed by the repeal of the election law and a re-
turn to the Black-Hundred absolutism sans phrases.

How petty our recent “theoretical” controversies have
suddenly become in the glaring light of the rising sun of
revolution! Are not the plaints of the miserable, frightened
and faint-hearted intellectuals about the Black-Hundred
danger in the elections ridiculous? Have not events brilliant-
ly confirmed what we said in November (Proletary, No. 8):
“By their outcry against the Black-Hundred danger, the
Cadets are leading the Mensheviks by the nose in order to
avert the danger from the Left”?*

Revolution is a good teacher. It forces back on to the
revolutionary track those who are continually going astray
either from weakness of character or weakness of intellect.

* See present edition, Vol. 11, p. 314.—Ed.
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The Mensheviks wanted blocs with the Cadets, unity in
the “opposition”, the opportunity to “utilise the Duma
as a whole”. They did everything possible (and impossible
too, to the extent of splitting the Party, as was the case in
St. Petersburg) to create an all-liberal Duma.

Nothing came of it. The revolution is stronger than op-
portunists of little faith think. Under the hegemony of
the Cadets, the revolution can only lie prone in the dust—it
can triumph only under the hegemony of the Bolshevik
Social-Democrats.

The Duma is turning out to be exactly as we depicted
it in our polemic with the Mensheviks in Proletary, No. 8
(November 1906). It is a Duma of sharp extremes, a Duma
in which the moderate and cautious mean has been swept
away by the revolutionary torrent, a Duma of Krushevans*’
and of the revolutionary people. The Bolshevik Social-
Democrats will raise their banner in this Duma and say to the
masses of the petty-bourgeois democrats what they said
to them during the St. Petersburg elections: make your
choice between Cadet haggling with the Stolypins, and
joint struggle in the ranks of the people! We, the proletar-
iat of all Russia, are marching to that struggle. All who
want freedom for the people, and land for the peasants
follow us!

The Cadets already feel that the wind has changed, that
the political barometer is falling rapidly. It is not surpris-
ing that the Milyukovs have lost their nerve and, casting
off all shame, have started howling—in the street—about
“red rags” (in the sanctums of the Stolypins these creatures
have always secretly abused the “red rag”). It is not sur-
prising that today’s Rech (February 7) refers to the “jumps”
in the political barometer, to the government’s vacillation
“between the resignation of the Cabinet and some kind of
pronunciamento, action by the Black Hundreds and the
military, the very date of which has been fixed for the
14th”. And the desolated soul of the Russian liberal wails
and sighs: What, again a “policy of spontaneous re-
flexes...”.

Yes, miserable heroes of miserably stagnant times!
Revolution again! We gladly welcome the approaching wave
of the people’s spontaneous wrath. But we shall do all in
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our power to make this new struggle as little spontaneous
and as conscious, consistent, and steadfast as possible.

The government set all the wheels of its machine in mo-
tion long ago: violence, pogroms, barbarous atrocities,
deception and stultification. And now all these wheels
have come loose; everything has been tried, even the shell-
ing of villages and towns The popular forces are not ex-
hausted; on the contrary, they are now forming more and
more widely, powerfully, openly and boldly. A Black-
Hundred autocracy and—a Left Duma. The situation is
undoubtedly a revolutionary one, and a struggle in the
most acute form is undoubtedly inevitable.

But it is precisely because of its inevitability that we
must not force the pace, spur or goad it on. Leave that to
the Krushevans and Stolypins. Our task is to reveal the
truth to the proletariat and the peasantry clearly, directly
and with unsparing candour, to open their eyes to the sig-
nificance of the coming storm, to help them to meet the
enemy in organised fashion, with the calmness of men
marching to death, like soldiers in the trenches facing the
foe, and ready at the first shots to dash into the attack.

“Shoot first, Messrs. Bourgeois!” said Engels to the Ger-
man capitalists in 1894.%° And we say: “Shoot first, Kru-
shevans and Stolypins, Orlovs and Romanovs!” Our task
is to help the working class and the peasantry to crush the
Black-Hundred autocracy when it hurls itself upon us of
its own accord.

Therefore—no premature calls for an insurrection! No
solemn manifestos to the people. No pronunciamentos, no
“proclamations”. The storm is bearing down on us of its
own accord. There is no need of sabre-rattling.

We must get our weapons ready—in the literal and in
the figurative sense. First of all, and above all, we must
train a solid army of the proletariat, conscious of its pur-
pose and strong in resolve. We must increase tenfold our
work of agitation and organisation among the peasants—
among those who are starving in the villages and among
those who last autumn sent their sons to serve in the army,
sons who experienced the great year of revolution. We
must tear down all the ideological blinds and screens con-
cealing the revolution, put an end to all doubts and vac-
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illation. We must say simply and calmly, in the plainest
and most popular form, as loudly and distinctly as possible:
a struggle is inevitable. The proletariat will accept battle.
The proletariat will sacrifice everything, will throw all
its forces into the fight for freedom. Let the ruined peas-
antry, let the soldiers and sailors know that the fate of
Russian freedom is about to be decided.

Proletary, No. 13, Published according
February 11, 1907 to the Proletary text
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THE ELECTION RESULTS IN ST. PETERSBURG

St. Petersburg, February 9, 1907.

The Cadets have won the St. Petersburg elections. They
have secured the election of 151 electors in 11 districts.
The Left bloc has won in one district only—the Vyborg
District—and has secured the election of 9 electors out of 160.

The outstanding features of the elections in St. Peters-
burg are: an increase in the percentage of those voting in
nearly all districts, and the weakening of the Rights. The
Cadets are at the top of the list, with 28,798 votes (counting
the maximum numbers of votes cast for their candidates).
The Left bloc takes second place, with 16,703 votes; the
Octobrists come third, with 16,613 votes, the monarchists
fourth with 5,270 votes.

This, when compared with Moscow, is a big step for-
ward. One district has been won. The Lefts have advanced
from third to second place in the list. In Moscow, the votes
cast for the Left bloc amounted to 13 per cent. The St. Pe-
tersburg figure was nearly twice as high, i.e., 25 per cent.

This, of course, was partly due to somewhat more exten-
sive agitation, and to the political influence of the Duma
general elections, which were far more favourable to the
Left than had been expected. In Moscow not a single daily
newspaper published lists of the Left bloc electors. In St.
Petersburg several papers did so: it is said that Tovarishch
has even increased its circulation very considerably since
it “swung to the Left”. In Moscow there were no informa-
tion bureaus to help Left voters to fill in their ballot pa-
pers. In St. Petersburg there were. In Moscow most of the
petty-bourgeois townspeople believed the Cadet fable about
the Black-Hundred danger. In St. Petersburg there were
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already unmistakable signs that this credulity of the petty
bourgeoisie and the opportunists had been shaken.

Here are the returns for each ward, taking in each case
the maximum number of votes for the candidates on the
respective election lists (figures taken from Rech).

Highest vote for: = g8

. . . $ mw| BE2E

Wards in the City g < o882 5 98

of St. Petersburg % = & g % %s 4 2 ESE

< 2 28 Sa |£Egus £ 2 &g

S 3 St | 22 AZSS| Zz223S8

Spassky . . . . . 3,397 | 1,644 | 1,514 624 | —1,753 877
Narva. . . . .. 2,377 1,643 | 1,326 307 |— 734 368
Liteiny . . . . . 2,776 919 | 2,153 667 | —1,857 929
Kolomna. . . . . 1,318 | 1,122| 1,068 | 236 |— 196 99

Vasilyevsky Ost-
rov. . . . .. 2,313 | 1,949 | 2,102 418 | — 364 183
Rozhdestvensky . || 2,784 | 1,325| 1,195 537 | —1,459 730
Kazan. . . . . . 1,749 589 998 201 | —1,160 581
Admiralty . . . . 955 246 725 196 | — 709 355
Moscow . . . . . 4100 | 1,702 | 2,233 706 | —2,398 1,200
Alexander-Nevsky || 2,735 | 1,421 799 588 | —1,314 658
Petersburg. . . .|| 3,282 | 2,754 1,851 541 | — 528 265
Vyborg . . . . . 1,012 | 1,389 649 249 | + 377 —
Total . . .| 28,798 | 16,703 | 16,613 | 5,270 Total for five
not hopeless
wards
1,573

These returns enable us to draw a number of interesting
conclusions.

First of all, about the “Black-Hundred danger”. The
elections have proved that it was non-existent. Our re-
peated declarations and warnings, reiterated by all Bol-
shevik publications, including Ternii Truda® and Zreniye,*?
have been fully confirmed.

The Black Hundreds could not have won in St. Peters-
burg, no matter how the votes had split between the Cadets
and the Lefts!

Moreover, even if the Octobrists and the monarchists
had joined forces (an impossibility, especially in St.
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Petersburg, where the German Octobrists in the Vasilyevsky
Ostrov District were on the point of quarrelling even with
the Union of October Seventeenth), the Black Hundreds
could not have won in St. Petersburg! This will be obvious
to anyone who takes the trouble to make a very simple
calculation from the figures given above. The total Cadet
and Left vote (45,500) is more than twice the total Octobrist
and monarchist vote (22,000). No conceivable distribution
of votes among these four election lists, no “measures”
taken by the Rights, could have created a Black-Hundred
danger.

The petty bourgeoisie—the Narodniks and the oppor-
tunist Social-Democrats—who caught up the Cadets’ outcry
about the Black-Hundred danger, were deceiving the people.
We said so before the elections. The elections have proved
that we were right.

The spinelessness and political short-sightedness, char-
acteristic of the petty-bourgeois intellectuals and philistines
have revealed themselves in practice in St. Petersburg.
Though not nearly to the same extent as in Moscow, the
St. Petersburg elections were, nevertheless, elections by
philistines, scared and deceived by the Cadets. All the elec-
tion literature published in St. Petersburg, from Rech
to Tovarishch, which latter faint-heartedly defended the
Left bloc (apologising for its Left sympathies?), teems with
evidence that the Cadets and their henchmen scared the
man in the street with a phantom of their own invention—
the possibility of a Black-Hundred danger arising out of
the voting.

The Cadets strove to ward off the danger threatening
them from the Left, with an outcry about the Black-Hun-
dred danger, while they themselves waited on Stolypin, and
promised that they would be reasonable, become more
loyal, and keep away from the Lefts. Stolypin himself has
admitted, according to today’s Tovarishch (February 9),
that he knows something about this Cadet swing to the Right!

Further, the St. Petersburg election results enable us to
answer the question—what have we gained from these
elections? Has our straightforward anti-Cadet propaganda
succeeded in rousing new sections of hitherto indifferent
voters and drawing them into political life? To what ex-
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tent have we alienated the petty bourgeoisie from the lib-
erals in whose wake they followed, and won them over to
the proletariat?

To enable us to judge, let us first of all compare the Cadet
and the Left votes (the maximum, as before) in 1906 and in
1907.

Number of Votes (Maximum)

1906 1907 -
9.8

Wards in the City of St. 5 ez
Petersburg £ £ w ﬁo b & g
£ £ % D | £2%2
&) &) — = Ao co
Spassky. . . . . . . ... 5009 | 3,397 | 1,644 | 5041 | + 32
Narva . . . . .. .. .. 3,578 | 2,377 | 1,643 | 4,020  + 442
Liteiny. . . . . . . . .. 3,767 2,776 919 3,695 | — 72
Kolomna . . . . . . . .. 2,243 1,318 1,122 2,440 | + 197
Vasilyevsky Ostrov . . . . 3,777 2,313 | 1,949 4,262 | 4+ 485
Rozhdestvensky. . . . . . 3,393 2,784 | 1,325 4109 | + 716
Kazan .. .. ... ... 2,242 1,749 589 2,338 | + 96
Admiralty. . . . . . . .. 1,553 955 246 1,201 | — 352
Moscow. . . . . . . . .. 5,124 4,100 1,702 5,802 | + 678
Alexander-Nevsky . . . . . 2,991 2,735 1,421 4,156 | 4+ 1,165
Petersburg . . . . . . .. 4,946 3,282 | 2,754 6,036 | 4+ 1,090
Vyborg. . . . . . . . .. 1,988 1,012 | 1,389 2,401 | + 413
Total . . . . . . 40,611 | 28.798 | 16,703 | 45,501 | 44,890

These figures very clearly reveal the proportion of votes

cast in 1906 and 1907 for the opposition and for the revo-

lution. Of the seventeen thousand votes we polled (in round
figures), we captured about twelve thousand from the Ca-
dets and attracted five thousand from the hitherto indiffer-
ent (partly boycotting) masses.

What strikes one at once is the difference between the
“hopeless” districts, i.e., those where, apparently, we
could not have won in 1907, whatever effort we had made,
and the districts that were not hopeless. The principle “hope-
less” districts, for instance, were the Admiralty and the
Liteiny. Here, the preponderance of Cadet votes over ours
is enormous. What is it due to?
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The reason is obvious. The population of the first district
consists of government officials; that of the second consists
of the big bourgeoisie (this was pointed out before the elec-
tions by Ternii Truda). The Social-Democrats, supported
by the Trudoviks, could not have won where there is no trade
and industrial proletariat, where there is a preponderance
of civil servants. Even the number of voters who went to the
polls in these districts declined—no interest was displayed!
In these districts the only thing we did was capture about
one-fourth of the Cadet votes for the Left bloc.

At the other extreme there are the districts that are not
hopeless, where the Social-Democrats, supported by the
Trudoviks, roused a mass of new elements, and roused the
urban poor from their apathy and somnolence, to polit-
ical life. These are the Alexander-Nevsky and Petersburg
wards. Here the gain in the anti-Black-Hundred vote,
i.e., the Cadets and Lefts combined, is over one thousand
in each district. Here most of the Left votes are new votes,
not votes captured from the Cadets. The voice of struggle,
the voice of the Social-Democrats and the Trudoviks has
awakened those whom the unctuous voice of the Cadets
could not rouse.

In the Petersburg Ward we had only to capture 265
votes from the Cadets for victory to have been ours. Clearly,
265 added to 2,754 would have made victory quite possible.
And it is also clear that the urban poor in these districts,
by no means of the proletarian type—shop-assistants, cab
drivers and small householders—rose in favour of the Lefts.
It is obvious that the appeal issued by the Social-Democrats
and supported by the Trudoviks was not made in vain, that
a formidable number of the inhabitants of these districts
are capable of going further than the Cadets, to the Left
of the Cadets.

In the Alexander-Nevsky Ward the struggle was in-
comparably more difficult. To win there we would have had
to capture 658 votes from the Cadets. Six hundred and fifty-
eight in addition to 1,421 is rather a big figure, but still it
is less than half. We have no right to regard as hopeless
those districts in which we could have been victorious had
we obtained fifty per cent more votes than we actually
did.
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The Kolomna Ward could easily have been won: all
we had to do was to capture 99 votes from the Cadets. In
the Vasilyevsky Ostrov Ward, where the three main
lists—Cadet, Octobrist and Left—each polled about an
equal number of votes, we could have won if we had cap-
tured 183 votes from the Cadets. In the Narva Ward we
could have won if, we had captured 368 votes from the Ca-
dets.

To sum up: the Left bloc in St. Petersburg undoubtedly
won over to its side the shop-assistants and the urban petty
bourgeoisie, roused a section of them to political life for
the first time, and captured a very considerable section of
them from the Cadets.

The hopeless and despondent opinion that Social-Demo-
cratic ideas are unintelligible to trade and industrial office
employees in the intermediary stage when the Trudoviks
support the socialists, has been fully refuted by the St.
Petersburg elections. If we want to and set about it prop-
erly, we can rouse for the political struggle hundreds and
thousands of the urban poor in every district in the capi-
tal. We can win, in every district, hundreds of shop-assist-
ants, clerks, etc., from the party of the bourgeois liberals
who are bargaining with Stolypin. If we work tirelessly in
that direction, the influence of the treacherous Cadets over
the urban poor will be broken. The Cadets will not survive
another election struggle against the Left bloc in St.
Petersburg! They will be completely routed under the
present electoral law, if they go into battle again after
months of “Stolypin” agitation and Milyukov haggling!

Indeed, it is obvious that even in the present elections
the Left bloc needed very little more to achieve a victory.
The only hopeless districts were the Admiralty, Liteiny,
Spassky, Rozhdestvensky, Kazan and Moscow. In these
six districts we needed over fifty per cent more votes than
we received in order to win, and this was hardly conceiv-
able, however strenuously we might have conducted elec-
tion agitation, distributed literature, etc. (or, rather, it
was conceivable, but not under Stolypin’s military-court
manner of conducting free elections!). The first two of
these districts were socially inaccessible to the Social-
Democrats and the Trudoviks. The other four were acces-
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sible, but our activities among the trade and industrial
office employees in those districts were still far too feeble.

We captured one of the remaining six districts the first
time we contested it as a Left bloc. In four we were from
99 to 368 votes short of capturing them from the Cadets.
In one we were 658 votes short. We had only to capture
1,573 votes from the Cadets, in these five districts, and the
Left bloc would have been victorious, would have won the
whole of St. Petersburg!

It is doubtful whether anyone will venture to say that
it would have been too much for the Social-Democrats
to capture 1,673 votes in five districts if they had worked
unitedly, if the opportunists, who were bargaining with
the Cadets, had not procrastinated so long in forming the
Left bloc, or if the breakaway Mensheviks had not acted
as blacklegs against the Left bloc.

What is a blackleg? A blackleg is a man connected with
the fighting proletariat, who tries to trip it up when it is
engaged in the collective struggle.

Does this definition fit the breakaway Mensheviks? Of
course it does, for they subverted the unity of the Social-
Democratic organisation in St. Petersburg, sowed discord
in the ranks of the fighters, deserted to the Cadets at the
height of the battle, and lastly, deliberately obstructed
us even after the Left bloc was formed. Suffice it to recall
that the Left bloc was formed on January 25, and on Jan-
uary 28, the breakaway Mensheviks issued, in Tovarishch,
an appeal to the voters in five districts to abstain from
voting! On February 1 the same Mensheviks (Rech) pub-
lished an appeal, in which they tried to frighten petty
bourgeoisie with the bogey of the Black-Hundred danger!

That is not all. In today’s Rech, page 3, there is a report
on the elections in the Petersburg District, in which we
read that one of the ballot papers was marked: “I abstain
from voting. A Menshevik.”

Let the reader give thought to the significance of this!

On January 28 the Mensheviks published, in Tovarishch,
the resolutions of the executive body of the breakaway
section. In Point VI of these resolutions, the Petersburg
District was excluded from the list of districts where the
Black-Hundred danger was supposed to have existed.
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Point VI stated expressly that an agreement with the
Lefts was expedient in the Petersburg District. Point III
stated expressly that even if no agreement was reached with
the Lefts the Mensheviks called upon the voters to vote
for the Lefts in those districts where there was no “obvious”
Black-Hundred danger. And yet a “Menshevik” abstained
from voting in the Petersburg District!! Then what did the
breakaway Mensheviks do in other districts?

After this, how can anybody fail to recognise the fact
that it was blacklegging by a section of the Mensheviks
that prevented the victory of the Left bloc in the St.
Petersburg elections, where there was no Black-Hundred
danger at all?

Let the proletariat learn from the vacillations and treach-
ery of the petty bourgeoisie. We shall always be the first
to unfurl our flag boldly and resolutely. We shall always
urge the petty bourgeoisie to throw off the tutelage of the
liberals and come over to the side of the proletariat. And these
tactics—the only revolutionary, proletarian tactics in a
bourgeois revolution—will bring us victory at every re-
vival of the mass political struggle.

Saratov, Nizhni-Novgorod—the first victory; Moscow,
St. Petersburg—the first attack. Enough, gentlemen of
the Cadet Party! The deception of the urban poor by the
liberal landlords and the bourgeois lawyers is coming to
an end. Let the Stolypins and the Milyukovs sneer at
the “red rag”. The Social-Democrats are standing at their
post, keeping the red flag flying in the sight of all toilers
and all the exploited.

Proletary, No. 13, Published according
February 11, 1907 to the Proletary text
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REPORT TO THE CONFERENCE
OF THE ST. PETERSBURG ORGANISATION
ON THE QUESTION OF THE DUMA CAMPAIGN
AND DUMA TACTICS?

BRIEF NEWSPAPER REPORT

The speaker pointed out that the question of Duma
tactics was undoubtedly the central policy question at that
time, and was therefore the main point around which the
congress campaign would revolve. Two of the questions
that the Central Committee had included in its proposed
congress agenda, as reported in the newspapers, were
brought into the foreground—that of immediate political
tasks and that of the State Duma.

The first question, he said, had been formulated very
vaguely. The Mensheviks may have taken it to mean support
for a Cadet ministry, but did not care to say so openly. At
all events they had shown a noticeable desire to shelve
once again the fundamental questions of Social-Democratic
tactics in the Russian revolution, just as they had done
at the Fourth (Unity) Congress. By that time, experience
too had taught them that if these questions were evaded
the Social-Democrats would have no consistent party tac-
tics of any sort. It would be sufficient to recall that the
Central Committee’s tactics on the question of supporting
the Duma (i.e., Cadet) ministry (June 1906) failed to
receive the backing, not only of the Party in general, but
of the Social-Democratic group in the Duma in particular.
After the dissolution of the Duma, the famous “partial
mass expressions of protest”, proposed by the Central Com-
mittee, had shared the same fate. The attitude towards
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the Cadets in the elections was then so uncertain in the
Party that among the most influential and responsible
Mensheviks—a special opinion was expressed—Dby Cherevanin
before the All-Russian Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. in
November (1906), and by Plekhanov (not to mention Va-
silyev) after it.

Such being the situation, it was the duty of revolutionary
Social-Democrats to take advantage of full representation
at the Fifth Party Congress, where the Poles, Letts and
Bundists would be represented for the first time, in order
to raise fundamental questions of the tactics of Social-
Democracy in the Russian bourgeois revolution. It would
be no use discussing “immediate political tasks” without
first clearing up the basic questions—the tasks of the pro-
letariat in our revolution in general, whether objective
conditions existed for the further development of the rev-
olution, the alignment of classes and parties at the time
and, especially, the class character of the Cadet Party.
Unless these questions were settled—and that would be
facilitated by the wealth of experience gained from the
First Duma and the elections to the Second—it would be
impossible to find a principled and intelligent solution to
the problem of the Cadet ministry, that of the tactics to be
pursued in the event of the dissolution of the Second Duma,
etc., etc.

The speaker therefore went on to cover these questions
briefly. The economic conditions of the masses of the pop-
ulation offered clear evidence that the fundamental aims
of the revolution had not been accomplished; an objective
basis for immediate mass movements existed. This was
reflected, in politics, in an intensification of the conflict
between the autocracy, which was then coming to an un-
derstanding with the organised Black-Hundred landlords,
and the masses—not only of the proletariat but also of the
rural poor (after the worker curia, the peasant curia had
yielded the largest percentage of Left electors!), and the
urban poor (Cadet hegemony over the petty-bourgeois urban
democrats had undoubtedly been seriously shaken by the
elections to the Second Duma). It therefore followed that a
revolutionary, and not a constitutional crisis was approach-
ing, and that the struggle inside the Duma was, owing
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to objective conditions, again engendering a struggle out-
side the Duma, the transition to which would be accelerated
if the activities of the Social-Democrats and bourgeois
democrats inside the Duma were successful. It was the task
of the proletariat, as leader in the democratic revolution,
to develop the revolutionary consciousness, determination
and organisation of the masses, and to free the petty bour-
geoisie from the leadership of the liberals. Support for a
liberal ministry, ostensibly responsible to the Duma but
actually dependent on the Black-Hundred tsarist gang, was
out of the question. The possibility of utilising such a
ministry (supposing it proved a reality and not an empty
promise to fool the Cadets, like Stolypin’s promise to le-
galise the Cadets, made in January 1907 to keep the Cadets
from entering into blocs with the Lefts) would depend en-
tirely on the strength of the revolutionary classes, their
political consciousness and solidarity.

As far as the class character of the various parties was
concerned, the past year had been universally marked by
the rightward swing of the upper classes and the leftward
swing of the lower classes. The Centre was growing weaker
and being eroded by the flood of advancing revolutionary
development. The Black Hundreds bad gained strength
and were better organised; they had established close rela-
tions with one of the strongest economic class forces of old
Russia—the feudal landlords. The Octobrists were still
the party of the counter-revolutionary big bourgeoisie.
The Cadets had made a sweeping swing to the Right. It
was becoming more and more evident that their mainstay
was the liberal (middle) landlords, the middle bourgeoisie
and the top bourgeois intelligentsia. They carried the
urban poor with them by force of tradition, deceiving them
with loud-sounding phrases about “the people’s freedom™.
The elections to the Second Duma had proved directly that
the Lefts, even under most adverse conditions, had to a
very large extent captured the “lower section” of urban
democrats from the Cadets, at the very first onslaught.

The Cadets had shifted to the Right, towards the Octo-
brists. The democratic petty bourgeoisie in the towns,
and still more in the country, had gained greater strength
and had gone more to the Left than the rest. The speaker
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recalled that up to the spring of 1906 this petty bourgeoisie-
had had no extensive political experience of legal party
organisation. Considerable experience had now been
gained—beginning with that of the Trudoviks in the First
Duma to that of the unexpectedly large number of “Lefts”
and “Trudoviks” elected to the Second Duma.

The Bolshevik view that the Russian revolution could
not be achieved by the liberals but only by the proletar-
iat, if it succeeded in winning the peasant masses to its
side, had been remarkably well confirmed by the experience
of 1906 and 1907.

