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PREFACE

Volume 24 contains the works of Lenin written be-
tween April 3 and June 3, 1917.

It includes the famous April Theses, in which Lenin
gave the Party and the proletariat a concrete, theoretically
elaborated plan of struggle for transition from the bourgeois-
democratic to the socialist revolution, and put forward
the slogan of setting up a republic of the Soviets as the best
political form of proletarian dictatorship.

The ideas set forth in the April Theses are elaborated in
the articles: “Letters on Tactics™, “The Tasks of the Prole-
tariat in Our Revolution” and “Political Parties in Russia
and the Tasks of the Proletariat™.

The materials of the Petrograd City and Seventh (April)
All-Russia conferences of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.) contain
Lenin’s speeches and resolutions on all the cardinal issues
affecting the war and the revolution—the current situation,
the war, the attitude towards the Provisional Government,
the Soviets and the agrarian and national questions.

Lenin’s articles and paragraphs in Pravda (“The Dual
Power”, “The War and the Provisional Government”, “The
Significance of Fraternisation”, “Frightening the People
with Bourgeois Terrors”, “On the ‘Unauthorised Seizure’ of
Land”, and others) aim at bringing home to the masses the
significance of the momentous events in the country’s polit-
ical life and the class struggle, at rallying the masses behind
the Bolshevik Party and preparing them for the socialist
revolution.

The volume contains material concerning the revision
of the Party Programme, in which Lenin elaborated the
basic principles of the Party’s new programme.
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Nineteen documents never before included in the Collected
Works of Lenin have been given in this volume. The bulk of
these documents consists of materials of the Seventh (April)
All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.), namely:
nine resolutions (on the war, on the attitude towards the
Provisional Government, on the agrarian question, on
the revision of the Party Programme, on the Soviets, on the
national question, on the current situation, on the question
of Borgbjerg’s proposal, on uniting the internationalists
against the petty-bourgeois defencist bloc), and “Introduc-
tion to the Resolutions of the Seventh (April) All-Russia
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.)”.

The materials of the Petrograd City Conference of the
R.S.D.L.P.(B.) published in previous collections of Lenin’s
works have been supplemented by “A Draft Resolution
on the Attitude Towards the Parties of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries, the Menshevik Social-Democrats, the ‘Non-Fac-
tional’ Social-Democrats and Other Kindred Political
Trends™.

The “Notes for an Article or Speech in Defence of the April
Theses” is another document belonging to the series of articles
in which the ideas of the April Theses are expounded and
elaborated.

The leaflet “Appeal to the Soldiers of All the Belligerent
Countries” and the “Speech at a Meeting at the Putilov
Works. May 12 (25), 1917” deal with the causes and aims of
the continuing imperialist war and set forth the Bolsheviks’
views on the revolutionary ways and means of stopping it.

The “Resolution of the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
(Bolsheviks) of April 20 (May 3), 1917 on the Crisis
Caused by the Provisional Government’s Note of April 18
(May 1), 1917 exposes the imperialist nature of the policy
pursued by the Provisional Government.

The volume also includes “A Letter to the Editors™ and
three articles published in Pravda: “Still More Lies”, “The
Chain Is No Stronger Than Its Weakest Link”, “The Laugh
Is on You!” in which Lenin exposes the Mensheviks and
Socialist-Revolutionaries as hirelings of imperialism.
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I did not arrive in Petrograd until the night of April 3,
and therefore at the meeting on April 4 I could, of course,
deliver the report on the tasks of the revolutionary prole-
tariat only on my own behalf, and with reservations as to
insufficient preparation.

The only thing I could do to make things easier for my-
self—and for honest opponents—was to prepare the theses in
writing. I read them out, and gave the text to Comrade
Tsereteli. I read them twice very slowly: first at a meeting
of Bolsheviks and then at a meeting of both Bolsheviks and
Mensheviks.

I publish these personal theses of mine with only the
briefest explanatory notes, which were developed in far
greater detail in the report.

THESES

1) In our attitude towards the war, which under the new
government of Lvov and Co. unquestionably remains on
Russia’s part a predatory imperialist war owing to the capi-
talist nature of that government, not the slightest concession
to “revolutionary defencism” is permissible.

The class-conscious proletariat can give its consent to
a revolutionary war, which would really justify revolutionary
defencism, only on condition: (a) that the power pass to the
proletariat and the poorest sections of the peasants aligned
with the proletariat; (b) that all annexations be renounced
in deed and not in word; (c) that a complete break be effected
in actual fact with all capitalist interests.

In view of the undoubted honesty of those broad sections
of the mass believers in revolutionary defencism who ac-
cept the war only as a necessity, and not as a means of con-



22 V. I. LENIN

quest, in view of the fact that they are being deceived by the
bourgeoisie, it is necessary with particular thoroughness,
persistence and patience to explain their error to them, to
explain the inseparable connection existing between capital
and the imperialist war, and to prove that without over-
throwing capital it is impossible to end the war by a truly
democratic peace, a peace not imposed by violence.

The most widespread campaign for this view must be
organised in the army at the front.

Fraternisation.

2) The specific feature of the present situation in Russia
is that the country is passing from the first stage of the
revolution—which, owing to the insufficient class-conscious-
ness and organisation of the proletariat, placed power in the
hands of the bourgeoisie—to its second stage, which must
place power in the hands of the proletariat and the poorest
sections of the peasants.

This transition is characterised, on the one hand, by a
maximum of legally recognised rights (Russia is now the
freest of all the belligerent countries in the world); on the
other, by the absence of violence towards the masses, and,
finally, by their unreasoning trust in the government of
capitalists, those worst enemies of peace and socialism.

This peculiar situation demands of us an ability to adapt
ourselves to the special conditions of Party work among
unprecedentedly large masses of proletarians who have
just awakened to political life.

3) No support for the Provisional Government; the utter
falsity of all its promises should be made clear, particularly
of those relating to the renunciation of annexations. Exposure
in place of the impermissible, illusion-breeding “demand”
that this government, a government of capitalists, should
cease to be an imperialist government.

4) Recognition of the fact that in most of the Soviets
of Workers’ Deputies our Party is in a minority, so far
a small minority, as against a bloc of all the petty-bour-
geois opportunist elements, from the Popular Socialists
and the Socialist-Revolutionaries down to the Organising
Committee? (Chkheidze, Tsereteli, etc.), Steklov, etc., etc.,
who have yielded to the influence of the bourgeoisie and
spread that influence among the proletariat.
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The masses must be made to see that the Soviets of Work-
ers’ Deputies are the only possible form of revolutionary
government, and that therefore our task is, as long as this
government yields to the influence of the bourgeoisie, to
present a patient, systematic, and persistent explanation
of the errors of their tactics, an explanation especially adapt-
ed to the practical needs of the masses.

As long as we are in the minority we carry on the work
of criticising and exposing errors and at the same time we
preach the necessity of transferring the entire state power
to the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, so that the people may
overcome their mistakes by experience.

5) Not a parliamentary republic—to return to a parlia-
mentary republic from the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies
would be a retrograde step—but a republic of Soviets of
Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’ and Peasants’ Deputies
throughout the country, from top to bottom.

Abolition of the police, the army and the bureau-
cracy.™

The salaries of all officials, all of whom are elective and
displaceable at any time, not to exceed the average wage
of a competent worker.

6) The weight of emphasis in the agrarian programme to
be shifted to the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ Depu-
ties.

Confiscation of all landed estates.

Nationalisation of all lands in the country, the land to be
disposed of by the local Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ and
Peasants’ Deputies. The organisation of separate Soviets
of Deputies of Poor Peasants. The setting up of a model farm
on each of the large estates (ranging in size from 100 to 300
dessiatines, according to local and other conditions, and to the
decisions of the local bodies) under the control of the Soviets
of Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies and for the public
account.

7) The immediate amalgamation of all banks in the country
into a single national bank, and the institution of control
over it by the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies.

*1.e., the standing army to be replaced by the arming of the whole
people.
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8) It is not our immediate task to “introduce” socialism,
but only to bring social production and the distribution of
products at once under the control of the Soviets of Work-
ers’ Deputies.

9) Party tasks:

(a) Immediate convocation of a Party congress;
(b) Alteration of the Party Programme, mainly:
(1) On the question of imperialism and the impe-
rialist war;
(2) On our attitude towards the state and our demand
for a “commune state”*;
(3) Amendment of our out-of-date minimum pro-
gramme;
(c) Change of the Party’s name.**

10) A new International.

We must take the initiative in creating a revolutionary
International, an International against the social-chauvin-
ists and against the “Centre”.***

In order that the reader may understand why I had espe-
cially to emphasise as a rare exception the “case” of honest
opponents, I invite him to compare the above theses with
the following objection by Mr. Goldenberg: Lenin, he said,
“has planted the banner of civil war in the midst of revolu-
tionary democracy” (quoted in No. 5 of Mr. Plekhanov’s
Yedinstzo?).

Isn’t it a gem?

I write, announce and elaborately explain: “In view of
the undoubted honesty of those broad sections of the mass
believers in revolutionary defencism ... in view of the fact
that they are being deceived by the bourgeoisie, it is neces-
sary with particular thoroughness, persistence and patience
to explain their error to them....”

*J.e., a state of which the Paris Commune was the prototype.
** Instead of “Social-Democracy”, whose official leaders throughout
the world have betrayed socialism and deserted to the bourgeoisie (the
“defencists” and the vacillating “Kautskyites™), we must call ourselves
the Communist Party.

*** The “Centre” in the international Social-Democratic move-
ment is the trend which vacillates between the chauvinists (= “defen-
cists”) and internationalists, i.e., Kautsky and Co. in Germany,
Longuet and Co. in France, Chkheidze and Co. in Russia, Turati and
Co. in Italy, MacDonald and Co. in Britain, etc.
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Yet the bourgeois gentlemen who call themselves Social-
Democrats, who do not belong either to the broad sections
or to the mass believers in defencism, with serene brow pre-
sent my views thus: “The banner [!]* of civil war” (of which
there is not a word in the theses and not a word in my
speech!) has been planted (M “in the midst [!!'] of revolution-
ary democracy...”.

What does th1s mean? In what way does this differ from
riot-inciting agitation, from Russkaya Volya*?

I write, announce and elaborately explain: “The Soviets
of Workers’ Deputies are the only possible form of revolu-
tionary government, and therefore our task is to present
a patient, systematic, and persistent explanation of the er-
rors of their tactics, an explanation especially adapted to
the practical needs of the masses.”

Yet opponents of a certain brand present my views as a
call to “civil war in the midst of revolutionary democracy!

I attacked the Provisional Government for not having
appointed an early date, or any date at all, for the con-
vocation of the Constituent Assembly, and for confining
itself to promises. I argued that without the Soviets of Work-
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies the convocation of the Constitu-
ent Assembly is not guaranteed and its success is impos-
sible.

And the view is attributed to me that I am opposed to
the speedy convocation of the Constituent Assembly!

I would call this “raving”, had not decades of political
struggle taught me to regard honesty in opponents as a rare
exception.

Mr. Plekhanov in his paper called my speech “raving”.
Very good, Mr. Plekhanov! But look how awkward, uncouth,
and slow-witted you are in your polemics. If I delivered
a raving speech for two hours, how is it that an audience of
hundreds tolerated this “raving”? Further, why does your
paper devote a whole column to an account of the “raving”?
Inconsistent, highly inconsistent!

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—
Ed.
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It is, of course, much easier to shout, abuse, and howl
than to attempt to relate, to explain, to recall what Marx
and Engels said in 1871, 1872 and 1875 about the experience
of the Paris Commune® and about the kind of state the pro-
letariat needs.

Ex-Marxist Mr. Plekhanov evidently does not care to
recall Marxism.

I quoted the words of Rosa Luxemburg, who on August 4,
19146 called German Social-Democracy a “stinking corpse”.
And the Plekhanovs, Goldenbergs and Co. feel “offended”.
On whose behalf? On behalf of the German chauvinists, be-
cause they were called chauvinists!

They have got themselves in a mess, these poor Russian
social-chauvinists—socialists in word and chauvinists in

deed.
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HOW WE ARRIVED’

The news that the British and French governments have
refused to grant the emigrant internationalists passage
to Russia has already made its way into the socialist
press.

The thirty-two political emigrants of various party af-
filiations (among them 19 Bolsheviks, 6 Bundists,® 3 adher-
ents of the Paris internationalist paper Nashe Slovo?) who
have arrived here consider it their duty to make known the
following:

We are in possession of a number of documents which
we shall publish as soon as we receive them from Stockholm
(we left them behind because the Swedish-Russian border is
under the full control of agents of the British Government),
and which will give everyone a clear picture of the deplor-
able role the above-named “Allied” governments are play-
ing in this connection. On this point we shall add only the
following: The Zurich Emigrants’ Repatriation Committee,
which consists of representatives of twenty-three groups
(including the Central Committee, the Organising Committee,
the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and the Bund), unanimous-
ly passed a resolution stating publicly that the British
Government decided to prevent the emigrant interna-
tionalists from returning to their native land and taking
part in the struggle against the imperialist war.

From the first days of the revolution this intention on the
part of the British Government had become quite clear to
the emigrants. At a conference of representatives of the
Socialist-Revolutionary Party (M. A. Natanson), the Organis-
ing Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. (L. Martov), and the
Bund (Kosovsky), a plan was conceived (it was proposed
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by L. Martov) to obtain for these emigrants passage through
Germany in exchange for German and Austrian prisoners
interned in Russia.

A number of telegrams to this effect were sent to Russia,
while steps were taken through the Swiss socialists to get
this plan put through.

The telegrams sent to Russia were held up, apparently
by our Provisional “Revolutionary Government” (or its
supporters).

After waiting two weeks for an answer from Russia, we
decided to carry out the above-mentioned plan by ourselves
(other emigrants decided to wait a little longer, being still
unconvinced that the Provisional Government would do
nothing to ensure the passage of all emigrants).

The whole business was handled by Fritz Platten, a Swiss
internationalist socialist. He concluded a carefully worded
agreement with the German Ambassador in Switzerland.
The text of this agreement will be published later. Its main
points are: (1) All emigrants, regardless of their opinions
on the war, shall be allowed passage. (2) The railway coach
in which the emigrants will travel shall have the privileges
of extraterritoriality; no one shall have the right to enter
the coach without Platten’s permission; there shall be no
control either of passports or luggage. (3) The travellers
agree to agitate in Russia that the emigrants who have been
granted passage be exchanged for a corresponding number of
Austro-German internees.

All attempts on the part of the German Social-Democratic
majority to communicate with the travellers were firmly
repelled by the latter. The coach was accompanied by Plat-
ten all the way. He had decided to travel with us to
Petrograd but he has been detained at the Russian border
(Tornio)—let us hope, only temporarily. All negotiations
were conducted with the participation of and in complete
accord with a number of foreign internationalist socialists.
The protocol of the journey was signed by two French
socialists, Loriot and Guilbeaux, and by a socialist from the
Liebknecht group (Hartstein), by the Swiss socialist Plat-
ten, the Polish Social-Democrat Bronski, the Swedish
Social-Democrat deputies Lindhagen, Carleson, Strom, Ture
Nerman and others.
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“Were Karl Liebknecht in Russia now, the Milyukovs
would readily let him out to go to Germany; the Bethmann-
Hollwegs let you Russian internationalists out to go to
Russia. Your business is to go to Russia and fight there
against both German and Russian imperialism.” That is what
these internationalist comrades told us. We think they were
right. We shall make a report of our journey to the Executive
Committee of the Soviet of Workers’” and Soldiers’ Deputies.
We hope that the latter will obtain the release of a corre-
sponding number of internees, first and foremost the promi-
nent Austrian socialist, Otto Bauer, and that it will obtain
a permit for all emigrants, not only the social-patriots, to
return to Russia. We hope that the Executive Committee
will put an end also to the unheard-of state of affairs, where
no newspapers left of Rech'® are allowed to be sent out of the
country, and even the Manifesto of the Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies™ to the workers of the world is not
allowed to get into the foreign press.

Written April 4 (17), 1917

Published April 5, 1917 Published according
in the newspapers Pravda to the text in Pravda verified
No. 24, and Izvestia No. 32 with that in Izvestia
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TWO WORLDS

Capitalist newspapers like Rech and Novoye Vremya'?
have published articles attacking our passage through Ger-
many and insinuating that the new arrivals were aiding
the German imperialists.*

Izvestia of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Depu-
ties'® reprints in full the report published in yesterday’s
Pravda**" which was presented to the Executive Commit-
tee of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies on the
very first day after our arrival. In addition to the report,
Izvestia publishes the resolution of the Executive Commit-
tee, which it gives in the following words:

“Having heard the report of Comrades Zurabov and Zinoviev, the
Executive Committee decided to take the matter up immediately
with the Provisional Government and to take steps towards securing
the immediate return to Russia of all emigrants, irrespective of their
political views and their attitude towards the war. The results of the
negotiations with the government will be published in the near fu-
ture.—Editors.”

Here you have a small—a very small, but very character-
istic—picture of two worlds. One, the world of the capital-
ists, Rech, Russkaya Volya, Novoye Vremya, dark hints, vile
insinuations against the socialists; the other, the world
of the revolutionary democrats, of the workers’ and soldiers’
deputies, who in a calm, consistent, and dignified manner
have decided to “take steps”. Steps leading to what? Steps
leading to what was not done by the Provisional Government!

*The famous—notoriously famous—Russkaya Volya in its arti-
cle against us provides “incriminating” material quite in the vein of
Rech. Won’t Milyukov and Co. be ashamed of such a neighbour?

** Will Rech dare to publish it?



TWO WORLDS 31

Is this not tantamount to a censure of the Provisional
Government?

And is not this censure warranted?

Mind you, the Executive Committee, in passing this re-
solution was fully aware of the political dissensions that
existed between it and the Bolsheviks. For capitalists this
would be a pretext for insinuations. Human dignity is some-
thing one need not look for in the world of capitalists.

Pravda No. 25, April 6, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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NOTES FOR AN ARTICLE OR SPEECH
IN DEFENCE OF THE APRIL THESES

(1) Economic debacle is imminent. Therefore removal of
the bourgeoisie is a mistake.

(This is the conclusion of the bourgeoisie. The more im-
minent the debacle, the more essential is it that the bour-
geoisie be removed.)

(2) Proletariat is unorganised, weak, lacking class-con-
sciousness.

(True. Therefore, the whole task is to fight those petty-
bourgeois leaders, the so-called Social-Democrats—Chkheid-
ze, Tsereteli, Steklov—who lull the masses, encourage them
to put their trust in the bourgeoisie.

Not unity with these petty bourgeois—Chkheidze, Steklov,
Tsereteli—but utter defeat of these Social-Democrats, who
are ruining the revolution of the proletariat.)

(3) Revolution is bourgeois at the present stage. Therefore
no need for “socialist experiment”.

(This argument is an out-and-out bourgeois argument.
No one talks about a “socialist experiment” The concrete
Marxist proposition requires that institutions now as well
as classes be taken into account.)

Stranglers of the revolution, by honeyed phrases—Chkheid-
ze, Tsereteli, Steklov—are dragging the revolution back,
away from the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies towards the
undivided sway of the bourgeoisie, towards the usual bour-
geois parliamentary republic.

We must ably, carefully, clear people’s minds and lead
the proletariat and poor peasantry forward, away from
“dual power” towards the full power of the Soviets of
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Workers’ Deputies, and this is the commune in Marx’s sense,
in the sense of the experience of 1871.

The question is not how fast to move, but where to move.

The question is not whether the workers are prepared,
but how and for what they should be prepared.

Since the manifestos and appeals of the Soviet of Work-
ers’ Deputies on the war, etc., are sheer petty-bourgeois
humbug designed merely to lull the people to sleep, it is our
business above all, as I have said, to clear people’s minds,
to rid the masses of the bourgeois influence of Chkheidze,
Steklov, Tsereteli and Co.

The “revolutionary defencism” of the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies, i.e., of Chkheidze, Tsereteli and Steklov, is a
chauvinist trend a hundred times more harmful for being
cloaked in honeyed phrases, an attempt to reconcile the masses
with the Provisional Revolutionary Government.

The dull, unenlightened masses duped by Chkheidze,
Tsereteli, Steklov and Co. do not realise that the war is a
continuation of policy, that wars are waged by governments.

It must be made clear that the “people” can stop the war
or change its character only by changing the class charac-
ter of the government.

Written between April 4
and 12 (17 and 25), 1917

First published on January 21, Published according
1933 in Pravda No. 21 to the manuscript
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BLANCISM

Louis Blanc, the French socialist, won unenviable noto-
riety during the revolution of 1848 by changing his stand
from that of the class struggle to that of petty-bourgeois
illusions, illusions adorned with would-be “socialist” phra-
seology, but in reality tending to strengthen the influence
of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat. Louis Blanc looked
to the bourgeoisie for assistance, hoped, and inspired hopes
in others, that the bourgeoisie could help the workers in the
matter of “labour organisation” —this vague term purport-
ing to express ‘“socialist” tendencies.

Blancism has now gained the upper hand in Right-wing
“Social-Democracy”, in the Organising Committee party in
Russia. Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov, and many others,
who are now leaders of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies and were also leaders of the recent
All-Russia Conference of Soviets,' have taken the same
stand as Louis Blanc.

On all major issues of present-day political life these
leaders, who occupy approximately the position of the
international Centrist trend represented by Kautsky, Lon-
guet, Turati, and many others, have embraced the petty-
bourgeois views of Louis Blanc. Take, for instance, the ques-
tion of war.