The Duma tactics of revolutionary Social-Democracy
emerged logically from these premises. Social-Democrats
would have to regard the Duma as one of the instruments
of the revolution and resolutely, openly and clearly unfurl
their consistent, proletarian revolutionary banner in full
view of the masses. They would have to engage in agitation,
propaganda, and organisation to develop the revolution
and explain to the masses that another great struggle out-
side the Duma would be inevitable. The Cadet phrases about
“blowing up the Duma™ were a vile provocation on the part
of a liberal who had secret talks with Stolypin. Don’t
“blow up” the Duma, don’t allow the Duma to be dissolved—
these phrases meant “do nothing that would be too unpleas-
ant for Stolypin & Co.”. The Social-Democrats would have
to expose the provocative nature of this police-like Cadet
catchword and show that even in the First Duma the con-
duct of the Social-Democratic Party (Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks alike) had made all artificial revolutionary “paths”,
“proclamations™, etc., impossible. The Cadets knew this
and in true Novoye Vremya style were substituting
“blowing-up” tactics for the tactics of developing a mass,
people’s revolution.

The Social-Democrats in the Duma would have to do the
same as they had done in the St. Petersburg elections—
unfurl their revolutionary banner, compel the vacillating
petty bourgeoisie to choose between them and the Cadets,
and consent, in periods of decisive action, to partial agree-
ments in particular cases with those petty-bourgeois
democrats who would follow them against the Black Hundreds
and the Cadets. After explaining the significance of the



CONFERENCE OF THE ST. PETERSBURG ORGANISATION 131

“Left bloc” in the Duma and the conditions under which it
should be formed, the speaker voiced a strong warning
against regarding it as a permanent agreement that would
in any way tie the hands of the Social-Democrats, or as
a long-term agreement concluded against future contin-
gencies. There would have been no Left bloc in the St.
Petersburg elections if the Social-Democrats there had bound
themselves by a permanent agreement or even by a provi-
sional agreement with the Narodniks, all of whom, even
the “revolutionary” Socialist-Revolutionaries, had gone
with the Mensheviks to the Cadets to sell out democracy!
Only by pursuing a firm and independent policy, and not
by diplomacy and petty bargaining, could the Social-
Democrats secure, where necessary, the co-operation of
those elements of the democratic bourgeoisie that are really
capable of fighting.

CONCLUDING SPEECH

The speaker opposed this in his concluding speech.5*
On the one hand, even during the most militant actions the
Social-Democrats would absolutely have to remain a free
and independent party with its own organisation even in
the “joint” Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies, etc.
On the other hand, they could not commit the error of the
Mensheviks, whose conception of a “political bloc” was
something opposed to a “fighting alliance”, because all
agreements are permissible only within the limits of a
certain political line. Of course, in opposing the Cadets on a
given question, the Social-Democrats in the Duma could
not reject agreements with the Lefts, if the latter followed
the Social-Democrats on that question and if such an
agreement were essential to gain a parliamentary victory
over the Cadets (e.g., to amend a law, to delete some par-
ticularly objectionable passage from an address, declara-
tion or decision, etc.). But it would be folly and a crime
for Social-Democrats to tie their hands by means of any-
thing like permanent and restricting agreements with anyone.

Proletary, No. 14, Published according
March 4, 1907 to the Proletary text
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1. THE PRESENT STAGE
IN THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION

Whereas:

1. the economic crisis which Russia is now experiencing
shows no signs of early abatement, and in its protracted
course is continuing to create unemployment on an enormous
scale in the towns and starvation in the villages;

2. as a result of this, the class struggle between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie, between the landlords and the
peasantry, and also between the government-bribed peasant
bourgeoisie and the poor villagers, is becoming more acute;

3. the political history of Russia during the past year,
from the First Duma to the new elections, reveals a rapid
increase of political consciousness in all classes, which is
reflected in the enormous strengthening of the extreme
parties, in the dissipation of constitutional illusions and
in the weakening of the “Centre”, i.e., the liberal-bourgeois
Cadet Party, which is striving to halt the revolution by
offering concessions acceptable to the Black-Hundred land-
lords and the autocracy;

4. the policy of the Constitutional-Democratic Party
directed towards the achievement of this purpose will
release only a minimum of the productive forces of bourgeois
society, will not in any way satisfy the elementary needs
of the proletariat and of the mass of the peasantry, and will
necessitate the constant forcible suppression of these masses;

This conference declares:

1. that the political crisis that is developing before our
eyes is not a constitutional but a revolutionary crisis leading
to a direct struggle of the proletarian and the peasant
masses against the autocracy;
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2. that the forthcoming Duma campaign must therefore
be regarded merely as one of the episodes in the people’s
revolutionary struggle for power, and must be utilised as
such;

3. that, as the party of the advanced class, the Social-
Democratic Party cannot under any circumstances at pres-
ent support the Cadet policy in general or a Cadet min-
istry in particular. The Social-Democrats must bend every
effort to expose the treacherous nature of this policy to the
masses; they must explain to them the revolutionary tasks
confronting them; they must show the masses that only
when they attain a high level of political consciousness
and are strongly organised can possible concessions by the
autocracy be converted from an instrument of deception
and corruption into an instrument for the further de-
velopment of the revolution.

2. THE ATTITUDE TO THE BOURGEOIS PARTIES

Whereas:

1. the Social-Democrats are now faced with the particu-
larly urgent task of defining the class character of the
various non-proletarian parties, of assessing present class
relations, and, accordingly, of defining their attitude to-
wards other parties;

2. the Social-Democrats have always recognised the
necessity of supporting every opposition and revolutionary
movement against the present social and political order
in Russia;

3. it is the duty of Social-Democrats to do all in their
power to enable the proletariat to act as the leader in the
bourgeois-democratic revolution;

This conference declares:

1. that the Black-Hundred parties (the Union of the
Russian People, the monarchists, the Council of the United
Nobility,%¢ etc.) are coming out more and more resolutely
and definitely as the class organisation of the feudal-minded
landowners, and are with increasing arrogance robbing
the people of their revolutionary gains, thereby causing an
inevitable intensification of the revolutionary struggle;
the Social-Democratic Party must expose the close link
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between these parties and tsarism and the interests of big
feudal landownership, and explain to the masses that an
uncompromising struggle must be waged for the complete
abolition of these relics of barbarism;

2. that such parties as the Union of October Seventeenth,
the Commercial and Industrial Party, and to a certain ex-
tent the Party of Peaceful Renovation, etc., are class or-
ganisations of a section of the landowners and particularly
of the big commercial and industrial bourgeoisie, which
have not yet definitely come to terms with the autocratic
bureaucracy on the division of power under a thoroughly
undemocratic constitution of some sort based on a prop-
erty qualification, but which have gone over entirely to
the side of the counter-revolution and are manifestly sup-
porting the government®; the Social-Democratic Party
[while taking advantage of the conflicts between these
parties and the Black-Hundred autocracy to develop the
revolution] must [at the same time] carry on a most relent-
less struggle against these parties;

3. that the parties of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie,
and their principal party, the Cadets, have now definitely
turned away from the revolution, and are seeking to halt
it by coming to terms with the counter-revolution; that
the economic basis of these parties is provided by a section
of the middle landlords and the middle bourgeoisie, espe-
cially the bourgeois intelligentsia, while a section of the
urban and rural petty-bourgeois democrats still follow
these parties merely by force of tradition and because they
are deliberately deceived by the liberals; that the ideal
of these parties does not go beyond a bourgeois society of
law and order, protected from the encroachments of the
proletariat by a monarchy, police, a two-chamber parlia-
mentary system, a standing army and so forth; the Social-
Democrats must use the activities of these parties for the
political education of the people, counteract their hypo-

* Wording proposed by the minority: “...of the bourgeoisie which
have entirely gone over to the side of the counter-revolution, are
manifestly supporting the government, and whose object is to se-
cure a thoroughly undemocratic constitution based on a property
qualification.”
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critically democratic phraseology by consistent proletarian
democracy, expose the constitutional illusions which
they are spreading, and ruthlessly fight against their
leadership of the democratic petty bourgeoisie;

4. that the Narodnik or Trudovik parties (the Popular
Socialists, the Trudovik Group, the Socialist-Revolution-
aries) come more or less close to expressing the interests
and viewpoint of the broad masses of the peasantry and
urban petty bourgeoisie, wavering between submission to
the leadership of the liberals and a determined struggle
against landed proprietorship and the feudal state; these
parties hide their essentially bourgeois-democratic aims be-
hind a more or less vague socialist ideology; the Social-
Democrats must persistently expose their pseudo-socialist
character and combat their efforts to obliterate the class
distinction between the proletarian and the small proprie-
tor; at the same time they must exert every effort to free
these parties from the influence and leadership of the lib-
erals, and compel them to choose between the policy of the
Cadets and that of the revolutionary proletariat and thus
compel them to side with the Social-Democrats against the
Black Hundreds and the Cadets;

5. the joint action ensuing herefrom must preclude all
possibility of deviation from the Social-Democratic pro-
gramme and tactics, and must serve only for the purpose of
making a united and simultaneous onslaught against reac-
tion and against the treacherous liberal bourgeoisie.

Note: The words in square brackets are those deleted by
the minority, which proposed the amended wording quoted
above.

3. THE CLASS TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT
AT THE PRESENT STAGE
OF THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION

Whereas:

1. the democratic revolution in Russia is heading for a
new upswing; the big capitalist and landlord class is taking
the side of counter-revolution, while new strata of the
petty bourgeoisie and the peasantry, following the ex-
ample of the proletariat, are coming over to the revolu-
tion;
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2. the class interests of the proletariat in the bourgeois
revolution are such that conditions must be created for
the most successful struggle for socialism against the
propertied classes;

3. the only possible way to create and secure these con-
ditions is to carry the democratic revolution to its comple-
tion, i.e., to win a democratic republic, the complete
sovereignty of the people and the minimum of social and
economic gains necessary for the proletariat (the eight-
hour day and other demands of the Social-Democratic
minimum programme);

4. only the proletariat can bring the democratic revolu-
tion to its consummation, the condition being that the
proletariat, as the only thoroughly revolutionary class
in modern society, leads the mass of the peasantry, and
imparts political consciousness to its struggle against
landed proprietorship and the feudal state;

5. the role of leader in the democratic revolution pro-
vides the proletariat with the greatest opportunity to im-
prove its social and economic position, develop its class-
consciousness in every way, and pursue its class activities
not only in the economic, but also in the wide political
sphere;

This conference declares:

1. that the main task of the proletariat at the present
moment of history is to consummate the democratic revo-
lution in Russia;

2. that any belittling of this task will inevitably have
the result of converting the working class from the leader
of the people’s revolution, carrying with it the mass of
the democratic peasantry, into a passive participant of
the revolution, trailing behind the liberal-monarchist
bourgeoisie;

3. that all organisations of the Party must guide the
activities of the proletariat in carrying out this task, with-
out for a moment losing sight of the independent social-
ist aims of the proletariat.
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4. THE TACTICS OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
IN THE STATE DUMA

1. The correctness of the tactics of boycotting the State
Duma, which helped the masses to make a proper apprais-
al of the impotence and lack of independence of this in-
stitution, was fully confirmed by the farcical legislative
activities of the First State Duma and by its dissolution;

2. however, the counter-revolutionary behaviour of the
bourgeoisie and the compromising tactics of the Russian
liberals prevented the immediate success of the boycott
and compelled the proletariat to accept battle with the
landlord and bourgeois counter-revolution, using the arena
of the Duma campaign as well;

3. the Social-Democrats must wage this struggle, out-
side the Duma and within the Duma, to develop the class-
consciousness of the proletariat, strengthen and expand
its organisation, further expose constitutional illusions
in the eyes of the people, and promote the development of
the revolution;

4. the Social-Democrats’ immediate political tasks in
the forthcoming Duma campaign are: (1) to make clear to
the people the complete unfitness of the Duma as a means
of realising the demands of the proletariat and of the rev-
olutionary petty bourgeoisie, especially of the peasantry;
(2) to make clear to the people the impossibility of achiev-
ing political freedom by parliamentary means as long as
real power remains in the hands of the tsarist government;
to make clear the necessity of insurrection, of a provisional
revolutionary government, and of a constituent assembly
elected on the basis of universal, direct and equal suffrage
and a secret ballot;

5. to carry out its fundamental socialist, as well as im-
mediate political, tasks, the Social-Democratic Party,
as the class party of the proletariat, must remain absolutely
independent, must form a Social-Democratic group in the
Duma, and should under no circumstances merge its slo-
gans or tactics with those of any other oppositional or
revolutionary party;

6. with particular reference to the activities of the rev-
olutionary Social-Democrats in the Duma, the following
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questions, which are being raised by the whole course of
political life at the present moment, must be clarified:

(1) as one of our Party organisations, the Social-Demo-
cratic group in the Duma should see its primary function
in carrying on work of criticism, propaganda, agitation
and organisation. This, and not immediate “legislative.”
objectives, should be the purpose of the bills the Social-
Democratic group will introduce in the Duma, particularly
on such questions as improving the standard of living,
securing freedom for the class struggle of the proletariat,
overthrowing the feudal yoke of the landlords in the rural
districts, giving aid to the starving peasants, combating
unemployment, releasing the sailors and soldiers from the
slave conditions at army barracks, etc.;

(2) the tsarist government will certainly not surrender
its positions until the decisive victory of the revolutionary
people has been achieved and, consequently, a conflict
between the Duma and the government is inevitable what-
ever tactics the Duma pursues, other than treacherous
sacrifice of the people’s interests to the Black Hundreds;
the Social-Democratic group and the Social-Democratic
Party, taking into consideration only the course of the rev-
olutionary crisis that is developing outside of the Duma
as a consequence of objective conditions, must, therefore,
neither promote premature conflicts nor artificially avert or
postpone a conflict by modifying their slogans, for this
would only discredit the Social-Democrats in the eyes of the
masses and cut them off from the revolutionary struggle
of the proletariat;

(3) exposing the bourgeois nature of all the non-proletarian
parties and opposing all their Duma bills, etc., with their
own, the Social-Democrats must constantly fight against
Cadet leadership in the movement for freedom, and compel
the democratic petty bourgeoisie to choose between the
hypocritical democracy of the Cadets and the consistent
democracy of the proletariat.
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5. THE INTENSIFICATION OF MASS DESTITUTION
AND OF THE ECONOMIC STRUGGLE

Whereas:

1. a number of facts testify to the extreme intensifica-
tion of destitution among the proletariat and also of its
economic struggle (the lock-out in Poland, the movement
among the workers, of St. Petersburg and Ivanovo-Vozne-
sensk against the high cost of living, the extensive strike
movement in the Moscow industrial area, the urgent calls
of the trade union organisations to prepare for an intense
struggle, etc.);

2. all signs go to show that these various manifestations
of the economic struggle are accumulating to such an ex-
tent that there is every reason to expect mass, economic
action all over the country, involving far larger sections
of the proletariat than before;

3. the whole history of the Russian revolution shows
that all the powerful upsurges of the revolutionary move-
ment began only on the basis of such mass economic move-
ments;

This conference declares:

1. that all Party organisations must pay most serious
attention to these circumstances, collect fuller information
about them, and that this question should be put on the
agenda of the Fifth Party Congress;

2. that the greatest possible number of Party members
must be concentrated on economic agitation among the
masses;

3. that this economic movement must be regarded as the
main source and foundation of the entire revolutionary
crisis that is developing in Russia.

6. NON-PARTY WORKERS’ ORGANISATIONS
AND THE ANARCHO-SYNDICALIST TREND
AMONG THE PROLETARIAT

Whereas:

1. in connection with Comrade Axelrod’s agitation for
a non-Party labour congress, a trend (represented by Larin,
Shcheglo, El, Ivanovsky, Mirov, and the Odessa publica-



DRAFT RESOLUTIONS FOR THE 5TH CONGRESS OF R.S.D.L.P. 143

tion Osvobozhdeniye Truda) has appeared in the ranks
of the R.S.D.L.P., the aim of which is to destroy the
Social-Democratic Labour Party and to set up in its
place a non-party political organisation of the prole-
tariat;

2. besides this, outside of and actually against the Party,
anarcho-syndicalist agitation is being carried on among
the proletariat, using this same slogan of a non-party la-
bour congress and non-party organisations (Soyuznoye
Dyelo and its group in Moscow, the anarchist press in Odessa,
ete.);

3. notwithstanding the resolution passed by the Novem-
her All-Russian Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., a series of
disruptive actions has been observed in our Party, with the
object of setting up non-party organisations;

4. on the other hand, the R.S.D.L.P. has never ro-
nounced its intention of utilising certain non-party organisa-
tions, such as the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, in periods
of more or less intense revolutionary upheaval, to extend
Social-Democratic influence among the working class and
to strengthen the Social-Democratic labour movement (see
the September resolutions of the St. Petersburg Committee
and the Moscow Committee on the labour congress, in Pro-
letary, Nos. 3 and 4°7);

5. the incipient revival creates the opportunity to organ-
ise or utilise non-party representative working-class in-
stitutions, such as Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, Soviets
of Workers’ Delegates, etc., for the purpose of developing
the Social-Democratic movement; at the same time the
Social-Democratic Party organisations must bear in mind
that if Social-Democratic activities among the proletarian
masses are properly, effectively and widely organised, such
institutions may actually become superfluous;

This conference declares:

1. that a most determined ideological struggle must
be waged against the anarcho-syndicalist movement among
the proletariat and against Axelrod’s and Larin’s ideas in
the Social-Democratic Party;

2. that a most determined struggle must be waged against
all disruptive and demagogic attempts to weaken the
R.S.D.L.P. from within or to utilise it for the purpose of
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substituting non-party political, proletarian organisations
for the Social-Democratic Party;

3. that Social-Democratic Party organisations may, in
case of necessity, participate in inter-party Soviets of
Workers’ Delegates, Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, and in
congresses of representatives of these organisations, and
may organise such institutions, provided this is done on
strict Party lines for the purpose of developing and strength-
ening the Social-Democratic Labour Party;

4. that for the purpose of extending and strengthening
the influence of the Social-Democratic party among the
broad masses of the proletariat, it is essential, on the one
hand, to increase efforts to organise trade unions and con-
duct Social-Democratic propaganda and agitation within
them, and, on the other hand, to draw still larger sections
of the working class into the activities of all types of Party
organisations.
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TACTICS OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
IN THE ELECTION CAMPAIGN

INTERVIEW GRANTED TO A SPECIAL CORRESPONDENT
OF L' HUMANITE®8 ON FEBRUARY 17 (MARCH 2), 1907

The last Congress of Russian Social-Democracy, held
in Stockholm in April 1906, decided that the Social-Dem-
ocrats should not conclude any election agreements with
bourgeois parties. This principle was immediately applied
in the elections to the First Duma in Siberia and the Cau-
casus. Would it be equally valid for the Second Duma?
The Bolsheviks said “Yes”, the Mensheviks said “No”. The
Bolsheviks demanded an extraordinary congress to decide
the question. At the beginning of November, only a con-
ference was held, at which all Party organisations were
represented. The Mensheviks, jointly with the Bund, sup-
ported a proposal on an agreement with the Cadets in the
forthcoming elections. The Bolsheviks, jointly with the
Letts and Poles, condemned such an agreement. The pro-
posal of the former obtained 18 votes, that of the latter, 14
votes. The conference decided that local organisations
must state their own views on the question. “Let it be in
St. Petersburg as elsewhere”, the Bolsheviks deliberately
told the Mensheviks.

Two things must be understood: on the one hand, the
Mensheviks, notwithstanding their name, have a majority
in the Central Committee of the Party—in other words they
are the masters of its general policy; on the other hand,
the Bolsheviks have a majority in the St. Petersburg and
Moscow Gubernia Committees. To have the two metropol-
itan cities against it, is a difficult and humiliating situa-
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tion for the Central Committee. This explains the attempt
on the part of the Central Committee to put through a Men-
shevik policy in St. Petersburg and Moscow at any cost.
For the elections in St. Petersburg the Central Committee
took the risk of infringing local autonomy by provoking a
split as soon as an excuse was found.

The St. Petersburg organisation has not yet held the
gubernia conference that was envisaged by the All-Russian
Conference in November. For a long time the liberal news-
papers have been conducting a lively discussion of election
tactics. They were afraid that the socialists would act
without them and muster the masses, without them and
against them, around the banner of the revolution. They
fulminated against the Bolsheviks, persistently qualifying
them as “sectarians, dogmatists, Blanquists, anarchists, etc.”,
but they wanted to conduct the election campaign jointly
with the other revolutionary parties, and put up a joint
election list with them. They have the biggest St. Peters-
burg newspapers, so it was easy for them to make them-
selves heard. The Bolsheviks had only their illegal newspaper
Proletary at their disposal, which is published abroad and
appears only twice monthly.

In secret and through their underground connections,
the Menshevik Central Committee informed the Cadets that
the Social-Democrats’ tactics depended on their committee
alone, and not on the Bolshevik Gubernia Committee. This
was revealed at an informatory conference held early in
January and attended by representatives of the Cadets,
the Popular Socialists, the Trudoviks, the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries and the Social-Democrats. All were in favour
of a joint election list. All—except the delegate from the
Gubernia Committee who announced, after the conference,
that the committee would take a decision only some days
later. Then the delegate from the Central Committee in-
tervened. “It would be better,” he stated, “if the agreement
were not concluded by the organisation as a whole but by
each election ward separately [there are 12 such wards in
St. Petersburg].”

“But this is the first I hear of such a proposal!” the dele-
gate from the Gubernia Committee replied. “Is this the
plan of the Central Committee?”
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“No, it is my own idea,” answered the delegate from the
Central Committee.

To one who understands, half a word is enough. The
Cadets understood. Rech (official organ of the Cadet Party),
Tovarishch (organ of the Left Cadets, something like the
Millerand-Socialists), and Strana (organ of the Party of
Democratic Reform?%?) all announced that the Mensheviks
constitute the reasonable part, the model part, the decent
part of Social-Democracy. The Bolsheviks represent bar-
barism. They prevent socialism from becoming civilised
and parliamentary. But it has been announced in the pres-
ence of Milyukov, the leader of the Cadets, that the Bol-
sheviks would act separately.

The St. Petersburg Conference that was to decide the
question of election tactics was held on January 6. It was
attended by 39 Bolsheviks and 31 Mensheviks. The latter
at first challenged the correctness of the credentials.
Though they dared not claim a majority, this did, however,
serve them as a pretext for walking out of the Conference.
Their second pretext: they demanded, in accordance with
the proposal of the Central Committee of January 4, that the
organisation divide into two parts for a decision on the
question of election tactics—that there should be separate
conferences for St. Petersburg City and St. Petersburg
Gubernia. To anybody who knows the St. Petersburg So-
cial-Democratic organisation, based partly on place of res-
idence, partly on the national principle (the Lettish and
the Estonian sections) or on the principle of employment
(the military and the railwaymen’s sections), this was not
only a contravention of the organisation’s autonomy, but
even, in certain respects, contrary to common sense. The Con-
ference, therefore, declared itself against this proposal,
which did not in any way accord with its principles and,
moreover, had been put to it as imperative.

The thirty-one delegates walked out of the Conference,
and the Central Committee announced that the minority was
relieved of the necessity of submitting to the decision of
the majority. This was not merely a challenge, but the
Central Committee’s announcement of a split.

The thirty-one organised their own separate committee
and participated in the negotiations that the Cadets were
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conducting with the Left bloc of Trudoviks, Popular So-
cialists and Socialist-Revolutionaries. However, the ap-
pearance of a new actor on the stage upset the deal. On
January 4, Novoye Vremya published an article by the
Octobrist Stolypin, brother of the minister. “If the Cadets
had the courage to make a complete break with the revolu-
tionary groups and take a firm stand on constitutional
ground, their party would be legalised,” he wrote. A few
days later (January 15), Milyukov called on Minister Sto-
lypin, and two days after his visit all Cadet newspapers
reported that the Cadets had broken off negotiations with
the Left. But this game brought the Cadets no advantage;
they had only seriously but unnecessarily compromised
themselves. They were unable to accept Stolypin’s con-
ditions.

As for the Mensheviks, they compromised themselves at
the same time, no less seriously and just as unnecessarily.
At first, despite Milyukov’s visit to Stolypin, they con-
tinued their talks with the Cadets and with the Left groups.
It was only on January 18 that the Conference took place at
which the split occurred and at which they were unable to
come to an agreement on the distribution of seats for the
deputies. Furthermore in that same period, Rech wrote
that in order to alienate the Bolsheviks the Cadets were
giving the Mensheviks the seat that had been promised
the worker curia, and the Mensheviks did nothing by way
of protest against this extraordinary method of trafficking
in workers’ votes. Far from it! The Central Committee con-
tinued bargaining with the Cadets, which meant consenting
to their terms. It was this fact that aroused the workers’
indignation! It was this selfsame fact that made me write
my pamphlet “The Hypocrisy of the Thirty-One Menshe-
viks”,* for which the latter want to arraign me before a
Party tribunal.

After the Conference of January 6, at which the split
occurred, the Bolsheviks declared: “If the Lefts, including
the Mensheviks, conclude an alliance with the Cadets, we
shall wage the struggle alone. If the negotiations end in a
breakdown, we, in our turn, will propose the terms of an

*See pp. 33-34 of this volume.—Ed.
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agreement, and the acceptance of these terms will mean
for them the acceptance of the principle of proletarian he-
gemony.”

The negotiations between the Lefts and the Cadets ended
in a breakdown (the Conference of January 18); this was
our first victory. We proposed terms for a Left bloc that
would not enter into a deal with the Cadet Party; these
terms were accepted on January 25 by all except the Men-
sheviks. This was the second victory. Of the six places in
St. Petersburg, we proposed two for the worker curia, two
for the Social-Democrats, and two for the other parties.
And it was obvious that the worker curia would elect two
Social-Democrats. Fifteen days still remained to election
day, but something happened then that the Cadets had not
expected—in addition to the Black-Hundred list, the Octob-
rist list, and the Cadet list, there appeared the election
list of a Left bloc including neither Cadets nor Mensheviks.

At their previous conferences with the Left parties, the
Cadets had offered the Lefts two seats, while the Lefts
had claimed three. When the Cadets saw that our Left bloc
had been formed against them, they took fright and entered
in their list only three candidates from their party. Of
the other three places they offered one to Professor Kova-
levsky (Party of Democratic Reform), the second to the
priest Petrov (a very popular demagogue, a Christian Dem-
ocrat) and the third to the workers. They made this last
concession, incidentally, in order to prevent a storm of
indignation among the people.