The proletarian standpoint in this matter consists of a
definite class characterisation of war, and of an irreconcil-
able hostility to imperialist war—that is, to a war between
groups of capitalist countries (no matter whether monarchies
or republics) for a division of capitalist spoils.

The petty-bourgeois viewpoint differs from the bourgeois
one (outright justification of the war, outright “defence of
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the fatherland”, i.e., defence of the interests of one’s own
capitalists, defence of their “right” to annexations) in that
the petty bourgeois “renounces” annexations, “condemns”
imperialism, “demands” from the bourgeoisie that it cease
to be imperialistic while keeping within the framework of
world-imperialist relations and the capitalist system of
economy. Confining himself to this mild, innocuous, wishy-
washy declamation, the petty bourgeois, in practice, trails
helplessly behind the bourgeoisie, “sympathising” in some
things with the proletariat in words, remaining dependent
on the bourgeoisie in deeds, unable or unwilling to understand
the path leading to the overthrow of the capitalist yoke, the
only path that can rid the world of imperialism.

To “demand” of the bourgeois governments that they make
a “solemn declaration” in the spirit of renouncing annexa-
tions is the height of audacity on the part of the petty bour-
geois, and an example of anti-imperialist “Zimmerwaldist”
consistency. It is not difficult to see that this is Blancism of
the worst type. For one thing, no bourgeois politician with
any experience will ever have difficulty in mouthing any
number of glib, “brilliant”, high-sounding phrases against
annexations “in general”, as meaningless as they are non-
committal. But when it comes to deeds, one can always do a
conjuring trick after the manner of Rech, which had the de-
plorable courage to declare that Kurland!' (now annexed by
the imperialist predators of bourgeois Germany) was not
annexed by Russia!l

This is trickery of the most disgusting kind, the most
shameless deception of the workers by the bourgeoisie, for
anybody the least familiar with politics must know that
Kurland had always been annexed to Russia.

We openly and directly challenge Rech: (1) to present to the
people such a political definition of the concept “annexation”
as would apply equally to all annexations in the world,
German, British, and Russian, past and present, to all with-
out exception; (2) to state clearly and definitely what, in
its opinion, is meant by renunciation of annexations, not in
word, but in deed. To give such a political definition of the
concept “renunciation of annexations in deed” as would
apply not only to the Germans, but also to the English and
all other nations who have ever practised annexations.
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We maintain that Rech will either decline to accept our
challenge or it will be exposed by us before the whole
nation. And it is precisely because of this question of Kur-
land touched upon by Rech that our dispute is not a theo-
retical one but a practical one of the greatest urgency and
vital interest.

Second, let us assume, if only for a moment, that the
bourgeois ministers are the ideal of honesty, that the Guch-
kovs, Lvovs, Milyukovs and Co. sincerely believe in the pos-
sibility of renouncing annexations, while preserving cap-
italism, and that they really want to renounce them.

Let us, for a moment, assume even this, let us make this
Blancist assumption.

One is entitled to ask: Can a grown-up person be content
with what people think of themselves, without comparing
it with what they do? Is it possible for a Marxist not¢ to dis-
tinguish good wishes and declarations from objective re-
alities?

No. It is not.

Annexations are maintained by the bonds of finance
capital, banking capital, imperialist capital. Herein is the
modern, the economic foundation of annexations. From this
angle, annexations are politically guaranteed profits on
thousands of millions of capital “invested” in thousands
upon thousands of enterprises in the annexed countries.

It is impossible, even given the wish to do so, to renounce
annexations without taking decisive steps towards throwing
off the yoke of capitalism.

Does that mean, as Yedinstvo, Rabochaya Gazeta,'" and
the other “Louis Blancs” of our petty bourgeoisie are
ready to conclude and actually do conclude, that we
must not take any decisive steps towards overthrowing
capitalism, that we must accept at least a modicum of
annexations?

No. Decisive steps must be taken towards the overthrow
of capitalism. They must be taken ably and gradually, rely-
ing only on the class-consciousness and organised activity
of the overwhelming majority of the workers and poor
peasants. But taken they must be. The Soviets of Workers’
Deputies have already started to take them in a number of
places in Russia.
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The order of the day now is a decisive and irrevocable
parting of the ways with the Louis Blancs—the Chkheidzes,
Tseretelis, Steklovs, the party of the O.C., the Party of
Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc. The masses must be
made to see that Blancism is ruining and will utterly ruin
the further success of the revolution, even the success of
freedom, unless the masses realise how harmful these petty-
bourgeois illusions are and join the class-conscious work-
ers in their cautious, gradual, well-considered, yet firm and
direct steps towards socialism.

Outside of socialism there is no deliverance of humanity
from wars, from hunger, from the destruction of still more
millions and millions of human beings.

Pravda No. 27, April 8, 1917 Published according
Signed: N. Lenin to the text in Pravda
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THE DUAL POWER

The basic question of every revolution is that of state
power. Unless this question is understood, there can be no
intelligent participation in the revolution, not to speak of
guidance of the revolution.

The highly remarkable feature of our revolution is that
it has brought about a dual power. This fact must be grasped
first and foremost: unless it is understood, we cannot advance.
We must know how to supplement and amend old “formulas”,
for example, those of Bolshevism, for while they have been
found to be correct on the whole, their concrete realisation
has turned out to be different. Nobody previously thought,
or could have thought, of a dual power.

What is this dual power? Alongside the Provisional
Government, the government of the bourgeoisie, another
government has arisen, so far weak and incipient; but un-
doubtedly a government that actually exists and is
growing—the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies.

What is the class composition of this other government?
It consists of the proletariat and the peasants (in soldiers’
uniforms). What is the political nature of this government?
It is a revolutionary dictatorship, i.e., a power directly
based on revolutionary seizure, on the direct initiative of
the people from below, and not on a law enacted by a cen-
tralised state power. It is an entirely different kind of power
from the one that generally exists in the parliamentary
bourgeois-democratic republics of the usual type still pre-
vailing in the advanced countries of Europe and America.
This circumstance is often overlooked, often not given
enough thought, yet it is the crux of the matter. This power
is of the same type as the Paris Commune of 1871. The funda-
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mental characteristics of this type are: (1) the source of
power is not a law previously discussed and enacted by par-
liament, but the direct initiative of the people from below,
in their local areas—direct “seizure”, to use a current ex-
pression; (2) the replacement of the police and the army,
which are institutions divorced from the people and set
against the people, by the direct arming of the whole people;
order in the state under such a power is maintained by the
armed workers and peasants themselves, by the armed people
themselves; (3) officialdom, the bureaucracy, are either
similarly replaced by the direct rule of the people themselves
or at least placed under special control; they not only
become elected officials, but are also subject to recall at the
people’s first demand; they are reduced to the position of
simple agents; from a privileged group holding “jobs” remu-
nerated on a high, bourgeois scale, they become workers
of a special “arm of the service”, whose remuneration does
not exceed the ordinary pay of a competent worker.

This, and this alone, constitutes the essence of the Paris
Commune as a special type of state. This essence has been
forgotten or perverted by the Plekhanovs (downright chau-
vinists who have betrayed Marxism), the Kautskys (the
men of the “Centre”, i.e., those who vacillate between chau-
vinism and Marxism), and generally by all those Social-
Democrats, Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc., who now
rule the roost.

They are trying to get away with empty phrases, evasions,
subterfuges; they congratulate each other a thousand times
upon the revolution, but refuse to consider what the Soviets
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies are. They refuse to
recognise the obvious truth that inasmuch as these Soviets
exist, inasmuch as they are a power, we have in Russia a
state of the type of the Paris Commune.

I have emphasised the words “inasmuch as”, for it is only
an incipient power. By direct agreement with the bourgeois
Provisional Government and by a series of actual conces-
sions, it has itself surrendered and is surrendering its posi-
tions to the bourgeoisie.

Why? Is it because Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov and Co.
are making a “mistake”? Nonsense. Only a philistine can
think so—not a Marxist. The reason is insufficient class-
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consciousness and organisation of the proletarians and
peasants. The “mistake” of the leaders I have named lies in
their petty-bourgeois position, in the fact that instead of
clarifying the minds of the workers, they are befogging them;
instead of dispelling petty-bourgeois illusions, they are
instilling them; instead of freeing the people from bourge-
ois influence, they are strengthening that influence.

It should be clear from this why our comrades, too, make
so many mistakes when putting the question “simply”: Should
the Provisional Government be overthrown immediately?

My answer is: (1) it should be overthrown, for it is an
oligarchic, bourgeois, and not a people’s government, and
is unable to provide peace, bread, or full freedom; (2) it
cannot be overthrown just now, for it is being kept in
power by a direct and indirect, a formal and actual agreement
with the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, and primarily with
the chief Soviet, the Petrograd Soviet; (3) generally, it can-
not be “overthrown” in the ordinary way, for it rests on the
“support” given to the bourgeoisie by the second govern-
ment—the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies, and that government
is the only possible revolutionary government, which
directly expresses the mind and will of the majority of the
workers and peasants. Humanity has not yet evolved and
we do not as yet know a type of government superior to and
better than the Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural Labour-
ers’, Peasants’, and Soldiers’ Deputies.

To become a power the class-conscious workers must win
the majority to their side. As long as no violence is used
against the people there is no other road to power. We are
not Blancists, we do not stand for the seizure of power by
a minority. We are Marxists, we stand for proletarian class
struggle against petty-bourgeois intoxication, against chau-
vinism-defencism, phrase-mongering and dependence on the
bourgeoisie.

Let us create a proletarian Communist Party; its ele-
ments have already been created by the best adherents of
Bolshevism; let us rally our ranks for proletarian class work;
and larger and larger numbers from among the proletarians,
from among the poorest peasants will range themselves on
our side. For actual experience will from day to day shatter
the petty-bourgeois illusions of those “Social-Democrats™,
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the Chkheidzes, Tseretelis, Steklovs and others, the “Socialist-
Revolutionaries”, the petty bourgeois of an even purer
water, and so on and so forth.

The bourgeoisie stands for the undivided power of the
bourgeoisie.

The class-conscious workers stand for the undivided
power of the Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’,
Peasants’, and Soldiers’ Deputies—for undivided power
made possible not by adventurist acts, but by clarifying
proletarian minds, by emancipating them from the influence
of the bourgeoisie.

The petty bourgeoisie—“Social-Democrats™, Socialist-
Revolutionaries, etc., etc.—vacillate and, thereby, hinder
this clarification and emancipation.

This is the actual, the class alignment of forces that deter-
mines our tasks.

Pravda No. 28, April 9, 1917 Published according
Signed: N. Lenin to the text in Pravda
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LETTERS ON TACTICS®

FOREWORD

On April 4, 1917, I had occasion to make a report on the
subject indicated in the title, first, at a meeting of Bolshe-
viks in Petrograd. These were delegates to the All-Russia
Conference of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies,
who had lo leave for their homes and therefore could not
allow me to postpone it. After the meeting, the chairman,
Comrade G. Zinoviev, asked me on behalf of the whole
assembly to repeat my report immediately at a joint meet-
ing of Bolshevik and Menshevik delegates, who wished to
discuss the question of unifying the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party.

Difficult though it was for me immediately to repeat
my report I felt that I had no right to refuse once this
was demanded of me by my comrades-in-ideas as well as by
the Mensheviks, who, because of their impending departure,
really could not grant me a delay.

In making my report, I read the theses which were pub-
lished in No. 26 of Pravda, on April 7, 1917.*

Both the theses and my report gave rise to differences
of opinion among the Bolsheviks themselves and the editors
of Pravda. After a number of consultations, we unanimously
concluded that it would be advisable openly to discuss our
differences, and thus provide material for the All-Russia
Conference of our Party (the Russian Social-Democratic

*1 reprint these theses together with the brief comment from the
same issue of Pravda as an appendix to this letter. (See pp. 21-24 of
this volume.—Ed.)
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Labour Party, united under the Central Committee) which
is to meet in Petrograd on April 20, 1917.

Complying with this decision concerning a discussion,
I am publishing the following letters in which I do not claim
to have made an exhaustive study of the question, but wish
merely to outline the principal arguments, which are espe-
cially essential for the practical tasks of the working-class
movement.

FIRST LETTER
ASSESSMENT OF THE PRESENT SITUATION

Marxism requires of us a strictly exact and objectively
verifiable analysis of the relations of classes and of the
concrete features peculiar to each historical situation. We
Bolsheviks have always tried to meet this requirement,
which is absolutely essential for giving a scientific foundation
to policy.

“Our theory is not a dogma, but a guide to action,”®
Marx and Engels always said, rightly ridiculing the mere
memorising and repetition of “formulas”, that at best are
capable only of marking out general tasks, which are neces-
sarily modifiable by the concrete economic and political
conditions of each particular period of the historical process.

What, then, are the clearly established objective facts
which the party of the revolutionary proletariat must now be
guided by in defining the tasks and forms of its activity?

Both in my first Letter from Afar (“The First Stage of
the First Revolution™”) published in Pravda Nos. 14 and 15,
March 21 and 22, 1917, and in my theses, I define “the spe-
cific feature of the present situation in Russia” as a period
of transition from the first stage of the revolution to the
second. I therefore considered the basic slogan, the “task
of the day” at this moment to be: “Workers, you have per-
formed miracles of proletarian heroism, the heroism of the
people, in the civil war against tsarism. You must perform
miracles of organisation, organisation of the proletariat
and of the whole people, to prepare the way for your
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victory in the second stage of the revolution” (Pravda
No. 15).*

What, then, is the first stage?

It is the passing of state power to the bourgeoisie.

Before the February-March revolution of 1917, state
power in Russia was in the hands of one old class, namely,
the feudal landed nobility, headed by Nicholas Romanov.

After the revolution, the power is in the hands of a differ-
ent class, a new class, namely, the bourgeoisie.

The passing of state power from one class to another is
the first, the principal, the basic sign of a revolution, both
in the strictly scientific and in the practical political
meaning of that term.

To this extent, the bourgeois, or the bourgeois-democratic,
revolution in Russia is completed.

But at this point we hear a clamour of protest from people
who readily call themselves “old Bolsheviks”. Didn’t we
always maintain, they say, that the bourgeois-democratic
revolution is completed only by the “revolutionary-democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry”? Is the
agrarian revolution, which is also a bourgeois-democratic
revolution, completed? Is it not a fact, on the contrary,
that it has not even started?

My answer is: The Bolshevik slogans and ideas on the
whole have been confirmed by history; but concretely things
have worked out differently; they are more original, more
peculiar, more variegated than anyone could have
expected.

To ignore or overlook this fact would mean taking after
those “old Bolsheviks” who more than once already have
played so regrettable a role in the history of our Party by
reiterating formulas senselessly learned by rote instead of
studying the specific features of the new and living reality.

“The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the prole-
tariat and the peasantry” has already become a reality™™* in
the Russian revolution, for this “formula” envisages only a
relation of classes, and not a concrete political institution
implementing this relation, this co-operation. “The Soviet

* See present edition, Vol. 23, pp. 306-07.—Ed.
**In a certain form and to a certain extent.
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of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies”—there you have the
“revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry” already accomplished in reality.

This formula is already antiquated. Events have moved
it from the realm of formulas into the realm of reality,
clothed it with flesh and bone, concretised it and thereby
modified it.

A new and different task now faces us: to effect a split
within this dictatorship between the proletarian elements
(the anti-defencist, internationalist, “Communist” elements,
who stand for a transition to the commune) and the small-
proprietor or petty-bourgeois elements (Chkheidze, Tsere-
teli, Steklov, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the other
revolutionary defencists, who are opposed to moving
towards the commune and are in favour of “supporting” the
bourgeoisie and the bourgeois government).

The person who now speaks only of a “revolutionary-
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry”
is behind the times, consequently, he has in effect gone
over to the petty bourgeoisie against the proletarian class
struggle; that person should be consigned to the archive
of “Bolshevik™ pre-revolutionary antiques (it may be called
the archive of “old: Bolsheviks™).

The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the prole-
tariat and the peasantry has already been realised, but in
a highly original manner, and with a number of extremely
important modifications. I shall deal with them separately
in one of my next letters. For the present, it is essential
to grasp the incontestable truth that a Marxist must take
cognisance of real life, of the true facts of reality, and not
cling to a theory of yesterday, which, like all theories, at
best only outlines the main and the general, only comes
near to embracing life in all its complexity.

“Theory, my friend, is grey, but green is the eternal tree
of life.”20

To deal with the question of “completion” of the bourgeois
revolution in the old way is to sacrifice living Marxism
to the dead letter.

According to the old way of thinking, the rule of the bour-
geoisie could and should be followed by the rule of the pro-
letariat and the peasantry, by their dictatorship.
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In real life, however, things have already turned out
differently; there has been an extremely original, novel and
unprecedented interlacing of the one with the other. We have
side by side, existing together, simultaneously, both the
rule of the bourgeoisie (the government of Lvov and Guch-
kov) and a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry, which is voluntarily ceding
power to the bourgeoisie, voluntarily making itself an
appendage of the bourgeoisie.

For it must not be forgotten that actually, in Petrograd,
the power is in the hands of the workers and soldiers; the
new government is not using and cannot use violence against
them, because there is no police, no army standing apart
from the people, no officialdom standing all-powerful above
the people. This is a fact, the kind of fact that is character-
istic of a state of the Paris Commune type. This fact does
not fit into the old schemes. One must know how to adapt
schemes to facts, instead of reiterating the now meaning-
less words about a “dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry” in general.

To throw more light on this question let us approach it
from another angle.

A Marxist must not abandon the ground of careful
analysis of class relations. The bourgeoisie is in power. But is
not the mass of the peasants also a bourgeoisie, only of a
different social stratum, of a different kind, of a different
character? Whence does it follow that this stratum cannot
come to power, thus “completing” the bourgeois-democratic
revolution? Why should this be impossible?

This is how the old Bolsheviks often argue.

My reply is that it is quite possible. But, in assessing a
given situation, a Marxist must proceed not from what is
possible, but from what is real.

And the reality reveals the fact that freely elected sol-
diers’ and peasants’ deputies are freely joining the second,
parallel government, and are freely supplementing, develop-
ing and completing it. And, just as freely, they are sur-
rendering power to the bourgeoisie—a fact which does
not in the least “contravene” the theory of Marxism, for we
have always known and repeatedly pointed out that the
bourgeoisie maintains itself in power not only by force but
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also by virtue of the lack of class-consciousness and
organisation, the routinism and downtrodden state of the
masses.

In view of this present-day reality, it is simply ridiculous
to turn one’s back on the fact and talk about “possibilities”.

Possibly the peasantry may seize all the land and all
the power. Far from forgetting this possibility, far from
confining myself to the present, I definitely and clearly
formulate the agrarian programme, taking into account the
new phenomenon, i.e., the deeper cleavage between the agri-
cultural labourers and the poor peasants on the one hand,
and the peasant proprietors on the other.

But there is also another possibility; it is possible that the
peasants will take the advice of the petty-bourgeois party
of the Socialist-Revolutionaries, which has yielded to the
influence of the bourgeoisie, has adopted a defencist stand,
and which advises waiting for the Constituent Assembly,
althoggh not even the date of its convocation has yet been
fixed.

It is possible that the peasants will maintain and prolong
their deal with the bourgeoisie, a deal which they have now
concluded through the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies not only in form, but in fact.

Many things are possible. It would be a great mistake to
forget the agrarian movement and the agrarian programme.
But it would be no less a mistake to forget the reality, which
reveals the fact that an agreement, or—to use a more exact,
less legal, but more class-economic term—class collabora-
tion exists between the bourgeoisie and the peasantry.

When this fact ceases to be a fact, when the peasantry
separates from the bourgeoisie, seizes the land and power
despite the bourgeoisie, that will be a new stage in the bour-
geois-democratic revolution; and that matter will be dealt
with separately.

* Lest my words be misinterpreted, I shall say at once that I am
positively in favour of the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers and Peas-
ants immediately taking over all the land, but they should themselves
observe the strictest order and discipline, not permit the slightest dam-
age to machines, structures, or livestock, and in no case disorganise
agriculture and grain production, but rather develop them, for the
soldiers need twice as much bread, and the people must not be
allowed to starve.
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A Marxist who, in view of the possibility of such a future
stage, were to forget his duties in the present, when the
peasantry is in agreement with the bourgeoisie, would turn
petty bourgeois. For he would in practice be preaching to
the proletariat confidence in the petty bourgeoisie (“this
petty bourgeoisie, this peasantry, must separate from the
bourgeoisie while the bourgeois-democratic revolution is
still on”). Because of the “possibility” of so pleasing and
sweet a future, in which the peasantry would not be the
tail of the bourgeoisie, in which the Socialist-Revolution-
aries, the Chkheidzes, Tseretelis, and Steklovs would not
be an appendage of the bourgeois government—because of
the “possibility” of so pleasing a future, he would be forget-
ting the unpleasant present, in which the peasantry still
forms the tail of the bourgeoisie, and in which the Socialist-
Revolutionaries and Social-Democrats have not yet given
up their role as an appendage of the bourgeois government,
as “His Majesty” Lvov’s Opposition.?

This hypothetical person would resemble a sweetish
Louis Blanc, or a sugary Kautskyite, but certainly not a
revolutionary Marxist.

But are we not in danger of falling into subjectivism, of
wanting to arrive at the socialist revolution by “skipping”
the bourgeois-democratic revolution—which is not yet com-
pleted and has not yet exhausted the peasant movement?