The Cadets won the elections, but it must be stressed
that the Left bloc polled 25 per cent of the total number
of votes in St. Petersburg and that they were victorious
in the Vyborg District. In many districts the Cadets won
by a very small majority. In five districts it would have
been enough to gain a further 1,000 votes to ensure a vic-
tory for the Left bloc; in Kolomna District the Lefts were
short of only 99 votes. The Mensheviks, therefore, prevent-
ed a victory of the Left parties in St. Petersburg; never-
theless, the revolutionary Left is, in general, stronger in
the Second Duma than it was in the First.

The experiment we have conducted has been highly in-
structive. First, we see that the St. Petersburg workers
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persist in remaining Bolsheviks, stoutly determined to
defend the autonomy of their organisation against en-
croachment by the Central Committee. Then, we now know
what we ought to think of the Black-Hundred danger, an
argument that was dragged out into the open to justify an
agreement with the Cadets during the first stage of the
elections. This is nothing but an invention to deceive the
socialist parties and protect the Cadets from the Left danger.
For, indeed, “the real danger to the Cadets is from the Left”,
as Rech was once forced to admit. “Whoever votes for the
Left makes it possible for the Rights to break through,”
the Cadet newspapers hammered away at us for weeks. This
slogan provided them with a means of planting doubt
among the wavering. By their bold campaign they brought
about a situation in which the Left bloc obtained fewer
votes (13 per cent) in Moscow than in St. Petersburg, be-
cause we had no newspaper of our own in Moscow. But they
could not prevent the revelation of the incontestable truth—
the Black-Hundred danger was a lie and a pretext. There
were four election lists in Moscow just as there were in St.
Petersburg; neither in St. Petersburg nor in Moscow did
the alliance of the Black Hundreds and the Octobrists bring
the Rights victory. We are in possession of figures that can
be quoted in case of necessity.

The Mensheviks are thus at liberty to adhere to the Ca-
dets and serve them. We shall not follow them. Neither
will the people follow them. The Cadets’ behaviour has
been such that the masses are swinging more and more to
the Left. If Milyukov imagines that by speaking of our
“adventurous policy” and classifying our banner as a “red
rag” he will deprive us of followers, we can only invite
him to continue talking such nonsense, for it is to our ad-
vantage. The Cadet-like Mensheviks would be wise to give
thought to the fact that at those St. Petersburg factories
where the workers were formerly Bolsheviks, Bolsheviks
were again elected, but that at those factories where the
workers were formerly Mensheviks and where propaganda
was conducted mainly by Mensheviks—the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries were victorious! The Socialist-Revolutionaries
themselves must have been amazed at the number of votes
they received. How grateful they should be for Menshevik
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opportunism! As far as we are concerned, such results
can only fortify our conviction that today, more than
ever, our duty and the guarantee of our success lie in
joint work, not with the liberal bourgeoisie, who want
to put an end to the revolution, but with the democratic
peasantry, against the baseness and treachery of the bour-
geoisie, who are day by day becomlng more and more
counter-revolutionary. The best policy is, once again and
always, the frankly revolutionary policy, the bitter, com-
pletely independent struggle under the proletarian banner
which by degrees is gathering around our party the count-
less masses of democratic peasants together with worker-
proletarians.

Published on April 4, 1907, Published according
in L’Humanité, No. 1082 to the L’Humanité text
Translated from the French
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THE OPENING OF THE SECOND STATE DUMA®

St. Petersburg, February 20, 1907.

The Second Duma meets today. The conditions it has been
convened in, the conditions, internal and external, during
the elections, and the conditions it will function in—all
these are different from that they were for the First Duma.
Obviously, it would be a mistake to expect a simple repe-
tition of events. On the other hand, however, one essential
feature is discernible in all the changes that have taken
place in the past year of constant political ups and downs,
namely that, on the whole, the movement has risen to a
higher plane, that for all its zigzag path it is persistently
pressing ahead.

In brief, this essential feature may be described as fol-
lows: a shift to the Right at the top, a shift to the Left at
the bottom, and an accentuation of the political extremes—
and not only political, but also and above all social and
economic extremes. It is particularly characteristic of the
events immediately preceding the opening of the Second
Duma that the seemingly unruffled surface of political
life has concealed a quiet, inconspicuous, but deep-going
process in the growth of understanding among the masses,
both in the working class and among the broadest sections
of the peasantry.

Though there has been little change in the constitution
bolstered by military courts in the past year, the political
migration of the classes has been tremendous. Take the
Black Hundreds. At first they consisted mainly of a gang of
scoundrels in police service, with a small following re-
cruited from the most ignorant and deluded sections of the
common people, often deliberately befuddled with drink.
Today the reactionary parties are headed by the Council
of the United Nobility. The feudal-minded landlords have
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closed their ranks and have become thoroughly “aware of
themselves” in the course of the revolution. The reaction-
ary parties are becoming the class organisation of those
who will defend to the death the blessings most threatened
by the present revolution: the huge landed estates—that
feudal survival—the privileges of the highest estate, the
opportunities they have to influence affairs of state through
personal connections with the camarilla, etc.

Take the Cadets. Of the frankly and patently bourgeois
parties this party was considered unquestionably the most
“progressive”. How far to the Right it has shifted! There
is no longer any of last year’s vacillation between reaction
and the struggle of the people. This has yielded to frank
hatred for this struggle, a cynically outspoken ambition
to put a stop to the revolution, to settle down quietly,
come to terms with reaction and begin to build the cosy
little nest—cosy for the landlord of capitalist inclinations
and for the manufacturer—of a monarchist constitution,
a narrow, mercenary, class constitution, one of ruthless
severity towards the masses of the people.

It is now no longer possible to repeat the error so many
people used to slip into when they said that the Cadets
stand to the Left of the Centre—that the line of demarca-
tion between the parties of freedom and the parties of
reaction lies to the Right of the Cadets. The Cadets are
the Centre, and this Centre is ever more openly working
for a deal with the Right. As a result of the political re-
alignment of classes, the Cadets now find their support
in the landlord whose estate is being run along capitalist
lines, and in the broad section of the bourgeoisie. The
democratic, petty-bourgeois sections of the population,
however, are patently drawing away from the Cadets,
following them only by force of habit, from tradition, and
at times simply because they have been deceived.

In the countryside the main battle of the present revo-
lution—the fight against feudal survivals and landed pro-
prietorship—is even fiercer and more clear-cut. The Ca-
dets’ non-democratic nature reveals itself much more
glaringly to the peasant than to the urban petty bourgeois.
And the peasant has turned his back on the Cadet with even
greater finality. It was the peasant electors, I would say,
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more than any others, who ousted the Cadets from the
gubernia electoral assemblies.

The antagonism between peasant and landlord—the
most deep-rooted and most typical form of the antagonism
between the people’s freedom and feudal survivals in the
bourgeois revolution—is not in the forefront in the towns.
The urban proletarian has already come to realise another
and much more profound conflict of interests, and this has
given rise to a socialist movement. Taken as a whole, the
worker curias all over Russia, have returned almost exclu-
sively Social-Democratic electors, with only a scattering
of Socialist-Revolutionaries and an altogether negligible
number of electors from other parties. But even among
the urban petty-bourgeois democrats the shift of the lower
stratum to the Left, away from the Cadets, is unmistakable.
According to flgures published in Rech by a Cadet statisti-
cian, Mr. Smirnov, in 22 cities, with 153,000 voters voting
on four election hsts the monarchists received 17 ,000
votes, the Octobrists 34,000, the Left bloc 41,000, and the
Cadets 74,000. So enormous was the number of votes wrest-
ed from the Cadets in the very first election contest—
despite the tremendous power of the Cadet daily press, the
legal status of the Cadet organisation, the Cadet falsehood
about the danger of a Black-Hundred victory and despite
the illegal status of the Lefts—that there can be no doubt
about the turn taken by the shop-assistants, petty clerks,
petty civil servants and poorer householders. The Cadets
will not be able to stand up to another such battle. Urban
democracy has abandoned them for the Trudoviks and the
Social-Democrats.

The whole of the proletariat has mobilised, and the great
mass of the democratic petty bourgeoisie, especially the
peasantry, are mobilising against the Black-Hundred
Council of the United Nobility and against the liberal
bourgeoisie, who have funked completely and turned tail
on the revolution.

The political realignment of classes is so profound so
far-reaching, and so mighty that no military courts, no
Senate interpretations, no tricks of the reactionaries, no
spate of Cadet falsehood monopolising the columns of the
entire daily press—in fact, nothing at all has been able
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to prevent this realignment from being reflected in the
Duma. The Second Duma demonstrates the intensification
of the profound, conscious, and increasingly organised
mass struggle between the various classes.

The task of the moment is to understand this basic fact,
and to be able to connect the various sections of the Duma
with this mighty support from below. It is not to the top,
not to the government, that we must look, but to the depths,
to the people. It is not to the petty technical details of Duma
procedure that we must devote our attention; it is not vul-
gar considerations of how best to lie low, of how to keep
quiet in order to prevent the Duma from being dissolved, in
order not to anger Stolypin and Co.—it is not these vulgar
Cadet considerations that must interest the democrat. All
his attention, all the strength of his spirit, must be directed
towards strengthening the transmission belt which con-
nects the big wheel that has begun to revolve energetically
down below with the little wheel up above.

Now, more than ever before, it is the duty of the Social-
Democratic Party, as the party of the most advanced class,
to rise boldly to full stature, to speak out independently,
resolutely and courageously. If it is to further the social-
ist and purely class aims of the proletariat, this Party
must show it is the vanguard of the entire democratic
movement. True, we must dissociate ourselves from all petty-
bourgeois groups and strata—but not for the purpose of
secluding ourselves in supposedly splendid isolation (which
would really mean assisting the liberal bourgeois, trailing
along in their wake), but for the purpose of ridding ourselves
of all vacillation, of all half-heartedness, for the purpose
of becoming the leader of the democratic peasantry.

The primary task of the Social-Democrats entering the
Second Duma is to wrest away from the liberals those
democratic elements that are still under their sway; to become
the leader of those democrats; to teach them to seek sup-
port in the people and join ranks with the masses down
below; to unfurl our own banner before the whole of the
working class and before the entire impoverished and
famine-stricken peasant masses.

Novy Luch, No. 1, Published according
February 20, 1907 to the text in Novy Luch
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THE SECOND DUMA
AND THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT ¢!

Workers, comrades!

The day set for the opening of the Second State Duma
has arrived. The class-conscious proletariat never believed
that freedom for the people and land for the peasants could
be attained by sending petitioners to the tsar, ruler of
the gang of Black-Hundred cutthroats. The class-con-
scious proletariat boycotted the Duma to warn the back-
ward peasant masses, who believed in the Duma. And the
story of the First Duma—the government’s mockery of
its proposals and its eventual dissolution—has shown that
the class-conscious proletariat was right, has shown that
liberty cannot be attained by peaceful means, under laws
groanulgated by the tsar and enforced by the Black Hun-

reds.

The Social-Democrats advised the people to send fighters
to the Second Duma, not petitioners. The people’s faith
in peaceful methods has been shattered. That is evident
from the fact that the Cadet Party, the party of liberals,
which advocated peaceful methods, suffered a crushing
defeat in the elections. This party of liberal landlords and
bourgeois lawyers, which is desirous of reconciling the
Black-Hundred autocracy with popular freedom, is en-
tering the Second Duma with depleted forces. The Black
Hundreds have gained in strength, and now have several
dozen deputies in the Duma. Much greater, however, is
the gain of the Lefts, i.e., of those who stand more or less
resolutely and consistently for revolutionary struggle as
opposed to peaceful methods.



Pocciionm Covianpevnprrvvecan Pafeman Maprin.

Flpesmeple arags repans, faedunacmecs®

PABOYIN

Tazets Oxtenck. w Camcon. no

pakonoms Budoprokaro paowa,

Nt 2. H nATHEUS, 23 Pevpana 1907r. ﬂ "Yema | m

TosapHwm - pabovie!

Arew i03wmk Fropod Tocvk Dyew mectein
CoaudTEAwmul AEOAFTEQITE WHEDTIE St Fipei,
¥ T, wiode WoweD AwAn ErduThOl BAEE =RPAgY,
IEMAN VOEITRANETEY SPTEEN NOweEe  KORITEEEL
% RECE, PR e ay WREDR SEPS O TERS
bt ernamnory, CoandTefed ADEAETRRET S BoRug-
Tepnmarh Lywy, aTofie AowgySimpete Tem-wl Kpe.
[Tabmlm mitiw, FOCOWE  FRRRAM TR fyMy. W
fwTh oy reppol (ywcd, WILAKE NPAESTEAL TN
WIE BN NPEASOmFHIEA, FE BAACOHE PO ILAN, Y
LOINAPEAped REORPTICHTY OBTY NPANY.= NOKE-
BiAw, WF0 MEZEWHY MPPEeh, ME DOl MESaSr
UBDERT Whdiesnnt B wEpROIOTIEGINN  OSEpErL-
AREEE, B golieiein Ceoforw.

Bo wTopyw Qymy couadptiocs fatie conbroass

HEFCEp ROCMAITE me acRiteiRs B SOPyoes. Bipe !

Euhud fFfy AOIGERERS ¥ HID0EE. 3TH Begeg win
TOrS WESERpTin AMBIZAESES, APOADREEYOCES mup-
bl nyTE, NAAETW, FOTEDTRAN KpYWERIE WD Rwdoe
FIT 3Td NARTE ARME[AMALEL BOSRUMNCEE B
OfPmpdiith MESOERFOFS, AWFIOuaais  Afues-
[H T SEPHOCUTENNGE CAMOEEDMINE O HAPCIHON
coodogoR, INCEAT. B2 FROPFE Sydy OCARSAfMHOd.
Yimdnants ubpsceorpagn, FOTOPWE FooRean sl
EEOMRD MRCRTHONY BENYTATONS. MO BUE roganne
Boate yrodbAnte sBabe T, & Th, 670 doats sam
HEnkd Phoetamnn B NoCALAOBETERWHD CTOHT W HE
B wupueh MpTh, 38 pERORElEenrl Soply.

Broped Qywa—atvabes repecd Qywe Bo sropod
Ermh fope 1ss Somius SOQAMSONEETORS B i
PRADAOLIDMHWE Y JEHCHRATON, (£, M HELTE TRYLD-
weenikh, Mepmgs Lywg fesn Oywod susesfe sl
wufupl fpre Bropas Jyms —[yws odroof dope
Cb SERLY EpmINTEsewas UBPINESY MRS TE -
CTROML A OACERCTAWRTRR SN MBCOW, BRCCHAPORETE:
FIEFs COOHITERLG POGmIMGWETCY CBOADNW DAl
Ooputid B0 SRR, - MRIOM B PN,
CTadiimd SN NmIRLIrGE NEOTHEY Kpiood THREON,
A bug e,

Bwfope wopcd [ves nowadss, «14 se fmgrope
A3 BCE BRCAMECRIEE W DS TW ECTETR W KO-
PetTh  PEMOARUIDHRDE (O oY e KL mapdsedh
PACOEE TR MACCR Y Bdw e Tir 1wl Rt OER Y
Bosp, OBl Al S (08 KT ad 3 CRGEOAY.

30T SO0 £y TE Aen ve g Qomu FToTw B0B
Pty poacTaule npodetapa a, RS TETIE W
FoaHETEmhCd wBsTH podowd. AT0Ty Sow CETTTIF e
ETCE ol padh SRR ogoens Cofutd ahew d9.
Ao (Foakuusenl 2ted dpCTH Dyaw o Apam-
TEARCTEOMSE W KASETLNH, fraw e

|| Byeu FOTENK, RRSGHE, K% ERPRRInmmy Codes
vimwy . My FRTATE CROMEW R TOeSRCEIRY. HIW
BE HEMD YOFOD#Te DLAMENEH: MYETE ygps B EF0
SEaDLO T Syt FANALnTY Arpmss Hmg npus
TR MESALNTE W1 WEDCEL. PENTHETE Jsy, OTEls
| HHTE WBORTETEARHNE JAKDN, Hdwesda pEgh ed-
| CHBE, AT PRt el e mlsaR [ymnu

| Myrow snimapnuen ppsawan ™ Mposetspas
IGAMCHY CTOAEG, TERERED, FWLERDMAMMD rTrnRety
(dosbe W SITME WPOKIE MECCW HERDLS K BERW-
oMy, OTulAHEDEY S0 48 CRB0Dy. T DR praie
| pdfcrain’ My nepeaeas NEQddt BEARKGE (aimitom
praanoyiM. Fooe  semapa 1905, OsTedpeckym
CTauky, REERipuass B fauie. My Soorer meng
todupaTE SOREE (MW LY MDRAFD EuE BOSLE MRII-
MErD, PREMTERRHErD BUCTYMMMA KOP S0 fuarapet-
Vel EevEph AUADA Qe B0 BOEPLOTARINA BOWEP.
Hymno e (A 0300aTE M COG[EECTOMETE 408
FPRAVEArD PRLHTE sWL™S CDawEmE,

Mrusate, Tooapaws, wio wTopas Qe wros.
A¥mn EEJETR KE Sofedl W% BOISVEMen He Jdi-
TPEsEEI Ere CROME® (@R sl SpEiiue

04 JAMECTIYETS NOEMATTENOE WO3TAMIE 33
cuiagy !

Qv mmascrayeTs pesosmun!

Eb JEgEsiTEFEr S BEwlyuRPpIguas CEBONGLYDH-
MIN G ARIEHCRFAT

H. Meswen,

NUCBHA PREDYHA B

e T e

Bapops Hpghrawa.
| warnsie. b

By comusenim, Sesiipoand Wh byimbeacd WReTRp
emnl poisean ppingcs, Batepafype cioy mrespapyeica,
sCOSERNT NATEAN, W FRFETERLE KLLAPTL WTIEFEL N
JEERArE scTHpuE Fperie. MR TR TR |
II-I:N;CM Foiney rgmny wacwbes. Madteph, onseda-
Panrne WERETRET PRl EATEpE FaANTEL, WRsesl e
FET T T FPTT T L P e N STETTT I

pplh Befopami 83 (ApoRTEd NPRIE SppRNTER=
NE N SGATIEIN PMOPFRNELIE B OAGANETRNE ML Bdike
WIPE EMENCTHE B LETEN PRESTO e R el
W PR, RaToper, APHECCE BFE N1 JNBOEE, DRIEETR
3 BTN 0 TR FMFROEELETL B Rkl ER
el dKaivess  Emiiertan  Deord ancrolead
i.nuﬂ,

First page of the newdpaper Rabochy, No. 2, 1907
Reduced



il ek ameermegeind kot

Fotva e bk deimpr duhih wigaPasl A

NIPOdAAqd

Suodsq meungodud reerkeqzen moanad 8 aangrel emaeel

o | Ena H ATEHE) wrpger® £3 mppurrn H o [

=

fp—

alel SRR O4 PR WY BE ATdLYY
dutH (A JIE-2F CHED el ETaFE" H . ranir
' B oafle dITY RPCHGY S4GAUS CADH B
Emaliafl Sl STRELHE BTSED RN TLEEDE
Ml AR a™FIEL S B4 6L BT
B S]] oPOEFEd  JTRESEE FalERTECRNEM JTEE
ra,f PR O LR ke Do

FRISMETERE], U T TS e e e SFLEN ]
LTakilH SHedd]Hel SEGHT ZWRETE CSFEELL
sl o BlgaM- a¥iEd D3zmam piecd moafel
mmaw ekl WAl P RS pERRRpe3 gEpe
waliat DRl BRBIIP FREEEI MM oz
gy ] emne gl ook
FERE TSI PR BN S RE R L P RS, LT
PR FLL LR TE SN LR S L R
TI4 B VET .6 T SEEE e
i om pmad Baie EETR T
AT et | ELRE aTIC5En il Pln dmewqb
WIS T LR

=cume payl mppata 2w o edeElT 3fmeanil
] 37 cmaprmee £u SRash an ine remdld
aFETET] pE NS IR FIAEEAET

B FARIALF TORRSHARM i IOTATMIGIE ED
"mrpfodn

ALGFIMAY CTHITHSEE i

=AFFFLIE FEIC]ENICE ST EEED )
BT DR OHME LT B

anpwaie B

Lk FOdRs AMdINI
[ —
x4lgd ausaE

4 paprarl]
W Wi i dmmmicasd @ ElEsk 04
otembid rimilii 12e
Rl b
dadinr Bibaki
il BdE

FEENTIETEIE S LU B T
vl dus) A
]

M
abrra oo ammed  ushisds

'iirui!l.nl;i -H,u:I-Iq_E&nT

Fuma Wt oaes] Emeer metis anl

JEsHE W Erzas grresn deeadiloe]l
THCE o nn By ol pEw e abTre G oad
FIILIELES EH

ETLELRE ]y L
(B RS LEr LI wlner jEnf ddoicat
H .oerl mmprsgie wimzdan widie melasali
EImNITRREIYY endene Sl Emiid fh JTa®
4 BLILIE ST0 ] P SisrpRragage b g in
SEIZ1 — AP AT FEmErese bgeslalelag

FAE4I0EE FETT B A EIITE SEgpwm gle shly

SFIHFE FRILEFTTOTMEEE A gegsimre deily
HEEEr) oM vl L SR

LHAEE~ B T A AR YRAE ST ol

i FRAGAEE LT SITEERE iR T
il B4 BNl DPERJIRYY Wik 4 BEH
§ MlJEELEWIN JaskNlHEet FTET ATE oL
Ml EMLLEDT STTAITEL  Fdaed By T8

Wi Rde #1 SECaRIOMED e AT O L]
Ny L Y[ o land ol STegacy Asabad
Fa abelii BaOPRd sl OGRS oaRE R4
L mah TH RN PAL dend R GRFIED
sPRn BiEE BRR QT Y ey Jmidledy SENE
BLCR & CF] l.l-.lull..uld.r.n o (e piml] dfeAN
g shegsl meactbemran i€ 6 A 1y5 dhekps

g ol swil Ecear Wi —imE dpnil
LTI CIPELELTS TN OO PR EEY o T TRl T |
:I -EHAT1 dTIEF N PRI TLE BPIEE A |
Tha muEmed Exsal mwd gegl spigs” csiveEl
" oaged kg anyf,— a4l mgaed fF Bergad
dpT g1 FEEREE MddATLEEE qheds uifl
ARG WYL 4R aa e SRR
s wpE] FEsdMEsE) myrpinaiin ikl
ddigargl Helis miME — JgupEpgnd o giGH
o e i i S BERR REL s ey O PeuiElE
ddidngifem

el w078 REIPEETY wee] Epice ofchul
i § weiwEdEHg A M
pinpagem 4 Wik fTEN
[ — ST RO TREET Y AT
AR B0 e 320 pevem gt Sk BAOR

Bl piofE el as B JEE @Tu I T
yimrqiihia @ BEEFHREP walDETE o ey
R A T r- O TR = BT E ]
1 gmim Ligds SEEzR feflE OEd BT
£ 3 wnal e EAlD Sene T e
o R LEIRETE N ja -]

ToEL L0 oW udondef 1agegewdn sdd te syeg fEil
[LETNTEY:



THE SECOND DUMA AND THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT 159

The Second Duma is more Left than was the First. Its
deputies include many more Social-Democrats, and a great-
er number of revolutionary democrats (the Socialist-
Revolutionaries and a section of the Trudoviks). The First
Duma was a Duma of hopes for peaceful development. The
Second Duma will be the scene of a sharp struggle between
the Black-Hundred tsarist government and the represent-
atives of the masses: the masses of proletarians, who are
consciously striving for liberty in order to facilitate the
fight for socialism, and the masses of the peasants, who
are rising spontaneously against the feudal-minded landlords.

The elections to the new Duma have shown that despite
all persecution and bans, revolutionary consciousness is
spreading and gaining force among the masses of the people.
A new revolutionary wave is approaching, a new revolu-
tionary battle of the people for freedom.

This battle will not be fought in the Duma. It will be
decided by an uprising of the proletariat, the peasantry,
and the class-conscious sections of the armed forces. It
is a battle that is being brought closer to us by the entire
course of events, by the entire course of the clashes be-
tween the Left section of the Duma, and the government
and the Cadets.

Be prepared, then, workers, for events of great moment.
Do not waste your strength to no purpose. There is no need
for us to hasten the denouement: let the tsar and his Black-
Hundred lackeys begin the attack. If they want to get rid
of the new Duma, they will have to attack the people,
dissolve the Duma, revoke the election law, and launch
a new series of repressions.

Let the oppressors begin. The proletariat must keep
firmly, steadily, consistently to its task of preparing ever
broader masses of the people for the great and desperate
fight for freedom. Comrade workers! We have come through
the first great encounters in the revolution: January 9,
1905, the October strike, and the December uprising. We
shall gather our forces anew for still another advance,
even more formidable and resolute than the last, when the
name of the Left Duma shall flare up into a nation-wide
conflagration. We must gather and concentrate all our
forces for the decisive battle that is impending.
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Remember, comrades, that the Second Duma must
inevitably lead to battle, to insurrection. Do not waste
your strength on trifles.

Long live the rising of all the people for freedom!

Long live the revolution!

Long live international revolutionary Social-Democracy!

Written on February 20 (March 5),
1907

Published on February 23, 1907 Published according
in Rabochy, No. 2 to the newspaper text
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE FIRST IMPORTANT STEP

St. Petersburg, February 21, 1907.

Yesterday we expressed the hope that the Mensheviks,
who have fine words to say in Russkaya Zhizn® on the in-
dependence of Social-Democracy, would pursue a correct
policy.

On the evening of the day before yesterday a Cadet meet-
ing was held that shattered all those hopes....

This is what happened.

After lunch on February 19, the Social-Democratic Duma
group held a meeting. It was proposed that they should
attend a private conference arranged by the Cadets. Some
of the deputies objected strenuously. They said that it was
a disgrace for working-class deputies to go to liberal bour-
geois who were bargaining with Stolypin, and that the
Social-Democrats should pursue a proletarian and not a
Cadet policy, should not lead the peasants to the liberal
landowner, and should not assist the formation of a Cadet
“Left” bloc. The Mensheviks got their own decision adopted.