I might be incurring this danger if I said: “No Tsar, but
a workers’ government.”?? But I did not say that, I said
something else. I said that there can be no government (bar-
ring a bourgeois government) in Russia other than that of
the Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’, Soldiers’,
and Peasants’ Deputies. I said that power in Russia now can
pass from Guchkov and Lvov only to these Soviets. And in
these Soviets, as it happens, it is the peasants, the soldiers,
i.e., petty bourgeoisie, who preponderate, to use a scientific,
Marxist term, a class characterisation, and not a com-
mon, man-in-the-street, professional characterisation.

In my theses, I absolutely ensured myself against skip-
ping over the peasant movement, which has not outlived
itself, or the petty-bourgeois movement in general, against
any playing at “seizure of power” by a workers’ government,
against any kind of Blanquist adventurism; for I pointedly
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referred to the experience of the Paris Commune. And this
experience, as we know, and as Marx proved at length in
1871 and Engels in 1891,2% absolutely excludes Blanquism,
absolutely ensures the direct, immediate and unquestionable
rule of the majority and the activity of the masses only to
the extent that the majority itself acts consciously.

In the theses, I very definitely reduced the question to
one of a struggle for influence within the Soviets of Workers’,
Agricultural Labourers’, Peasants’, and Soldiers’ Deputies.
To leave no shadow of doubt on this score, I fwice emphasised
in the theses the need for patient and persistent “explana-
tory” work “adapted to the practical needs of the masses”.

Ignorant persons or renegades from Marxism, like Mr.
Plekhanov, may shout about anarchism, Blanquism, and
so forth. But those who want to think and learn cannot fail
to understand that Blanquism means the seizure of power
by a minority, whereas the Soviets are admittedly the direct
and immediate organisation of the majority of the people.
Work confined to a struggle for influence within these So-
viets cannot, simply cannot, stray into the swamp of Blan-
quism. Nor can it stray into the swamp of anarchism, for
anarchism denies the need for a state and state power in the
period of ¢ransition from the rule of the bourgeoisie to the
rule of the proletariat, whereas I, with a precision that pre-
cludes any possibility of misinterpretation, advocate the need
for a state in this period, although, in accordance with Marx
and the lessons of the Paris Commune, I advocate not the
usual parliamentary bourgeois state, but a state without
a standing army, without a police opposed to the people,
without an officialdom placed above the people.

When Mr. Plekhanov, in his newspaper Yedinstvo, shouts
with all his might that this is anarchism, he is merely giving
further proof of his break with Marxism. Challenged by me
in Pravda (No. 26) to tell us what Marx and Engels taught
on the subject in 1871, 1872 and 1875,* Mr. Plekhanov can
only preserve silence on the question at issue and shout out
abuse after the manner of the enraged bourgeoisie.

Mr. Plekhanov, the ex-Marxist, has absolutely failed to
understand the Marxist doctrine of the state. Incidentally,

*See p. 26 of this volume.—Ed.
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the germs of this lack of understanding are also to be found
in his German pamphlet on anarchism.?!

* *
*

Now let us see how Comrade Y. Kamenev, in Pravda No.
27, formulates his “disagreements” with my theses and with
the views expressed above. This will help us to grasp them
more clearly.

“As for Comrade Lenin’s general scheme,” writes Comrade Kame-
nev, “it appears to us unacceptable, inasmuch as it proceeds from the
assumption that the bourgeois-democratic revolution is completed,
and builds on the immediate transformation of this revolution into a
socialist revolution.”

There are two big mistakes here.

First. The question of “completion” of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution is stated wrongly. The question is
put in an abstract, simple, so to speak one-colour, way,
which does not correspond to the objective reality. To put
the question this way, to ask now “whether the bourgeois-
democratic revolution is completed” and say no more, is to
prevent oneself from seeing the exceedingly complex reality,
which is at least two-coloured. This is in theory. In practice,
it means surrendering helplessly to petty-bourgeois revolu-
tionism.

Indeed, reality shows us both the passing of power into
the hands of the bourgeoisie (a “completed” bourgeois-
democratic revolution of the usual type) and, side by side
with the real government, the existence of a parallel govern-
ment which represents the “revolutionary-democratic dicta-
torship of the proletariat and the peasantry”. This “second-
government” has itself ceded the power to the bourgeoisie,
has chained itself to the bourgeois government.

Is this reality covered by Comrade Kamenev’s old-
Bolshevik formula, which says that “the bourgeois-democratic
revolution is not completed”?

It is not. The formula is obsolete. It is no good at all.
It is dead. And it is no use trying to revive it.

Second. A practical question. Who knows whether it is
still possible at present for a special “revolutionary-democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry”, de-
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tached from the bourgeois government, to emerge in Russia?
Marxist tactics cannot be based on the unknown.

But if this is still possible, then there is one, and only
one, way towards it, namely, an immediate, resolute, and
irrevocable separation of the proletarian Communist ele-
ments from the petty-bourgeois elements.

Why?

Because the entire petty bourgeoisie has, not by chance
but of necessity, turned towards chauvinism (= defencism),
towards “support” of the bourgeoisie, towards dependence
on it, towards the fear of having to do without it, etc., etc.

How can the petty bourgeoisie be “pushed” into power,
if even now it can take the power, but does not want to?

This can be done only by separating the proletarian, the
Communist, party, by waging a proletarian class struggle
free from the timidity of those petty bourgeois. Only the
consolidation of the proletarians who are free from
the influence of the petty bourgeoisie in deed and not only
in word can make the ground so hot under the feet of the
petty bourgeoisie that it will be obliged under certain cir-
cumstances to take the power; it is even within the bounds
of possibility that Guchkov and Milyukov—again under
certain circumstances—will be for giving full and sole power
to Chkheidze, Tsereteli, the S.R.s, and Steklov, since, after
all, these are “defencists”.

To separate the proletarian elements of the Soviets (i.e.,
the proletarian, Communist, party) from the petty-bour-
geois elements right now, immediately and irrevocably,
is to give correct expression to the interests of the movement
in either of two possible events: in the event that Russia
will yet experience a special “dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry” independent of the bourgeoisie, and in the
event that the petty bourgeoisie will not be able to tear
itself away from the bourgeoisie and will oscillate eternally
(that is, until socialism is established) between us and it.

To be guided in one’s activities merely by the simple
formula, “the bourgeois-democratic revolution is not com-
pleted”, is like taking it upon oneself to guarantee that the
petty bourgeoisie is definitely capable of being independent
of the bourgeoisie. To do so is to throw oneself at the given
moment on the mercy of the petty bourgeoisie.
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Incidentally, in connection with the “formula” of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, it is
worth mentioning that, in Two Tactics (July 1905), I made
a point of emphasising (Twelve Years, p. 435%) this:

“Like everything else in the world, the revolutionary-
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry
has a past and a future. Its past is autocracy, serfdom, mon-
archy, and privilege.... Its future is the struggle against
private property, the struggle of the wage-worker against
the employer, the struggle for socialism....”*

Comrade Kamenev’s mistake is that even in 1917 he sees
only the past of the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry. As a matter of fact
its future has already begun, for the interests and policies
of the wage-worker and the petty proprietor have actually
diverged already, even in such an important question as
that of “defencism”, that of the attitude towards the impe-
rialist war.

This brings me to the second mistake in Comrade Kame-
nev’s argument quoted above. He criticises me, saying that
my scheme “builds” on “the immediate transformation of
this [bourgeois-democratic] revolution into a socialist
revolution”.

This is incorrect. I not only do not “build” on the “imme-
diate transformation” of our revolution into a socialist one,
but I actually warn against it, when in Thesis No. 8, I state:
“It is not our immediate task to ‘introduce’ socialism...”. **

Is it not clear that no person who builds on the immediate
transformation of our revolution into a socialist revolution
could be opposed to the immediate task of introducing so-
cialism?

Moreover, even a “commune state” (i.e., a state organised
along the lines of the Paris Commune) cannot be introduced
in Russia “immediately”, because to do that it would be
necessary for the majority of the deputies in all (or in most)
Soviets to clearly recognise all the erroneousness and harm
of the tactics and policy pursued by the S.R.s, Chkheidze,
Tsereteli, Steklov, etc. As for me, I declared unmistakably
that in this respect I “build” only on “patient” explaining

* See present edition, Vol. 9, pp. 84-85.—Ed.
**See p. 24 of this volume.—Ed.
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(does one have to be patient to bring about a change which
can be effected “immediately”?).

Comrade Kamenev has somewhat overreached himself in
his eagerness, and has repeated the bourgeois prejudice about
the Paris Commune having wanted to introduce socialism
“immediately”. This is not so. The Commune, unfortunately,
was too slow in introducing socialism. The real essence of
the Commune is not where the bourgeois usually looks for
it, but in the creation of a state of a special type. Such a
state has already arisen in Russia, it is the Soviets of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies!

Comrade Kamenev has not pondered on the fact, the
significance, of the existing Soviets, their identity, in point
of type and socio-political character, with the commune
state, and instead of studying the fact, he began to talk
about something I was supposed to be “building” on for the
“immediate” future. The result is, unfortunately, a repeti-
tion of the method used by many bourgeois: from the
question as to what are the Soviets, whether they are of
a higher type than a parliamentary republic, whether
they are more useful for the people, more democratic, more
convenient for the struggle, for combating, for instance, the
grain shortage, etc.—from this real, urgent, vital issue,
attention is diverted to the empty, would-be scientific,
but actually hollow, professorially dead question of “build-
ing on an immediate transformation”.

An idle question falsely presented. I “build” only on
this, exclusively on this—that the workers, soldiers and
peasants will deal better than the officials, better than the
police, with the difficult practical, problems of producing
more grain, distributing it better and keeping the soldiers
better supplied, etc., etc.

I am deeply convinced that the Soviets will make the
independent activity of the masses a reality more quickly
and effectively than will a parliamentary republic (I shall
compare the two types of state in greater detail in another
letter) They will more effectively, more practically and
more correctly decide what steps can be taken towards
socialism and how these steps should be taken. Control over a
bank, the merging of all banks into one, is not yet socialism,
but it is a step towards socialism. Today such steps are being
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taken in Germany by the Junkers and the bourgeoisie against
the people. Tomorrow the Soviet will be able to take these
steps more effectively for the benefit of the people if the
whole state power is in its hands.

What compels such steps?

Famine. Economic disorganisation. Imminent collapse.
The horrors of war. The horrors of the wounds inflicted on
mankind by the war.

Comrade Kamenev concludes his article with the remark
that “in a broad discussion he hopes to carry his point of
view, which is the only possible one for revolutionary
Social-Democracy if it wishes to and should remain to the
very end the party of the revolutionary masses of the pro-
hetariat and not turn into a group of Communist propagan-

ists”.

It seems to me that these words betray a completely
erroneous estimate of the situation. Comrade Kamenev
contraposes to a “party of the masses™ a “group of propagan-
dists”. But the “masses” have now succumbed to the craze of
“revolutionary” defencism. Is it not more becoming for
internationalists at this moment to show that they can
resist “mass” intoxication rather than to “wish to remain”
with the masses, i.e., to succumb to the general epidemic?
Have we not seen how in all the belligerent countries of
Europe the chauvinists tried to justify themselves on the
grounds that they wished to “remain with the masses™?
Must we not be able to remain for a time in the minority
against the “mass” intoxication? Is it not the work of the
propagandists at the present moment that forms the key
point for disentangling the proletarian line from the de-
fencist and petty-bourgeois “mass” intoxication? It was this
fusion of the masses, proletarian and non-proletarian, re-
gardless of class differences within the masses, that formed
one of the conditions for the defencist epidemic. To speak
contemptuously of a “group of propagandists” advocating a
proletarian line does not seem to be very becoming.

Written between April 8 and 13
(21 and 26), 1917

Published as a pamphlet Published according
in April 1917 by Priboi Publishers to the pamphlet text
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The moment of history through which Russia is now
passing is marked by the following main characteristics:

THE CLASS CHARACTER OF THE REVOLUTION
THAT HAS TAKEN PLACE

1. The old tsarist power, which represented only a hand-
ful of feudalist landowners who commanded the entire
state machinery (the army, the police, and the bureaucracy),
has been overthrown and removed, but not completely
destroyed. The monarchy has not been formally abolished;
the Romanov gang continues to hatch monarchist in-
trigues. The vast landed possessions of the feudalist squire-
archy have not been abolished.

2. State power in Russia has passed into the hands of a
new class, namely, the bourgeoisie and landowners who
had become bourgeois. To this extent the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution in Russia is completed.

Having come to power, the bourgeoisie has formed a bloc
(an alliance) with the overt monarchists, who are notorious
for their exceptionally ardent support of Nicholas the Bloody
and Stolypin the Hangman in 1906-14 (Guchkov and other
politicians to the right of the Cadets?®). The new bourgeois
government of Lvov and Co. has attempted and has begun
to negotiate with the Romanovs for the restoration of
the monarchy in Russia. Behind a screen of revolutionary
phrases, this government is appointing partisans of the old
regime to key positions. It is striving to reform the whole
machinery of state (the army, the police, and the bureauc-
racy) as little as possible, and has turned it over to the
bourgeoisie. The new government has already begun to hinder
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in every way the revolutionary initiative of mass action
and the seizure of power by the people from below, which
is the sole guarantee of the real success of the revolution.

Up to now this government has not even fixed a date for
the convocation of the Constituent Assembly. It is not
laying a finger on the landed estates, which form the ma-
terial foundation of feudal tsarism. This government does
not even contemplate starting an investigation into, and
making public, the activities of the monopolist financial
organisations, the big banks, the syndicates and cartels of
the capitalists, etc., or instituting control over them.

The key positions, the decisive ministerial posts in the
new government (the Ministry of the Interior and the War
Ministry, i.e., the command over the army, the police,
the bureaucracy—the entire apparatus for oppressing the
people) are held by outright monarchists and supporters of
the system of big landed estates. The Cadets, those day-old
republicans, republicans against their own will, have been
assigned minor posts, having no direct relation to the
command over the people or to the apparatus of state power.
A. Kerensky, a Trudovik?” and “would-be socialist”, has no
function whatsoever, except to lull the vigilance and atten-
tion of the people with sonorous phrases.

For all these reasons, the new bourgeois government does
not deserve the confidence of the proletariat even in the
sphere of internal policy, and no support of this government
by the proletariat is admissible.

THE FOREIGN POLICY OF THE NEW GOVERNMENT

3. In the field of foreign policy, which has now been brought
to the forefront by objective circumstances, the new
government is a government for the continuation of the
imperialist war, a war that is being waged in alliance with
the imperialist powers—Britain, France, and others—for
division of the capitalist spoils and for subjugating small
and weak nations.

Subordinated to the interests of Russian capitalism and
its powerful protector and master—Anglo-French imperialist
capitalism, the wealthiest in the world, the new govern-
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ment, notwithstanding the wishes expressed in no uncer-
tain fashion on behalf of the obvious majority of the peoples
of Russia through the Soviet of Soldiers’ and Workers’
Deputies, has taken no real steps to put an end to the slaughter
of peoples for the interests of the capitalists. It has not
even published the secret treaties of an obviously predatory
character (for the partition of Persia, the plunder of China,
the plunder of Turkey, the partition of Austria, the annexa-
tion of Eastern Prussia, the annexation of the German
colonies, etc.), which, as everybody knows, bind Russia to
Anglo-French predatory imperialist capital. It has confirmed
these treaties concluded by tsarism, which for centuries
robbed and oppressed more nations than other tyrants and
despots, and which not only oppressed, but also disgraced
and demoralised the Great-Russian nation by making it an
executioner of other nations.

The new government has confirmed these shameful dep-
redatory treaties and has not proposed an immediate ar-
mistice to all the belligerent nations, in spite of the clearly
expressed demand of the majority of the peoples of Russia,
voiced through the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Depu-
ties. It has evaded the issue with the help of solemn, sono-
rous, bombastic, but absolutely empty declarations and
phrases, which, in the mouths of bourgeois diplomats, have
always served, and still serve, to deceive the trustful and
naive masses of the oppressed people.

4. Not only, therefore, is the new government unworthy
of the slightest confidence in the field of foreign policy,
but to go on demanding that it should proclaim the will
of the peoples of Russia for peace, that it should renounce
annexations, and so on and so forth, is in practice merely
to deceive the people, to inspire them with false hopes and
to retard the clarification of their minds. It is indirectly to
reconcile them to the continuation of a war the true social
character of which is determined not by pious wishes, but
by the class character of the government that wages the war,
by the connection between the class represented by this
government and the imperialist finance capital of Russia,
Britain, France, etc., by the real and actual policy which that
class is pursuing.
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THE PECULIAR NATURE OF THE DUAL POWER
AND ITS CLASS SIGNIFICANCE

5. The main feature of our revolution, a feature that most
imperatively demands thoughtful consideration, is the
dual power which arose in the very first days after the tri-
umph of the revolution.

This dual power is evident in the existence of fwo govern-
ments: one is the main, the real, the actual government of
the bourgeoisie, the “Provisional Government” of Lvov and
Co., which holds in its hands all the organs of power; the
other is a supplementary and parallel government, a “con-
trolling” government in the shape of the Petrograd Soviet of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, which holds no organs of
state power, but directly rests on the support of an obvious
and indisputable majority of the people, on the armed
workers and soldiers.

The class origin and the class significance of this dual
power is the following: the Russian revolution of March
1917 not only swept away the whole tsarist monarchy, not
only transferred the entire power to the bourgeoisie, but also
moved close towards a revolutionary-democratic dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry. The Petrograd
and the other, the local, Soviets constitute precisely such a
dictatorship (that is, a power resting not on the law but
directly on the force of armed masses of the population), a
dictatorship precisely of the above-mentioned classes.

6. The second highly important feature of the Russian
revolution is the fact that the Petrograd Soviet of Soldiers’
and Workers’ Deputies, which, as everything goes to show,
enjoys the confidence of most of the local Soviets, is volun-
tarily transferring state power to the bourgeoisie and its
Provisional Government, is voluntarily ceding supremacy to
the latter, having entered into an agreement to support it,
and is limiting its own role to that of an observer, a super-
visor of the convocation of the Constituent Assembly (the
date for which has not even been announced as yet by the
Provisional Government).

This remarkable feature, unparalleled in history in such a
form, has led to the interlocking of two dictatorships: the
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dictatorship of the bourgeoisie (for the government of
Lvov and Co. is a dictatorship, i.e., a power based not on
the law, not on the previously expressed will of the people,
but on seizure by force, accomplished by a definite class,
namely, the bourgeoisie) and the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat and the peasantry (the Soviet of Workers’ and Sol-
diers’ Deputies).

There is not the slightest doubt that such an “interlocking”
cannot last long. Two powers cannot exist in a state. One of
them is bound to pass away; and the entire Russian bour-
geoisie is already trying its hardest everywhere and in every
way to keep out and weaken the Soviets, to reduce them to
nought, and to establish the undivided power of the bour-
geoisie.

The dual power merely expresses a transitional phase
in the revolution’s development, when it has gone farther
than the ordinary bourgeois-democratic revolution, but has
not yet reached a “pure” dictatorship of the proletariat and
the peasantry.

The class significance (and the class explanation) of this
transitional and unstable situation is this: like all revolu-
tions, our revolution required the greatest heroism and self-
sacrifice on the part of the people for the struggle against
tsarism; it also immediately drew unprecedentedly vast
numbers of ordinary citizens into the movement.

From the point of view of science and practical politics,
one of the chief symptoms of every real revolution is the
unusually rapid, sudden, and abrupt increase in the number
of “ordinary citizens” who begin to participate actively,
independently and effectively in political life and in the
organisation of the state.

Such is the case in Russia. Russia at present is seething.
Millions and tens of millions of people, who had been polit-
ically dormant for ten years and politically crushed by the
terrible oppression of tsarism and by inhuman toil for the
landowners and capitalists, have awakened and taken eagerly
to politics. And who are these millions and tens of millions?
For the most part small proprietors, petty bourgeois, people
standing midway between the capitalists and the wage-
workers Russia is the most petty-bourgeois of all European
countries.
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A gigantic petty-bourgeois wave has swept over every-
thing and overwhelmed the class-conscious proletariat, not
only by force of numbers but also ideologically; that is, it
has infected and imbued very wide circles of workers with
the petty-bourgeois political outlook.

The petty bourgeoisie are in real life dependent upon the
bourgeoisie, for they live like masters and not like prole-
tarians (from the point of view of their place in social pro-
duction) and follow the bourgeoisie in their outlook.

An attitude of unreasoning trust in the capitalists—the
worst foes of peace and socialism—characterises the poli-
tics of the popular masses in Russia at the present moment;
this is the fruit that has grown with revolutionary rapidity
on the social and economic soil of the most petty-bourgeois
of all European countries. This is the class basis for the
“agreement” between the Provisional Government and the
Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies (I emphasise
that I am referring not so much to the formal agreement as
to actual support, a tacit agreement, the surrender of power
inspired by unreasoning trust), an agreement which has
given the Guchkovs a fat piece—real power—and the So-
viet merely promises and honours (for the time belng)
flattery, phrases, assurances, and the bowings and scrapings
of the Kerenskys.

On the other side we have the inadequate numerical
strength of the proletariat in Russia and its insufficient
class-consciousness and organisation.

All the Narodnik parties, including the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries, have always been petty-bourgeois. This is also
true of the party of the Organising Committee (Chkheidze,
Tsereteli, etc.). The non-party revolutionaries (Steklov
and others) have similarly yielded to the tide, or have not
been able to stand up to it, have not had the time to do it.

THE PECULIAR NATURE OF THE TACTICS
WHICH FOLLOW FROM THE ABOVE

7. For the Marxist, who must reckon with objective
facts, with the masses and classes, and not with individuals
and so on, the peculiar nature of the actual situation as
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described above must determine the peculiar nature of the
tactics for the present moment.