On the evening of February 19, a meeting of some 300
members of the Duma “opposition” was held at Dolgoru-
kov’s apartment. It was attended by Cadets, Narodoweci
(Polish Black-Hundred bourgeois nationalists), all the
Lefts—Trudoviks, S.R.’s and ... Social-Democrats. Some
of the Social-Democrat deputies did not go to the Cadets.

What happened at the meeting at the Cadet’s apartment?

At this meeting all the Lefts, all democrats, petty
bourgeois (Narodniks, Trudoviks, S.R.’s) and all Cadet-like
Social-Democrats signed the Cadet proposals. According
to Tovarishch, the Mensheviks made the formal proviso
that their decision was not final, they would still have to
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consult the group. According to Rech (the Cadet central
newspaper) however, nobody made any proviso at all.

And so, there were Social-Democrats who, like faithful
servants of the liberals, accepted their entire plan, gave the
majority of seats in the presidium (two out of three) to the
Cadets, and agreed to the Trudoviks taking the third place,
thus tying up the Trudoviks with the Cadets, and agreed
to refrain from explaining to the people what political
significance the selection of the presidium has, or why it
is obligatory for every conscientious citizen to decide that
question from the standpoint of party alignment, and not
by private arrangement behind the scenes.

Can such conduct be justified by the fear that a Black-
Hundred presidium would be elected in the Duma? No.
In Comrade P. Orlovsky’s article of yesterday, we demon-
strated that the Black Hundreds could not win, whatever
the division of votes between the Cadets and the Lefts.

The Menshevik policy is actually determined, not by the
danger of a Black-Hundred victory, but by the desire to
render service to the liberals.

What must the policy of the Social-Democrats be?

Either abstain, and, as socialists, stand aside from the
liberals, who betray liberty and exploit the people, or
give the lead to the democratic petty bourgeoisie that is
capable of struggle, both against the Black Hundreds and
against the liberals.

The former policy is obligatory for socialists when there
is no longer any substantial difference between any of the
bourgeois parties from the standpoint of the struggle for
democracy. That is what happens in Europe. There is no
revolution. All the bourgeois parties have lost the ability
to struggle for democracy, and are struggling only for the
petty, selfish interests of big or small proprietors. Under
such circumstances, Social-Democracy alone defends the
interests of democracy, and in so doing persistently unfolds
its own socialist views to the masses.

The latter policy is obligatory when the conditions of a
bourgeois-democratic revolution obtain, when, in addi-
tion to the working class, there are certain bourgeois and
petty-bourgeois strata capable of struggle for the democra-
cy that is essential to the proletariat.
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In present-day Russia the second policy is obligatory.
Without ever forgetting their socialist agitation and prop-
aganda, and the organisation of the proletarians into a
class, Social-Democrats must, jointly with the democratic
petty bourgeoisie, crush both the Black Hundreds and the
liberals, as the situation may demand.

That is because the liberals (Cadets, Polish Narodoweci
(?7), the Party of Democratic Reform, etc., etc.) have al-
ready turned emphatically away from the revolution and
have entered into a deal with the autocracy against the
people’s freedom they talk so falsely about. It has now
even transpired that last year the Cadets helped the govern-
ment obtain 2,000 million from France to spend on sum-
mary military courts and shootings; Clemenceau said out-
right to the Cadets that there would be no loan if the Cadet
Party came out officially against it. The Cadets refused to
oppose the loan for fear of losing their position as the
government party of the morrow! Russia was shot down, not
only by Trepov’s machine-guns, but by the Franco-Cadet
millions.

It is impermissible for revolutionary Social-Demo-
crats to support the hegemony of the Cadets. It is, however,
not enough for them to have spoken against going to the Cadet
meeting on February 19. They must demand, categorically
and unconditionally, that the group break with the Cadet-
like policy and come out forthrightly and openly in the
Duma with an independent policy of the proletariat.

On the question of the presidium, the Social-Democrats
should have said: we do not want our own presidium. We
support the whole list of Lefts or Trudoviks against the
Cadets, that is, we support all three candidates for the
presidium, against the Cadet candidates, and will abstain
if the Trudoviks follow in the wake of the Cadets, despite
our warnings. In any case it would be essential to put up
a candidate from the Lefts even though there would be no
chance of his being elected; at the first voting, the number
of votes given for him would show what forces the Social-
Democrats could rely on in the event of a struggle against
the Cadets. And if it should turn out that he obtained more
votes than the Cadet, even if it were less than the abso-
ute majority required for election, the voting would show
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the people clearly that this is not a Cadet Duma, and that
the Cadet is not everything in the Duma.

The election of the presidium is not a mere bagatelle.
It is the first step, after which others will follow. The die
is cast.

There must be either a Cadet-like policy which would
mean turning the Social-Democrats into an appendage to
the liberals;

or there must be the policy of revolutionary Social-
Democracy, in which case we should not begin by kowtow-
ing to the Cadets, but by openly unfurling our own banner.
Then we would not go to the Cadets. Then we would call on
the petty bourgeoisie, and especially on the peasant de-
mocracy, to do battle against both the Black Hundreds and
the liberals.

Novy Luch, No. 2, Published according
February 21, 1907 to the text in Novy Luch
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PETTY-BOURGEOIS TACTICS

The newspaper Tovarishch of February 21 carries ex-
cerpts from the decisions adopted at the recent extraordi-
nary congress of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party. These
decisions are devoted to the tactics to be adopted in the
Duma.

A lot might and should be said about these decisions.
We cannot deal here with the fundamental error of these
and all other decisions of the Socialist-Revolutionaries—
their failure to analyse the different parties from the class
point of view. No tactics worthy of the name can be elabo-
rated without such an analysis. We shall frequently have
occasion to return to this subject when we compare the de-
cisions of the Socialist-Revolutionaries with the platform
of the revolutionary Social-Democrats (the resolutions
adopted at a conference of representatives from several
Bolshevik organisations, which met from February 15 to
February 18*; they are to be published within the next
few days.**

Nor shall we go into the somewhat excessive emphasis
which the Socialist-Revolutionaries place on the elemen-
tary truth that the revolutionaries have no desire at all to
“create extraneous [?], unessential conflicts”, to “hasten
the dissolution of the Duma”, and the like. That is a mere
detail.

*Today’s Sovremennaya Rech® (February 22), on page 3, cor-
rectly reports the composition of this conference, and prints an ex-
cerpt of one of the six resolutions it adopted. Readers should bear
in mind that there are several inaccuracies even in this excerpt.

**See pp. 133-44 of this volume.—Ed.
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From the point of view of the immediate tasks of the
day, the following decision is the kernel of the Socialist-
Revolutionary tactics:

“4. The Congress is of the opinion that strict party alignments
within the Duma, with each group acting on its own in isolated fa-
shion, and bitter strife among the groups, might completely paralyse
the activity of the opposition majority, and thus discredit, in the
minds of the working classes, the very idea of popular representa-
tion. The Congress therefore considers it essential that the party
deputies exert every effort to organise the most constant and co-or-
dinated action on the part of all the socialist and extreme Left party
groups; particularly in questions of the fight against the Rights in
the Duma and against the government, for liberties and political
rights for the people, it is essential to strive in each individual case
for the most co-ordinated actions on the part of the revolutionary
and socialist section of the Duma in conjunction with the opposi-
tion. Moreover, all these co-ordinated actions, both long-term and
partial, must be conducted along lines which do not conflict in any
way with the fundamental principles of the party programme and
tactics.”

What a splendid exposition of the fundamental prin-
ciples of petty-bourgeois tactics! What a splendid demon-
stration of their flimsiness!

“Long-term [!] and partial co-ordinated actions™, “the
most constant [!] and co-ordinated”.... How empty these
words are in the absence of any attempt to explain just
what community of interests of just what classes lie at the
root of all this “co-ordination”! We revolutionary Social-
Democrats favour joint actions by the party of the prole-
tariat and the parties of the democratic petty bourgeoisie
against the Black Hundreds and against the Cadets, as the
party of treacherous liberalism. The Socialist-Revolution-
aries are so far from understanding this class foundation
of the Russian revolution that, on the one hand, they talk
about co-ordination of the socialist and extreme Left
groups in general, i.e., about concealing the contradictions
between the proletarian and the small producer; and, on
the other hand, they talk about co-ordinated action by
the revolutionary and socialist section of the Duma with
the opposition, against the Black Hundreds.

No, gentlemen, we shall not even discuss permanent
agreements, or co-ordinated action in general. You must
first agree with us on the policy of fighting both the Black
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Hundreds and the Cadets—agree in deed. That is our ul-
timatum. That is our line of policy in the democratic rev-
olution. We shall declare in regard to any question arising
in the present revolution, as we declared during the St.
Petersburg elections—the proletariat goes unhesitatingly
into battle both against the Black Hundreds and against
the Cadets. As long as the petty bourgeois vacillate, as
long as they follow the Cadets—unrelenting war against
the petty bourgeois. You have abandoned your Cadets?
You agree to oppose the Cadets? If that is actually so, if
that is not a mere paper declaration but something you
prove in action, then, and only then, will the Social-Dem-
ocrats fight together with you in democratic action.

But the most remarkable thing, I should say, is the be-
ginning of the resolution just quoted. Just think of it:
“strict party alignments within the Duma”, “bitter strife
among the groups”™ may “discredit, in the minds of the
working classes, the very idea of popular representation”.
Veritable Socialist-Revolutionary “Plekhanovs™, in the
Vasilyev sense of the word!**

No, gentlemen. The principle of class struggle is the
very foundation of all Social-Democratic teachings and
of all Social-Democratic policy. The proletarians, the
peasants, and the townspeople are not such babes in arms
that the idea of representation can be dimmed in their
minds by bitter disputes, or by the acute struggle between
the classes. Our job is not to be sugary to them, but, on
the contrary, to teach them, from the Duma platform, to
distinguish clearly between the parties and to understand
their class roots, which the sly bourgeoisie keep buried deep
underground.

* Rech of February 22 carried a special article, immediately
following its editorial, on the resolutions of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries. Citing precisely this passage on the harmfulness of “strict
party alignments”, the organ of the liberal bourgeoisie declares: “Thus
we have an absolutely correct definition of the point of departure of
the new tactics.” Precisely! The tactics of the Socialist-Revolution-
aries are correct from the point of view of the interests of the liberal
bourgeoisie in general, and of its deal with the reactionaries in par-
ticular!

** See present edition, Vol. 11, p. 424.—Ed.
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That is just what is so criminal about the Menshevik
policy in the Duma—they will not, or cannot, tell the
people from the Duma platform the whole truth about the
class nature of the various parties; about the Milyukovs’
secret haggling with the Stolypins, about the fundamental
difference between the democratic aims of the peasant and
those of the liberal, between the socialist aims of the
peasant and those of the proletarian.

But the world holds other things besides this policy
of the Mensheviks, inaugurated by their silent voting at
the dictates of the Cadets.

This complete failure to understand the class roots of
the “oppositional” liberalism that is secretly trading away
freedom and democracy to the Stolypin gang, underlies
the opportunist tactics pursued by the petty bourgeois
(the Trudoviks, the Popular Socialists, and the Socialist-
Revolutionaries) and the petty-bourgeois wing of the work-
ers’ party—the Mensheviks.

The fight against the Black Hundreds is just a blind,
a specious pretext. In actual fact these petty-bourgeois
tactics are applied on occasions when there is no possibility
whatsoever of a Black-Hundred victory. Such was the case,
for example, in the St. Petersburg elections and in the
election of the chairman of the Duma. The real essence of
petty-bourgeois tactics is this: both the Trudoviks (the
Socialist-Revolutionaries are fictitiously independent; in
actual fact they are bound up with the Trudoviks, are simply
the Left wing of that group. This was proved by the St.
Petersburg elections; it is being proved once more by the
present party alignments inside the Second Duma)—both
the Trudoviks and the Mensheviks give support to the lead-
ership of the Cadets. Not only in Russia, but all over
Europe as well, the liberals have long kept the democratic
petty bourgeoisie in tow, for it is too disunited, too un-
developed, too irresolute to act independently—and too
much of the proprietor in inclination to follow the pro-
letariat. That is the Achilles heel of petty-bourgeois policy—
its inability and incapacity to cast off the ideological and
political hegemony of the liberal bourgeois. It is no mere
chance that the petty bourgeois tag along behind the Ca-
dets; it is a result of the basic economic features in any
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capitalist society. The Social-Democrats’ fundamental
task—one that is absolutely alien to the Menshevik mind—
lies, therefore, in an unflagging effort to break down the
hegemony of the liberals over the democrats, an unflagging
effort to liberate the petty-bourgeois masses from Cadet
tutelage and bring them under the influence and leadership
of Social-Democracy.

The Trudovik proposes “constant and co-ordinated ac-
tions”. No, thank you! We refuse to have dealings with
people who yearn for the Cadets as the drunkard yearns
for his glass, with people who for months begged for admit-
tance into a bloc with the Cadets in the St. Petersburg
elections, flocked like sheep to the Cadet meeting on Feb-
ruary 19, and gave their votes to a Cadet, to a trader in
democracy?* No, thank you!

Written on February 22 (March 7),
1907

Published in Novy Luch, No. 4, Published according
on February 23, 1907 to the newspaper text

*See pp. 161-64 of this volume.—Ed.
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WHAT THE SPLITTERS HAVE TO SAY
ABOUT THE COMING SPLIT

Russkaya Zhizn has raised a ridiculous outcry over the
attitude of Novy Luch towards the Social-Democratic Duma
group. (The article “Even Here!” in No. 45.)

It is ridiculous because Russkaya Zhizn chose to avoid
the issue instead of attempting to give at least some sort
of pertinent answer to our criticism of the group’s conduct.

We declared that our group should not under any cir-
cumstances have voted for the Cadet candidate for the
chairmanship.

We declared that, in its official capacity, our Duma
group should not under any circumstances have attended
private meetings called by the Cadets and the Polish Na-
rodowci.

We declared, finally, that the Duma group’s conduct may
lead to a split, for it follows a line contrary to the spirit
and the letter of the decisions of the Party’s Stockholm
Congress.

Lastly, we called upon the Bolshevik section of our
Duma group to wage a most ruthless struggle against the
opportunism of the majority of the group, and to hold stead-
fastly to the principles of revolutionary Social-Democracy
in the group.

We have written a great deal on this subject; we have
published several articles on the conduct of the Duma
group in connection with the presidium, examining the
question from every angle.

Russkaya Zhizn raises no objection whatever to the
actual issue involved; it does not make a single serious



WHAT THE SPLITTERS HAVE TO SAY ABOUT THE SPLIT 1M

attempt to defend the tactical line of the Mensheviks, who
are actually in control of the Duma group.

We were entitled to expect, and did expect, some at-
tempt on the part of Russkaya Zhizn to show that its tac-
tical line is in full harmony with the decisions of the Stock-
holm Congress of the R.S.D.L.P., that this line is one that
should bring about the hegemony of our Duma group over
the entire Left wing in the Duma.

But nothing of the sort has occurred. Instead of this
we get a stream of sorry talk, of ridiculous complaints
that Novy Luch is badgering the Social-Democratic Duma
group, that Novy Luch is spurring the Bolsheviks in the
Duma group towards an immediate split.

Instead of an answer on the point at issue, we get the
hypocritical exhortation: “Novy Luch should speak more
clearly. It should dot all its i’s. And it should recall the
counsel of the gospel: ‘That thou doest, do quickly.’”

Comrades! Your brashness is truly superb! Your out-
cries about a split engineered by the Bolsheviks are the
very acme of truth and sincerity.

The only organisation of our Party in which there is
a split at present—and a very bad split—is the St. Peters-
burg organisation. Who split this organisation? The Men-
sheviks split it, did so against the will of the organised work-
ers and to the gratification of the Cadets, motivating
their action by a Black-Hundred danger which proved
non-existent in St. Petersburg. And despite this fact, the
Mensheviks stubbornly refuse, to this very day, to restore
the unity of the St. Petersburg organisation—stubbornly
persist in their efforts to deepen and widen the split.

The Bolsheviks fought with might and main against
election agreements with the Cadets being regarded as per-
missible. But agreements were recognised as permissible
at the November Party Conference. At this conference the
Bolsheviks bound themselves to abide by the decisions of
the local organisations, and in every case where the local
organisations deemed it necessary to enter into election
agreements with the Cadets, the Bolsheviks kept their prom-
ise, as a ‘“sacred and inviolable” duty to the Party. The
Mensheviks undertook the same obligation; but when they
found that the organised workers of St. Petersburg would
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not agree to follow them in the Cadet leading strings, they
split the organisation.

And now they wail about a split! As to the challenge
presented to us by Russkaya Zhizn, we can find no difficulty
at all in answering it. We have always dotted our i’s, and
anyone who has eyes to see with can see the dots.

The unity of the Party is most dear to us. But the purity
of the principles of revolutionary Social-Democracy is
dearer still. We submit, as we have always done, to the
will of the majority at the Parry’s Stockholm Congress.
We consider it imperative to carry out all its decisions.
But we demand that these decisions be carried out by the
central, leading organs of the Party. And the opportunist
vacillations of the Mensheviks, all their attempts to pro-
pitiate the Cadets by abandoning the line laid down by
the Congress, have met, and will always meet, with our
merciless criticism and unyielding resistance. That is our
right and our duty. We shall never give up that right, never
fail in that duty. And if a split does take place, it will
only show that the Mensheviks themselves have trampled
underfoot the decisions they themselves passed at the Stock-
holm Congress. There cannot and will not be a split of any
other kind. And such a split can signify only one thing:
the final transformation of the Mensheviks into vassals of
the Cadets.

“The scarlet banner of the proletariat has faltered in the
hands of the Social-Democratic Duma group,” we wrote
two days ago.

The Cadets demand that this banner be dipped to them.
The day when the Mensheviks agree to this incredible in-
famy will be the day of the split; for on that day the Men-
sheviks will cease to be a part of the Russian Social-Dem-
ocratic Labour Party.

Novy Luch, No. 5, Published according
on February 24, 1907 to the newspaper text
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ON THE TACTICS OF OPPORTUNISM

Plekhanov has broken the silence that was his only wise
tactics after his renowned proposal of a common slogan—
a Duma with full powers—for the Social-Democrats and
the Cadets. Plekhanov has come out in Russkaya Zhizn
with a new attempt to impel our Party towards the Cadets,
an attempt to impose on the Party the slogan of support
for a “responsible ministry”—a slogan already rejected
by the Party in the period of the First Duma.

Let us examine Plekhanov’s arguments.

First of all we must note that, in the zeal of his campaign
against the Bolsheviks, Plekhanov resorts to an absolute
untruth as to their views. Namely, he very definitely
ascribes to us the desire to “smash through”, the desire and
aspiration to do battle “right away”.

For our readers to see how wrong Plekhanov is, we shall
cite an official Bolshevik publication dated February 11:

“...A struggle ... is undoubtedly inevitable. But it is
precisely because of its inevitability that we must not
force the pace, spur or goad it on. Leave that to the Krushe-
vans and Stolypins. Our task is to reveal the truth to the
proletariat and the peasantry clearly, directly and with
unsparing candour, to open their eyes to the significance
of the coming storm, to help them to meet the enemy in
organised fashion with ... calmness.... ‘Shoot first, Messrs.
Bourgeois!” said Engels to the German capitalists in 1894.
And we say: ‘Shoot first, Krushevans!’... Therefore—no
premature calls.”*

*See p. 117 of this volume.—Ed.



174 V. I. LENIN

The ease with which our esteemed Plekhanov performs
the duties of “critic” is really wonderful. No premature
calls, the Bolshevik organisations declare a week and a
half before the opening of the Duma. The Bolsheviks want
to do battle “right away”, Plekhanov declares in an article
which appeared on February 23; they want to “smash through”.

Of course, that is the simplest, the cheapest, the easiest
method of crushing the Bolsheviks: first impute an absurd
idea to them, and then raise a fuss and fulminate (“exces-
sive zeal”, “stupidity”, “worse than treachery”, and so on,
and so forth). But Plekhanov should not forget that when
he slanders the Bolsheviks he is not slandering the dead—
that the Bolsheviks can make it clear to all the world,
by simply referring to an official document, how false Ple-
khanov’s statements are. That will put Plekhanov out of
countenance. And then Plekhanov will begin to understand
that he cannot get away scot-free with statements about
the Bolsheviks such as only Novoye Vremya has hitherto
been in the habit of making about revolutionaries.

Let us proceed to the substance of the question Plekhanov
raises, the question of whether the workers’ party should
support the slogan of “a responsible ministry”. Plekhanov
defends this slogan as follows:

“One of the two: either the swiftly growing forces of revolution
already surpass the forces of the government, in which case the demand
for a responsible ministry can and should serve as the signal for the
decisive conflict against reaction.

“Or the forces of revolution do not yet surpass the government’s
forces of resistance, so that the decisive conflict is not yet in order;
but the demand should be supported in that case, too, for it is a splen-
did means of education, of developing the political understanding
of the people, and thus preparing them for a victorious fight, in the
future.

“Thus, in either case the Social-Democratic deputies must not
fail to take up this demand, in the interests of the people and in the
interests of the revolution.”

A very edifying argument. Let us start with the first
part. Thus, we assume, with Plekhanov, that the forces of
revolution already surpass those of the government. If
that were so, the demand for a responsible ministry would
be, first, superfluous, secondly, harmful and, thirdly, the
liberals would not support it.
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1. It would be superfluous because in any case such a
“signal for the decisive conflict” is a roundabout signal,
not a direct one. This “signal” does not express the definite
idea of a really decisive battle against the reactionary
forces; on the contrary, it expresses the idea of a concession
such as the reactionaries might themselves voluntarily
concede. We do not deny that, generally speaking, it may
be right under certain special conditions to issue signals,
not for a decisive battle, but for a minor-preliminary skir-
mish—even a demonstration—which has all the appearances
of a battle. But that is another question. In the condi-
tions which Plekhanov has assumed (that the forces of
revolution already surpass, etc.), a roundabout signal would
obviously be superfluous.

2. “The forces of revolution already surpass the forces of
reaction”.... What does that imply? Does it include aware-
ness on the part of the forces of revolution? Plekhanov
will probably agree that it does. A people unaware of their
revolutionary tasks cannot be strong enough to triumph
over reaction in the decisive conflict. Further: does the de-
mand we are examining, correctly express the aims of the
revolution in the fight against the reactionaries? No, it does
not; for in the first place, a responsible ministry does not by
any means signify the transfer of power into the hands of
the people, or even the transfer of power into the hands of
the liberals, but is, in essence, a deal, or an attempt at a
deal, between the reactionaries and the liberals; and in the
second place, in view of the objective conditions, even the
actual transfer of power to the liberals cannot bring about
the realisation of the fundamental demands of the revolu-
tion. This idea is expressed clearly in the passage Plekh-
anov quotes from the article in Symposium No. 1%¢ but he
has not even attempted to touch upon the actual substance
of the idea.

The question now arises: how would the decisive (Plekha-
nov’s condition) conflict with reaction be affected by a
slogan in which the demands of the revolution (the forces
of which already surpass—Plekhanov’s condition!—the
forces of reaction) are incorrectly expressed? Obviously,
its effect would undoubtedly be harmful. This slogan dulls
the consciousness of the masses that are advancing to the
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decisive conflict. If we launched this slogan, we would
actually be calling for a decisive battle, but pointing to a
battle objective that can decide nothing—you shout about
shooting a cow, but aim at a crow.

It can never be exactly determined before the battle whose
forces “already surpass” those opposed to them. Only a
pedant could dream of such a thing. The concept of “forces
surpassing the forces of the enemy” implies that the fight-
ers are fully conscious of their tasks. Plekhanov is caus-
ing direct harm to the revolution when he speaks of the
“decisiveness” of the conflict and at the same time dulls
this consciousness. That is really “worse than treachery”,
my dear critic! With “forces” sufficient for a victory over
reaction, the “leader” calls on his troops to fight for a deal
with the reactionaries.... Plekhanov jokingly compares
himself to the Roman general who executed his son for
prematurely starting the battle. A pretty jest. Now, if I
were the “son”, at a time when the decisive conflict was at
hand, when “the forces of revolution already surpassed
those of the government”, I would shoot (or, in the Roman
days, stab) the “daddy” who advanced the slogan of a deal
with the reactionaries—would do so without the slightest
compunction, calmly leaving it to future Mommsens to
investigate whether my action was the killing of a traitor,
the execution of a traitor, or whether it was an act of
criminal insubordination.

3. In arguing against the slogan of “a responsible
ministry” in the days of the First Duma, we adduced
only the two arguments cited above. We must now
add a third: the liberals themselves would withdraw the
demand for a responsible ministry if this demand could
possibly become, directly or in roundabout fashion, a
signal for the decisive battle between “revolution” and
reaction.

Why do we now have to add this argument? For the rea-
son that the liberals (including the Cadets) have shifted
far to the Right since the First Duma, and have come out
decisively against the revolution. For the reason that Go-
lovin, who is supported by bad Social-Democrats for his
liberalism, came out in his very first speech not as a liberal,
not as a Cadet, but as an Octobrist.
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If Plekhanov has so much fallen behind affairs in Russia
as to be ignorant of this, his article is, of course, deserving
of clemency. But even aside from such mistakes, the whole
gist of his arguments is fundamentally wrong.

Let us proceed to the second case. The forces of revolu-
tion do not yet surpass the forces of reaction, and the de-
cisive conflict is not yet in order. In that case, says Ple-
khanov, the importance of this slogan is in its influence on
the development of the political consciousness of the people.
That is true. But in that case—and here Plekhanov is a
thousand times wrong—a slogan of this kind will corrupt,
not enlighten, the minds of the people; it will confuse,
not revolutionise—demoralise, not educate. This is so clear
that we need not bother to develop the idea—at any rate,
until our next talk with the most esteemed Plekhanov.