This peculiarity of the situation calls, in the first place,
for the pouring of vinegar and bile into the sweet water of
revolutionary-democratic phraseology” (as my fellow member
on the Central Committee of our Party, Teodorovich,
so aptly put it at yesterday’s session of the All-Russia
Congress of Railwaymen in Petrograd). Our work must be
one of criticism, of explaining the mistakes of the petty-
bourgeois Socialist-Revolutionary and Social-Democratic
parties, of preparing and welding the elements of a con-
sciously proletarian, Communist Party, and of curing the
proletariat of the “general” petty-bourgeois intoxication.

This seems to be “nothing more” than propaganda work,
but in reality it is most practical revolutionary work; for
there is no advancing a revolution that has come to a stand-
still, that has choked itself with phrases, and that keeps
‘marking time”, not because of external obstacles, not
because of the violence of the bourgeoisie (Guchkov is still
only threatening to employ violence against the soldier
mass), but because of the unreasoning trust of the people.

Only by overcoming this unreasoning trust (and we can
and should overcome it only ideologically, by comradely
persuasion, by pointing to the lessons of experience) can we
set ourselves free from the prevailing orgy of revolutionary
phrase-mongering and really stimulate the consciousness
both of the proletariat and of the mass in general, as well as
their bold and determined initiative in the localities—the
independent realisation, development and consolidation of
liberties, democracy, and the principle of people’s ownership
of all the land.

8. The world-wide experience of bourgeois and landowner
governments has evolved fwo methods of keeping the people
in subjection. The first is violence. Nicholas Romanov I,
nicknamed Nicholas of the Big Stick, and Nicholas II, the
Bloody, demonstrated to the Russian people the maximum
of what can and cannot he done in the way of these hang-
men’s practices. But there is another method, best developed
by the British and French bourgeoisie, who “learned their
lesson” in a series of great revolutions and revolutionary
movements of the masses. It is the method of deception,
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flattery, fine phrases, promises by the million, petty sops,
antil concessions of the unessential while retaining the essen-
tial.

The peculiar feature of the present situation in Russia
is the transition at a dizzy speed from the first method to
the second, from violent oppression of the people to flat-
tering and deceiving the people by promises. Vaska the Cat
listens, but goes on eating.2® Milyukov and Guchkov are
holding power, they are protecting the profits of the capi-
talists, conducting an imperialist war in the interests of
Russian and Anglo-French capital, and trying to get away
with promises, declamation and bombastic statements in
reply to the speeches of “cooks” like Chkheidze, Tsereteli
and Steklov, who threaten, exhort, conjure, beseech, demand
and proclaim.... Vaska the Cat listens, but goes on eating.

But from day to day trustful lack of reasoning and unrea-
soning trust will be falling away, especially among the
proletarians and poor peasants, who are being taught by
experience (by their social and economic position) to
distrust the capitalists.

The leaders of the petty bourgeoisie “must” teach the
people to trust the bourgeoisie. The proletarians must teach
the people to distrust the bourgeoisie.

REVOLUTIONARY DEFENCISM
AND ITS CLASS SIGNIFICANCE

9. Revolutionary defencism must be regarded as the most
important, the most striking manifestation of the petty-
bourgeois wave that has swept over “nearly everything”.
It is the worst enemy of the further progress and success
of the Russian revolution.

Those who have yielded on this point and have been unable
to extricate themselves are lost to the revolution. But
the masses yield in a different way from the leaders, and
they extricate themselves differently, by a different course
of development, by different means.

Revolutionary defencism is, on the one hand, a result
of the deception of the masses by the bourgeoisie, a result
of the trustful lack of reasoning on the part of the peasants
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and a section of the workers; it is, on the other, an expres-
sion of the interests and point of view of the small proprie-
tor, who is to some extent interested in annexations and bank
profits, and who “sacredly” guards the traditions of tsar-
ism, which demoralised the Great Russians by making them
do a hangman’s work against the other peoples.

The bourgeoisie deceives the people by working on their
noble pride in the revolution and by pretending that the
social and political character of the war, as far as Russia is
concerned, underwent a change because of this stage of
the revolution, because of the substitution of the near-
republic of Guchkov and Milyukov for the tsarist monarchy.
And the people believed it—for a time—Ilargely owing to
age-old prejudices, which made them look upon the other
peoples of Russia, i.e., the non-Great Russians, as some-
thing in the nature of a property and private estate of the
Great Russians. This vile demoralisation of the Great-
Russian people by tsarism which taught them to regard the
other peoples as something inferior, something belonging
“by right” to Great Russia, could not disappear instantly.

What is required of us is the ability to explain to the
masses that the social and political character of the war is
determined not by the “good will” of individuals or groups,
or even of nations, but by the position of the class which
conducts the war, by the class policy of which the war is a
continuation, by the ties of capital, which is the dominant
economic force in modern society, by the imperialist char-
acter of international capital, by Russia’s dependence in
finance, banking and diplomacy upon Britain, France, and
so on. To explain this skilfully in a way the people would
understand is not easy; none of us would be able to do it
at once without committing errors.

But this, and only this, must be the aim or, rather,
the message of our propaganda The slightest concession to
revolutionary defencism is a betrayal of socialism, a com-
plete renunciation of internationalism, no matter by what
fine phrases and “practical” considerations it may be justi-
fied.

The slogan “Down with the War!” is, of course, correct.
But it fails to take into account the specific nature of the
tasks of the present moment and the necessity of approach-
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ing the broad mass of the people in a different way. It reminds
me of the slogan “Down with the Tsar!” with which the in-
experienced agitator of the “good old days” went simply
and directly to the countryside—and got a beating for his
pains. The mass believers in revolutionary defencism are
honest, not in the personal, but in the class sense, i.e.,
they belong to classes (workers and the peasant poor)
which in actual fact have nothing to gain from annexations
and the subjugation of other peoples. This is nothing like
the bourgeois and the “intellectual” fraternity, who know
very well that you cannot renounce annexations without
renouncing the rule of capital, and who unscrupulously de-
ceive the people with fine phrases, with unlimited promises
and endless assurances.

The rank-and-file believer in defencism regards the
matter in the simple way of the man in the street: “I don’t
want annexations, but the Germans are ‘going for’ me, there-
fore I'm defending a just cause and not any kind of imperial-
ist interests at all.” To a man like this it must be explained
again and again that it is not a question of his personal
wishes, but of mass, class, political relations and conditions,
of the connection between the war and the interests of capi-
tal and the international network of banks, and so forth.
Only such a struggle against defencism will be serious and
will promise success—perhaps not a very rapid success, but
one that will be real and enduring.

HOW CAN THE WAR BE ENDED?

10. The war cannot be ended “at will”. It cannot be ended
by the decision of one of the belligerents. It cannot be ended
by “sticking your bayonet into the ground”, as one soldier,
a defencist, expressed it.

The war cannot be ended by an “agreement” among the
socialists of the various countries, by the “action” of the
proletarians of all countries, by the “will” of the peoples,
and so forth. All the phrases of this kind, which fill the
articles of the defencist, semi-defencist, and semi-interna-
tionalist papers as well as innumerable resolutions, appeals,
manifestos, and the resolutions of the Soviet of Soldiers.’
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and Workers’ Deputies—all such phrases are nothing but
idle, innocent and pious wishes of the petty bourgeois.
There is nothing more harmful than phrases like “ascer-
taining the will of the peoples for peace”, like the sequence
of revolutionary actions of the proletariat (after the Russian
proletariat comes the turn of the German), etc. All this is
Blancism, fond dreams, a playing at “political campaigning”,
and in reality just a repetition of the fable of Vaska the Cat.

The war is not a product of the evil will of rapacious
capitalists, although it is undoubtedly being fought only in
their interests and they alone are being enriched by it.
The war is a product of half a century of development of
world capitalism and of its billions of threads and connec-
tions. It is impossible to slip out of the imperialist war and
achieve a democratic, non-coercive peace without overthrow-
ing the power of capital and transferring state power
to another class, the proletariat.

The Russian revolution of February-March 1917 was the
beginning of the transformation of the imperialist war into a
civil war. This revolution took the first step towards ending
the war; but it requires a second step, namely, the transfer
of state power to the proletariat, to make the end of the war a
certainty. This will be the beginning of a “break-through”
on a world-wide scale, a break-through in the front of capi-
talist interests; and only by breaking through this front can
the proletariat save mankind from the horrors of war and
endow it with the blessings of peace.

It is directly to such a “break-through” in the front of
capitalism that the Russian revolution has already brought
the Russian proletariat by creating the Soviets of Workers’
Deputies.

A NEW TYPE OF STATE
EMERGING FROM OUR REVOLUTION

11. The Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’ and
other Deputies are not understood, not only in the sense
that their class significance, their role in the Russian
revolution, is not clear to the majority. They are not under-
stood also in the sense that they constitute a new form or
rather a new type of state.
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The most perfect, the most advanced type of bourgeois
state is the parliamentary democratic republic: power is
vested in parliament; the state machine, the apparatus and
organ of administration, is of the customary kind: the
standing army, the police, and the bureaucracy—which in
practice is undisplaceable, is privileged and stands above
the people.

Since the end of the nineteenth century, however, revolu-
tionary epochs have advanced a higher type of democratic
state, a state which in certain respects, as Engels put it,
ceases to be a state, is “no longer a state in the proper sense
of the word”.?® This is a state of the Paris Commune type,
one in which a standing army and police divorced from the
people are replaced by the direct arming of the people them-
selves. It is this feature that constitutes the very essence of
the Commune, which has been so misrepresented and slan-
dered by the bourgeois writers, and to which has been er-
roneously ascribed, among other things, the intention of
immediately “introducing” socialism.

This is the type of state which the Russian revolution
began to create in 1905 and in 1917. A Republic of Soviets
of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’, and other Deputies, united
in an All-Russia Constituent Assembly of people’s repre-
sentatives or in a Council of Soviets, etc., is what is already
being realised in our country now, at this juncture. It is
being realised by the initiative of the nation’s millions, who
are creating a democracy on their own, in their own way,
without waiting until the Cadet professors draft their
legislative bills for a parliamentary bourgeois republic, or
until the pedants and routine-worshippers of petty-bour-
geois “Social-Democracy”, like Mr. Plekhanov or Kautsky,
stop distorting the Marxist teaching on the state.

Marxism differs from anarchism in that it recognises the
need for a state and for state power in the period of revolu-
tion in general, and in the period of transition from capital-
ism to socialism in particular.

Marxism differs from the petty-bourgeois, opportunist
“Social-Democratism” of Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co. in
that it recognises that what is required during these two
periods is not a state of the usual parliamentary bourgeois
republican type, but a state of the Paris Commune type.
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The main distinctions between a state of the latter type
and the old state are as follows.

It is quite easy (as history proves) to revert from a parlia-
mentary bourgeois republic to a monarchy, for all the
machinery of oppression—the army, the police, and the
bureaucracy—is left intact. The Commune and the Soviet
smash that machinery and do away with it.

The parliamentary bourgeois republic hampers and
stifles the independent political life of the masses, their
direct participation in the democratic organisation of the life
of the state from the bottom up. The opposite is the case
with the Soviets.

The latter reproduce the type of state which was being
evolved by the Paris Commune and which Marx described as
“the political form at last discovered under which to work
out the economic emancipation of labour”.%

We are usually told that the Russian people are not yet
prepared for the “introduction” of the Commune. This
was the argument of the serf-owners when they claimed that
the peasants were not prepared for emancipation. The
Commune, i.e., the Soviets, does not “introduce”, does not
intend to “introduce”, and must not introduce any reforms
which have not absolutely matured both in economic reality
and in the minds of the overwhelming majority of the people.
The deeper the economic collapse and the crisis produced
by the war, the more urgent becomes the need for the most
perfect political form, which will facilitate the healing
of the terrible wounds inflicted on mankind by the war.
The less the organisational experience of the Russian people,
the more resolutely must we proceed to organisational
development by the people themselves and not merely by
the bourgeois politicians and “well-placed” bureau-
crats.

The sooner we shed the old prejudices of pseudo-Marxism,
a Marxism falsified by Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co., the
more actively we set about helping the people to organise
Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies everywhere and
immediately, and helping the latter to take life in its entirety
under their control, and the longer Lvov and Co. delay the
convocation of the Constituent Assembly, the easier will it
be for the people (through the medium of the Constituent
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Assembly, or independently of it, if Lvov delays its convo-
cation too long) to cast their decision in favour of a repub-
lic of Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies. Errors
in the new work of organisational development by the
people themselves are at first inevitable; but it is better
to make mistakes and go forward than to wait until the
professors of law summoned by Mr. Lvov draft their laws
for the convocation of the Constituent Assembly, for the
perpetuation of the parliamentary bourgeois republic and
for the strangling of the Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’
Deputies.

If we organise ourselves and conduct our propaganda
skilfully, not only the proletarians, but nine-tenths of the
peasants will be opposed to the restoration of the police,
will be opposed to an undisplaceable and privileged bureau-
cracy and to an army divorced from the people. And that is
all the new type of state stands for.

12. The substitution of a people’s militia for the police
is a reform that follows from the entire course of the revolu-
tion and that is now being introduced in most parts of Rus-
sia. We must explain to the people that in most of the
bourgeois revolutions of the usual type, this reform was
always extremely short-lived, and that the bourgeoisie—
even the most democratic and republican—restored the
police of the old, tsarist type, a police divorced from the
people, commanded by the bourgeoisie and capable of op-
pressing the people in every way.

There is only one way to prevent the restoration of the
police, and that is to create a people’s militia and to fuse it
with the army (the standing army to be replaced by the
arming of the entire people). Service in this militia should
extend to all citizens of both sexes between the ages of
fifteen and sixty-five without exception, if these tentatively
suggested age limits may be taken as indicating the partici-
pation of adolescents and old people. Capitalists must pay
their workers, servants, etc., for days devoted to public
service in the militia. Unless women are brought to take an
independent part not only in political life generally, but
also in daily and universal public service, it is no use talk-
ing about full and stable democracy, let alone socialism.
And such “police” functions as care of the sick and of
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homeless children, food inspection, etc., will never be satis-
factorily discharged until women are on an equal footing
with men, not merely nominally but in reality.

The tasks which the proletariat must put before the
people in order to safeguard, consolidate and develop the
revolution are prevention of the restoration of the police and
enlistment of the organisational forces of the entire people
in forming a people’s militia.

THE AGRARIAN AND NATIONAL PROGRAMMES

13. At the present moment we cannot say for certain
whether a mighty agrarian revolution will develop in the
Russian countryside in the near future. We cannot say
exactly how profound the class cleavage is among the peas-
ants, which has undoubtedly grown more profound of late
as a division into agricultural labourers, wage-workers and
poor peasants (“semi-proletarians”), on the one hand, and
wealthy and middle peasants (capitalists and petty capital-
ists), on the other. Such questions will be, and can be, de-
cided only by experience.

Being the party of the proletariat, however, we are un-
questionably in duty bound not only immediately to advance
an agrarian (land) programme but also to advocate practi-
cal measures which can be immediately realised in the
interests of the peasant agrarian revolution in Russia.

We must demand the nationalisation of all the land,
i.e., that all the land in the state should become the prop-
erty of the central state power. This power must fix the
size, etc., of the resettlement land fund, pass legislation for
the conservation of forests, for land improvement, etc.,
and absolutely prohibit any middlemen to interpose them-
selves between the owner of the land, i.e., the state, and
the tenant, i.e., the tiller (prohibit all subletting of land).
However, the disposal of the land, the determination of
the local regulations governing ownership and tenure of
land, must in no case be placed in the hands of bureaucrats
and officials, but wholly and exclusively in the hands of
the regional and local Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies.
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In order to improve grain production techniques and
increase output, and in order to develop rational cultivation
on a large scale under public control, we must strive within
the peasants’ committees to secure the transformation
of every confiscated landed estate into a large model farm
controlled by the Soviet of Agricultural Labourers’ Depu-
ties.

In order to counteract the petty-bourgeois phrase-mon-
gering and the policy prevailing among the Socialist-
Revolutionaries, particularly the idle talk about “subsistence”
standards or “labour” standards, “socialisation of the land”,
etc., the party of the proletariat must make it clear that
small-scale farming under commodity production cannot
save mankind from poverty and oppression.

Without necessarily splitting the Soviets of Peasants’
Deputies at once, the party of the proletariat must explain
the need for organising separate Soviets of Agricultural
Labourers’ Deputies and separate Soviets of deputies from
the poor (semi-proletarian) peasants, or, at least, for hold-
ing regular separate conferences of deputies of this class
status in the shape of separate groups or parties within the
general Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies. Otherwise all the
honeyed petty-bourgeois talk of the Narodniks?' regarding
the peasants in general will serve as a shield for the decep-
tion of the propertyless mass by the wealthy peasants,
who are merely a variety of capitalists.

To counteract the bourgeois-liberal or purely bureau-
cratic sermons preached by many Socialist-Revolutionaries
and Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, who advise
the peasants not to seize the landed estates and not to
start the agrarian reform pending the convocation of the
Constituent Assembly, the party of the proletariat must
urge the peasants to carry out the agrarian reform at once
on their own, and to confiscate the landed estates immedi-
ately, upon the decisions of the peasants’ deputies in the
localities.

At the same time, it is most important to insist on the
necessity of increasing food production for the soldiers
at the front and for the towns, and on the absolute inad-
missibility of causing any damage or injury to livestock,
implements, machinery, buildings, etc.
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14. As regards the national question, the proletarian
party first of all must advocate the proclamation and im-
mediate realisation of complete freedom of secession from
Russia for all the nations and peoples who were oppressed
by tsarism, or who were forcibly joined to, or forcibly kept
within the boundaries of, the state, i.e., annexed.

All statements, declarations and manifestos concerning
renunciation of annexations that are not accompanied by the
realisation of the right of secession in practice, are nothing
but bourgeois deception of the people, or else pious petty-
bourgeois wishes.

The proletarian party strives to create as large a state as
possible, for this is to the advantage of the working people;
it strives to draw nations closer together, and bring about
their further fusion; but it desires to achieve this aim not by
violence, but exclusively through a free fraternal union of
the workers and the working people of all nations.

The more democratic the Russian republic, and the
more successfully it organises itself into a Republic of
Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies, the more
powerful will be the force of voluntary attraction to such
a republic on the part of the working people of all
nations.

Complete freedom of secession, the broadest local (and
national) autonomy, and elaborate guarantees of the rights
of national minorities—this is the programme of the revolu-
tionary proletariat.

NATIONALISATION OF THE BANKS
AND CAPITALIST SYNDICATES

15. Under no circumstances can the party of the prole-
tariat set itself the aim of “introducing” socialism in a
country of small peasants so long as the overwhelming
majority of the population has not come to realise the need
for a socialist revolution.

But only bourgeois sophists, hiding behind “near-Marx-
ist” catchwords, can deduce from this truth a justifica-
tion of the policy of postponing immediate revolutionary
measures, the time for which is fully ripe; measures which
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have been frequently resorted to during the war by a number of
bourgeois states, and which are absolutely indispensable in
order to combat impending total economic disorganisation
and famine.

Such measures as the nationalisation of the land, of all
the banks and capitalist syndicates, or, at least, the imme-
diate establishment of the control of the Soviets of Workers’
Deputies, etc., over them—measures which do not in any
way constitute the “introduction” of socialism—must be
absolutely insisted on, and, whenever possible, carried out
in a revolutionary way. Without such measures, which are
only steps towards socialism, and which are perfectly fea-
sible economically, it will be impossible to heal the wounds
caused by the war and to avert the impending collapse;
and the party of the revolutionary proletariat will never
hesitate to lay hands on the fabulous profits of the capital-
ists and bankers, who are enriching themselves on the war
in a particularly scandalous manner.

THE SITUATION
WITHIN THE SOCIALIST INTERNATIONAL

16. The international obligations of the working class of
Russia are precisely now coming to the forefront with par-
ticular force.

Only lazy people do not swear by internationalism these
days. Even the chauvinist defencists, even Plekhanov and
Potresov, even Kerensky, call themselves internationalists.
It becomes the duty of the proletarian party all the more
urgently, therefore, to clearly, precisely and definitely
counterpose internationalism in deed to internationalism in
word.

Mere appeals to the workers of all countries, empty as-
surances of devotion to internationalism, direct or indirect
attempts to fix a “sequence” of action by the revolutionary
proletariat in the various belligerent countries, laborious
efforts to conclude “agreements” between the socialists of
the belligerent countries on the question of the revolutionary
struggle, all the fuss over the summoning of socialist con-
gresses for the purpose of a peace campaign, etc., etc.—no
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matter how sincere the authors of such ideas, attempts,
and plans may be—amount, as far as their objective-signifi-
cance is concerned, to mere phrase-mongering, and at best
are innocent and pious wishes, fit only to conceal the decep-
tion of the people by the chauvinists. The French social-chau-
vinists, who are the most adroit and accomplished in meth-
ods of parliamentary hocus-pocus, have long since broken
the record for ranting and resonant pacifist and internation-
alist phrases coupled with the incredibly brazen betrayal
of socialism and the International, the acceptance of posts
in governments which conduct the imperialist war, the
voting of credits or loans (as Chkheidze, Skobelev, Tsere-
teli and Steklov have been doing recently in Russia), oppo-
sition to the revolutionary struggle in their own country,
etc., etc.

Good people often forget the brutal and savage setting
of the imperialist world war. This setting does not tolerate
phrases, and mocks at innocent and pious wishes.