And so, no matter how you put it, it’s still the same.
Whether the forces of revolution have matured or not, Plekha-
nov’s slogan cannot be considered “mature” food for the
minds of the Social-Democratic proletariat. This slogan
sacrifices the fundamental interests of democracy and of
our revolution—the enlightenment of the masses as to the
aims of a real people’s fight for real power—sacrifices these
interests to temporary, casual, unessential, muddled liberal
slogans, aims and interests.

And it is just such sacrifice of the fundamental interests
of the proletariat to the half-hearted, muddled aims of
liberalism that makes up the essence of opportunism in tac-
tics.

A few words in conclusion. In his article Plekhanov
tries to bait us on the subject of the boycott. We shall dis-
cuss this with him in more detail when he deigns to go
over from baiting, to a contest on the actual issues. Mean-
while, we might note this: the son of the Roman general,
Plekhanov sarcastically declares, did gain the victory in
his premature battle, whereas the Bolsheviks, so far, have
nothing but defeats to their credit.

You have a bad memory, Comrade Plekhanov. I suggest
that you recall the Bulygin Duma.®® Remember how Parvus
and the new Iskra,%® which you supported, opposed the
boycott at the time. The Bolsheviks were for the boy-
cott.
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The development of the revolution brought complete
victory for Bolshevism; and in the October and November
days only Trotsky’s exuberances distinguished the Menshe-
viks.

Thus it was, and thus it will be, my dear Comrade Plekha-
nov. When the revolution is on the decline, the pedants
who, after the event, arrogate to themselves the role of
“Roman generals” come onto the stage with their lamen-
tations. When the revolution is on the upswing, things
happen as the revolutionary Social-Democrats desire, compare
them as you may to “impatient youths”.

Written on February 23 (March 8),
1907

Published on February 24, 1907 Published according
in Novy Luch, No. 5, to the newspaper text
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE BOLSHEVIKS AND THE PETTY BOURGEOISIE

An article bearing the above title, published in Noviye
Sily,%" provides a suitable occasion for giving certain
explanations.

The newspaper expresses dissatisfaction at our “hack-
neyed” division of the bourgeoisie into petty, revolutionary
and liberal. There is no doubt, says this organ of the Trudo-
viks, repeating the usual Menshevik argument, that many
petty-bourgeois people voted for the Cadets.

Many petty bourgeois, it is true, did vote for the Ca-
dets. But the class character of a party cannot be judged
from the fact that certain elements, among others, voted
for it at a given moment. Undoubtedly many German petty
bourgeois vote for the Social-Democrats and many workers
for the German “Centre”. Noviye Sily, however, probably
realises that it cannot be concluded from this fact that the
“hackneyed” division of the working classes into petty
bourgeoisie and proletariat is wrong.

The entire history of the Cadet Party, and the latest
elections in particular, have shown clearly that the land-
owner who runs a capitalist estate, the middle bourgeois,
and the bourgeois intellectual constitute the class basis of
the party. The majority of the people, i.e., extensive sec-
tions of the urban petty bourgeoisie, as well as the peas-
antry, have no interest in a party that fears any independ-
ent action by the masses, and opposes such action, that
defends land redemption payments and carries on a struggle
against local agrarian committees using the four-point
electoral system® as a pretext, etc. This alone accounts
for the rapid retreat of the petty bourgeoisie from the Ca-
dets at the recent election. The peasantry, as we know,
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completely rejected the Cadets, and were mainly respon-
sible for their defeat at gubernia electoral meetings. As we
said in Novy Luch, No. 1,* the urban petty bourgeoisie
had already cast 41,000 votes for the Left bloc, as compared
with 74,000 votes for the Cadets, and this despite the fact
that the Left had no daily press, etc.

The Cadets are a party of the liberal bourgeoisie. The
economic position of that class makes it afraid of a peasant
victory and of working-class solidarity. This accounts for
the inevitable, and by no means fortuitous, tendency of
the Cadets to turn the more rapidly to the Right, to turn
towards a deal with reaction, the more rapidly the popular
masses turn to the Left. After the dissolution of the Duma,
it was an economic necessity, not fortuity, that made the
proletariat, the peasantry, and the impoverished urban
petty bourgeoisie turn terrifically Left and become revolu-
tionised, and made the Cadets turn terrifically Right. Only
the petty bourgeois or the political philistine could regret
this, or try to change or stop the process.

We Social-Democrats have a different task—that of
accelerating the liberation of the masses from the sway of
the Cadets. This sway is maintained by tradition, by old
ties and by the influence of the liberals, by their economic
domination of the petty bourgeoisie, their role as a bour-
geois intelligentsia, as liberal civil servants, etc. The sooner
the masses realise what their own interests are, the sooner
will they understand the hostility of the liberals to the mass
movement, the sooner will they alienate themselves polit-
ically from the liberals and enter various democratic,
revolutionary organisations, unions, parties, etc. In par-
ticular, the peasantry, who in Russia constitute eight-
or nine-tenths of the petty bourgeoisie, are struggling pri-
marily for land. The liberal landlord (and there are still
such in Russia—the landowner curia elected 24.4 per cent
of the Cadets and those more to the Left at the last elec-
tions) is against the peasant in the struggle, and the lib-
eral civil servant, the bourgeois intellectual is very close
to the liberal landlord. That is why the peasantry are now
more determinedly and more speedily emancipating them-

*See p. 154 of this volume.—Ed.



THE BOLSHEVIKS AND THE PETTY BOURGEOISIE 181

selves from the influence of the Cadets than the urban petty
bourgeoisie are. The victory of the peasantry in the struggle
for land is the real economic basis for the victory of the
bourgeois revolution in Russia. The liberals (including the
Cadets) are opposed to the victory of the peasantry; they
defend land redemption payments, i.e., the conversion of
part of the peasantry into Grossbauern, and part into Knech-
te under a landlord of the Prussian type. For this reason the
victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution is impossible
in Russia without the emancipation of the peasantry from
the political sway of the liberals. The victory of the peas-
antry abolishes landed proprietorship, and gives the fullest
scope to the development of the productive forces on pure-
ly capitalist lines. The victory of the liberals preserves
landed proprietorship, only superficially cleansing it of
its feudal aspects, and leads to the least speedy and least
free development of capitalism, to the development of the
Prussian, we might say, type of capitalism, not the Amer-
ican.

Noviye Sily does not understand this economic, class
basis of the Russian revolution when it says that in its
social-economic demands the petty bourgeoisie are closer
to the liberals, and in their political demands closer to
the proletarians, and that the “centre of gravity of the
revolution” is shifting to “politics”. Noviye Sily’s argu-
ments are a mass of confusion. The petty bourgeois, the
peasant included, is naturally closer to the liberal than
to the proletarian; he is closer as a proprietor, as a petty
producer. It would, therefore, be politically ridiculous
and, from the standpoint of socialism, downright reaction-
ary, to unite the petty bourgeoisie and the proletarians
in one party (as the Socialist-Revolutionaries would like
to do). However, in the present bourgeois-democratic rev-
olution in Russia, the struggle is by no means on account
of the antagonism between masters and workers (as it will
be in the socialist revolution) but on account of the antag-
onism between peasant and landlord: “the revolution’s
centre of gravity” is shifting towards this, the economic
struggle, and certainly not towards the “political” struggle.

But even if our revolution is bourgeois in its economic
content (this cannot be doubted), the conclusion must not
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be drawn from it that the leading role in our revolution is
played by the bourgeoisie, that the bourgeoisie is its motive
force. Such a conclusion, usual with Plekhanov and the
Mensheviks, is a vulgarisation of Marxism, a caricature
of Marxism. The leader of the bourgeois revolution may
be either the liberal landlord together with the factory-
owner, merchant, lawyer, etc., or the proletariat together
with the peasant masses. In both cases the bourgeois charac-
ter of the revolution remains, but its scope, the degree of
its advantage to the proletariat, the degree of its advantage
to socialism (that is, to the rapid development of the pro-
ductive forces, first and foremost) are completely different
in the two cases.

From this, the Bolsheviks deduce the basic tactics of
the socialist proletariat in the bourgeois revolution—to
carry with them the democratic petty bourgeoisie, especially
the peasant petty bourgeoisie, draw them away from the
liberals, paralyse the instability of the liberal bourgeoisie,
and develop the struggle of the masses for the complete
abolition of all traces of serfdom, including landed pro-
prietorship.

The question of the Duma presidium was a partial ques-
tion of the general tactics of the Social-Democrats in the
bourgeois revolution. The Social-Democrats had to wrest
the Trudoviks away from the Cadets, either by voting for
the Trudoviks or by demonstratively abstaining from voting
and giving a reason for the abstention. Noviye Sily now
admits that it was a mistake for the Left to take part in
a conference with the Cadets. This is a valuable admission.
Noviye Sily, however, is sadly mistaken in thinking that
“it was a mistake of practical expediency and not of prin-
ciple”. This opinion, as we have shown, arises out of a mis-
understanding of the fundamentals, principles and tactics
of the socialist proletariat in the bourgeois revolution.

It is only from this point of view that a correct answer
can be found to those particular questions that are giving
Noviye Sily a headache.

How “to guarantee that the petty bourgeoisie, recognised
by Novy Luch as allies, will not turn away from the Left
and defect to the Constitutional-Democratic camp”? It is
because this cannot be guaranteed that we are against
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any permanent agreement with the Trudoviks. Our line is
“march separately but strike together” at both the Black
Hundreds and the Cadets. That is what we did during the
St. Petersburg elections, and that is what we shall always do.

Noviye Sily’s objection is that part of the petty bourgeoi-
sie might be drawn away from the Cadets. Of course they
might, just as we took away part of the Cadet Tovarishch
at the St. Petersburg elections. To achieve this, we Social-
Democrats must go firmly along our own, revolutionary
road, paying no attention to what the Cadet’s Marya Alex-
evna% may say.

Legislative work “must inevitably be placed in the hands
of the Constitutional-Democrats”. Nothing of the sort.
The Cadets, as leaders of the liberal “Centre” in the Duma,
have a majority over the Black-Hundred group, without
our support. We must therefore table our own Social-Dem-
ocratic bills, not liberal and not petty-bourgeois, bills that
are written in revolutionary language, not in official jar-
gon, and must put them to the vote. Let the Black Hundreds
and the Cadets turn them down. We shall then go over to a
ruthless criticism of the Cadet bill and regularly submit
amendments. When the amendments end we shall abstain
from voting on the Cadet bill as a whole, leaving the Cadets
to defeat the Black Hundreds, thereby taking no respon-
sibility on ourselves before the people for the poverty and
worthlessness of Cadet pseudo-democracy.

Novy Luch, No. 6, Published according
February 25, 1907 to the text in Novy Luch
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE IMMINENT DISSOLUTION OF THE DUMA
AND QUESTIONS OF TACTICS

St. Petersburg, February 27, 1907.

The papers are full of news, rumours and surmises about
the imminent dissolution of the Duma.

Is it probable? If we examine the objective state of affairs,
we shall have to form the conclusion that it is more than
probable. The convocation of the Duma was, for the
government, a necessity born of compulsion. They had to
make one more attempt, accompanied by the greatest
possible repressive measures, to convene a popular repre-
sentative body in order to come to terms with the bourgeoi-
sie. The experiment is an obvious failure. Military courts
and all the other niceties of the Stolypin constitution have
rendered extraordinary aid to revolutionary agitation among
masses until now unaffected, and have produced a Left
Duma from out of the depths of the peasant masses. The
Cadets, the Centre party of the Russian revolution, have
lost ground as compared with the First Duma. The Cadets
have undoubtedly swung to the right, but with such a
Duma at such a time the government are completely unable
to come to terms with them. The Cadets could merge with
the Octobrists, and they are moving steadily in that di-
rection: suffice it to name Mr. Struve and Mr. Golovin. But
the specific feature of the present situation is precisely
this—there is no Cadet-Octobrist majority in the Duma.
The entire “Centre” has been hopelessly crushed by the sharp-
ened struggle of the extremes: the monarchist Right,
and the Left wing of the Duma. This latter part
constitutes two-fifths of the deputies. Its role in the Duma
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is tremendous. Its prestige among the masses of the people
is very high. Its growing ties with those masses cannot be
sundered by any half-measures. Necessity dictates that the
government dissolve the Duma: they are unable to extri-
cate themselves from the situation now obtaining, without
resorting to force. The “legality” of this situation only
deepens the crisis, since its true power among the masses
of the people must be greater than that expressed “legally”,
i.e., that which has been passed through dozens and hun-
dreds of police screens.

The dissolution of the Duma is more than likely: it is
inevitable because what we are experiencing is actually a
revolutionary, not merely a constitutional crisis. And it is
specifically because of this that it would be dangerous,
ridiculous and pitiful politics to hide one’s head under
one’s wing and attempt to make excuses for the inevitable
consequences of the present political situation or to attempt,
by means of words and phrases, to obscure the clear, weak-
en the acute, and conceal the obvious.

The Cadets are pursuing a policy of this kind. Mr. Izgoyev,
writing in today’s Rech, says: “It is almost beyond our
power to save the Duma.” This is almost correct. “In three
or four months’ time, when the Duma will have acquired
prestige in the country by its legislative activities, the
situation might be different.” This is not only correct but
obvious. And the government, too, can see the obvious.

But Mr. Izgoyev is afraid of unvarnished truth and be-
gins to twist and turn: “But will it be granted these three
or four months? It is a vicious circle from which there is
no way out. The way out is not in the street, ‘organised’
or ‘unorganised’; there would be a way out if people in-
spired by real patriotism were in power...”.

Naturally! They have hypnotised themselves with their
own empty verbosity, have driven themselves into a blind
alley of honeyed phrases, and now they are weeping, wail-
ing and sorrowing.... This is truly an example of a per-
plexed, tearful and impotent philistine!

Let the reader not imagine that Izgoyev’s speeches are
the chance mouthings of a casual Cadet writer. Oh, no.
They are a summary of the policy officially laid down by
the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the leading party,
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which has got its man elected chairman. In that same Rech
we read: “After lengthy debates at the evening meeting on
February 25 of the people’s freedom parliamentary group
on the attitude to be adopted towards the government’s
declaration, it was decided to maintain silence, expressing
neither confidence nor distrust, and to go over to the exam-
ination of current problems. Should the Right parties
introduce, for provocative purposes, a formulation express-
ing confidence in th e ministry, it was decided to vote
against it. In the event of the extreme Left (the Social-
Democrats) proposing a vote of no confidence, the people’s
freedom party decided to table its own proposal to proceed
with current business. There is, incidentally, a hope that
a preliminary agreement by the entire opposition will be
achieved on this question, to which the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries, Popular Socialists and Trudoviks are already
inclined to consent.” Let us add that our Social-Democratic
group in the Duma has, according to Russkaya Zhizn,
decided to “act fully independently”, a decision that meets
with our warm approval.

Honestly, the Cadet policy is something inimitable.
It would be incautious to vote “no confidence”. The Duma
must be saved. But to say “we do not express confidence”—
that is permissible. That is this but a political “man in
a muffler”? Are these not philistines who, faced by the ap-
proach of an inevitable storm, cover their eyes with their
nightcaps and reiterate: “We are cautious ... we are saving...”.
You are saving your philistine nightcap, and nothing more,
esteemed knights of the “people’s freedom™!

And what could be more ridiculous than calling the res-
olution of the Rights expressing confidence in the ministry
“a provocation”? It is the legitimate right of every member
of the Duma, the natural answer of a people’s representa-
tive to the ministry’s question, “This is our programme.
Does the Duma wish to work with us in this spirit?” The
writing of this nonsense can only be explained as complete
confusion among the Cadets. No, gentlemen, a nightcap
cannot protect you against counter-revolution. The right
to dissolve the Duma is a super-“legal” right according to
that constitution which the pitiful liberals so foolishly
praised and so treacherously persuaded the people to take
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seriously. We cannot get away from the fact that the min-
istry will ask the Duma whether it wishes to carry out
some programme or another. And the answer: “We do not
express confidence”, will still be a superb and quite sufficient-
ly “constitutional” excuse to dissolve the Duma; even with-
out the help of the Kovalevskys, dozens of “constitutional
precedents” can be found for the dissolution of parlia-
ment for refusing the government much less important
things than ... than ... than military courts and punitive
expeditions.

What conclusion is to be drawn from this? The conclu-
sion is that it is foolish to play at constitutions when there
aren’t any. It is foolish to close one’s eyes and remain si-
lent about the fact that the days of even the present Rus-
sian “near-constitution” are numbered, that the annulment
of the franchise and the return to complete absolutism are
inevitable.

What is to be done? Aussprechen was ist—to admit the
truth. The government are undoubtedly compelled to dis-
solve the Duma. It is to the government’s advantage that the
Duma should disband itself in silence, should obediently
play the constitutional comedy and not open the eyes of the
people to the inevitability of a coup d’état. And the cow-
ardly Cadets, with their superb, inimitable ‘“historical”
formula: “maintain silence”, the Cadets who, instead of
“a vote of no confidence” say “we do not express confidence”,
are only helping the government elect a silent coup d’état.

Real champions of liberty, real representatives of the
people, should act differently. They should realise that
the continued existence of the Duma does not at all depend
on politeness, caution, care, diplomacy, tact, taciturnity
or other Molchalin-like virtues.”” They should tell the
people, simply and clearly, from the rostrum of the Duma,
the whole truth, including the reason why the dissolution of
the Duma, a coup d’état, and a return to pure absolutism
are inevitable. The government need silence on this. The
people need to know it. The representatives of the people—
while they still are representatives of the people!—should
say this from the rostrum of the Duma.

The position is quite clear. There is no other way: either
infamous silence, obediently offering the neck, or a calm
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but firm statement to the people that the first act of the
Black Hundreds’ coup d’état is being carried out.

Only the struggle of the people can prevent that. And
the people must know the whole truth.

We hope that the Social-Democrats in the Duma will
tell them that truth.

Proletary, No. 14, Published according
March 4, 1907 to the Proletary text
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CADETS AND TRUDOVIKS™

In Russkaya Zhizn, No. 49, Comrade D. Koltsov repeats
the usual Menshevik argument in favour of the policy of
support for the Cadets. But he does it so forthrightly and
naively that there really is nothing left to do but thank
him for reducing an erroneous theory to the absurd.

“With whom have the Social-Democrats the greater num-
ber of points of contact,” he asks in his article “The Cadets
and Bourgeois Democracy”, “with urban or rural democ-
racy? From whom can Social-Democracy the sooner ex-
pect support in its struggle against cultural, religious,
national and other prejudices? Who will the sooner support
all measures likely to liberate the productive forces? It
is only necessary to raise these questions, which are basic
in Social-Democratic policy, for the answer to be clear of
itself. Everything in the Communist Manifesto concerning
the revolutionary role of the bourgeoisie remains as true
in the twentieth century as it was in the nineteenth, as true
for Russia as it was for England, ... etc. As far as rural
democracy is concerned, it will in many cases defend old,
outworn modes of production and social organisation,
despite its revolutionary gallop.... When the Bolsheviks
speak about the Cadets they forget the urban democracy
that stands behind them; on the contrary, for them the So-
cialist-Revolutionary and Trudovik parliamentary group
is the embodiment of the entire peasantry. This means
that they cannot see the wood for the trees, cannot see the
social interests of the broad masses of the people behind
parliamentary representation.”

From the bottom of our heart we welcome this Menshe-
vik turn to the study of the fundamental principles of our
disagreement on tactics. It is high time.
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And so the Cadets are the progressive urban bourgeoisie
and the Trudoviks the backward rural bourgeoisie. This is
what your “Marxism” amounts to.

If this is true, why do you not say so openly and directly
to the whole Party? Why do you not announce, clearly and
distinctly, in a draft resolution for the Party congress,
that, in the name of the Communist Manifesto, the R.S.D.L.P.
is duty bound to support the Cadets against the Trudoviks?

We should be very glad if you were to make this state-
ment. We have been demanding it of you for a long time;
we did so long before the Unity Congress, when we defined the
class composition of the Constitutional-Democrats and So-
cialist-Revolutionaries in the draft resolution on our atti-
tude to the bourgeois parties, and invited you to give your
definition.

How did you answer this challenge?

You evaded it. In your draft resolution for the Unity
Congress there is no attempt to express the idea that the
Constitutional-Democrats are the progressive urban democ-
racy, and the Trudoviks (Peasant Union, Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries, etc.) the backward rural democracy. In your
resolution for the Unity Congress on the attitude to the
bourgeois parties there is only a repetition of the Amster-
dam resolution,” a repetition that is peculiar on account
of its indecisiveness.

Today we repeat the challenge. We have again raised the
question of the Marxist definition of the class basis of
the various bourgeois parties in Russia. We have published
the appropriate draft resolution.

And we are certain that you will again refuse to accept
the challenge. We are certain that you will not risk writing,
in the draft of the official Menshevik resolution, that the
Cadets are the progressive urban bourgeoisie and that they,
to a greater extent than the Trudoviks, promote a policy
of the free development of the productive forces, etc., etc.

Here is how matters stand:

The main economic problem in the present bourgeois
revolution in Russia is that of the peasants’ struggle for
land. This is a struggle inevitably brought about by the
desperate position of the peasantry, the many survivals
of serfdom in the Russian countryside, etc. The struggle
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impels the peasant masses towards a decisive democratisa-
tion of political relations (for without the democratic re-
organisation of the state the peasants cannot overcome
the feudal-minded landlords) and towards the abolition
of landed proprietorship.

For this very reason the Social-Democrats include con-
fiscation of the landed estates in their programme. It is
only the extreme opportunists among Social-Democrats
who are not in sympathy with this programme and defend
the substitution of the word “alienation” for “confiscation”,
although they are afraid to present such a draft openly.

The Cadets are a party of the liberal bourgeoisie, liber-
al landowners and bourgeois intelligentsia. If D. Koltsov has
any doubts about the landowner colouring of the Cadets, we
can point to two facts: (1) the composition of the Cadet
group in the First Duma. Refer to Borodin’s™ book, Com-
rade Koltsov, and you will see how many landlords there
were there; (2) the Cadets’ draft agrarian programme is, in
effect, a plan of the capitalist landlord. Land redemption
payments, conversion of the peasant into a Knecht, and the
formation of local land commissions of equal numbers
of landlords and peasants with chairmen appointed by
the government—all this shows as clearly as can be that
Cadet policy in the agrarian question is one of retaining
landed proprietorship by cleansing it of some of its feudal
traits, and by the peasant’s ruination through redemption pay-
ments and his shackling by government officials. In this way
the economic significance of Cadet agrarian politics amounts
to a deceleration of the development of the productive forces.

The confiscation of landed estates and the complete vic-
tory of peasant democracy would, on the contrary, mean
the most rapid development of the productive forces possible
under capitalism.

In our draft resolutions for the Fifth Congress we give
direct expression to this assessment of the economic signif-
icance of Cadet policy. Once more: please express your
“Marxist theory” as clearly as this, Comrade D. Koltsov!

A comparison of the Cadet and Trudovik agrarian pro-
jects and their attitude to questions of political democracy
(the law on assembly in the First Duma, the attitude to
the various types of organisation for local agricultural com-
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mittees, the programmes of the Constitutional-Democratic
Party and the Trudovik Group in the First Duma, and so
on, and so forth), shows that the Cadets are a party of liber-
als, striving, and forced to strive, to halt the revolution
by reconciling liberty with the old authorities (to the det-
riment of liberty) and the landlord with the peasant (to
the detriment of the peasant). The Trudovik parties (the
Popular Socialists, Trudoviks, and Socialist-Revolution-
aries) are the urban and, particularly, the rural (i.e.,
peasant) petty bourgeois democracy, forced to strive for
the further development of the revolution.

The victory of the revolution in Russia is possible only
if the proletariat carries with it the democratic peasantry
both against the old order and against the liberals.

This postulate, which determines the fundamentals of
the Bolshevik tactics as a whole, was excellently confirmed
by the entire experience of the First Duma and the post-
Duma period. Only by reducing our disputes to fundamentals
shall we transform them from squabbles into the solution
of the basic problems of the bourgeois revolution in Russia.

We therefore welcome the frankness and directness of
Comrade Koltsov, and repeat our challenge: let the Men-
sheviks try to formulate these ideas concerning the Cadets
and the Trudoviks, and express them clearly and unequi-
vocally.

Rabochaya Molva, No. 1, Published according to the text
March 1, 1907 in Rabochaya Molva
Signed: N. L—n
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APROPOS OF STOLYPIN’S DECLARATION™
DRAFT MANIFESTO

The deputies to the State Duma who are members of the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, announce the
following to the people and propose that the Duma do
likewise:

Through its prime minister, Mr. Stolypin, the government
has announced to the people’s representatives that it in-
tends to continue the policy pursued since the dissolution
of the First Duma. The government does not wish to con-
sider the will of the people’s representatives. It demands
that the people’s representatives should reconcile themselves
to this policy, help develop and perfect this government
policy, and apply it more precisely and fully.

What does this government policy consist in?

It consists in protecting the interests of a handful of
big landowners, courtiers and dignitaries, protecting their
right to exploit and oppress the people. Neither land nor
freedom!—this is what the government has announced to
the people through its mouthpiece Stolypin.

The peasantry can expect nothing from the government
but the defence of the landowners and a ruthlessly savage
struggle against the peasants’ striving for enlightenment,
liberty and improved conditions, for the transfer of the
land to the peasants, and for liberation from irksome bondage,
a life of hardship and gradual extinction from famine.
From the government the peasants must expect the continua-
tion of that same violence that has taken thousands and
tens of thousands of the best people away from the peas-
antry, people who have been incarcerated in prisons,
banished, or killed in the valiant struggle against the law-
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lessness of government officials and oppression by the land-
owners. To bribe a tiny minority of village bloodsuckers
and kulaks with petty hand-outs, to help them plunder the
ruined countryside of whatever is left, as a reward for their
aid to the autocratic government—such is the policy Sto-
lypin and his ministry intend to pursue.