There is one, and only one, kind of real internationalism,
and that is—working whole-heartedly for the development of
the revolutionary movement and the revolutionary struggle
in one’s own country, and supporting (by propaganda,
sympathy, and material aid) this struggle, this, and only
this, line, in every country without exception.

Everything else is deception and Manilovism.3?

During the two odd years of the war the international
socialist and working-class movement in every country has
evolved three trends. Whoever ignores reality and refuses
to recognise the existence of these three trends, to analyse
them, to fight consistently for the trend that is really in-
ternationalist, is doomed to impotence, helplessness and
errors.

The three trends are:

1) The social-chauvinists, i.e., socialists in word and
chauvinists in deed, people who recognise “defence of
the fatherland” in an imperialist war (and above all in the
present imperialist war).

These people are our class enemies. They have gone over
to the bourgeoisie.

They are the majority of the official leaders of the offi-
cial Social-Democratic parties in all countries—Plekhanov
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and Co. in Russia, the Scheidemanns in Germany, Re-
naudel, Guesde and Sembat in France, Bissolati and Co.
in Italy, Hyndman, the Fabians®® and the Labourites (the
leaders of the “Labour Party”) in Britain, Branting and Co.
in Sweden, Troelstra and his party in Holland, Stauning
and his party in Denmark, Victor Berger and the other
“defenders of the fatherland” in America, and so forth.

2) The second trend, known as the “Centre”, consists
of people who vacillate between the social-chauvinists and
the true internationalists.

The “Centre” all vow and declare that they are Marxists
and internationalists, that they are for peace, for bringing
every kind of “pressure” to bear upon the governments, for
“demanding” in every way that their own government should
“ascertain the will of the people for peace”, that they are for
all sorts of peace campaigns, for peace without annexations,
etc., etc.—and for peace with the social-chauvinists. The
“Centre” is for “unity”, the Centre is opposed to a split.

The “Centre” is a realm of honeyed petty-bourgeois phrases,
of internationalism in word and cowardly opportunism
and fawning on the social-chauvinists in deed.

The crux of the matter is that the “Centre” is not convinced
of the necessity for a revolution against one’s own gov-
ernment; it does not preach revolution; it does not carry
on a whole-hearted revolutionary struggle; and in order to
evade such a struggle it resorts to the tritest ultra-“Marx-
ist”-sounding excuses.

The social-chauvinists are our class enemies, they are
bourgeois within the working-class movement. They rep-
resent a stratum, or groups, or sections of the working
class which objectively have been bribed by the bourgeoisie
(by better wages, positions of honour, etc.), and which help
their own bourgeoisie to plunder and oppress small and weak
peoples and to fight for the division of the capitalist
spoils.

The “Centre” consists of routine-worshippers, eroded
by the canker of legality, corrupted by the parliamentary
atmosphere, etc., bureaucrats accustomed to snug positions
and soft jobs. Historically and economically speaking, they
are not a separate stratum but represent only a ¢ransition
from a past phase of the working-class movement—the phase
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between 1871 and 1914, which gave much that is valuable to
the proletariat, particularly in the indispensable art of
slow, sustained and systematic organisational work on a
large and very large scale—to a new phase that became
objectively essential with the outbreak of the first imperial-
ist world war, which inaugurated the era of social revolution.

The chief leader and spokesman of the “Centre” is Karl
Kautsky, the most outstanding authority in the Second
International (1889-1914), since August 1914 a model of
utter bankruptcy as a Marxist, the embodiment of unheard-of
spinelessness, and the most wretched vacillations and
betrayals. This “Centrist” trend includes Kautsky, Haase,
Ledebour and the so-called workers’ or labour group?®® in
the Reichstag; in France it includes Longuet, Pressemane
and the so-called minoritaires® (Mensheviks) in general;
in Britain, Philip Snowden, Ramsay MacDonald and many
other leaders of the Independent Labour Party,?® and some
leaders of the British Socialist Party?’; Morris Hillquit
and many others in the United States; Turati, Treves,
Modigliani and others in Italy; Robert Grimm and others in
Switzerland; Victor Adler and Co. in Austria; the party
of the Organising Committee, Axelrod, Martov, Chkheidze,
Tsereteli and others in Russia, and so forth.

Naturally, at times individuals unconsciously drift from
the social-chauvinist to the “Centrist” position, and vice
versa. Every Marxist knows that classes are distinct, even
though individuals may move freely from one class to anoth-
er; similarly, trends in political life are distinct in spite
of the fact that individuals may change freely from one
trend to another, and in spite of all attempts and efforts to
amalgamate trends.

3) The third trend, that of the true internationalists, is best
represented by the “Zimmerwald Left”.3® (We reprint as
a supplement its manifesto of September 1915, to enable the
reader to learn of the inception of this trend at first
hand.)

Its distinctive feature is its complete break with both
social-chauvinism and “Centrism”, and its gallant revolu-
tionary struggle against its own imperialist government and
its own imperialist bourgeoisie. Its principle is: “Our chief
enemy is at home.” It wages a ruthless struggle against
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honeyed social-pacifist phrases (a social-pacifist is a social-
ist in word and a bourgeois pacifist in deed; bourgeois paci-
fists dream of an everlasting peace without the overthrow
of the yoke and domination of capital) and against all
subterfuges employed to deny the possibility, or the appro-
priateness, or the timeliness of a proletarian revolutionary
struggle and of a proletarian socialist revolution in connec-
tion with the present war.

The most outstanding representative of this trend in
Germany is the Spartacus group or the Internationale
group,® to which Karl Liebknecht belongs. Karl Liebknecht is
a most celebrated representative of this trend and of the
new, and genuine, proletarian International.

Karl Liebknecht called upon the workers and soldiers of
Germany to turn their guns against their own government.
Karl Liebknecht did that openly from the rostrum of par-
liament (the Reichstag). He then went to a demonstration
in Potsdamer Platz, one of the largest public squares in
Berlin, with illegally printed leaflets proclaiming the slo-
gan “Down with the Government!” He was arrested and sen-
tenced to hard labour. He is now serving his term in a Ger-
man convict prison, like hundreds, if not thousands, of
other ¢true German socialists who have been imprisoned for
their anti-war activities.

Karl Liebknecht in his speeches and letters mercilessly
attacked not only his own Plekhanovs and Potresovs (Schei-
demanns, Legiens, Davids and Co.), but also his own Cen-
trists, his own Chkheidzes and Tseretelis (Kautsky, Haase,
Ledebour and Co.).

Karl Liebknecht and his friend Otto Riihle, two out of
one hundred and ten deputies, violated discipline, destroyed
the “unity” with the “Centre” and the chauvinists, and
went against all of them. Liebknecht alone represents social-
ism, the proletarian cause, the proletarian revolution. All
the rest of German Social-Democracy, to quote the apt
words of Rosa Luxemburg (also a member and one of the
leaders of the Spartacus group), is a “stinking corpse”.

Another group of true internationalists in Germany is
that of the Bremen paper Arbeiterpolitik.

Closest to the internationalists in deed are: in France,
Loriot and his friends (Bourderon and Merrheim have
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slid down to social-pacifism), as well as the Frenchman
Henri Guilbeaux, who publishes in Geneva the journal
Demain; in Britain, the newspaper The Trade Unionist,
and some of the members of the British Socialist Party and of
the Independent Labour Party (for instance, Russel Wil-
liams, who openly called for a break with the leaders who
have betrayed socialism), the Scottish socialist school-
teacher MacLean, who was sentenced to hard labour by the
bourgeois government of Britain for his revolutionary fight
against the war, and hundreds of British socialists who are
in jail for the same offence. They, and they alone, are
internationalists in deed. In the United States, the Socialist
Labour Party*’ and those within the opportunist Social-
ist Party* who in January 1917 began publication of
the paper, The Internationalist; in Holland, the Party of
the “Tribunists”*? which publishes the paper De Tribune
(Pannekoek, Herman Gorter, Wijnkoop, and Henriette
Roland-Holst, who, although Centrist at Zimmerwald, has
now joined our ranks); in Sweden, the Party of the Young,
or the Left,*® led by Lindhagen, Ture Nerman, Carleson,
Strom and Z. Hoglund, who at Zimmerwald was personally
active in the organisation of the “Zimmerwald Left”, and
who is now in prison for his revolutionary fight against
the war; in Denmark, Trier and his friends who have left
the now purely bourgeois “Social-Democratic” Party of
Denmark, headed by the Minister Stauning; in Bulgaria,
the “Tesnyaki”**; in Italy, the nearest are Constantino
Lazzari, secretary of the party, and Serrati, editor of the
central organ, Avanti!*’; in Poland, Radek, Hanecki and
other leaders of the Social-Democrats united under the “Re-
gional Executive”, and Rosa Luxemburg, Tyszka and other
leaders of the Social-Democrats united under the “Chief
Executive”*%; in Switzerland, those of the Left who drew up
the argument for the “referendum” (January 1917) in order
to fight the social-chauvinists and the “Centre” in their own
country and who at the Zurich Cantonal Socialist Conven-
tion, held at Toss on February 11, 1917, moved a consistently
revolutionary resolution against the war; in Austria, the
young Left-wing friends of Friedrich Adler, who acted partly
through the Karl Marx Club in Vienna, now closed by the
arch-reactionary Austrian Government, which is ruining
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Adler’s life for his heroic though ill-considered shooting at a
minister, and so on.

It is not a question of shades of opinion, which certainly
exist even among the Lefts. It is a question of ¢rend. The
thing is that it is not easy to be an internationalist in deed
during a terrible imperialist war. Such people are few;
but it is on such people alone that the future of socialism
depends; they alone are the leaders of the people, and not
their corrupters.

The distinction between the reformists and the revolu-
tionaries, among the Social-Democrats, and socialists
generally, was objectively bound to undergo a change under
the conditions of the imperialist war. Those who confine
themselves to “demanding” that the bourgeois governments
should conclude peace or “ascertain the will of the peoples
for peace”, etc., are actually slipping into reforms. For,
objectively, the problem of the war can be solved only in a
revolutionary way.

There is no possibility of this war ending in a demo-
cratic, non-coercive peace or of the people being relieved of
the burden of billions paid in interest to the capitalists,
who have made fortunes out of the war, except through a
revolution of the proletariat.

The most varied reforms can and must be demanded of
the bourgeois governments, but one cannot, without sinking
to Manilovism and reformism, demand that people and
classes entangled by the thousands of threads of imperialist
capital should tear those threads. And unless they are torn,
all talk of a war against war is idle and deceitful prattle.

The “Kautskyites”, the “Centre”, are revolutionaries in
word and reformists in deed, they are internationalists in
word and accomplices of the social-chauvinists in deed.

THE COLLAPSE
OF THE ZIMMERWALD INTERNATIONAL.—
THE NEED FOR FOUNDING A THIRD INTERNATIONAL

17. From the very outset, the Zimmerwald International
adopted a vacillating, “Kautskyite”, “Centrist” position,
which immediately compelled the Zimmerwald Left to
dissociate itself, to separate itself from the rest, and to
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issue its own manifesto (published in Switzerland in Rus-
sian, German and French).

The chief shortcoming of the Zimmerwald International,
and the cause of its collapse (for politically and ideologically
it has already collapsed), was its vacillation and indecision
on such a momentous issue of crucial practical significance
as that of breaking completely with social-chauvinism and
the old social-chauvinist International, headed by Van-
dervelde and Huysmans at The Hague (Holland), etc.

It is not as yet known in Russia that the Zimmerwald
majority are nothing but Kautskyites. Yet this is the fun-
damental fact, one which cannot be ignored, and which is
now generally known in Western Europe. Even that chau-
vinist, that extreme German chauvinist, Heilmann, editor of
the ultra-chauvinistic Chemnitzer Volksstimme and contribu-
tor to Parvus’s ultra-chauvinistic Glocke?” (a “Social-
Democrat™, of course, and an ardent partisan of Social-Dem-
ocratic “unity”), was compelled to acknowledge in the
press that the Centre, or “Kautskyism”, and the Zimmerwald
majority were one and the same thing.

This fact was definitely established at the end of 1916
and the beginning of 1917. Although social-pacifism was
condemned by the Kienthal Manifesto,*® the whole Zimmer-
wald Right, the entire Zimmerwald majority, sank to
social-pacifism: Kautsky and Co. in a series of utterances
in January and February 1917; Bourderon and Merrheim in
France, who cast their votes in unanimity with the social-
chauvinists for the pacifist resolutions of the Socialist Party
(December 1916) and of the Confédération Générale du
Travail (the national organisation of the French trade
unions, also in December 1916); Turati and Co. in Italy,
where the entire party took up a social-pacifist position,
while Turati himself, in a speech delivered on December 17,
1916, “slipped” (not by accident, of course) into nationalist
phrases whitewashing the imperialist war.

In January 1917, the chairman of the Zimmerwald and
Kienthal conferences, Robert Grimm, joined the social-
chauvinists in his own party (Greulich, Pfliiger, Gustav
Miiller and others) against the internationalists in deed.

At two conferences of Zimmerwaldists from various coun-
tries in January and February 1917, this equivocal, double-
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faced behaviour of the Zimmerwald majority was formally
stigmatised by the Left internationalists of several coun-
tries: by Miinzenberg, secretary of the international youth
organisation and editor of the excellent internationalist
publication Die Jugendinternationale*®; by Zinoviev, rep-
resentative of the Central Committee of our Party; by
K. Radek of the Polish Social-Democratic Party (the “Region-
al Executive”), and by Hartstein, a German Social-Demo-
crat and member of the Spartacus group.

Much is given to the Russian proletariat; nowhere in
the world has the working class yet succeeded in developing
so much revolutionary energy as in Russia. But to whom
much is given, of him much is required.

The Zimmerwald bog can no longer be tolerated. We must
not, for the sake of the Zimmerwald “Kautskyites”, continue
the semi-alliance with the chauvinist International of the
Plekhanovs and Scheidemanns. We must break with this
International immediately. We must remain in Zimmerwald
only for purposes of information.

It is we who must found, and right now, without delay,
a new, revolutionary, proletarian International, or rather,
we must not fear to acknowledge publicly that this new
International is already established and operating.

This is the International of those “internationalists
in deed” whom I precisely listed above. They and they alone
are representatives of the revolutionary, internationalist
mass, and not their corrupters.

And if socialists of that type are few, let every Russian
worker ask himself whether there were many really class-
conscious revolutionaries in Russia on the eve of the Feb-
ruary-March revolution of 1917.

It is not a question of numbers, but of giving correct
expression to the ideas and policies of the truly revolution-
ary proletariat. The thing is not to “proclaim” internation-
alism, but to be able to be an internationalist in deed, even
when times are most trying.

Let us not deceive ourselves with hopes of agreements
and international congresses. As long as the imperialist
war is on, international intercourse is held in the iron
vise of the military dictatorship of the imperialist bourgeoi-
sie. If even the “republican” Milyukov, who is obliged to
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tolerate the parallel government of the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies, did not allow Fritz Platten, the Swiss socialist,
secretary of the party, an internationalist and participant
in the Zimmerwald and Kienthal conferences, to enter
Russia in April 1917, in spite of the fact that Platten has a
Russian wife and was on his way to visit his wife’s relatives,
and in spite of the fact that he had taken part in the revo-
lution of 1905 in Riga, for which he had been confined in a
Russian prison, had given bail to the tsarist government for
his release and wished to recover that bail—if the “repub-
lican” Milyukov could do such a thing in April 1917 in Rus-
sia, one can judge what value can be put on the promises
and assurances, the phrases and declarations of the bour-
geoisie on the subject of peace without annexations, and so on.

And the arrest of Trotsky by the British Government?
And the refusal to allow Martov to leave Switzerland, and
the attempt to lure him to Britain, where Trotsky’s fate
awaits him?

Let us harbour no illusions. We must not deceive our-
selves.

To “wait” for international congresses or conferences is
simply to betray internationalism, since it has been shown
that even from Stockholm neither socialists loyal to inter-
nationalism nor even their letters are allowed to come here,
although this is quite possible and although a ferocious
military censorship exists.

Our Party must not “wait”, but must immediately found
a Third International. Hundreds of socialists imprisoned in
Germany and Britain will then heave a sigh of relief,
thousands and thousands of German workers who are now
holding strikes and demonstrations that are frightening that
scoundrel and brigand, Wilhelm, will learn from illegal
leaflets of our decision, of our fraternal confidence in Karl
Liebknecht, and in him alone, of our decision to fight
“revolutionary defencism” even now; they will read this and
be strengthened in their revolutionary internationalism.

To whom much is given, of him much is required. No
other country in the world is as free as Russia is now. Let
us make use of this freedom, not to advocate support for
the bourgeoisie, or bourgeois “revolutionary defencism”,
but in a bold, honest, proletarian, Liebknecht way to
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found the Third International, an International uncompro-
misingly hostile both to the social-chauvinist traitors and to
the vacillating “Centrists”.

18. After what has been said, there is no need to waste
many words explaining that the amalgamation of Social-
Democrats in Russia is out of the question.

It is better to remain with one friend only, like Lieb-
knecht, and that means remaining with the revolutionary
proletariat, than to entertain even for a moment any
thought of amalgamation with the party of the Organising
Committee, with Chkheidze and Tsereteli, who can tolerate
a bloc with Potresov in Rabochaya Gazeta, who voted for the
loan in the Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies,?® and who have sunk to “defencism”.

Let the dead bury their dead.

Whoever wants to help the waverers must first stop waver-
ing himself.

WHAT SHOULD BE THE NAME OF OUR PARTY—ONE
THAT WILL BE CORRECT SCIENTIFICALLY
AND HELP TO CLARIFY THE MIND
OF THE PROLETARIAT POLITICALLY?

19. I now come to the final point, the name of our Party.
We must call ourselves the Communist Party—just as
Marx and Engels called themselves.

We must repeat that we are Marxists and that we take
as our basis the Communist Manifesto, which has been
distorted and betrayed by the Social-Democrats on two main
points: (1) the working men have no country: “defence of
the fatherland” in an imperialist war is a betrayal of so-
cialism; and (2) the Marxist doctrine of the state has been
distorted by the Second International.

The name “Social-Democracy” is scientifically incorrect,
as Marx frequently pointed out, in particular, in the Cri-
tique of the Gotha Programme in 1875, and as Engels re-
affirmed in a more popular form in 1894.' From capitalism
mankind can pass directly only to socialism, i.e., to the
social ownership of the means of production and the dis-
tribution of products according to the amount of work
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performed by each individual. Our Party looks farther ahead:
socialism must inevitably evolve gradually into communism,
upon the banner of which is inscribed the motto, “From each
according to his ability, to each according to his needs”.

That is my first argument.

Here is the second: the second part of the name of our
Party (Social-Democrats) is also scientifically incorrect.
Democracy is a form of state, whereas we Marxists are
opposed to every kind of state.

The leaders of the Second International (1889-1914),
Plekhanov, Kautsky and their like, have vulgarised and
distorted Marxism.

Marxism differs from anarchism in that it recognises
the need for a state for the purpose of the transition to so-
cialism; but (and here is where we differ from Kautsky
and Co.) not a state of the type of the usual parliamentary
bourgeois-democratic republic, but a state like the Paris
Commune of 1871 and the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies of
1905 and 1917.

My third argument: living reality, the revolution, has
already actually established in our country, albeit in a
weak and embryonic form, precisely this new type of “state”,
which is not a state in the proper sense of the word.

This is already a matter of the practical action of the
people, and not merely a theory of the leaders.

The state in the proper sense of the term is domination
over the people by contingents of armed men divorced from
the people.

Our emergent, new state is also a state, for we too need
contingents of armed men, we too need the strictest order,
and must ruthlessly crush by force all attempts at either a
tsarist or a Guchkov-bourgeois counter-revolution.

But our emergent, new state is no longer a state in the
proper sense of the term, for in some parts of Russia these
contingents of armed men are the masses themselves, the en-
tire people, and not certain privileged persons placed over
the people, and divorced from the people, and for all
practical purposes undisplaceable.

We must look forward, and not backward to the usual
bourgeois type of democracy, which consolidated the rule
of the bourgeoisie with the aid of the old, monarchist
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organs of administration, the police, the army and the
bureaucracy.

We must look forward to the emergent new democracy,
which is already ceasing to be a democracy, for democracy
means the domination of the people, and the armed people
cannot dominate themselves.

The term democracy is not only scientifically incorrect
when applied to a Communist Party; it has now, since March
1917, simply become blinkers put on the eyes of the revolution-
ary people and preventing them from boldly and freely,
on their own initiative, building up the new: the Soviets of
Workers’, Peasants’, and all other Deputies, as the sole
power in the “state” and as the harbinger of the “withering
away”’ of the state in every form.

My fourth argument: we must reckon with the actual
situation in which socialism finds itself internationally.

It is not what it was during the years 1871 to 1914, when
Marx and Engels knowingly put up with the inaccurate,
opportunist term Social-Democracy”. For in those days,
after the defeat of the Paris Commune, history made slow
organisational and educational work the task of the day.
Nothing else was possible. The anarchists were then (as they
are now) fundamentally wrong not only theoretically, but
also economically and politically. The anarchists mis-
judged the character of the times, for they failed to understand
the world situation: the worker of Britain corrupted by
imperialist profits, the Commune defeated in Paris, the
recent (1871) triumph of the bourgeois national movement in
Germany, the age-long sleep of semi-feudal Russia.

Marx and Engels gauged the times accurately; they
understood the international situation; they understood
that the approach to the beginning of the social revolution
must be slow.

We, in our turn, must also understand the specific fea-
tures and tasks of the new era. Let us not imitate those
sorry Marxists of whom Marx said: “I have sown dragon’s
teeth and harvested fleas.”?

The objective inevitability of capitalism which grew
into imperialism brought about the imperialist war. The war
has brought mankind to the brink of a precipice, to the
brink of the destruction of civilisation, of the brutalisation
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and destruction of more millions, countless millions, of
human beings.

The only way out is through a proletarian revolution.

At the very moment when such a revolution is beginning,
when it is taking its first hesitant, groping steps, steps
betraying too great a confidence in the bourgeoisie, at such
a moment the majority (that is the truth, that is a fact) of
the “Social-Democratic” leaders, of the “Social-Democratic”
parliamentarians, of the “Social-Democratic” newspapers—
and these are precisely the organs that influence the people—
have deserted socialism, have betrayed socialism and have
gone over to the side of “their own” national bourgeoisie.

The people have been confused, led astray and deceived
by these leaders.

And we shall aid and abet that deception if we retain
the old and out-of-date Party name, which is as decayed as
the Second International!

Granted that “many” workers understand Social-Democracy
in an honest way; but it is time to learn how to distinguish
the subjective from the objective.

Subjectively, such Social-Democratic workers are most
loyal leaders of the proletarians.

Objectively, however, the world situation is such that
the old name of our Party makes it easier to fool the people
and impedes the onward march; for at every step, in every
paper, in every parliamentary group, the masses see leaders,
l.e., people whose voices carry farthest and whose actions
are most conspicuous; yet they are all “would-be Social-
Democrats”, they are all “for unity” with the betrayers
of socialism, with the social-chauvinists; and they are all
presenting for payment the old bills issued by “Social-
Democracy”....

And what are the arguments against?... We’ll be confused
with the Anarchist-Communists, they say....

Why are we not afraid of being confused with the So-
cial-Nationalists, the Social-Liberals, or the Radical-
Socialists, the foremost bourgeois party in the French
Republic and the most adroit in the bourgeois deception
of the people?... We are told: The people are used to it,
the workers have come to “love” their Social-Democratic
Party.
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That is the only argument. But it is an argument that
dismisses the science of Marxism, the tasks of the morrow
in the revolution, the objective position of world socialism,
the shameful collapse of the Second International, and the
harm done to the practical cause by the packs of “would-be
Social-Democrats” who surround the proletarians.

It is an argument of routinism, an argument of inertia,
an argument of stagnation.

But we are out to rebuild the world. We are out to put an
end to the imperialist world war into which hundreds of mil-
lions of people have been drawn and in which the interests
of billions and billions of capital are involved, a war which
cannot end in a truly democratic peace without the greatest
proletarian revolution in the history of mankind.

Yet we are afraid of our own selves. We are loth to cast
off the “dear old” soiled shirt....

But it is time to cast off the soiled shirt and to put on
clean linen.

Petrograd, April 10, 1917
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POSTSCRIPT

My pamphlet has become out of date owing to the general
economic disorganisation and the inefficiency of the St.
Petersburg presses. The pamphlet was written on April 10,
1917, today is May 28, and it has not come out yet!

It was written as a draft platform to propagandise my
views before the All-Russia Conference of our Party, the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party of Bolsheviks.
The pamphlet was typed in several copies and handed out to
Party members before and during the Conference so that it
did its job in part. But the Conference took place from April
24 to April 29, 1917, its resolutions have long since been
published (see supplement to Soldatskaya Pravda No. 13%?)
and the attentive reader will have noticed that my pamphlet
often served as the original draft of those resolutions.

It is left for me to express the hope that the pamphlet
will still be of some value because of its connection with
those resolutions and because it explains them, and to deal
here with two points.

I suggested on page 27 that we remain in Zimmerwald
only for purposes of information.* The Conference did not
agree with me on this point, and I had to vote against the
resolution on the International. It is now becoming obvious
that the Conference made a mistake and that the course
taken by events will soon correct it. By remaining in Zim-
merwald we (even against our will) are helping delay the
creation of the Third International; we are indirectly hamper-
ing its foundation, being burdened with the dead ballast of
the ideologically and politically dead Zimmerwald.

*See p. 82 of this volume.—Ed.



90 V. I. LENIN

In the eyes of the working-class parties of the whole world,
our Party’s position is now such that it is our duty to found
a Third International without delay. Today there is nobody
but us to do it, and procrastination can only do harm. If
we remain in Zimmerwald for information only, we shall
have our hands freed to establish the new International
(and at the same time be able to use Zimmerwald should
circumstances make it possible).

Because of the mistake made by the Conference, we must
now wait passively, at least until July 5, 1917 (the date
set for the Zimmerwald Conference, provided it is not post-
poned again! It has already been postponed once...).

The decision unanimously adopted by the Central Com-
mittee of our Party after the Conference and published in
Pravda No. 55, on May 12, has, however, gone half-way
towards correcting the mistake; it has been resolved that
we shall walk out of Zimmerwald if they decide to confer
with ministers.* I express the hope that the other half of
the mistake will be speedily remedied, as soon as we convene
the first international conference of Lefts (the “third trend”,
the “internationalists in deed”, see above, pp. 23-25*%).

The second point I must deal with is the formation of
the “coalition cabinet” on May 6, 1917.5% On this point the
pamphlet may seem to be particularly out of date.

But actually on this of all points it is not out of date at
all. It is based wholly on the class analysis, a thing that the
Mensheviks and Narodniks, who have provided six minis-
ters as hostages to the ten capitalist ministers, stand in
deadly fear of. And it is because the pamphlet is based wholly
on a class analysis that it is not out of date—the only change
made by Tsereteli, Chernov and Co. joining the cabinet was an
insignificant one in the form of the agreement between the
Petrograd Soviet and the capitalist government, and I
deliberately stressed in my pamphlet (on page 8) that “I am
referring not so much to the formal agreement as to actual
support” ***

With each passing day it is becoming clearer that Tse-
reteli, Chernov and Co. are nothing more than hostages to

*See p. 388 of this volume.—Ed.
**See pp. 77-80 of this volume.—Ed.
*** See p. 62 of this volume.—Ed.
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the capitalists, that the “renewed” government is neither
willing nor able to carry out any of its abundant promises
either in foreign or domestic policies. Chernov, Tsereteli
and Co. have committed political suicide by turning into
assistants of the capitalists, into people who are actually
strangling the revolution; Kerensky has come so low as to
use force against the masses (cf. p. 9 of the pamphlet: “Guch-
kov is still only threatening to employ violence against
the mass”* but Kerensky had to carry out those threats®®).
Chernov, Tsereteli and Co. have killed themselves and
their parties—the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolution-
aries—politically. The people will realise this more and more
clearly as the days go by.

The coalition cabinet is only a passing moment in the
development of the fundamental class contradictions of our
revolution briefly analysed in the pamphlet. This situation
cannot last long—we must either go backward to counter-
revolution all along the line or forward to the transfer of
state power to other classes. At a time of revolution, when

the imperialist world war is in progress, we cannot stand
still.

N. Lenin
St. Petersburg, May 28, 1917

*See p. 63 of this volume.—Ed.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

This pamphlet was written at the beginning of April
1917, before the coalition cabinet was formed. Since then
much water has flown under the bridge, but the principal
characteristics of the major political parties have held
true in the course of all subsequent stages of the revolu-
tion—both during the coalition cabinet, which came into
being on May 6, 1917, during the union between the Menshe-
viks and Socialist-Revolutionaries in June (and July) 1917
against the Bolsheviks, during the Kornilov events, and
during the October Revolution of 1917 and after it.

The Correctness of the characteristic given to the princi-
pal parties and their class foundations has been borne out by
the whole course of the Russian revolution. Today the prog-
ress of the revolution in Western Europe shows that there,
too, the line-up of the principal parties is the same. The role
of Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries is being
played by the social-chauvinists of all countries (socialists
in word and chauvinists in deed) as well as by the Kautsky-
ites in Germany, the Longuetists in France, and so on.

N. Lenin

Moscow, October 22, 1918
Published in 1918 in the pamphlet: Published according
N. Lenin, Political Parties in Russia to the pamphlet text

and the Tasks of the Proletariat,
Kommunist Publishing House, Moscow
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The following is an attempt to formulate, first, the more
important and then the less important questions and answers
characterising the present political situation in Russia and
the way it is understood by the various parties.

QUESTIONS:

1) WHAT ARE THE CHIEF POLITICAL
PARTY GROUPINGS IN RUSSIA?

ANSWERS:

A. (to the right of the C.D.). Parties and groups to the
right of the Constitutional-Democrats.

B. (C.D.). The Constitutional-Democratic Party (Cadets,
or the people’s freedom party) and kindred groups.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). The Social-Democrats, the Socialist-
Revolutionaries and kindred groups.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). The party which properly should be
called the Communist Party, but which at present is named
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party united under
the Central Committee or, popularly, the “Bolsheviks”.

2) WHAT CLASSES DO THESE PARTIES REPRESENT?
WHAT CLASS STANDPOINT DO THEY EXPRESS?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). The feudalist landowners
and the most backward sections of the bourgeoisie (capi-
talists).

B. (C.D.). The bourgeoisie as a whole, that is, the capi-
talist class, and the landowners who have become bourgeois,
i.e., who have become capitalists.
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C. (S.D. and S.R.). Small proprietors, small and middle
peasants, the petty bourgeoisie, and that section of the
workers which has come under the influence of the bourgeoi-
sie.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). Class-conscious proletarians, wage-
workers and the poor peasantry (semi-proletarians) standing
close to them.

3) WHAT IS THEIR ATTITUDE TOWARDS SOCIALISM?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Decidedly
hostile, since it threatens the profits of the capitalists and
landowners.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). For socialism, but it is too early to
think of it or to take any immediate practical steps for its
realisation.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). For socialism. The Soviets must imme-
diateﬂ}y take all possible practicable steps for its realisa-
tion.

4) WHAT FORM OF GOVERNMENT DO THEY WANT AT PRESENT?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). A constitutional monarchy,
the absolute power of the bureaucracy and the police.

B. (C.D.). A bourgeois parliamentary republic, i.e.,
the consolidation of the rule of the capitalists, while retain-
ing the old bureaucracy and the police.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). A bourgeois parliamentary republic,
with reforms for the workers and peasants.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). A republic of Soviets of Workers’,
Soldiers’, Peasants’, and other Deputies. Abolition of the
standing army and the police, who are to be replaced by the
arming of the whole people; officials to be not only elective,
but also displaceable; their pay not to exceed that of a
competent worker.

5) WHAT IS THEIR ATTITUDE TOWARDS RESTORATION
OF THE ROMANOV MONARCHY?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). They are for it, but act
covertly and cautiously, for they are afraid of the
people.

*For the nature of these steps, see questions 20 and 22.
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B. (C.D.). When the Guchkovs seemed to be a power, the
Cadets were for putting a brother or the son of Nicholas on
the throne; but when the people began to seem a power, the
Cadets became anti-monarchist.

C. (S.D. and S.R.) and D. (“Bolsheviks™). Decidedly
opposed to restoration of the monarchy in any form.

6) WHAT IS THEIR ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE SEIZURE OF POWER?
WHAT DO THEY REGARD AS ORDER, AND WHAT AS ANARCHY?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). If a tsar or some gallant
general seizes power, that is God-given, that is order. All
else is anarchy.

B. (C.D.). If the capitalists seize power, even by force,
that is order; to seize power against the capitalists would
be anarchy.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). If the Soviets alone seize all the power,
that means a threat of anarchy. Let the capitalists keep the
power for the time being, and the Soviets keep the “Contact
Commission”.?’

D. (“Bolsheviks™). All power must be in the hands of the
Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’, Agricultural La-
bourers’ and other Deputies. All propaganda, agitation and
the organisation of the millions must immediately be di-
rected towards this end.*

7) SHOULD THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT BE SUPPORTED?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B, (C.D.). Unquestiona-
bly, since it is the only government capable at this moment of
safeguarding the interests of the capitalists.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). It should, but on condition that it
carries out its agreement with the Soviet and attends the
meetings of the Contact Commission.

D. (“Bolsheviks™”). No; let the capitalists support it. Our
job is to prepare the people for full and undivided power
wielded by the Soviets.

* Anarchy is the complete negation of state power, whereas the
Soviets are themselves a state power.
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8) FOR UNDIVIDED POWER OR DUAL POWER?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). For the undi-
vided power of the capitalists and landowners.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). For dual power. The Soviets to
exercise “control” over the Provisional Government. It is
bad to reflect whether control can be effective without
power.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). For the undivided power of the Soviets
from the bottom up all over the country.

9) SHOULD A CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY BE CONVENED?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). No, for it might prejudice
the landowners. You never know—the peasants in the Con-
stituent Assembly may decide that the landowners ought
to have their estates taken away from them.

B. (C.D.). Yes, but without fixing a date. As much time
as possible should be spent consulting professors of law;
first, because, as Bebel said, jurists are the most reactionary
people in the world; and, second, because the experience of
all revolutions has shown that the cause of popular freedom is
lost when it is entrusted to professors.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Yes, and as quickly as possible. A
date must be fixed; we have already said so two hundred
times at the meetings of the Contact Commission, and shall
say so again tomorrow, for the last and two-hundred-and-
first time.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). Yes, and as soon as possible. But there
is only one way to assure its convocation and success, and
that is by increasing the number and strength of the So-
viets and organising and arming the working-class masses.
That is the only guarantee.

10) DOES THE STATE NEED THE USUAL TYPE OF POLICE
AND A STANDING ARMY?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). It certainly
does, for they are the only firm guarantee of the rule of the
capitalists; in case of need, as the experience of all coun-
tries has shown, the return from a republic to a monarchy is
thus greatly facilitated.
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C. (S.D. and S.R.). On the one hand, they are perhaps
not necessary. On the other hand, is not so radical a change
premature? However, we shall raise the matter in the Con-
tact Commission.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). It definitely does not. The arming of
the entire people must be proceeded with everywhere imme-
diately and unreservedly, and they must be merged with
the militia and the army. The capitalists must pay the
workers for days served in the militia.

11) DOES THE STATE NEED A BUREAUCRACY OF THE USUAL TYPE?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Most decided-
ly. Nine-tenths of them are the sons and brothers of land-
owners and capitalists. They must continue to remain
a privileged and, in practice, permanent body of people.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). It is hardly fitting to raise so hastily
a question that was raised practically by the Paris Commune.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). It certainly does not. All officials and
all and every kind of deputy must not only be elective, but
displaceable at any moment. Their pay must not exceed that
of a competent worker. They must be replaced (gradually)
by the people’s militia and its detachments.

12) SHOULD OFFICERS BE ELECTED BY THE SOLDIERS?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). No. That would
be detrimental to the landowners and capitalists. If the
soldiers cannot be pacified otherwise, they must be tempo-
rarily promised this reform, but it must be withdrawn at the
earliest possible moment.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Yes, they should.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). Not only must they be elected, but
every step of every officer and general must be supervised
by persons specially elected for the purpose by the soldiers.

13) IS IT DESIRABLE FOR THE SOLDIERS
ON THEIR OWN DECISION,
TO DISPLACE THEIR SUPERIORS?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). It is distinct-
ly harmful. Guchkov has already forbidden it. He has al-
ready threatened to use force. Guchkov must be supported.
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C. (S.D. and S.R.). It is. But it is not clear whether they
should be replaced before the matter is taken up with the
Contact Commission, or vice versa.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). It is desirable and essential in every
way. The soldiers will obey and respect only elected
authorities.

14) FOR OR AGAINST THE PRESENT WAR?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Decidedly for,
because it yields the capitalists untold profits and promises
to consolidate their rule by disuniting the workers and set-
ting them against one another. We shall fool the workers by
calling the war a war for national defence, the real object
of which is to dethrone Wilhelm.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). In general we are opposed to imperial-
ist wars, but we are willing to be fooled, and are prepared
to call the support given to the imperialist war waged by the
imperialist government of Guchkov, Milyukov and Co.
“revolutionary defencism”.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). We are decidedly against all imperial-
ist wars and all bourgeois governments waging such wars,
including our own Provisional Government; we are decid-
edly against “revolutionary defencism” in Russia.

15) FOR OR AGAINST THE PREDATORY INTERNATIONAL
TREATIES BETWEEN THE TSAR, GREAT BRITAIN,
FRANCE, ETC. (FOR THE SUBJUGATION OF PERSIA,
THE PARTITION OF CHINA, TURKEY, AUSTRIA, ETC.)?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Absolutely
and entirely for. At the same time, we must not publish
these treaties, both because Anglo-French imperialist capi-
tal and its governments will not permit it, and because
Russian capital cannot afford to reveal its shady affairs to
the public.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Against, but we still hope that with
the aid of the Contact Commission and a series of “campaigns”
among the masses, it may be possible to “influence” the capi-
talist government.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). Against. The whole point is to enlight-
en the masses as to the utter hopelessness of expecting any-
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thing in this respect from capitalist governments, and as to
the necessity of the power being transferred to the proletar-
iat and the poor peasants.

16) FOR OR AGAINST ANNEXATIONS?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). If it is a
question of annexations by the German capitalists and
their robber chieftain, Wilhelm, we are against. If by the
British, we are not against, for they are “our” Allies. If
by our capitalists, who are forcibly keeping within the bound-
aries of Russia the peoples who were oppressed by the tsar,
we are in favour; we do not call that annexation.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Against annexations, but we still
hope it will be possible to secure even from the capitalist
government a promise to renounce annexations.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). Against annexations. All promises
on the part of capitalist governments to renounce annexations
are a sheer fraud. There is only one method of exposing it,
namely, to demand the liberation of the peoples oppressed
by their own capitalists.

17) FOR OR AGAINST THE LIBERTY LOAN?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Decidedly
for, since it facilitates the conduct of the imperialist war,
that is, a war to determine which group of capitalists shall
rule the world.

C. (S.D. and S.R.); For, since the incorrect stand of
“revolutionary defencism” forces us into this obvious depar-
ture from internationalism.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). Against, since the war remains an im-
perialist war, waged by the capitalists in alliance with the
capitalists and in the interests of the capitalists.

18) FOR OR AGAINST THE CAPITALIST GOVERNMENTS
ASCERTAINING THE PEOPLES’ WILL TO PEACE?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). For, since the
experience of the French republican social-chauvinists was
excellent proof that the people can be fooled in this way; we
can say anything we like, but in practice we shall keep the
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spoils seized from the Germans (their colonies), while de-
priving the German robbers of the spoils they have seized.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). For, since we have not yet relin-
quished a good many of the unfounded hopes placed by the
petty bourgeoisie in the capitalists.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). Against, since the class-conscious
workers place no hopes whatever in the capitalists, and it is
our task to open the eyes of the masses to the futility of such
hopes.

19) MUST ALL MONARCHIES BE ABOLISHED?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). No; the Brit-
ish, Italian and Allied monarchies generally must not be
abolished, but only the German, Austrian, Turkish, and
Bulgarian, since victory over them will multiply our
profits.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). A certain “sequence” must be ob-
served, and in any case we should begin with Wilhelm; as to
the Allied monarchies, we had perhaps better wait a bit.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). No sequence can be established for
revolutions. We must help only the revolutionaries in deed
to abolish al/l monarchies in all countries without excep-
tion.

20) SHALL THE PEASANTS TAKE ALL
THE LANDED ESTATES IMMEDIATELY?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.) By no means.
We must wait for the Constituent Assembly. Shingaryov
has already explained that when the capitalists seize power
from the tsar, that is a great and glorious revolution; but
when the peasants take the land away from the landowners,
that is arbitrary action.?® Conciliation commissions must be
appointed on which landowners and peasants shall be equally
represented, while the chairmen shall be officials, that is,
people drawn from among the capitalists and landowners.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Better the peasants waited for the
Constituent Assembly.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). All the land must be taken over imme-
diately. Order must be strictly maintained by the Soviets
of Peasants’ Deputies. More grain and meat must be produced,
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and the soldiers better fed. Injury and damage to livestock,
implements, etc., must in no case be permitted.

21) CAN WE LEAVE LAND DISPOSAL
AND ALL RURAL AFFAIRS IN THE HANDS
OF THE SOVIETS OF PEASANTS’ DEPUTIES ALONE?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). The land-
owners and capitalists are generally opposed to full and
undivided power being vested in the Soviets of Peasants’ Dep-
uties in the countryside; but if these Soviets are unavoid-
able, then we had better confine ourselves to them alone,
for the rich peasants are also capitalists.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). For the present, perhaps, yes,
although Social-Democrats “in principle” do not deny the
necessity of a separate organisation for the agricultural
wage-workers.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). We cannot confine ourselves to the
general Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies alone, for the wealthy
peasants are also capitalists and are always liable to wrong
or cheat the agricultural labourers, day-labourers, and poor
peasants. Therefore separate organisations for these groups
of the rural population must be set up immediately both
within the Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies and as separate
Soviets of deputies from the agricultural labourers.

22) SHALL THE PEOPLE TAKE OVER THE LARGEST
AND MOST POWERFUL CAPITALIST MONOPOLIES,
THE BANKS, THE SYNDICATES OF MANUFACTURERS, ETC.?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). On no account,
as this might injure the landowners and capitalists.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Generally speaking, we are in fa-
vour of transferring such organisations to the entire people,
but it is too early just now to think of this or prepare for it.