The workers can expect nothing of this government but
violence and oppression. As before, the workers will have
their hands bound in their struggle to improve their condi-
tion. As before, the workers’ unions will be banned; as
before, workers’ newspapers will be persecuted. As before,
the big manufacturers will obtain help and support from the
government in every step they take to keep the workers
down. The workers must not expect aid from the govern-
ment in the dire want caused by unemployment, but must
expect that want to grow and become more acute. Govern-
ment help to the working class consists in laws drawn up
at conferences of manufacturers and police officials. The
workers of Russia long ago discovered the true value of
this governmental “solicitude” for the working class.

The soldiers and sailors who spilled their blood in the
war with Japan, a war undertaken by the government in
the predatory interests of a handful of courtiers, the sol-
diers and sailors who spilled their blood at home in the
struggle to make life easier, to rid themselves of the penal
servitude of barrack life that the soldier might feel himself
a human being, not a beast—the soldiers and sailors can ex-
pect nothing of the government but a continuation of the
former violence and oppression and the same rough treat-
ment, and a crust of stale bread as a reward for pacifying
and subduing their brothers, the workers and peasants who
are fighting for their freedom, fighting for land for the
peasants.

The government announcement has shown clearly that
the government wants war, not peace, with the people.
There is one thing this announcement does not say and which
must be said to the people by those deputies they sent to the
Duma and who remain faithful to the people’s interests—
the government does not say that its announcement sig-
nifies an irrevocable and inevitable decision to dissolve
the Second Duma without even giving it an opportunity to
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express the will of the people, to express the needs of the
peasants, workers and soldiers, of all working people, and
to express anything the people included in the mandates
they gave the deputies when they sent them to the Duma.

The Social-Democratic Labour Party has always told
the people that the Duma is powerless to give them free-
dom and land. Those deputies to the Duma who defend the
interests of the working class and the peasantry are prepared
to devote all their efforts to further those interests, to help
the people by announcing the truth in the Duma, by ex-
plaining to the many millions of people scattered throughout
Russia how harmful is the anti-popular policy pursued by
the government, what evil plans against the people the
government is elaborating, and which laws and measures
it refuses to grant the people.

But Duma deputies and an entire Duma capable of help-
ing the people are meaningless without the people. If
Russia has obtained even tiny liberties for a short period,
if Russia has been granted popular representation even if
only for a brief period, this is only because it has been won
by the struggle of the people, the selfless struggle for liber-
ty by the working class, the peasantry, the soldiers and
the sailors.

The government has once again declared war on the
people. It has taken a road leading to the dissolution of
the Second Duma, to the annulment of the present franchise,
to the reversion to the old order of the old Russian au-
tocracy.

The deputies of the working class proclaim this to the
entire people.

Written late in February 1907

First published in 1931 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XVI to the manuscript



196

THE ELECTIONS TO THE DUMA AND
THE TACTICS OF THE RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

The Duma election results demonstrate the physiognomy
and strength of the various classes.

The franchise in Russia is neither direct nor equal. In
the first place, the peasants elect one delegate per ten house-
holds; these, in turn, elect a peasant delegate from among
their number; the delegates so elected then elect a peas-
ant elector and the latter, together with electors from
other social-estates, elect the deputies to the Duma. The
system is the same for the landowner, urban and worker
curias, the number of electors from each curia being fixed
by law in the interests and to the advantage of the upper
classes, the landowners and the bourgeoisie. Furthermore,
not only the revolutionary parties, but the opposition
parties as well are subjected to the most barbarous, the
most illegal police oppression, then there is the complete
absence of freedom of the press and assembly, arbitrary
arrests and banishment, as well as the military courts
operating in the greater part of Russia, and the state of
emergency connected with them.

How, then, under such circumstances, could the new
Duma have turned out more oppositional and more revo-
lutionary than the First?

To find an answer to this question, we must first of all
examine the figures published in the Cadet Rech on the
distribution of the electors according to party, in connec-
tion with the party political composition of the Second
Duma; these figures cover about nine-tenths of all the
electors in European Russia (Poland, the Caucasus, Si-
beria, etc., being excluded). Let us take the five chief po-
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litical groups, since more detailed information on electors’
political leanings is not available. The first group consists
of the Rights. To this group belong those known as the
Black Hundreds (the monarchists, the Union of the Russian
People, etc.), who champion a return to complete autocracy
in its purest form, favour unbridled military terror against
revolutionaries, and instigate assassinations (like that of
Duma Deputy Herzenstein), pogroms, etc. Further, this
group includes the so-called Octobrists (this is the name
given in Russia to the party of the big industrialists), who
joined the counter-revolution immediately after the tsar’s
manifesto of October 17, 1905, and who now support the
government in every possible way. This party frequently
forms election blocs with the monarchists.

The second group consists of those belonging to no party.
We shall see later that many electors and deputies, espe-
cially those of the peasantry, hid behind this name in
order to escape repressions for their revolutionary convic-
tions.

The liberals form the third group. The liberal parties
are headed by the Constitutional-Democrats (known as the
Cadet Party), or “people’s freedom” party. This party
constitutes the Centre in the Russian revolution; it stands
between the landlords and the peasants. The bourgeoisie
tries to reconcile these two classes. The assessment of this
party of the liberal bourgeoisie—the Cadets—is a most
important point of difference between the two trends
within Russian Social-Democracy.

For opportunist reasons and not because of their polit-
ical convictions, the Polish Black Hundreds are on the
side of the Russian liberals in the Duma; this is the party
of “National-Democrats” who in Poland use every means,
including informing, lock-outs and assassination, to strug-
gle against the revolutionary proletariat.

The fourth group is the Progressists. This is not the
name of a party, but, like the term “non-party” is a mean-
ingless conventional term whose primary purpose is to
serve as a screen against police persecution.

Lastly, the fifth group is the Lefts. To this group belong
the Social-Democratic and Socialist-Revolutionary parties,
the Popular Socialists (approximately the equivalent of
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the French Radical Socialists) and those known as the
Trudoviks*—a still completely amorphous peasant dem-
ocratic organisation. In their class character, the Trudoviks,
Popular Socialists and Socialist-Revolutionaries are petty
bourgeois and peasant democrats. Sometimes electors from
some revolutionary groups attempted to hide under the
general name of “Lefts” during the election campaign, in
order the better to escape police persecution.

The Rech figures will now show the correctness of the
conclusions we have drawn concerning the social composi-
tion of the parties.

As can be seen from the tables (on pages 199 and 200),
the big cities constitute a special group—St. Petersburg
elects 6 deputies, Moscow 4, Warsaw and Tashkent 2 each,
the remainder 1 each, a total of 27 deputies for 17 cities.
The remaining deputies to the Duma are elected at joint
meetings of electors of all four curias for each gubernia;
but in addition to this the peasant electors elect one
deputy from the peasant curia for each gubernia. Thus we
get three groups of deputies—from the gubernia electoral
meeting, from the peasant curia and from the big cities.

A few dozen electors from the progressive or Left bloc
could be ascribed to the various party groups only on the
basis of estimates; on the whole, however, these figures
provide the fullest and most reliable material for an un-
derstanding of the class structure of the various Russian
parties.

The worker curia even in the provinces, and, needless
to say, particularly in the big cities, voted almost exclu-
sively Left, 96.5 per cent to be exact. Out of the 140 Left
electors from the worker curia 84 were Social-Democrats,
52 were unspecified Lefts (but mostly Social-Democrats),
and four were Socialist-Revolutionaries. Despite the false
assertions of the liberals who want to depict it as a party
of revolutionary intellectuals, the Russian Social-Democratic
Party is, therefore, a real working-class party. In St.

*In the German press this party is often called the “labour group”,
which seems to point to kinship with the working class. In actual
fact there is not even this verbal relationship between them in Rus-
sian. It is, therefore, better to leave the word “Trudoviks” untranslated,
using it to mean petty-bourgeois, specifically peasant, democrats.
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Petersburg—both the city and the gubernia—of the
twenty-four electors chosen by the worker curia twenty
were Social-Democrats and four Socialist-Revolutionaries;
in Moscow—both the city and the gubernia—only Social-
Democrats were elected—thirty-five, etc.

In the peasant curia we immediately see an astonishing
disproportion; 33.8 per cent of the peasant electors belong
to the Right, whereas of the Duma deputies elected by those
same electors from the peasant curia only 7.5 per cent
were Rights. Obviously the peasant electors only called
themselves Rights to avoid government repressions. The
Russian press has recorded this phenomenon in more than
a hundred cases, and the election statistics now provide
full confirmation of it.

The peasant curia cannot be judged by what the electors
call themselves, but exclusively by the party which their
deputies consider themselves as belonging to. We see that,
following upon the worker curia, the peasant curia forms
the group that is most Left. The peasants elected only 7.5
per cent Rights and 67.95 per cent standing Left of the
liberals! The greater part of the Russian peasantry are
revolutionary in temper—such is the lesson to be drawn
from the elections to the Second Duma. This is a fact of
great importance because it shows that the revolution in
Russia has not come to an end by a long way. Until the
peasant’s demands have been met, or, at least, until he
has calmed down, the revolution must¢ continue. Of course,
the peasant’s revolutionary temper has nothing in common
with Social-Democracy; the peasant is a bourgeois-dem-
ocratic revolutionary, and by no means a socialist. He is
not struggling for the transfer of all means of production
into the hands of society, but for the confiscation of the
landlord’s land by the peasantry.

The bourgeois-democratic, revolutionary consciousness
of the peasantry finds its typical party-political expression
in the Trudoviks’, and in the Socialist-Revolutionary and
the Popular Socialist parties. Out of the fifty-three Duma
deputies from the peasant curia, twenty-four belong to the
peasant democrats (ten Lefts, ten Trudoviks and four So-
cialist-Revolutionaries), and, furthermore, of the ten Pro-
gressists and three non-party deputies elected by the peas-
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ants the majority undoubtedly belong to the Trudoviks.
We say “undoubtedly” because the Trudoviks have been
ruthlessly persecuted since the First Duma, and the peas-
ants are wary enough not to call themselves Trudoviks,
although in actual fact they vote together with the Trudo-
viks in the Duma. For example, the most important bill
introduced in the First Duma by the Trudoviks was the
Agrarian Bill, known as the “Draft of the 104 (the essence of
this Bill was the immediate nationalisation of the landlords’
land, the future nationalisation of peasant allotments and
equalitarian land tenure). This Bill is an outstanding prod-
uct of peasant political thought on one of the most im-
portant problems of peasant life. It was endorsed by
seventy Trudoviks and by twenty-five peasants who de-
scribed themselves as non-party, or gave no answer to the
question on their party membership!

Thus the “Trudovik” Group in Russia is undoubtedly a
rural, peasant democratic party. It comprises parties that
are revolutionary not in the socialist, but in the bourgeois-
democratic sense of the word.

A distinction must be made between the big cities and
the smaller towns in the urban curia. The political contra-
dictions between the different classes are not so clearly
marked in the smaller towns, where there are no large masses
of proletarians (who form a special worker curia) and
the Rights are weaker. In the big cities there are no non-
party electors at all, and the number of indeterminate
“Progressists” is insignificant; but here the Right is stronger
and the Left weaker. The reason is a simple one; in the big
cities the proletariat constitutes a separate curia, which
is not included in our table of electors.® The petty bourgeoi-
sie are less numerous than in the smaller towns. Big in-
dustry predominates, and is represented partly by the
Rights and partly by the liberals.

*There are no data for this, and so the figures on electors from
the worker curia have been removed from the table. We have precise
figures on only 37 worker electors. All of them, without exception,
belong to the Left. According to the law, the total number of worker-
electors for the whole of Russia is 208. We have more precise data
concerning 145 of them, which, together with the above mentioned
37 electors from the worker curia in the big cities makes 182, i.e.,
nine-tenths of the total number of worker-electors.
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The figures on the composition of the electors show con-
vincingly that the basis of the liberal parties (mainly,
therefore, the Cadets) is the urban, primarily the big in-
dustrial bourgeoisie. The swing to the Right of this bour-
geoisie, which is frightened by the independent action and
strength of the proletariat, becomes particularly clear

when we compare the larger cities and the smaller towns.
The urban (i.e., bourgeois) curia is permeated with Left
elements to a much greater degree in the latter.

The basic differences amongst Russian Social-Democrats
are closely connected with this last problem. One wing
(the Minority, or “Mensheviks™) regard the Cadets and lib-
erals as being the progressive urban bourgeoisie as com-
pared with the backward rural petty bourgeoisie (Trudoviks).
It follows from this that the bourgeoisie is recognised as
the motive force of the revolution, and a policy of support
for the Cadets is proclaimed. The other wing (the Majority,
or “Bolsheviks™) regards the liberals as representatives of
big industry, who are striving to put an end to the revolu-
tion as quickly as possible for fear of the proletariat, and are
entering into a compromise with the reactionaries. This
wing regards the Trudoviks as revolutionary petty-bour-
geois democrats, and is of the opinion that they are inclined
to adopt a radical position on a land question of such im-
portance to the peasantry, the question of the confiscation
of the landed estates. This accounts for the tactics of the
Bolsheviks. They reject support for the treacherous liberal
bourgeoisie, i.e., the Cadets, and do their utmost to get
the democratic petty bourgeoisie away from the influence
of the liberals; they want to draw the peasant and the urban
petty bourgeois away from the liberals and muster them
behind the proletariat, behind the vanguard, for the rev-
olutionary struggle. In its social-economic content, the
Russian revolution is a bourgeois revolution; its motive
force, however, is not the liberal bourgeoisie but the prole-
tariat and the democratic peasantry. The victory of the
revolution can only be achieved by a revolutionary-demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.

If we want to know exactly whether the alliance between
the liberals and the urban petty bourgeoisie is a stable
one, we shall be interested in the statistics on the number
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of votes cast in the cities for the party blocs. According
to Smirnov’s statistics for 22 big cities, 17,000 votes were
cast for the monarchists, 34,500 for the Octobrists, 74,000
for the Cadets and 41,000 for the Left bloc.*

During the elections to the Second Duma a fierce struggle
was waged between the two wings of Social-Democracy,
between Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, on the question of
whether to enter into a bloc with the Cadets or with the
Trudoviks against the Cadets. In Moscow the supporters
of the Bolsheviks were stronger; a Left bloc was formed
there, with the Mensheviks taking part in it. In St. Peters-
burg the Bolsheviks were also stronger, and a Left bloc was
formed there as well, but the Mensheviks did not take part
and withdrew from the organisation. A split occurred and
still continues. The Mensheviks referred to the Black-
Hundred danger, i.e., they feared a victory of the Black
Hundreds at the elections because of the votes of the Lefts
and the liberals being split. The Bolsheviks declared that
this danger was an invention of the liberals, whose one
purpose was to attract petty-bourgeois and proletarian
democracy under the wing of bourgeois liberals. The figures
show that the total number of votes cast for the Lefts
and the Cadets was more than double the combined votes
cast for the Octobrists and the monarchists.** A split vote
for the opposition, therefore, could not have helped the
victory of the Right.

These figures, covering more than 200,000 urban voters,
and data on the general composition of the Second Duma,
show that the real political meaning of the blocs of So-

*By “Left bloc” we mean the election bloc of the Social-Demo-
crats and the petty-bourgeois democratic parties (primarily the Tru-
doviks, using that name in its widest sense and recognising the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries as the Left wing of the group). This was a
bloc directed against both the Rights and the liberals.

** According to the estimates of that same Mr. Smirnov, in six-
teen cities where 72,000 people went to the polls and where there were
two (or three) election lists instead of four, the opposition obtained
58.7% and the Rights 21% of the votes. Here, too, the first figure
is more than double the second. Here, too, the danger from the Black
Hundreds was a deceptive bogey invented by the liberals, who talked
a lot about the danger from the Right although they actually
feared the “Left danger” (an expression which we borrow from the
Cadet newspaper Rech).
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cial-Democrats and Cadets is by no means the avoidance
of the Black-Hundred danger (this opinion, even if it were
sincere, is, in general, a false one); the blocs were meant
to thwart the independent policy of the working class
and subordinate that class to the hegemony of the liberals.

The essence of the dispute between the two wings of the
Russian Social-Democratic Party is in deciding whether to
recognise the hegemony of the liberals or whether to strive
for the hegemony of the working class in the bourgeois
revolution.

The fact that in twenty-two cities the Left, on the first
agreement between the Social-Democrats and the Trudoviks
against the Cadets and despite the unprecedented difficul-
ties with which their agitation was faced, obtained 41,000
votes, i.e., received more votes than the Octobrists, and
over half as many as the liberals,—this fact is proof enough
for the Bolsheviks that the democratic petty bourgeoisie
in the cities follow the Cadets more from force of habit and
because of the intrigues of the liberals than because of the
hostility of these strata to the revolution.

Now let us examine the last curia, that of the land-
owners. Here we find a clearly expressed preponderance of
Rights—70.9 per cent of the electors are Rights. It is ab-
solutely inevitable that, under the impact of the peasant
struggle for land, the big landed proprietor should turn
away from the revolution and towards counter-revolution.

If we now compare the composition of the electoral
groups at the gubernia election meetings with the composi-
tion of the Duma from the standpoint of the political tinge
of the deputies elected at those meetings, we shall see that
Progressist is, to a considerable extent, only a name con-
cealing the Lefts. There were 20.5% Lefts and 18.9% Pro-
gressists among the electors. Of the deputies, 38% belong
to the Lefts! The Rights have only 25.7% deputies while
they had 40% of the electors; but if we subtract electors
from the peasantry from this figure (we have already shown
that only agents of the Russian Government who falsified
the information on the election could regard them as Rights),
then we get 2,170—764=1,406 belonging to the Right
electors, i.e., 25.8%. And so the two results coincide.
The liberal electors, apparently, concealed themselves
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partly under the name of “non-party” and partly under
the name of “Progressist”, and the peasants, even under
the name of “Rights”.

A comparison with the non-Russian parts of Russia,
with Poland and the Caucasus, provides fresh proof that
the real motive force of the bourgeois revolution in Russia
is not the bourgeoisie. In Poland there is no revolutionary
peasant movement, no urban bourgeois opposition and
there are practically no liberals. The revolutionary pro-
letariat is opposed by a reactionary bloc composed of the
big and the petty bourgeoisie. There, the National-Demo-
crats were therefore victorious. In the Caucasus the revo-
lutionary peasant movement is very strong, the strength
of the liberals is almost equal to that in Russia, but the
Lefts are the strongest party there: the percentage of Lefts
in the Duma (53.6%) is approximately the same as the
percentage of deputies from the peasant curia (49%). Only
the workers and the revolutionary democratic peasantry
can complete the bourgeois revolution. There is no agrar-
ian problem in the Russian sense in highly developed
capitalist Poland, and there is no revolutionary struggle
on the part of the peasantry to confiscate the landed
estates. The revolution, therefore, has no sound basis in
Poland outside the proletariat. The class contradictions
there are getting closer to the West-European type. We
meet with the opposite in the Caucasus.

Here let us mention the fact that, according to Rech
estimates, the 180 Lefts are distributed among the various
parties in the following way: 68 Lefts, 9 Popular Social-
ists (the Right wing of the Trudoviks), 28 Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries and 46 Social-Democrats.... Actually the last-
named now number 65. The liberals try to minimise the
number of Social-Democrats as far as possible.

These groups may be divided into two strata according
to their class structure: the urban and, particularly, the
rural democratic petty bourgeoisie have 134 deputies, and
the proletariat, 46 deputies.

In general, we see that in Russia the class structure
of the various parties is expressed with unusual clarity.
The big landed proprietors belong to the Black Hundreds,
the monarchists and the Octobrists. The big industrialists
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are represented by the Octobrists and the liberals. Land-
owners in Russia are divided, according to the system of
farming, into those that run their farms in a semi-feudal
manner, employing the animals and implements of the peas-
ants (the peasants are in bondage to the landlord), and
those who now run their farms in the modern, capitalist
manner. There are more than a few liberals among the lat-
ter. The urban petty bourgeoisie are represented by the
liberals and the Trudoviks. The peasant petty bourgeoisie
are represented by the Trudoviks, especially the Left wing
of the group, the Socialist-Revolutionaries. The proletar-
iat has its representative in the Social-Democrats. With
an obvious lag in the capitalist development of Russia,
this clear-cut division into party groups according to the
class structure of society is only to be explained by the
stormy revolutionary mood of an epoch in which parties
are formed more quickly and class-consciousness grows and
takes shape infinitely more quickly than in an epoch of
stagnation or of so-called peaceful progress.

Published on March 27, 1907, Published according
in Die Neue Zeit, No. 26, to the text in the magazine
I. Band, 1906-07 Translated from the German

Signed: A. Linitsch
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THE PLATFORM
OF REVOLUTIONARY SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

I

The Party congress, as we know, is to be convened in
a few weeks from now. We must most energetically set
about preparations for the congress, get down to a discus-
sion of the basic tactical problems on which the Party
must take decisions at the congress.

The Central Committee of our Party has already out-
lined an agenda for the Congress, which has been announced
in the press. The chief items on the agenda are: (1) The
Immediate Political Tasks and (2) The State Duma. As
far as the second item is concerned, its necessity is obvious
and cannot give rise to objections. In our opinion, the
first item is also essential, but should be worded somewhat
differently, or, rather, should have its content somewhat
changed.

For a general Party discussion on the tasks of the con-
gress and the tactical problems it has to solve to begin
immediately, a conference of representatives of the two
metropolitan organisations of our Party and the editorial
board of Proletary drew up, on the eve of the convocation
of the Second Duma, the draft resolutions printed below.*
We intend to give an outline of how the conference under-
stood its tasks, why it gave first place to draft resolutions
on certain questions, and what basic ideas were included in
those resolutions.

*See pp. 133-44 of this volume.—Ed.
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Item One: The Immediate Political Tasks.

In our opinion the question must not be presented to a
congress of the R.S.D.L.P. in this way in the times we
are living through. This is a revolutionary epoch. All So-
cial-Democrats, irrespective of the groups they belong to,
are agreed on this. The correctness of our postulate will
be borne out by a glance at that part of the resolution adopt-
ed by the Mensheviks and the Bundists at the All-Russian
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. in November 1906, which
deals with principles.

In a revolutionary epoch it is impermissible to limit
oneself to defining immediate political tasks, impermis-
sible for two reasons. Firstly, in such epochs the basic
tasks of the Social-Democratic movement are given first
place, and they must be analysed in detail, not as is cus-
tomary in times of “peaceful” and petty constitutional de-
velopment. In the second place, it is impermissible to de-
fine the immediate political tasks, because a revolution is
marked precisely by the possibility and inevitability of
sharp changes, sudden turns, unexpected situations, and
violent outbursts. To appreciate this, one has only to men-
tion the possible and probable dissolution of the Left Duma
and changes in the election law in the spirit of the Black
Hundreds.

It was all very well for the Austrians, for instance, to
define their “immediate” task as the struggle for universal
suffrage, when there was every indication that the more or
less peaceful epoch of uninterrupted and consistent con-
stitutional development would continue. In our country,
do not even the Mensheviks speak in the above resolution
of the impossibility of a peaceful path, of the need to
elect fighters to the Duma, and not petitioners? Do they
not recognise the struggle for a constituent assembly? Try
to imagine a European country with a settled constitu-
tional system likely to endure for some time, in which such
slogans as “constitutional assembly”, the antithesis of
“petitioner” and “fighter” in the Duma could find currency,
and you will realise that the “immediate” tasks cannot
be defined as they now are in the West. The more successful
the work of the Social-Democrats and revolutionary bourgeois
democrats in the Duma, the more probable will be an
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outburst of struggle outside the Duma which will confront
us with immediate tasks of a special kind.

No. It is not so much the immediate tasks as the pro-
letariat’s basic tasks at the present moment of the bourgeois
revolution that have to-be discussed at the Party congress.
If this is not done, we shall find ourselves in the position
of helpless people who lose themselves at every turn taken
by events (as happened a number of times in 1906). In any
case the “immediate” tasks cannot be defined, just as no-
body can say whether the Second Duma and the Election
Law of December 11, 1905,”> will last a week, a month
or six months. So far, the basic tasks of the Social-Demo-
cratic proletariat in our revolution have not yet been elab-
orated by our Party as a whole. And without such an
elaboration no mature, principled policy is possible, and
no pursuit of the definition of “immediate” tasks can be
successful.

The Unity Congress did not adopt a resolution with an
appraisal of the present moment or a definition of the
proletariat’s tasks in the revolution, although the necessary
drafts were presented by both trends in the Social-Demo-
cratic Party, and the question of the appraisal of the situa-
tion stood on the agenda and was discussed at the congress.
Consequently, the importance of these questions was
recognised by everybody, though the majority at the Stock-
holm Congress considered that at that time they had not
been made sufficiently clear. An analysis of these questions
must be resumed. We must examine: firstly, the nature
of the present revolutionary situation from the standpoint
of the general tendencies of social, economic and political
development; secondly, the political grouping of classes
(and parties) in Russia today; thirdly, the basic tasks of
the Social-Democratic Labour Party in this situation and
with this political grouping of the social forces.

We do not, of course, close our eyes to the fact that some
Mensheviks (and perhaps the Central Committee) under-
stood the question of the immediate political tasks to be
simply one of supporting the demand for a Duma, i.e., a
Cadet, ministry.

Plekhanov, with his customary—of course, highly praise-
worthy—impetuosity in pushing the Mensheviks fur-
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ther to the Right, has already risen in defence of this demand
in Russkaya Zhizn (February 23).

We believe that this is an important but subordinate
question, which Marxists cannot pose separately, without
an assessment of the present situation in our revolution,
without an assessment of the class content of the Consti-
tutional-Democratic Party and its entire political role
today. To reduce this question to pure politicising, to the
“principle” of the ministry’s responsibility to the Chamber
in a constitutional system in general, would mean wholly
abandoning the point of view of the class struggle and
going over to the point of view of the liberal.

For this reason, our conference linked the question of
the Cadet ministry with the assessment of the present situa-
tion in the revolution.

In the appropriate resolution we, first and foremost,
begin, in the preamble, with the question which all Marx-
ists recognise as basic, that of the economic crisis and the
economic condition of the masses. The conference adopted
the formula: “the crisis shows no signs of early abatement”.
This formula is probably far too cautious. But it is, of
course, important for the Social-Democratic Party to es-
tablish indisputable facts, note the basic features, and
leave a scholarly elaboration of it to Party literature.

We affirm that on account of the crisis (point two of
the preamble) there has been a sharpening of the class strug-
gle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie (an undoubt-
ed fact, and the manifestations of this sharpening are com-
mon knowledge), and also a sharpening of the social struggle
in the countryside. There are, in the countryside, no out-
standing events that make themselves prominent, like
lock-outs, but such government measures as the November
agrarian laws™ (“bribery of the peasant bourgeoisie™)
prove that the struggle is growing sharper, that the land-
lords are compelled to devote their efforts to splitting the
peasantry in order to weaken the pressure exerted by the
peasantry as a whole.

What these efforts will ultimately lead to we do not
know. All “uncompleted” (Marx’s expression) bourgeois
revolutions “ended” with the defection of the well-to-do
peasantry to the side of law and order. In any case, Social-
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Democracy must do everything possible to develop the
political consciousness of the widest strata of the peasantry,
and make clear to them the class struggle that is going on
in the countryside.

Further, the third point states the basic fact in the
political history of Russia for the past year—the “rightward”
swing of the upper and the “leftward” swing of the lower
classes. We thought that, particularly in a revolutionary
epoch, Social-Democracy should, at its congresses, sum up
the periods of social development, applying its own Marx-
ist methods of analysis to them and teaching other classes
to glance back and view political events from the stand-
point of principle, not from the standpoint of the interests
of the moment or the achievements of a few days in the way
the bourgeoisie do—the bourgeoisie actually despise
all theory and are afraid of any class analysis of recent
history.

The strengthening of the extremes means the weakening
of the Centre. The Centre—that is the Cadets, not the Oc-
tobrists as some Social-Democrats (Martov among them)
erroneously thought. What is the objective historical task
of that party? That is a question the Marxists must answer
if they want to remain true to their theory. The resolution
answers: “to halt the revolution by offering concessions
acceptable [since the Constitutional-Democrats favour a
voluntary agreement] to the Black-Hundred landlords and
the autocracy”. In Karl Kautsky’s well-known book The
Social Revolution it was made perfectly clear that reform
differs from revolution in that it preserves the power of the
oppressor class which suppresses the insurrection of the
oppressed by means of concessions that are acceptable to
the oppressors and do not destroy their power.

The liberal bourgeoisie’s objective task in the bourgeois-
democratic revolution is precisely that—to preserve the
monarchy and the landlord class at the cost of “reasonable”
concessions.

Is this task a feasible one? That depends on circum-
stances. The Marxist cannot admit that it is absolutely
infeasible. But such an outcome of the bourgeois revolution
signifies: (1) a minimum of freedom for the development
of the productive forces of bourgeois society (the economic
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progress of Russia would undoubtedly be more rapid if
landed proprietorship were abolished by the revolution
than if it were reformed as planned by the Cadets); (2)
the basic needs of the popular masses would not be met
and (3) it would be necessary to suppress those masses by
force. The Cadets’ “peaceful” constitutional development
cannot be effected except by the suppression of the masses.
This is something we must never forget, something we must
make the masses fully conscious of. The Cadet “social peace”
is peace for the land and factory owner, the “peace” of
a suppressed peasants’ and workers’ insurrection.
Repressions by Stolypin’s military courts and the Cadet
“reforms” are the two hands of one and the same oppressor.

II

Eight days have elapsed since our first article on this
subject was published, and a number of important events
in political life have confirmed the truth of what we then
said, and have cast the glaring light of an “accomplished
fact” (or one that is still being accomplished?) on the ur-
gent questions dealt with.

The Cadet swing to the Right has already made itself
felt in the Duma. The Rodichevs’ support of Stolypin
in preaching moderation, caution, legality, tranquillity,
and not arousing the people, and Stolypin’s support
for 17:{7odichev, his famous “all-round” support, are now
fact.

This fact has fully borne out the correctness of our anal-
ysis of the present political situation, an analysis made
in the draft resolutions compiled between February 15
and 18, before the opening of the Second Duma. We refused
to accept the Central Committee’s proposal and to discuss
“immediate political tasks”. We showed that such a pro-
posal was absolutely groundless in a revolutionary epoch,
and we substituted the question of the fundamentals of
socialist policy in the bourgeois revolution for the question
of a policy for the moment.

And a week of revolutionary development has followed
the pattern we anticipated.
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On the last occasion, we examined the preamble to our
draft resolution. The central feature of that part of the
draft was a statement to the effect that the weakened party
of the “Centre”, that is, the bourgeois-liberal Constitutional-
Democratic Party, was striving to halt the revolution by
means of concessions acceptable to the Black-Hundred
landowners and the autocracy.

It was only yesterday, as it were, that Plekhanov and
his Right-wing following in the R.S.D.L.P. asserted that
this Bolshevik idea, which we persistently defended through-
out 1906 (and even earlier, ever since 1905, ever since the
publication of the pamphlet Two Tactics), was a semi-fantastic
surmise born of rebel views on the role of our bourgeoisie,
or that it was to say the least an untimely warning, etc.

Today everyone can see that we were right. The “striv-
ing” of the Cadets is beginning to materialise, and even a
newspaper like Tovarishch, which probably more than any
other hates Bolshevism for its ruthless exposure of the
Cadets, said, with reference to the rumours,* refuted by
Rech, of negotiations between the Cadets and the Black-
Hundred government, that “there is no smoke without fire”.

We can only welcome this revival of “Bolshevik week”
in Tovarishch. We can only mention that history has con-
firmed the correctness of all our warnings and slogans; his-
tory has exposed the thoughtlessness (thoughtlessness at
best) of those “democrats”—and, unfortunately, of some
Social-Democrats—who would not accept our criticism of
the Cadets.

Who said, at the time of the First Duma, that the Ca-
dets were bargaining with the government behind the backs of

* These lines had already been written when we read the follow-
ing in the Rech leading article for March 13: “When the exact details
of the notorious negotiations between the Cadets and the government
in June of last year are published, the country will learn that if the
Cadets can be reproached for anything in connection with these ne-
gotiations behind the ‘backs of the people’, it is for that obstinacy
of which Rossiya™ speaks.” Of course, “when they are published”!
But so far the Cadets, despite the challenges that have been made,
have not published “exact details” of the negotiations in June 1906,
or those of January 1907 (January 15—Milyukov’s visit to Stolypin),
or those of March 1907. Nevertheless the negotiations behind the backs
of the people are a fact.
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the people? The Bolsheviks did. And then it turned out that
a personage like Trepov was in favour of a Cadet ministry.

Who conducted the most energetic campaign of all for
the exposure of Milyukov’s visit to Stolypin on January 15
at the height of the election struggle (allegedly a struggle)
of the party of so-called people’s freedom against the
government? The Bolsheviks did.

Who, at the election meetings in St. Petersburg and
during the first days of the Second Duma (see Novy Luch),
recalled that in 1906 the loan of 2,000 million francs was
actually a gift made to Dubasov & Co., with the indirect
aid of the Constitutional-Democrats, who rejected Cle-
menceau’s formal proposal to come out openly, in the name
of the party, against that loan? The Bolsheviks did.

Who, on the eve of the Second Duma, made the exposure
of the “treacherous nature of Constitutional-Democratic
policy” the corner-stone of their policy of consistent (i.e.,
proletarian) democracy? The Bolsheviks did.

All talk of supporting the demand for a Duma ministry
or a responsible ministry, or the demand to subordinate
executive to legislative power, etc., was blown away like
down by the first breeze that blew. Plekhanov’s dream of
making this slogan the signal for a decisive battle, or the
means of educating the masses, proved to be the dream of a
well-meaning philistine. Probably no one would now dare
give such slogans serious support. Experience has shown—
or, rather, is beginning to show—that the issue involved
1s by no means the “principle” of a fuller or more consistent
implementation of “constitutional fundamentals”, but the
fact of a deal made between the Cadets and the reactionaries.
Experience has shown that those were right who behind
the liberal exterior of an allegedly progressive general
principle, recognised and demonstrated the narrow class
interests of the frightened liberal who gave pleasant names
to disgusting and filthy things.

The correctness of the conclusions of our first resolution
has, therefore, been confirmed much sooner than we could
have expected, and confirmed much more satisfactorily—
by history and not by logic, by deeds and not by words,
by the events of the revolution and not by the edicts of
the Social-Democrats.
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First conclusion: “the political crisis that is developing
before our eyes is not a constitutional but a revolutionary
crisis leading to a direct struggle of the proletarian and
the peasant masses against the autocracy.”

Second conclusion, proceeding directly from the first:
“the forthcoming Duma campaign must therefore be regard-
ed merely as one of the episodes in the people’s revolution-
ary struggle for power, and must be utilised as such.”

What is the essential difference between a constitutional
and a revolutionary crisis? The difference is that the former
may be resolved on the basis of existing fundamental laws
and institutions of the state, while the latter requires the
smashing of those laws and feudal institutions. Until now,
the idea expressed in our conclusions has been shared by all
Russian Social-Democrats, irrespective of group.

It is only recently that there has been a growth of that
tendency among the Mensheviks which inclines to the
opposite view, to the view that all thought of a revolution-
ary struggle should be abandoned, that we should stop at
the present “constitution”, and use it as ground to work on.
Here are some noteworthy points from the draft resolution
on the attitude to the State Duma compiled by “Comrades
Dan, Koltsov, Martynov, Martov, Negorev and others,
with a group of practicians participating”; it was published
in Russkaya Zhizn, No. 47* (and also as a separate
leaflet):

“...(2) the task of the direct struggle for power that is
becoming the central feature of the Russian revolution, is,
under the existing alignment of social forces [?], reduced
[?] mainly to the question [?] of the struggle for [?]
popular representation;

“...(3) the elections to the Second Duma, by revealing
a considerable number of consistent [?] supporters of the
revolution, have shown that among the masses of the people
there is a growing consciousness of the necessity for this
[?] struggle for power....”

No matter how muddled and evasive the wording of
these points may be, the trend is clearly visible—instead
of the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat and the

* February 24, 1907.
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peasantry for power, reduce the tasks of the workers’ party
to that of the liberal struggle for the existing popular
representation or on the basis of it. We must wait and see
whether all Mensheviks, at the present moment or at the
Fifth Congress, really accept this presentation of the ques-
tion.

In any case, the rightward swing of the Cadets and Sto-
lypin’s “all-round” approval of them will soon compel the
Right wing in our Party to make an issue of the question:
either continue the policy of support for the Cadets and
thereby irrevocably enter on the path of opportunism, or
discontinue all support of the Cadets and accept the policy
of the socialist independence of the proletariat and of the
struggle for the liberation of the democratic petty
bourgeoisie from the influence and hegemony of the
Cadets.

The third conclusion drawn by our resolution is that,
“as the party of the advanced class, the Social-Democratic
Party cannot under any circumstances at present support
the Cadet policy in general or a Cadet ministry in particu-
lar. The Social-Democrats must bend every effort to expose
the treacherous nature of this policy to the masses; they
must explain to them the revolutionary tasks confronting
them; they must show the masses that only when they
attain a high level of political consciousness and are strong-
ly organised can possible concessions by the autocracy be
converted from an instrument of deception and corruption
into an instrument for the further development of the
revolution.”

We do not altogether deny the possibility of partial
concessions, and do not say that we shall not take advan-
tage of them. The text of the resolution does not leave any
doubt on this score. It is also possible that a Cadet min-
istry will in some way or another come under the heading
of “concessions by the autocracy”. But the party of the
working class, while not rejecting this “payment on ac-
count” (Engels’s expression),” must under no circumstances
forget the other particularly important aspect of the
matter, which is often lost sight of by the liberals and op-
portunists—the role of “concessions” as an instrument of
deception and corruption.
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If the Social-Democrat does not want to turn into a
bourgeois reformist, he must never forget this aspect of the
matter. The Mensheviks unpardonably forget it when, in
the aforementioned resolution, they say “...Social-Democ-
racy will support all efforts of the Duma to subordinate
executive power to itself...”. “Efforts of the Duma” means
the efforts of the majority in the Duma. The Duma
majority may, as experience has shown, be formed from
Rights and Constitutional-Democrats against the Lefts.
“The efforts” of such a majority could subordinate “executive
power” to itself in such a way as to worsen the condition
of the people, or deceive them outright.

Let us hope that the Mensheviks are merely over-enthu-
siastic in this respect: that they will not support all the
efforts of the majority in the present Duma in this field.
It is typical, of course, that prominent leaders of Menshe-
vism could have accepted such a formulation.

The Cadets’ swing to the Right actually compels all
Social-Democrats, irrespective of group allegiance, to
adopt the policy of refusing to support the Cadets, to adopt
the policy of exposing their treachery, the policy of an
independent and consistent revolutionary party of the
working class.

Proletary, Nos. 14 and 15, Published according
March 4 and 25, 1907 to the Proletary text
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One must thank the Menshevik comrades for publishing
in Russkaya Zhizn, No. 47 (February 24), the first draft of
a resolution (prepared by Comrades Dan, Koltsov, Mar-
tynov, Martov, Negorev and others, with a group of prac-
ticians participating). (It has also been published as a
separate leaflet.) To prepare seriously for the Party congress,
we must publish draft resolutions beforehand, and analyse
them in detail.

The resolution deals with the attitude to the State Duma.

Point 1:

“At the present moment after seven months’ rule of the most
unbridled dictatorship that has failed to meet with organised coun-
teraction on the part of the terrorised masses, the activity of the
State Duma, by arousing the interest of those masses in the political
life of the country, can and must facilitate their mobilisation and
the development of their political activity.”

What do they mean by this? That it is better with a Duma
than without one? Or is this an approach to the idea that
the “Duma must be preserved”? It seems that this is actu-
ally the authors’ idea. Only it is not expressed, but merely
hinted at. Resolutions cannot be compiled of hints.

Point 2:

“The task of the direct struggle for power that is rising to [pro-
bably a misprint*—it should read “is becoming”] the central feature
of the Russian revolution, is, under the existing alignment of social
forces, reduced mainly to the question of the struggle for popular
representation.”

It was not for nothing that this point won praise from
Rech (the leading article of February 27: “for Russian

*The two words are somewhat similar in Russian, one having
the prefix voz- and the other the prefix vy-.—Tr.
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Social-Democracy this is a tremendous step forward...
the success of political consciousness™). And it is, indeed,
really a monstrous point.

How can the task of the struggle for power be reduced to
the question of the “struggle for popular representation”?!
What is meant by “the struggle for popular representation”?
What is this “existing alignment of social forces”? The
previous point has only just said that the “seven months’
rule of the most unbridled dictatorship has failed to meet
with organised counteraction on the part of the terrorised
masses”. Surely the absence of the organised resistance
of the masses during those seven months, accompanied by
an obvious and extensive swing of the masses to the Left
which was made clear by the elections at the end of the seven
months, can tell us something about the “alignment
of social forces”.

This is some sort of almost unbelievable confusion in
political thinking.

The alignment of social forces has obviously changed
during the past half-year in the sense that the “Centre”,
the liberals, have weakened; the extremes, the Black Hun-
dreds and the “Lefts” have grown stronger and more virile.
The elections to the Second Duma proved this irrefutably.
There is, therefore a more revolutionary alignment of social
forces in consequence of the sharpening of political contra-
dictions (and economic contradictions, too—lock-outs, hun-
ger strikes, etc.). By what miracle could our Mensheviks
draw the opposite conclusion that made them weaken the
revolutionary tasks (“the struggle for power”) and bring
them down to the level of mere liberal tasks (“the struggle
for popular representation”)?

“An unbridled dictatorship” and a Left Duma—obviously
the opposite conclusion is to be drawn from this; the liberal
task of struggling on the basis of popular representation,
or for the preservation of that representation, is a petty-
bourgeois utopia because, by force of objective circum-
stances, such a task cannot be carried out without “a di-
rect struggle for power”.

Menshevik political thinking moves forward crabwise.

The conclusion to be drawn from the second point is
this: the Mensheviks have abandoned the revolutionary
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Social-Democratic position for the liberal position. The
“nebulosity” of the conclusion of the second point (“the
struggle for popular representation”) actually expresses
the idea of the liberal bourgeoisie who pretend that it is
not they who are “terrorised” by the revolution but “the
masses of the people who are terrorised”, and use this as an
excuse to reject the revolutionary struggle (“the direct
struggle for power”) in favour of the allegedly legal struggle
(“the struggle for popular representation”). Stolypin will
probably soon teach the Mensheviks the meaning of “the
struggle for popular representation” under “the existing
alignment of social forces!”
Point 3:

“The elections to the Second Duma, by revealing a considerable
number of consistent supporters of the revolution, have shown that
among the masses of the people there is a growing consciousness of
the necessity for this struggle for power.”

What is this? What does it mean? In Point 2 the sub-
stitution of the struggle for representation for the struggle
for power was deduced from the existing alignment of so-
cial forces, and now a growing consciousness among the
masses of the necessity for “this” struggle for power is de-
duced from the election results!

This, comrades, is muddled. It should be rewritten as
something like the following. Point Two—“The elections
to the Second Duma showed that among the masses of the
people there is a growing consciousness of the necessity for a
direct struggle for power.” Point Three—“The striving of
the liberal bourgeoisie to limit its political activity to
a struggle on the basis of the present popular representa-
tion, therefore, expresses the hopeless stupidity of our
liberals on the ideological side, and, on the material side,
their striving (impracticable at the present moment) to
halt the revolution by making a deal with reaction.” If,
in addition to this, our Marxists were to try and define,
in Point 1, the economic causes that brought about this
sharpening of political extremes among the people, they
could have made something coherent out of it.

And then, what is meant by “consistent supporters of
the revolution”? Apparently, what is meant here is petty-
bourgeois democrats, mainly peasant democrats, i.e., the
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Trudoviks (in the broad sense, including the Popular So-
cialists and the Socialist-Revolutionaries), since the Second
Duma differs from the First precisely in this respect. But,
in the first place, this again is a hint, and resolutions are
not compiled of hints. And, secondly, it is all untrue,
comrades! For calling the Trudoviks “consistent support-
ers of the revolution” we ought formally to accuse you of
Socialist-Revolutionary heresy. Only the proletariat can be
the consistent (in the strict sense of the word) supporter
of the bourgeois revolution, because the class of small,
producers, small proprietors, must inevitably vacillate
between the proprietary urge and the revolutionary urge—
for instance, the Socialist-Revolutionaries at the St.
Petersburg elections wavered between the urge to sell them-
selves to the Cadets and the urge to give battle to the Cadets.

You will therefore agree with us, comrades, that we
must express ourselves more cautiously—approximately
in the way the Bolshevik resolution is worded (see Novy
Luch, February 27):*

“... the Trudovik parties ... come more or less close to expressing
the interests and viewpoint of the broad masses of the peasantry and
urban petty bourgeoisie, wavering between submission to the leader-
ship of the liberals [the elections in St. Petersburg, the election of a
Cadet as Chairman of the Duma] and a determined struggle against
landed proprietorship and the feudal state....”

Incidentally, we must mention that in this resolution,
Comrade Koltsov (with other Mensheviks) places the Tru-
doviks among the consistent supporters of the revolution,
but in Russkaya Zhizn, No. 49, that same Koltsov places
them among the rural democrats, which, as distinct from the
urban democrats (i.e., from the Cadets) “will in many cases
defend old, outworn modes of production and social organ-
isation”. That doesn’t sound very coherent, comrades!

Point 4:

“The presence of such consistent supporters of the revolution in
the Duma, arousing and strengthening the confidence of the masses
in that institution, makes it more easily possible for it to become
the real centre of the people’s struggle for liberty and power.”

*See pp. 137-38 of this volume.—Ed.
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The conclusion is a “pleasant” one, say what you will.
But again the logic is lame. With this point the Mensheviks
conclude the preamble to their resolution. On this question
they do not utter a single word more in the resolution. And
so the conclusion is a lame one.

If the “consistent supporters of the revolution” do not
constitute a majority in the Duma, but only “a consider-
able number” (as is said—and rightly so—in Point 3), it
is clear that there are also opponents of the revolution and
inconsistent supporters of the revolution. That means that
there is the “possibility” of the Duma as a whole “becoming
a real centre” of inconsistent democratic politics and not
of “the people’s struggle for liberty and power”.

In such a case one of two things would happen: (1) either
the confidence of the masses in that institution would not
be aroused and strengthened, but would be reduced and
weakened, or (2) the political consciousness of the masses
would be corrupted on account of their mistaking the
policy of inconsistent supporters of the revolution for a
consistent democratic policy.

From this it is perfectly clear that a conclusion, for some
reason or other omitted by them, follows inevitably from
the premises put forward by the Mensheviks—the party of the
proletariat, of the consistent supporter of the revolution,
must work persistently to ensure that those who are not
fully consistent supporters of the revolution (the Trudoviks,
for instance) should follow the working class against the
inconsistent supporters of the revolution, particularly
against the notorious supporters of stopping the revolution
(the Cadets, for instance).

As a result of the absence of this conclusion in the
Mensheviks’ draft they are quite unable to be consistent. It
amounts to this: inasmuch as there are a considerable num-
ber of “consistent supporters of the revolution” in the Duma,
votes should be given to ... those who are known to be in
favour of halting the revolution!

This doesn’t sound very good, does it, comrades?

The concluding part of the resolution (taking it point
by point) is as follows:

“Social-Democracy, while exposing the illusory conception that
the State Duma is really a legislative body, explains to the masses,



226 V. I. LENIN

on the one hand, the real nature of the Duma, which is actually an
advisory body, and, on the other the possibility and necessity of
using that body, despite its imperfections, to serve the purpose of a
further struggle for popular power, and participates in the legisla-
tive work of the Duma, being guided by the following principles:...”

This is a weaker expression of the idea that was more
strongly expressed in the Fourth (Unity) Congress resolu-
tion in the part which speaks of “converting” the Duma
into an “instrument of the revolution”, of making the masses
conscious of the “utter insuitability” of the Duma, etc.

“I. (a) Social-Democracy criticises, from the standpoint of the
interests of the urban and rural proletariat and from that of consist-
ent democratism, the proposals and bills of all non-proletarian par-
ties, and puts forward its own demands and proposals in opposition
to them; in this field it connects immediate political tasks with the
social and economic needs of the proletarian masses and with the re-
quirements of the working-class movement in all its forms.

“Note. Whenever circumstances demand it, Social-Democracy
supports, as a lesser evil, those bills of other parties which, if put into
force, could become all instrument in the hands of the masses for use
in the revolutionary struggle to attain real democratic liberty....”

This note expresses the idea of the necessity for Social-
Democrats to participate in bourgeois-reformist work in
the Duma. Is it not too early for this, comrades? Have
you yourselves not said that the concept of the Duma as a
real legislative body is an illusory one? You want to sup-
port those bourgeois bills that could be of benefit to the
further struggle if they were put into force.

Think over this condition—“if they were put into force”.
The purpose of your support is to facilitate the implemen-
tation of the “lesser evil”. But it is not the Duma that im-
plements it, but the Duma plus the Council of State®
plus the supreme authority! This means that there is ab-
solutely no guarantee that by giving your support you are
facilitating the implementation of the “lesser evil”. And
by supporting the “lesser evil”, by voting for it, you are
taking upon yourselves, upon the proletarian party, some
small part of the responsibility for half-way bourgeois re-
formism, for what is, in essence, the Duma’s work of sham
legislation, which you yourselves admit to be sham legis-
lation!
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For what reason should you extend this risky “support”?
There is the risk that it will cause a direct enfeeblement
of that revolutionary consciousness of the masses to which
you are yourselves appealing—and its practical value is
“illusory”!

You are not writing a resolution on reformist work in
general (in which case it would be necessary to say merely
that Social-Democracy does not renounce it); you are writ-
ing about the Second Duma. You have already said that
there are a considerable number of “consistent supporters
of the revolution” in this Duma. You therefore have in
mind a Duma with a party composition that is already
defined. That is a fact. You know that in the present Duma
there are not only “consistent® supporters of the revolu-
tion” but also “inconsistent supporters of reforms”—not
only Lefts and Trudoviks but also Cadets, these last-named
in themselves being stronger than the Rights (Cadets and
their allies, the Narodowci among them, being about
150 against 100 Rights). With this situation in the Duma,
there is no need for you to support the “lesser evil” for
the sake of its implementation; it is quite enough for
you to abstain in the struggle between the reactionaries
and the “inconsistent supporters of reforms”. The practical
result (as far as the implementation of laws is concerned)
will be the same, but as far as the ideological and political
aspect is concerned, your undoubted gain will be the in-
tegrity, purity, consistency and conviction of your posi-
tion as a party of the revolutionary proletariat.

Is this a circumstance that revolutionary Social-Democ-
racy can afford to ignore?

The Mensheviks are looking upward instead of looking
downward. They are looking more to the feasibility of the
“lesser evil” by means of a deal between the “inconsistent
supporters of reforms” and the reactionaries (for such is
the real meaning of the implementation of bills) than to
the development of political consciousness and of poten-
tialities for struggle in the “consistent supporters of the
revolution”, of whom, according to their own words, “there

*1 ask the reader to bear in mind the necessity for the correc-
tion to this word I made earlier in the article.
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are a considerable number” in the Duma. The Mensheviks
themselves are looking, and are teaching the people to look,
for an agreement between the Cadets and the autocracy
(the implementation of the “lesser evil”, of reforms), and
not to the possibility of turning the attention of the more
or less “consistent supporters of the revolution” fo the masses.
This is a liberal, not a proletarian policy. This means that
in word you are announcing the illusory nature of the
Duma’s legislative powers, and in deed are strengthening
the people’s faith in legislative reforms through the Duma
and weakening their faith in revolutionary struggle.