D. (“Bolsheviks”). We must at once start preparing the
Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, the Councils of Bank Employ-
ees’ Deputies, etc., for taking practical and practicable
steps towards merging all banks into a single national bank,
to be followed by the establishment of control by the So-
viets of Workers’ Deputies over the banks and syndicates,
and then by their nationalisation, i.e., their transfer to
the possession of the whole people.
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23) WHAT KIND OF SOCIALIST INTERNATIONAL
IMPLEMENTING A FRATERNAL UNION
OF THE WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES
DO THE PEOPLES NOW NEED?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). Generally
speaking, any kind of Socialist International is harmful
and dangerous to the capitalists and landowners; but if the
German Plekhanov, that is, Scheidemann, comes to an
agreement and understanding with the Russian Scheidemann,
that is, Plekhanov, and if they discover in each other ves-
tiges of a socialist conscience, then it were perhaps better for
us capitalists to welcome such an International of such
socialists who take the side of their own respective govern-
ments.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). We need a Socialist International
that will unite everybody: the Scheidemanns, the Plekha-
novs and the “Centrists”, i.e., those who vacillate between
social-chauvinism and internationalism. The greater the
hotchpotch, the greater the “unity”. Long live the great
socialist unity!

D. (“Bolsheviks”). The peoples need only such an Interna-
tional as will unite the really revolutionary workers, who
are capable of putting an end to this frightful, criminal
slaughter of the peoples and of delivering humanity from
the yoke of capital. Only people (groups, parties, etc.)
like the German Socialist Karl Liebknecht, who is now in a
convict prison, only people who are resolutely fighting their
own government, their own bourgeoisie, their own social-
chauvinists, their own “Centre”, can and must establish
immediately the International which the peoples need.

24) SHOULD FRATERNISATION AT THE FRONT BETWEEN SOLDIERS
OF THE BELLIGERENT COUNTRIES BE ENCOURAGED?

A. (to the right of the C.D.) and B. (C.D.). No, it is
bad for the interests of the landowners and capitalists, as it
is likely to hasten the liberation of humanity from their
yoke.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Yes, it is desirable. But we are not
all fully convinced that such an encouragement of fraterni-
sation should be started immediately in all the belligerent
countries.
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D. (“Bolsheviks”). Yes, it is desirable and essential.
It is absolutely essential to encourage immediately in all
the belligerent countries attempts at fraternisation between
the soldiers of both warring groups.

25) WHAT COLOUR BANNER WOULD BE IN CHARACTER WITH
THE VARIOUS POLITICAL PARTIES?

A. (to the right of the C.D.). Black, for they are the real
Black Hundreds.5

B. (C.D.). Yellow, for that is the international banner of
workers who serve capitalism willingly, heart and soul.

C. (S.D. and S.R.). Pink, for their whole policy is a
rose-water one.

D. (“Bolsheviks™). Red, for this is the banner of the in-
ternational proletarian revolution.

This pamphlet was written at the beginning of April
1917. To the question whether it is out of date now, after
May 6, 1917, after the formation of the “new”, coalition,
government, my answer is: No, for the Contact Commission
has not really disappeared, it has merely moved to another
room, which it shares with the gentlemen of the cabinet.
The fact that the Chernovs and the Tseretelis have moved
to another room has not changed their policy, nor the policy
of their parties.
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SPEECH DELIVERED AT A MEETING OF SOLDIERS
OF THE IZMAILOVSKY REGIMENT
APRIL 10 (23), 1917

Comrade soldiers! The question of the state system is now
on the order of the day. The capitalists, in whose hands the
state power now rests, desire a parliamentary bourgeois
republic, that is, a state system where there is no tsar, but
where power remains in the hands of the capitalists who
govern the country by means of the old institutions, namely:
the police, the bureaucracy, and the standing army.

We desire a different republic, one more in keeping with
the interests of the people, more democratic. The revolu-
tionary workers and soldiers of Petrograd have overthrown
tsarism, and have cleaned out all the police from the capi-
tal. The workers of all the world look with pride and hope
to the revolutionary workers and soldiers of Russia as the
vanguard of the world’s liberating army of the working class.
The revolution, once begun, must be strengthened and car-
ried on. We shall not allow the police to be re-established!
All power in the state, from the bottom up, from the remot-
est little village to every street block of Petrograd, must
belong to the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Agricultural
Labourers’, Peasants’ and other Deputies. The central state
power uniting these local Soviets must be the Constituent
Assembly, National Assembly, or Council of Soviets—
no matter by what name you call it.

Not the police, not the bureaucracy, who are unanswera-
ble to the people and placed above the people, not the
standing army, separated from the people, but the people
themselves, universally armed and united in the Soviets,
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must run the state. It is they who will establish the necessary
order, it is they whose authority will not only be obeyed,
but also respected, by the workers and peasants.

Only this power, only the Soviets of Soldiers’ and Peas-
ants’ Deputies, can solve the great question of the land in
a non-bureaucratic way and not in the interests of the land-
owners. The land must not belong to the landowners. The
peasant committees must take the land away at once from
the landowners, while carefully guarding all the property
against damage, and seeing to it that grain production is
increased in order that the soldiers at the front be better
supplied. All the land must belong to the whole nation, and
its disposal must be the concern of the local Soviets of
Peasants’ Deputies. In order that the rich peasants—who
are themselves capitalists—may not wrong and deceive the
agricultural labourers and the poor peasants, it will be
necessary for the latter either to confer, to combine, to
unite separately, or to set up Soviets of Agricultural
Labourers’ Deputies of their own.

Do not allow the police to be re-established, do not let
the state power or the administration of the state pass into
the hands of the bureaucracy, who are non-elective, undis-
placeable, and paid on a bourgeois scale; get together, unite,
organise yourselves, trusting no one, depending only on
your own intelligence and experience—and Russia will be
able to move with a firm, measured, unerring tread toward
the liberation of both our own country and of all humanity
from the yoke of capital as well as from the horrors of war.

Our government, a government of the capitalists, is con-
tinuing the war in the interests of the capitalists. Like the
German capitalists, headed by their crowned brigand Wil-
helm, the capitalists of all the other countries are carrying
on the war only for a division of capitalist profits, for domi-
nation over the world. Hundreds of millions of people, al-
most all the countries in the world, have been dragged into
this criminal war. Hundreds of billions of capital have
been invested in “profitable” undertakings, bringing death,
hunger, ruin, and barbarism to the peoples and staggering,
scandalously high profits to the capitalists. There is only
one way to get out of this frightful war and conclude a
truly democratic peace not imposed by force, and that is
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by transferring all the state power to the Soviets of Work-
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. The workers and poor peasants,
who are not interested in preserving the profits of the capi-
talists and robbing the weaker nations, will be able to do
effectively what the capitalists only promise, namely, end
the war by concluding a lasting peace that will assure
liberty to all peoples without exception.

Pravda No. 30, April 12, 1917 Published according
Signed: N. Lenin to the text in Pravda
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A SHAMELESS LIE OF THE CAPITALISTS

It is not enough that the capitalist newspapers lie and
carry on a riot-mongering campaign against Pravda, that
Rech vies in this respect with Russkaya Volya—a paper
which it cannot but despise.

Now the ministers of the capitalist government, too, have
begun to speak in the language of Russkaya Volya. Rech
quotes today Minister Nekrasov’s statement made before a
meeting of the Cadet Party in Moscow on April 9:

“The preaching of violence that comes from the Kamennoostrovsky
Prospekt is a terrible thing.”

Re-echoing Russkaya Volya, the worthy Minister lies
shamelessly, deceives the people, and aids the riot-mongers
while hiding behind their backs. He dares not name directly
a single person, a single newspaper, a single orator, or a
single party.

The worthy Minister prefers dark hints—hoping that
someone will fall for it!

But all politically minded people will understand that
the worthy Minister is referring to the organ of the Central
Committee of the R.S.D.L.P., Pravda, and its followers.

You are lying, Mr. Minister, worthy member of the
“people’s freedom” party. It is Mr. Guchkov who is preach-
ing violence when he threatens to punish the soldiers for
dismissing the authorities. It is Russkaya Volya, the riot-
mongering newspaper of the riot-mongering “republicans”,
a paper that is friendly to you, that preaches violence.

Pravda and its followers do not preach violence. On the
contrary, they declare most clearly, precisely, and definite-
ly that our main efforts should now be concentrated on
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explaining to the proletarian masses their proletarian prob-
lems, as distinguished from the petty bourgeoisie which
has succumbed to chauvinist intoxication.

So long as you, capitalist gentlemen, Guchkov and Co.,
confine yourselves only to threats of violence, so long
as you have not yet resorted to violence, so long as the
Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies exist, so long
as you have not yet carried out your threats against the
Soviets (such threats, for example, have actually been
printed by Mr. Milyukov’s associate, Mr. Wilson, the Times
correspondent), so long as you have not yet perpetrated vio-
lence upon the masses, we Pravdists declare and reiterate
that we regard the Soviets as the only possible form of
government.

So long as you, capitalist gentlemen, who are in control
of the army command, have not yet begun to use violence,
it is our tactics, the tactics of all Pravdists and of all our
Party, to fight for influence among the proletarian masses,
to fight for influence among the Soviets of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies, to show up the errors in their tactics,
to show up all the falsity of the chauvinist (=revolution-
ary-defencist) intoxication.

The worthy Minister Nekrasov knows this perfectly well,
if only from the quotations which Rech itself was forced to
print. The worthy Minister re-echoes Russkaya Volya; he
is bent on preventing a calm demonstration of the truth by
resorting to lies, slander, baiting, and threats.

It won’t work, Messrs. Nekrasovs!

The workers and soldiers want to know the truth, they
want to clear up for themselves the questions of war and
peace, and state systems, and they will certainly do so.

Written April 11 (24), 1917

Published April 12, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 30 to the newspaper text
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THE WAR AND THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT

“We have nevertheless compelled the
Provisional Government to renounce
annexations.”—From a speech by Y. Stek-
lov, delivered at the Taurida Palace
on April 4.

“Whatever our attitude towards the
slogan ‘peace without annexations’ may
be, the principles accepted by all the
Allies cannot be ignored.”—From a speech
by P. Milyukov (Rech, April 11).

Step by step the leaders of the Provisional Government
are revealing the true nature of their policy in regard to
the war. The notorious declaration of the Provisional Gov-
ernment contained, along with a verbal “renunciation” of
annexations, a statement to the effect that “our” treaties
with the British and the French governments remain valid.
A couple of weeks later Rech, the organ of the Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Mr. Milyukov, prints the following:

MILYUKOV’S STATEMENT

While in Moscow, P. N. Milyukov, the Minister of Foreign Affairs
made the following statement at a meeting of members of the people’s
freedom party:

The declaration of the Provisional Government concerning the aims
of the war contains not peace terms, but merely general principles
which have already been repeatedly enunciated by various statesmen
of our Allies. The peace terms can be worked out only with the consent
of our Allies and in accordance with the London Convention. What-
ever our attitude towards the slogan “peace without annexations” may
be, the principles accepted by all the Allies concerning the reunifica-
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tion of Poland and Armenia and the gratification of the national
aspirations of the Austrian Slavs, cannot be ignored. (Rech No. 83,
April 11 (24), 1917.)

This statement by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Milyu-
kov, will, without doubt, make the round of the whole
foreign press and intensify the military spirit in Germany.
Milyukov is helping the German imperialists to work up
chauvinist feeling in Germany; Milyukov is helping Wil-
helm II to go through with this predatory war “to the end”.

Let us examine Mr. Milyukov’s statement. The Provi-
sional Government’s declaration concerning the aims of the
war (the same declaration which Y. Steklov, by a deplorable
misunderstanding, calls renunciation of annexations) con-
tains, says Milyukov, not peace terms, but “merely general
principles which have already been repeatedly enunciated
by various statesmen of our Allies”. In plain language, this
means that renunciation of annexations is merely a fine
phrase, “general principles”, words, words, words. These
words have also been repeated any number of times by
“our” Allies. The actual “peace” terms, however, are a dif-
ferent matter entirely.

A statesman—DBismarck, if I am not mistaken—once said
that to accept a thing “in principle” means, in the language
of diplomacy, to reject it in effect. The same with Milyukov.
“In principle” he is against annexations, in effect he is for
annexations. That is why he stands for war “to the end”.

Fine phrases are not yet peace terms, Mr. Milyukov
tells us.

What, then, are his peace terms?

These terms are covered by the London Convention. Mr.
Milyukov refers us to it.

But who concluded that Convention? Tsar Nicholas II
concluded it with the British and French capitalists! That
means that the treaties concluded by the tsarist clique still
remain in force. That means we are fighting for the sake of
these predatory treaties concluded by the tsarist clique and
the “Allied” bankers.

Seizure of Polish, Armenian, and Austrian territories
(this time Mr. Milyukov makes no mention of Constantino-
ple)—this is what Mr. Milyukov’s peace programme
amounts to.
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What will the leaders of the majority of the Soviet of
Workers’ Deputies say regarding this latest statement of
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Milyukov? All they will
do is “reprove” Milyukov for this statement of his in the
name of the “Contact” Commission.... What has become of
the “Provisional Governments renunciation of annexations”,
which Y. Steklov and N. Chkheidze claim to have obtained
from it?

There is no dual power in Russia. The Soviet of Work-
ers’ Deputies merely exercises a benevolent control over
the Provisional Government. This, if we are to believe the
newspaper reports, is what N. Chkheidze said at the military
conference in Minsk.5°

This is what we have come to with this benevolent con-
trol! People who fan the flames of war are continuing to
speak in the name of Russia. The workers and soldiers
are being fed with platitudes about peace without annexa-
tions, while on the quiet a policy is being pursued which
benefits only a small clique of millionaires who thrive on
war.

Comrades, workers and soldiers! Read this statement of
Milyukov and expose it at all your meetings! Make it un-
derstood that you do not wish to die for the sake of secret
conventions concluded by Tsar Nicholas II, and which are
still sacred to Milyukov!

Pravda No. 31, April 13, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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IN THE FOOTSTEPS OF RUSSKAYA VOLYA

The methods of Russkaya Volya, a paper from which even
the Cadets turn away in disgust, find an increasing number
of imitators. Look at Mr. Plekhanov’s Yedinstvo. Intent
on “exposing” Pravda, Mr. Plekhanov takes Lenin’s first
thesis, quotes the words saying that the war on Russia’s
part remains a predatory imperialist war, and then trium-
phantly asks:

“And how about Germany? Lenin says nothing about that.”

This, literally, is what he writes. The reader can scarcely
believe the evidence of his own eyes. Can it be that Mr.
Plekhanov has sunk to the level of Novoye Vremya and
Russkaya Volya? Believe it or not, but the fact stares you in
the face.

Mr. Plekhanov’s shamelessness knows no bounds. He is
perfectly familiar with the Bolshevik literature published
abroad. He knows perfectly well that all Bolsheviks, times
without number, in their speeches, articles, and resolutions,
have always declared that the war on the part of Germany
was just as predatory and imperialist as it was on the part
of the other belligerent “Great” Powers. The German capi-
talists, and their chieftain, the crowned brigand Wilhelm,
are the same imperialist predators as the capitalists of other
countries are.

We repeat: no intelligent person who knows anything at
all about the Bolsheviks can help knowing that this is our
point of view. Mr. Plekhanov, too, knows this perfectly well.
He knows that Zinoviev’s and Lenin’s pamphlet, Socialism
and War.* was published in Switzerland also in the German

* See present edition, Vol. 21, pp. 295-338.—Ed.
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language, and smuggled into Germany. And that pamphlet
states as blunt as blunt can be that Germany is carrying on
a predatory war for the purpose of “plundering competitor
countries”, that Germany is “a young and strong robber”,
that “the German imperialists have brazenly violated the neu-
trality of Belgium, as belligerent states have done always
and everywhere, trampling upon all treaties and obligations
if necessary”; that “Kautsky reconciles in an unprincipled
way the fundamental idea of social-chauvinism—recognition
of defence of the fatherland in the present war—with a
sham concession to the Lefts”; that “opportunist-chauvinists
have nowhere sunk to such foul apostasy as in Germany”.

Mr. Plekhanov knows all this perfectly well, yet he sinks
to the methods of Novoye Vremya and Russkaya Volya, and
tries to paint the followers of Pravda as Germanophiles.

Making a mockery of Marxism, Mr. Plekhanov further
quibbles over the question as to who declared war on whom.

Mr. Plekhanov has forgotten that Marxists regard war
as a continuation of the policies pursued by definite govern-
ments representing definite classes.

That both Nicholas II and Wilhelm II represented the
reactionary and capitalist classes of their respective coun-
tries, that during the last few decades both had been pursuing
a policy of plundering foreign countries, plundering China,
sub]ugatlng Persia, carving up and partltlonlng Turkey,
is a well-known fact. Had Mr. Plekhanov touched, however
lightly, upon the history of diplomacy and forelgn policies
during the last few decades, he could not have failed to see
this, and would not have dared to deny it.

The war waged by Nicholas II and Wilhelm II has been
just the continuation of this predatory imperialist policy,
which is so closely bound up with the banking capital of the
two countries.

And when war is waged between two groups of predators
and oppressors merely for division of the spoils of plunder,
merely to see who will strangle more peoples, who will grab
more, the question as to who began this war, who was the
first to declare it and so forth, is of no economic or political
significance.

Mr. Plekhanov, just like the German Plekhanovs, the
Scheidemanns and Co., has descended to the level of the
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most vulgar and ordinary bourgeois chauvinist who refuses
to see (if he ever did see) that war is a continuation of
policy, that war and policy are bound up with the interests
of definite classes, and that one must be able to understand
who these classes are and what they are fighting for.

A vicious, shameless lie, a screen for the predatory policy
of Nicholas II—a policy which has not been abandoned
by Lvov and Co. (they have even confirmed the tsar’s trea-
ties!)—that is what Mr. Plekhanov’s great wisdom amounts
to.

This lie will mislead neither the class-conscious workers
nor the class-conscious soldiers.

Pravda No. 31, April 13, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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A PARTNERSHIP OF LIES

A popular method always used by the bourgeois press
in every country with unerring effect is to lie, scream, raise
a hullabaloo, and keep on reiterating lies on the off-chance
that “something may stick”.

“Lenin makes a great noise in the Kshesinskaya mansion,”
writes Rech. “Lenin addresses a meeting from the roof of
the Modern,” a number of newspapers report.

All this is untrue. Lenin was not present at the Modern
meeting. Lenin made no noise at all; he delivered only one
report to a gathering of Bolsheviks and Mensheviks,5!
and published a number of short articles in the small news-
paper Pravda.

It is the capitalists and the capitalist press who are making
a great noise, who are trying to shout down the truth, to
prevent it from being heard, to drown it in a torrent of in-
}/ective and shouts, to prevent an earnest elucidation of the
acts.

This is what the efforts of the capitalists add up to at the
present moment, as do also the efforts of those so-called
socialists who, like Mr. Plekhanov, have completely desert-
ed to the capitalist side.

In an editorial of special “national importance”, today’s
Rech again fulminates against the “preaching of anarchy”,
and while doing so, most strikingly confutes itself. This is
clear to anyone who ponders what he has read or heard.

“The great revolution has swept away all the old organ-
isation of power....” This is not true. Not all of it, far from
it. “It can be restored only by a change in the national psy-
chology (in a broad sense of the word)—or rather, by the
new psychology which recognises the need for authority and
the duty of submission.”
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We have here a patent lie, a patent partnership of lies
contracted by the capitalists, on the one hand, and the
Plekhanovs, Cherevanins and Co., who are shouting about
anarchy, on the other.

In conversational usage as well as in science it is accepted
without question that anarchism means the negation of the
state in the period of transition from capitalism to so-
cialism.

That socialism leads to the “withering away” of the state
is one of the tenets of Marxism. The Milyukovs, Plekha-
novs, Cherevanins and others, who are partners in lies,
know this very well.

Do the Pravdists or Lenin deny the need for the state
now? Do they deny the need for an “organisation of power”,
the “duty of submission” to it?

Anybody who knows his politics, anybody except the
partnership of liars, is perfectly well aware that they do not.

Both Pravda and Lenin have stated and repeated as
clear as clear can be that all of us unreservedly recognise the
need for the state and for an organisation of power not only
for the present, but also for the later historical period when
the transition from capitalism to socialism will be taking
place.

Only the partnership of lies can deny this, or fail to see it.

The question is what “organisation of power” we propose
to the nation.

Not the old organisation of power, not the police, not
the bureaucracy, not the standing army, but a new organ-
isation—the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’ and
other Deputies.

Such Soviets already exist; they have been brought forth
by the revolution; they are already recognised by everyone,
even by the capitalist government, as a semi-government.

And we have stated as clear as clear can be that these
Soviets are the only possible form of a revolutionary gov-
ernment.

Can there be anything less ambiguous?

Since it is the “only possible” form, that means we must
act only through propaganda, unless someone begins to
practise violence upon the masses.

“The need for authority and the duty of submission” has
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been recognised by all the Pravdists, who are preaching
it to the people.

The Milyukovs, Plekhanovs, Cherevanins and Co. lie in
order to conceal the truth from the people; they lie in order
to suppress the most important thing of all—the question
of the class character of any given organisation of
power.

That is the crux of the matter.

The capitalist calls the Soviets anarchy, because such
an organisation of power does not commit the people before-
hand and unconditionally to capitalist subjection, but pro-
vides liberty and order together with the possibility of
a peaceful and gradual transition to socialism.

This and this alone is what rouses the displeasure, the
indignation and resentment of the capitalists. Hence the
partnership of lies. Hence the torrent of slander and the
howl of rage.

Hence, the underhand riot-mongering which Rech re-
sorts to in the above-mentioned editorial when it calls for
“counteraction”, for “renunciation of passivity, indiffer-
ence”, and so on.