Be more consistent and more honest, Menshevik com-
rades. If you are convinced that the revolution is over, if
absence of faith in the revolution results from this convic-
tion of yours (perhaps arrived at along scientific lines?),
then there is no need to talk of revolution, then you must
reduce your immediate aims to the struggle for reforms.

If you believe what you say, if you really believe that
“a considerable number” of deputies to the Second Duma
are “consistent supporters of the revolution”, you should
give priority, not to support (support that is useless in
practice and harmful ideologically) for reforms, but to
raising the level of the revolutionary consciousness of those
supporters, to consolidating their revolutionary organisa-
tion and determination under the direct pressure of the
proletariat.

Otherwise you would arrive at the height of illogicality
and confusion; in the name of the development of the rev-
olution, a working-class party does not, by a single word,
define its tasks in respect of the more or less “consistent
supporters of the revolution”, but instead devotes a special
note to the task of supporting the “lesser evil”, the incon-
sistent supporters of reforms!

The “note” should be rewritten something like this:
“In view of the fact that there are a considerable number of
more or less consistent supporters of the revolution in the
Duma, the Social-Democrats in the Duma must, when dis-
cussing those bills which the inconsistent supporters of
reforms wish to implement, pay critical attention chiefly
to the half-and-half nature and unreliability of those bills,
to the agreement therein contained between the liberals
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and the reactionaries, and to explaining to the more or less
consistent supporters of the revolution the necessity for a
decisive and ruthless revolutionary struggle. During the
voting on those bills which constitute the lesser evil, the
Social-Democrats abstain from voting and leave the liber-
als themselves to ‘conquer’ reaction on paper and to answer
to the people for the implementation of ‘liberal’ reforms
under the autocracy.”

“...(b) The Social-Democrats make use of the discussion on var-
ious bills and on the state budget in order to expose, not only the
negative sides of the existing regime, but also all the class contra-
dictions of bourgeois society....”

An excellent aim. In order to expose the class contra-
dictions of bourgeois society, the parties must be associat-
ed with classes. We must struggle against the “non-party”,
“single opposition” spirit in the Duma, and ruthlessly ex-
pose the narrow class character of, for instance, the Cadets,
who claim more than anybody to conceal “class contradic-
tions” by the catchword of “people’s freedom”.

We would like the Mensheviks not only to speak of ex-
posing the class contradictions of bourgeois society (and
“not only” of the infamy of the autocracy), but also to do
that....

“..(c) On the question of the budget the Social-Democrats are
guided by the principle: ‘not a kopek for a non-responsible govern-
ment’....”

A good principle, which would be really excellent if,
instead of “non-responsible” some other word were used
indicating, not the government’s responsibility to the Duma
(a fiction under the present “constitution”), but its “respon-
sibility” to the supreme authority (this is not fiction but
reality, since the people have no actual power, and the
Mensheviks themselves speak of the impending “struggle
for power”).

It should read: “not a kopek for the government until
all power is vested in the people”.

“II. The Social-Democrats make use of the right to interpellation
in order to expose to the people the true nature of the present gov-
ernment and the fact that all its actions are contradictory to the
interests of the people; to explain the condition of the working class
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is town and countryside, and the conditions of that class’s struggle
for the improvement of its political and economic position; to throw
light on the role played, in respect of the working class, by the gov-
ernment and its agents and by the propertied classes and the polit-
ical parties that represent them....”

A very good point. Only it is a pity that till now (March
19) our Social-Democrats in the Duma have made little
use of the right to interpellation.

“..III. By maintaining the closest contact with the working-
class masses in the course of this work, and striving, through their
legislative activities, to give expression to the organised working-
class movement, the Social-Democrats foster organisation of the work-
ers, and of the masses of the people in general, to support the Duma
in its struggle against the old regime and to create conditions ena-
bling the Duma to carry its activities beyond the bounds of the funda-
mental laws that hamper it....”

First: one cannot speak of the “legislative” activities of
the Social-Democrats. One should say “Duma activities”.

Secondly; the slogan—“support” the Duma in its struggle
against the old regime”—does not in any way accord with
the premises of the resolution, and is incorrect in essence.

The preamble to the resolution speaks of the revolution-
ary struggle for power and of the presence in the Duma of
“a considerable number of consistent supporters of the
revolution”.

Why is the perfectly clear, revolutionary category of
“struggle for power” changed here to a diffuse “struggle
against the old regime”, that is, to an expression that ac-
tually includes the reformist struggle? Should not the
motives in the preamble be changed so that, in place of
an “illusory” struggle for power, “the task of struggling for
reforms” should be advanced?

Why should you speak here of the masses giving support
to “the Duma” and not to the “consistent supporters of the
revolution”? It appears that the Mensheviks call on the
masses to support the inconsistent supporters of reforms!
It doesn’t sound very good, does it, comrades?

Lastly, the words about supporting the “Duma” in its
struggle against the old regime in effect engender complete-
ly incorrect ideas. To support the Duma means to support
the majority in the Duma. The majority is the Cadets plus
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the Trudoviks. Which means that you, by implication,
i.e., without saying so directly, are providing a character-
istic for the Cadets—they “are struggling against the old
regime”.

This characteristic is untrue and incomplete. Such things
are not said by dropping half a hint. They have to be stated
clearly and directly. The Cadets are not “struggling against
the old regime”, but are trying to reform that old regime,
to renew it, by coming to an agreement, as is now perfectly
clear and obvious, with the old authorities.

Saying nothing about this in the resolution, keeping it
in the shade, means lapsing from the proletarian into the
liberal point of view.

“..IV. By this activity of theirs the Social-Democrats aid the
development of the popular movement aimed at winning a constit-
uent assembly, and will support, as a stage in this struggle of the
people, all the efforts of the State Duma to subordinate the executive
power to itself, in this way clearing the soil for the transfer of all
state power into the hands of the people....”

This is the most important point in the resolution, and
it contains the notorious slogan of a “Duma”, or “respon-
sible” ministry. This point must be examined from the
standpoint of its wording and of its meaning.

The point is worded in and extremely peculiar way. The
Mensheviks must know that this is one of the most impor-
tant questions. And they must know that this slogan has once
already been proposed by the Central Committee of our
Party—at the time of the First Duma—and that at that time
the Party did not accept the slogan. This is so perfectly true
that not even the Social-Democratic group in the First
Duma—consisting, as we know, exclusively of Mensheviks
and having as its leader such an outstanding Menshevik as
Comrade Jordania—even that group did not accept the
slogan of a “responsible ministry”, and did not once include
it in any Duma speech!

It would seem that this is more than enough for a par-
ticularly attentive attitude to the question. But instead
we have before us the most carelessly worded point in a
resolution, on the whole, insufficiently considered.

Why has this new, far more hazy formulation been
selected instead of a clear-cut slogan of a “responsible
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ministry” (Plekhanov in Russkaya Zhizn) or a “ministry of
the Duma majority” (the resolution of the C.C. in the period
of the First Duma)? Is this only a rephrasing of that same
“responsible ministry”, or is it something different? Let us
examine these questions.

How could the Duma subordinate executive power to
itself? Either legally, on the basis of the present (or a slight-
ly changed) monarchist constitution, or illegally, “carrying
its activities beyond the bounds of the fundamental laws
that hamper it”, overthrowing the old power, turning it-
self into a revolutionary convention, into a provisional
government, etc. The first possibility is precisely that
which is usually expressed by the words “a Duma, or re-
sponsible, ministry”. The second possibility means active
participation on the part of the “Duma” (i.e., the majority
in the Duma) in the direct revolutionary struggle for power.
There can be no other way of subordinating executive power
to the Duma, and there is no sense in here raising the par-
ticular question of how the different ways could be inter-
woven; we are not confronted with the academic, scientific
question of what situations are, in general, possible, but
with the practical political question of what the Social-
Democrats should, and should not, support in the
Duma.

The conclusion to be drawn from this is obvious. The
new wording seems to have been deliberately planned to
conceal the essence of the point at issue, the real will of
the congress, of which the resolution should be an expres-
sion. The slogan of a “responsible ministry” has been and
still is the cause of sharp disputes between Social-Demo-
crats. Support for revolutionary Duma measures has not
only never given rise to sharp disputes, but has probably
never led to any differences among Social-Democrats. What
should be said about people who have proposed a resolution
that glosses over differences by uniting the disputed and
the indisputable in one general, diffuse formulation? What
is to be said about people who have proposed that a deci-
sion of the congress should be recorded in words that do
not decide anything but enable some readers to understand
these words as meaning revolutionary measures by the
Duma, “beyond the bounds”, etc., and others to under-
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stand by them a deal concluded between Milyukov and
Stolypin on the Cadets joining the ministry?

The politest thing that can be said about people who act
in this way is that they are retreating, casting a veil over
the once openly expressed and clear-cut programme of
support for a Cadet ministry.

In future, therefore, we shall disregard this muddled
wording, which hopelessly confuses the issue. We shall
speak only of the essence of the question, that of supporting
the demand for a “responsible” (or a Cadet—which is the
same thing) ministry.

How does the resolution motivate this necessity to sup-
port the demand for a Duma or responsible ministry? By
the statement that “it is a stage in the people’s struggle
for a constituent assembly”, that it is “a basis for the trans-
fer of all power into the hands of the people”. This is the
whole of the motive. We shall answer it with a brief sum-
mary of our arguments against Social-Democracy support-
ing the demand for a Duma ministry.

(1) It is absolutely impermissible for a Marxist to con-
fine himself to the abstract juridical contraposition of a
“responsible” to a “non-responsible” ministry, a “Duma”
ministry to an autocratic ministry, etc., in the way Ple-
khanov does in Russkaya Zhizn and in the way the Menshe-
viks have always done in their analysis of this question. It
is a liberal-idealist, not proletarian-materialist, argument.

The class significance of the measures under discussion
must be studied. If this is done, it will be understood that
their content is a bargain, or an attempt at a bargain, be-
tween the autocracy and the liberal bourgeoisie to put an
end to the revolution. That is precisely the objective eco-
nomic significance of a Duma ministry. The Bolsheviks,
therefore, had every right and reason to say that a Duma,
or responsible, ministry is in actual fact a Cadet ministry.
The Mensheviks were angry and shouted about trickery,
juggling, etc. But they were angry because they did not
want to understand the Bolshevik arguments, which reduced
the juridical fiction (a Duma ministry would be “respon-
sible” to the monarch rather than to the Duma, to the
liberal landlords rather than to the people!) to its class basis.
And no matter how angry Comrade Martov may get, no



234 V. I. LENIN

matter how vehemently he may argue that even now the
Duma is not a Cadet Duma, he cannot by a jot lessen the
indisputable conclusion: in essence, the case is precisely
one of a Cadet ministry, since that bourgeois liberal party
is the gist of the matter. A possible coalition Duma min-
istry (Cadets, plus Octobrists, plus “non-party”, plus,
even, any kind of “Trudovik™ or alleged “Left”, etc.) would
not in any way change the essence of the matter. To evade
the essence of the matter in the way the Mensheviks and
Plekhanov do means to evade Marxism.

Support for the demand for a Duma, or “responsible”,
ministry is, at bottom, support for Cadet policy in general
and a Cadet ministry in particular (as was said in the first
Bolshevik draft resolution for the Fifth Congress). Whoever
is afraid to admit this is thereby admitting the weakness
of his position, the weakness of the arguments in favour of
Social-Democratic support for the Cadets in general.

We have always maintained, and still maintain, that the
Social-Democrats cannot support a deal between the autoc-
racy and the liberal bourgeoisie, a deal that aims at put-
ting an end to the revolution.

(2) The Mensheviks always regard a Duma ministry as a
step for the better, as something that will make the further
struggle for the revolution easier, and the resolution under
discussion clearly expresses this idea. But in this the Men-
sheviks are making a mistake, are being one-sided. A Marx-
ist cannot guarantee the full victory of the present bour-
geois revolution in Russia; to do so would be bourgeois-
democratic idealism and utopianism. Our task is to strive
for the full victory of the revolution, but we have no right
to forget that there have been in the past, and there still
can be, unfinished, half-and-half bourgeois revolutions.

The Mensheviks word their resolution as though a Duma
ministry were an essential stage in the struggle for a con-
stituent assembly, etc., etc. This is quite untrue. A Marx-
ist has no right to examine a Duma ministry from this
angle alone, ignoring the objective possibility of two types
of economic development in Russia. A bourgeois-democratic
coup is inevitable in Russia. But it is possible if the land-
lord system of economy is retained and gradually changed
into a Junker-capitalist (Stolypin’s and liberal agrarian
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reform); it is also possible if the landlord system of econ-
omy is abolished and the land handed over to the peas-
antry (the peasant revolution, supported by the Social-
Democratic agrarian programme).

The Marxist must examine the Cadet ministry from both
angles and not from one alone—as a possible stage in the
struggle for a constituent assembly, and as a possible stage
in the liquidation of the bourgeois revolution. It is the in-
tention of the Cadets and of Stolypin that the ministry
should play the latter role; objective conditions are such
that it can play both the latter and the former role.*

By forgetting the possibility (and the danger) of the
liberals cutting short and stopping the bourgeois revolution,
the Mensheviks are lapsing from the viewpoint of the class
struggle of the proletariat into that of liberals, who paint
the monarchy, land redemption payments, two chambers,
the cessation of the revolution, etc., in such bright colours.

(3) Going over from the economic, class aspect of the
question to the state, juridical aspect, it must be said that
the Mensheviks regard a Duma ministry as a step towards
parliamentarianism, as a reform that perfects the constitu-
tional system and facilitates its use by the proletariat for
its class struggle. This, again, is a one-sided point of
view, one that sees only what pleases the eye. In the act of
appointing ministers from the Duma majority (which is
precisely what the Cadets wanted in the First Duma) one
very significant feature of the reform is absent—there is no
legislative recognition of certain general changes in the
constitution. The act is to a certain extent individual,
even personal. It depends on bargains, negotiations and
conditions behind the scenes. No wonder Rech now (March
1907!) admits that in June 1906, there were negotiations
between the Constitutional-Democrats and the government
that are still not (!) subject to publication. Even the Cadet
Tovarishch, which sings the Cadet tune, admitted the im-

*We make the very best assumption for Plekhanov and the Men-
sheviks, i.e., that the Cadets will put forward the demand for a Duma
ministry. It is more probable that they will not do so. Then Plekhanov
(and the Mensheviks) will be as ridiculous on account of his “sup-
port” for a slogan the liberals have not advanced, as he was with his
Duma with full powers”.
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permissibility of this game of hide and seek. And it is not
surprising that (according to newspaper reports) Pobedo-
nostsev could propose this measure—appoint liberal, Cadet
ministers and then dissolve the Duma and replace the min-
istry! This would not be an abolition of the reform, or a
change in the law—it would be a fully “constitutional act”
by the monarch. By supporting the Cadet desire for a Duma
ministry the Mensheviks were, against their own wishes
and their own conscience, in fact supporting negotiations
and deals behind the scenes, behind the backs of the people.

In so doing, the Mensheviks did not and could not ob-
tain any “commitments” from the Cadets. They gave them
support, on credit, and brought confusion and corruption
into the consciousness of the working class.

(4) Let us make another concession to the Mensheviks.
Let us imagine the best possible case, i.e., that the act of
appointing the Duma ministers is not only a personal act,
is not merely done for show, to deceive the people, but is
the first step in real constitutional reform, which actually
does improve the proletariat’s conditions of struggle.

Even so the Social-Democrats cannot be justified in com-
ing out with a slogan supporting the demand for a Duma
ministry.

You say that it is a stage on the way towards improve-
ment, that it provides the ground for the future struggle?
Let us suppose that it is. But would not universal, but
indirect, suffrage also be a probable stage on the way to-
wards improvement? Then why not announce that Social-
Democrats support the demand for universal, but indirect,
suffrage, as a “stage” in the struggle for the “tetrad for-
mula”, as “ground for the transition” to that formula? Not
only would the Cadets be with us in this, but even the
Party of Democratic Reform® and part of the Octobrists! An
“all-national” stage towards the people’s struggle for a con-
stituent assembly—that is what Social-Democratic support
for universal suffrage, but indirect and not by secret ballot,
would mean!

In principle, there is absolutely no difference between
supporting the demand for a Duma ministry and support-
ing the demand for universal suffrage that is indirect and
not by secret ballot.
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To justify the issue of the slogan of a “responsible min-
istry” by saying that it is a stage towards the better, etc.,
means failure to understand the fundamentals of the at-
titude of Social-Democracy to bourgeois reformism.

Every reform is a reform (and not a reactionary and not
a conservative measure) only insofar as it constitutes a
certain step, a “stage”, for the better. But every reform in
capitalist society has a double character. A reform is a
concession made by the ruling classes in order to stem,
weaken, or conceal the revolutionary struggle, in order to
split the forces and energy of the revolutionary classes, to
befog their consciousness, etc.

Therefore, revolutionary Social-Democracy, while by no
means renouncing the use of reforms for the purpose of de-
veloping the revolutionary class struggle (“we accept pay-
ments on account” —wir nehmen auch Abschlagszahlung,
said Frederick Engels®®), will under no circumstances make
half-way bourgeois-reformist slogans “their own”.*

To do so would be acting exactly as Bernstein would
(Plekhanov will have to rehabilitate Bernstein in order to
defend his present policy! No wonder Bernstein’s periodi-
cal, Sozialistische Monatshefte, has such high praise for
Plekhanov!); it would mean turning Social-Democracy
into “a democratic-socialist party of reform” (Bernstein’s
notorious statement in his Premises of Socialism).

Social-Democracy regards reforms, and makes use of
them, as a by-product of the revolutionary class struggle
of the proletariat.

And now we come to the last of our arguments against
the slogan under discussion:

(6) In what way can Social-Democracy actually bring
nearer the implementation of all kinds of reform in general,
constitutional reforms in Russia in particular, and especially
a Duma ministry with results beneficial to the proletariat? Can
it do so by making the slogans of the bourgeois reformists
“its own”, or by decisively refusing to make such slogans
“its own” and by continuing unswervingly to conduct the

* Plekhanov in Russkaya Zhizn: “...Social-Democratic deputies
must make the above demand [“a responsible ministry”] their own in
the interests of the people, in the interests of the revolution....”
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revolutionary class struggle of the proletariat under the
banner of complete, uncurtailed slogans? It is not difficult
to answer this question.

By making bourgeois-reformist slogans that are always
half-baked, always curtailed and always two-faced “our
own”, we are actually not strengthening but weakening the
probability, possibility and proximity of the implemen-
tation of the reform. The real force giving rise to reforms
is the force of the revolutionary proletariat, of its con-
sciousness, solidarity and unwavering determination in
the struggle.

These are the qualities of the mass movement that we
weaken and paralyse by giving our bourgeois-reformist
slogans to the masses. The usual bourgeois sophistry says
that by conceding something from our revolutionary de-
mands and slogans (for instance, by demanding a “Duma
ministry” instead of “sovereignty of the people”, or a con-
stituent assembly as a “stage”, etc.), we are making it
more probable that this lesser measure will be implemented,
since both the proletariat and part of the bourgeoisie will
be in favour of it.

International Social-Democracy says that this is bour-
geois sophistry because we thereby lessen the probability
of a reform being implemented; because, in trying to win
the sympathies of the bourgeoisie, which continually makes
concessions against its will, we are lessening the revolu-
tionary consciousness of the masses, are blunting and cor-
rupting that consciousness. We are adapting ourselves to
the bourgeoisie, to its deal with the monarchy, and thereby
harming the development of the revolutionary struggle of
the masses. In consequence of all this, the reforms are
either non-existent on account of these tactics or they are
an unadulterated deception. The only sound basis for re-
forms, the one serious guarantee that they will not be
fictitious, will be used for the benefit of the people, is the
independent revolutionary struggle of the proletariat that
does not lower the level of its slogans.

Since June 1906, the Mensheviks have been offering the
masses a slogan in support of the demand for a Duma min-
istry. By so doing, they weaken and blunt the revolution-
ary consciousness of the masses, reduce the scope of agi-
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tation, decrease the probability of this reform being imple-
mented and the possibility of its being used.

We must increase revolutionary agitation among the
masses; we must give wider scope to our full-fledged, un-
curtailed slogans; we must develop them clearly—in this
way we shall at best bring nearer the full victory of the
revolution, and at worst we shall capture some half-con-
cessions (such as a Duma ministry, universal, but indirect,
suffrage, etc.) and give ourselves the possibility of turning
them into a weapon of the revolution. Reforms are a by-
product of the class struggle of the revolutionary prole-
tariat. To make it “our own” business to obtain this by-prod-
uct would mean lapsing into liberal bourgeois reformism.

% *
*

The last point of the resolution:

“V. Regarding activities in the Duma as one of the forms of class
struggle, the Social-Democratic group in the Duma retains complete
independence, in each individual case entering into agreement with
those parties that are interested in the struggle against the old re-
gime for the triumph of political liberty, for aggressive action with
those parties and groups whose aims at a given moment coincide with
the aims of the proletariat, and for defensive action intended to pre-
serve popular representation itself and its rights.”

The second part of this is as bad and outlandish as the
first part (as far as the word “entering”) is good.

What is this ridiculous differentiation between “aggres-
sive” and “defensive” action? Are our Mensheviks not re-
calling the language of Russkiye Vedomosti in the nineties
of the last century, when the liberals tried to prove that
liberalism in Russia does the “protecting” and that reaction
is “aggressive”? Just imagine: instead of the “old” division
of political action into revolutionary and reformist, revo-
lutionary and counter-revolutionary, parliamentary and
extra-parliamentary, Marxists are offering us a new classi-
fication—“defensive” action “protects” what we have, “ag-
gressive” action goes farther! Have you got a shred of con-
science, Menshevik comrades? To what extent must one
lose all feeling for the revolutionary class struggle before
one can fail to notice the vulgar flavour of this differentia-
tion between the “aggressive” and the “defensive”!
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And how amusingly, like an object in a distorting mir-
ror, does this helpless formulation reflect the bitter truth
(bitter for the Mensheviks) that they will not openly admit!
The Mensheviks are in the habit of talking about parties
in general, and are afraid to name them or clearly delineate
them; they are in the habit of casting the veil of generic
names over them—“oppositional-democratic parties”—over
Cadets and Lefts alike. Now they feel that a change is com-
ing. They feel that the liberals are now actually capable
of doing nothing more than protect (by means of genufle-
xion, in the same way as Russkiye Vedomosti “protected”
the Zemstvos® in the eighties!) the existing Duma and the
existing (pardon the word) “constitution” of ours. The Men-
sheviks feel that the liberal bourgeoisie cannot and does
not want to go farther (be “aggressive”—since such nasty
terms exist!). And the Mensheviks have displayed this
vague consciousness of the true in amusing and extreme-
ly confused wording that means literally that the Social-
Democrats are capable, at some time, of entering into an
agreement for action “whose aims” do not coincide with
the aims of the proletariat!

This final chord of the Menshevik resolution, this amus-
ing fear of telling the truth openly and clearly—i.e.,
that the liberal bourgeoisie, the Constitutional-Democrats,
have completely ceased to help the revolution—magnificent-
ly expresses the whole spirit of the resolution under con-
sideration.

INSTEAD OF AN AFTERWORD

The above lines had been written when I received the
resolution passed by the February (1907) Conference of the
League of the Estonian Area of the R.S.D.L.P.%

Two Menshevik comrades, M. and A., spoke (presumably
from the Central Committee) at this conference. During
the discussion on the question of the State Duma they ap-
parently tabled that very resolution that I have analysed
above. It will be extremely instructive to see what amend-
ments the Estonian Social-Democrat comrades made to
this resolution. Here is the resolution in full, as passed by
the conference:
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ON THE ATTITUDE TO THE STATE DUMA

“The State Duma has neither the authority nor the force to sat-
isfy the needs of the people because power is still in the hands of
the enemies of the people, the tsarist autocracy, the bureaucracy
and a handful of landlords. The Social-Democrats, therefore, must
ruthlessly destroy the illusory hopes of the present State Duma hav-
ing legislative powers, and make it clear to the people that only
an authoritative all-national constituent assembly, freely elected
by the people after the tsarist autocracy has been overthrown, will
be capable of meeting the people’s demands.

“For the purpose of developing the class-consciousness of the
proletariat, for the political education of the masses of the people,
for the development and organisation of the revolutionary forces,
Social-Democracy must make use even of this impotent, helpless
State Duma. In view of this, Social-Democracy participates in the
activities of the State Duma on the following terms:

“l. Proceeding from the interests of the urban and rural proletar-
iat and from the principles of consistent democratism, Social-De-
mocracy criticises all proposals and bills submitted by the govern-
ment and the bourgeois parties and also the state budget, and opposes
them with its own demands and bills, and in so doing proceeds
always from the demands and needs of broad masses of the people
and by such activity exposes the effeteness of the existing system and
the class contradictions of bourgeois society.

“II. Social-Democracy uses the right of interpellation in order
to lay bare the essence and nature of the present government and to
show the people that all the latter’s activity is contrary to the inte-
rests of the people, in order to make clear the underprivileged posi-
tion of the working class and throw light on the role played by the
government and the ruling classes and by the parties they support,
in respect of the working class. Among other things, Social-Democ-
racy must struggle against the Cadet Party, with its compromises
and treachery, and unmask its half heartedness and hypocritical
democratism in order to liberate the revolutionary petty bourgeoi-
sie from its leadership and influence and compel them to follow the
proletariat.

“III. In the State Duma, Social-Democracy, as the party of the
working class, must always act independently. Social-Democracy
must conclude no permanent agreements or pacts that might hamper
its freedom of action with other revolutionary or opposition parties
in the Duma. In individual cases, when the aims and measures of
other parties coincide with those of Social-Democracy, the latter can
and must enter into negotiations with other parties on those measures.

“IV. Insofar as the people cannot come to any agreements with
the present feudal-minded government, and insofar as only an au-
thoritative constituent assembly would be in a position to meet the
people’s demands and needs, the conference is of the opinion that
the struggle for a ministry responsible to the present impotent Duma
is not the task of the proletariat. The proletariat must fig