If you have the majority of the nation behind you, if
your alliance with the Soviet is a lasting one (and we frankly
admit that at the present moment the majority in the Soviet
is not with us), then what do you fear, gentlemen, why do
you lie?

All we want is to make clear to the workers and to the
poor peasants the errors of their tactics. We recognise the
Soviets as the only possible authority. We advocate the
need for authority and the duty of submitting to it.

Why, then, are you afraid? Why do you lie?

It is the truth that you fear. You lie in order to prevent
this truth from emerging, prevent it by means of riot-mon-
gering, slander, violence, and filth.

Even some of our opponents now see this. Read today’s
Dyelo Naroda,®® organ of the Socialist-Revolutionaries, an
organ to which Minister Kerensky contributes.

This is what that organ says about Plekhanov, the most
faithful ally of Russkaya Volya and Rech:

“We are accustomed to see such words and such a method
of struggle is the columns of Russkaya Volya. But to see
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them employed in articles written by socialists is, frankly
speaking, painful and depressing....”

Thus write our opponents.

Thus write democrats whose democratic conscience has
been awakened.

It is hopeless trying to put the Milyukovs, Plekhanovs
and Cherevanins to shame. But when even a newspaper to
which Minister Kerensky is a contributor turns away in
disgust from the madly chauvinistic, infamously slanderous,
riot-mongering methods employed by Plekhanov, then we
may safely say:

They are dead people, the heroes of such methods.

Written April 13 (26), 1917

Published April 14, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 32 to the newspaper text
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BANKS AND MINISTERS

N. N. Pokrovsky, the former Minister of Foreign Affairs
and the present Vice-Chairman of the Central War Industries
Committee, has become a member of the Board of the Rus-
sian Bank for Foreign Commerce. Count V. N. Kokovtsov,
the former Chairman of the Council of Ministers, has also
become a member of the Board.

These happy tidings were brought to us by last night’s
papers.

A minister today, a banker tomorrow; a banker today,
a minister tomorrow. It is “war to the end”—both today
and tomorrow.

This state of affairs prevails not only in Russia, but in
every other country where Capital rules. A handful of bank-
ers, who have the whole world in their grip, are making
a fortune out of the war.

But Pokrovsky and Kokovtsov, we may be told, were
ministers during the old regime, and we are now living in a
regenerated Russia.

We will answer with a question:

In how many banks do the present ministers, Guchkov,
Tereshchenko, and Konovalov—have an interest (in the ca-
pacity of directors, shareholders, or actual owners)?

Our Comrades, the bank employees (who, by the way,
should organise a union of their own as soon as possible),
would do well to gather material on this subject and publish
it in the labour press.

Pravda No. 32, April 14, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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AN IMPORTANT EXPOSURE

Today’s editorial in Dyelo Naroda, a newspaper which
lists Minister Kerensky among its most active contributors,
contains a forthright statement to the effect that “according
to information this paper has received from people whom we
consider quite competent in this matter, the above-men-
tioned note [namely, the diplomatic note proclaiming re-
nunciation of the policy of annexations and indemnities]
has not yet been forwarded”.

And so those members and supporters of the Soviet of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies who say and think that “we
have made the government renounce annexations” are mis-
taken.

Comrades and citizens! Read and reread this statement
by Dyelo Naroda, ponder its meaning!

The editorial goes on to say:

“And here Mr. Guchkov, echoing his bellicose Palace Square col-
league who covets and lusts after Constantinople and the Straits, in his
appeal to the army on the Rumanian front throws out slogans calling
for the utter defeat of Germany and Austria....”

If Dyelo Naroda knows that Milyukov covets and lusts
after annexations, then why not tell us more about it?
Does not the people’s cause require that Dyelo Naroda*
speak out more clearly and frankly?

The editorial ends by calling attention to the “bellicose
members of our Provisional Government”.

Once more: Does not the people’s cause require that the
paper bearing that title make known names and facts,
facts and names?

Written April 13 (26), 1917

Published April 14, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 32 to the newspaper text

* A play on words: Dyelo Naroda means the people’s cause.—Ed.
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TO THE SOLDIERS AND SAILORS

Comrades, soldiers! Comrades, sailors!

The capitalist newspapers, from Rech down to Russkaya
Volya, are carrying on a most shameless campaign of lies
and slander concerning the passage through Germany of
myself and thirty other emigrants.

The capitalist newspapers shamelessly lie when they assert
or insinuate that we enjoyed certain inadmissible or unusual
favours from the German Government, a government which
we consider just as predatory, just as criminal, as all the other
capitalist governments who are carrying on the present
war.

Rich men having “connections” with high-ranking offi-
cials of the tsarist monarchy, men like the liberal professor
Kovalevsky, friend of Milyukov and Co., have been con-
stantly negotiating with the German Government through
the agency of the tsarist Russian Government with a view to
arranging for an exchange of Russians captured by the Ger-
mans, and Germans captured by the Russians.

Why then should emigrants, who have been compelled to
live abroad because of their struggle against the tsar, not
have the right to arrange for an exchange of Russians for
Germans without the government’s aid?

Why has the government of Milyukov and Co. not ad-
mitted into Russia Fritz Platten, the Swiss socialist, who
travelled with us and who had negotiated the agreement with
the German Government concerning the exchange?

The government lies when it spreads rumours that Platten
is a friend of the Germans. This is sheer slander. Platten is
the friend of the workers and the enemy of the capitalists
of all countries.
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The capitalists lie when they circulate rumours that we
are for a separate peace with the Germans, that we conferred
or wanted to confer in Stockholm with those German social-
ists who sided with their own government.

This is a libellous lie. We did not participate and shall
not participate in any conferences with such socialists. We
look upon the socialists of all countries who are helping
their own respective capitalists to carry on this criminal
war as traitors to the cause of socialism.

Only those socialists are our friends who, like Karl
Liebknecht, condemned to hard labour by the predatory
German Government, rise against their own capitalists.

We do not want a separate peace with Germany, we want
peace for all nations, we want the victory of the workers of
all countries over the capitalists of all countries.

The Russian capitalists are lying about us and slandering
us, just as the German capitalists are slandering Liebknecht.
The capitalists lie when they say that we want discord and
enmity between the workers and the soldiers.

It is not true! We want the workers and the soldiers to
unite. We want to make it clear to the members of the
Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies that it is these
Soviets that must wield full state power.

The capitalists are slandering us. They have sunk so low
in their shamelessness that not a single bourgeois news-
paper has reprinted from Izvestia our report concerning
our journey and the decision of the Executive Committee
of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies.

Every worker and every soldier knows his Soviet of Work-
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. It was to the Executive Com-
mittee of this Soviet that we made our report the day after
our arrival. The report appeared in Izvestia.™ Why is it
that not a single capitalist paper has reprinted this report?

Because these papers are spreading lies and slander and
are afraid that our report to the Executive Committee will
expose the deceivers.

Why is it that not a single paper has reprinted the decision
of the Executive Committee concerning our report, a deci-
sion which was published in the same issue of Izvestia?

*See pp. 27-29 of this volume.—Ed.
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Because this decision nails the lies of the capitalists and
their newspapers, in that it demands that the government
take steps for the return of the emigrants.

Izvestia has published a protest against Trotsky’s arrest
by the English; it has published a letter by Zurabov expos-
ing Milyukov’s lies; it has also published a telegram from
Martov on the same subject.

Soldiers and sailors! Do not believe the lies and slander
of the capitalists! Expose the deceivers, who are trying to
suppress the truth published in Izvestia!

Written between April 11 and 14
(24 and 27), 1917

First published in 1925 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany IV to the manuscript
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AGAINST THE RIOT-MONGERS®

TO THE WORKERS, SOLDIERS,
AND THE WHOLE POPULATION OF PETROGRAD

Citizens! The paper Russkaya Volya, founded by the
tsar’s Minister Protopopov and despised even by the Cadets,
is carrying a riot-provoking campaign against our Party,
against the paper Pravda, against our Comrades Lenin and
Zinoviev, against the Petrograd Committee of our Party
housed in the Kshesinskaya mansion. We have received a
number of reports, written as well as oral, concerning threats
of violence, bomb threats, etc.

From the very first days of the revolution, the capitalists,
masking as “republicans”, have been trying to sow enmity
between the workers and the soldiers. First they lied about
the workers wanting to leave the army without bread. Now
they are trying to inflame feeling against Pravda.

We appeal to the sense of honour of the revolutionary
workers and soldiers of Petrograd, and declare:

We not only have not been guilty, directly or indirectly,
of any threats of violence against individuals, but, on the
contrary, we have always maintained that our task is to
explain our views to all the people, that we regard the
Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, elected by all the
workers and the soldiers, as the only possible revolutionary
government.

On the very next day after their arrival the comrades,
members of different parties, who passed through Germany,
made a report to the trusted representatives of all the
workers and soldiers, namely, to the Executive Committee
of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. On this
Executive Committee were Chkheidze, Tsereteli. Skobelev,
Steklov, and others.
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Comrades! These leaders of the Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies differ with us on many questions pertain-
ing to the organisation of the state. They could be anything
but biased in our favour.

Now what did the Executive Committee do?

In its Izvestia No. 32, for April 5, 1917, it published the
full report dealing with the passage through Germany.

This report gives all the facts, and the names of the foreign
socialists from two neutral countries, Switzerland and Swe-
den, who checked our protocols.

And what was the decision of the Executive Committee?
Did it express condemnation or even disapproval of the fact
that Lenin and others travelled through Germany?

It did not. This is how the editors of Izvestia, in the same
issue, reported the resolution of the Executive Committee:

“Having heard the report of Comrades Zurabov and Zinoviev, the
Executive Committee decided to take the matter up immediately with
the Provisional Government and to take steps towards securing the
immediate return to Russia of all emigrants, irrespective of their
political views and their attitude towards the war. The results of the
negotiations with the government will be published in the near fu-
ture.—Editors.”

As anyone can see, not a single word is said here against
Lenin and his comrades. What we have is a warning to the
Provisional Government, a decision to take steps to prevent
it from hindering return to Russia.

Following this, Martov’s telegram and Trotsky’s ar-
rest in Britain have shown that Milyukov is either powerless
against Britain and France, who keep their own internation-
alist socialists imprisoned, or that he does not want to take
serious measures.

The Germans and Russians have made exchanges dozens
of times throughout the war. Kovalevsky member of the
Council of State, was exchanged for an Austrian, etc. For
wealthy people such exchanges have been arranged by the
governments many a time. Then why doesn’t the present
government want to arrange such an exchange for the emi-
grants? Because it wants to prevent a number of fighters
from taking part in the revolutionary struggle.

What does Russkaya Volya do, and papers like Rech and
Yedinstvo that follow in its footsteps?
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They continue their hounding campaign, thereby inciting
ignorant people to acts of violence against individuals.
They refuse to publish either the report or the resolution of
the Executive Committee.

The Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies has been given the names of various social-
ists who verified and approved every step taken by the emi-
grants in connection with their journey. They are the French
socialists Loriot and Guilbeaux, the Swiss socialist Platten,
the Swedish socialists Lindhagen (Mayor of Stockholm),
Carleson, Strom, Nerman, the German socialist Hartstein
of Karl Liebknecht’s group, the Polish socialist Bronski.

By acting this way Russkaya Volya, Rech and Yedinstvo
are aiding and abetting the dark forces which threaten vio-
lence, bombs, and riots.

Comrades, soldiers and workers!

We warn you against these gentlemen of Russkaya Volya,
Rech and Yedinstvo, and declare over and over again that
we stand for explaining to the whole nation the views of
all the parties, we stand for respecting the Soviet of Sol-
diers’ and Workers’ Deputies.

If the Provisional Government, if Rech, if Mr. Plekhanov
are displeased with the way the Executive Committee of
the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies has acted,
why do they not say so openly? Why do they not demand a
re-examination of the case? Why are they afraid to reprint
what was published in Izvestia No. 32?7 Why? Because they
are out to sow discord!

If violence in any form is resorted to, we shall place the
responsibility on the editors and contributors of Russkaya
Volya, Rech, Yedinstvo, and others, who have dared to keep
the report and the resolution of the Executive Committee out
of the press, and to carry on an insidious propaganda.

The paper Dyelo Naroda, to which Minister A. F. Kerensky
is an active contributor, has already pointed out that the
methods used by these newspapers are helping the riot-mon-
gers (Dyelo Naroda No. 23).

We want the Milyukovs, Amfiteatrovs, Plekhanovs and
Co. to know that if their baiting leads to violence they will
be the first to suffer the consequences.

Down with riot-mongering! Down with the heroes of
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baiting and deception, who suppress the resolution of the
Executive Committee!

Comrades, soldiers and workers! You will not allow the
people’s freedom to be marred by riots! You will see to it
that the decisions of your Soviet of Soldiers’ and Workers’
Deputies are respected.

Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
Petrograd Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
Written before April 14 (27), 1917

Published April 15, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 33 to the newspaper text
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CITIZENS! SEE WHAT METHODS
THE CAPITALISTS OF ALL COUNTRIES ARE USING!

Today’s Rech concludes its editorial with the following
words:

“The German Government is endeavouring to preserve the inner
unity of Germany and sow discord among the Allies. Our ‘Pravdists’
are making every effort to undermine unity in revolutionary Russia
and to set the Russian Government upon the governments of our Allies,
Britain and France. Are we not entitled to say that the Lenin crew is
working for von Bethmann-Hollweg and Wilhelm II?”

No, gentlemen of the capitalist fold, you are not entitled
to say it. It is we Pravdists, and we alone, who, far from pre-
serving the inner unity of Germany, are, on the contrary,
actually engaged in destroying it.

This is a fact which no lies of the Russian capitalists
can ever obliterate.

It is a fact that we Pravdists, and we alone, demand that
the German socialists should unconditionally and immedi-
ately break with the German Plekhanovs, i.e., the Schei-
demanns, and with the German “Centre”, i.e., those vacil-
lating people who cannot make up their minds to break
away, definitely, on principle, from the Scheidemanns.

It is a fact that we Pravdists, and we alone, stand for unity
with only two German socialist groups (the Spartacus and
the Arbeiterpolitik) which support the policy of Karl Lieb-
knecht, i.e., the policy of destroying the inner unity of Ger-
many. The policy of Karl Liebknecht, a policy of deeds,
not words, is to destroy the “inner unity” of the capitalists
and workers in Germany.

Clearly realising that the German capitalists and their
Wilhelm are imperialists, i.e., brigands, Karl Liebknecht
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as far back as September 1915 sent a letter to the Zimmerwald
Conference, which was not published, because Liebknecht
was then still a legal person. But everyone who was at Zim-
merwald knew about this letter.

The letter called, not for a civil truce, but for a civil
war.

That was how our comrade-in-idea, Karl Liebknecht,
preached “inner unity” in Germany. That is what we ourselves
have preached in the German translation of our Pravdist
pamphlet Socialism and War (by Zinoviev and Lenin).*

Karl Liebknecht not only spoke this way, he acted this
way. From the platform of the German parliament, he called
upon the German soldiers to turn their guns against their
own German Government. Then he joined a street demon-
stration with revolutionary proclamations reading: “Down
with the Government.”

That is how Karl Liebknecht, an adherent of our Pravdist
policy, has been “endeavouring to preserve the inner unity
of Germany”. That is why he has been thrown into a convict
prison.

And Karl Liebknecht is denounced as a Judas and a trai-
tor not only by the entire press of the German capitalists,
but by all the papers of the German Plekhanovs, who accuse
him more or less directly of treason or anarchism.

In all countries the capitalists are spewing out a torrent
of lies, slander, abuse and accusations of treason against
those socialists who are behaving the way Karl Liebknecht
is behaving in Germany, or the way the Pravdists are behav-
ing in Russia, i.e., who are destroying the “inner unity”
between the workers and the capitalists, the workers and the
Plekhanovs, the workers and the “Centrists” in every country,
and who are creating unity among the workers of all countries
in order to put an end to the predatory, murderous imperi-
alist war, in order to rid mankind of the yoke of capitalism.

In Germany the capitalists are hounding Karl Liebknecht
and his friends as traitors. In Germany, too, our comrade
Karl Liebknecht has been repeatedly threatened with mob
violence. This has been mentioned even by that German
Plekhanov, the social-chauvinist David. In Russia the

*See present edition, Vol. 21, pp. 313-16.—Ed.



WHAT METHODS CAPITALISTS ARE USING 133

capitalists hound the Pravdists as traitors. In Britain the
capitalists hound the Scotch public school-teacher Mac-
Lean as a traitor. He, too, has been thrown into a convict
prison for the same kind of crime, for the same kind of “trea-
son” as that which Karl Liebknecht and we Pravdists are
guilty of.

In France the republican capitalist government is keep-
ing in prison the Frenchman Content and the Russian
Rayev for issuing a proclamation entitled “Impose peace”.

Gentlemen of Rech, ministers, members of the revolution-
ary government, put us Pravdists in a convict prison, or
tell the Russian people to shut us up in a convict prison!
Then you will be actually following in the footsteps of capi-
talist Britain, our “Ally” (the ally of Tsar Nicholas II, for
it was he who concluded the treaty with the Allies), which is
keeping the British Pravdists in a convict prison.

Down with the “inner unity” of the workers and capital-
ists in all countries, for this “unity” has condemned and is
still condemning humanity to the horrors of the predatory
imperialist war waged in the interests of the capitalists!

Long live unity among those socialists and workers in all
countries who not only sympathise with Karl Liebknecht
in words, but actually pursue the Liebknecht policy against
their own capitalists!

Written April 14 (27), 1917

Published April 15, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 33 to the newspaper text
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A “VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT” BETWEEN
LANDOWNERS AND PEASANTS?

Here is the text of the telegram from Minister Shingaryov,
mentioned in yesterday’s editorial of our paper, and printed
in today’s Dyen®:

“On acquainting myself with the decision of the Ranenburg Com-
mittee relating to the grain sowing, I deem it my duty to declare that
an independent solution of the land question in the absence of a gen-
eral state law is inadmissible. Arbitrary action will lead to a nation-
al calamity and will jeopardise the cause of freedom by provoking
discord. The lawful solution of the land question is the business of the
Constituent Assembly. At the present time agricultural conciliation
chambers will be set up in each local area under the rural supply com-
mittees for the purpose of effecting voluntary agreements between
the tillers of the land and the landowners. The question of leaseholds
on vacant lands is also being urgently considered. For the sake of gen-
eral order I request that everybody be guided by the decisions of
the Provisional Government and refrain from establishing self-made
laws.”

Can you call it “democracy”, “people’s freedom”, when the
peasants, who clearly constitute the overwhelming major-
ity of the population, have no right to adopt and carry
out their own decision, but must wait for a “voluntary agree-
ment” between the tillers of the land and the landowners?

One landowner having two thousand dessiatines of land—
and three hundred peasant families having two thousand des-
siatines. That, on the average, is how things stand in Russia.
Three hundred peasants must wait for the “voluntary” con-
sent of one landowner!

Is this right, comrade soldiers?

Written April 14 (27), 1917

Published April 15, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 33 to the newspaper text
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AN HONEST VOICE IN A CHORUS OF SLANDERERS

Today’s Malenkaya Gazeta® publishes an appeal by a
group of soldiers of the Fourth Motor Ambulance Unit to all
comrades in the army, demanding an investigation into the
circumstances connected with the passage through Germany
of Lenin and others.

Here we have an honest voice standing out from the
torrent of filthy lies, foul slander, and riot-mongering agita-
tion. Indeed, it is the right and duty of every citizen to de-
mand an investigation into any fact that is of social impor-
tance.

Here we have an honest method of honest people, not of
riot-mongers.

And it is this method that Lenin and all the adherents of
various parties who had come with him adopted immediately
upon their arrival. They made a report of their passage to
the Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies,* giving the names of the socialists from
two neutral countries, Switzerland and Sweden, who had
signed the official protocol of the journey, and had examined
all the documents. The Executive Committee had Chkheidze,
Tsereteli, Skobelev, Steklov, and others on it. They decided
to publish in Izvestia both the report and the resolution of
the Executive Committee.

Following the consideration of the report it was resolved:
“Having heard the report of Comrades Zurabov and Zinov-
iev, the Executive Committee decided to take the matter
up immediately with the Provisional Government and to
take steps towards securing the immediate return to Russia

*See pp. 27-29 of this volume.—Ed.
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of all emigrants, irrespective of their political views and
their attitude towards the war.”

Both documents were published in Izvestia No. 32, for
April 5, 1917.

Is it fair, is it sensible not to reprint the report and the
resolution, and to conduct a riot-mongering agitation?

Have the comrades of the Fourth Motor Ambulance Unit
acted rightly in hastening to “brand” and denounce the
newly arrived comrades as “traitors”, to heap “curses” upon
them, and to revile them without having discussed the
documents printed in Izvestia?

What is this if not anarchism, if not an appeal to defy
the members of the Executive Committee elected by the
workers and soldiers?

Written April 14 (27), 1917

Published April 15, 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 33 to the newspaper text
Signed: N. Lenin
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THE SOLDIERS AND THE LAND

Most of the soldiers come from the peasantry. Every peas-
ant knows how the landowners have been oppressing the
people. But wherein lies the power of the landowners?

In the land.

The landowners have tens of millions of dessiatines of
land. That is why millions of peasant families have no choice
but to enslave themselves to the landowners.

No “liberties” can help the peasants so long as the landown-
ers are in possession of tens of millions of dessiatines of
land.

All the landed estates must be taken over by the people.
All the land in the country must become the property of
the whole people, and be disposed of by the local Soviets
of Peasants’ and Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies.

How is this to be accomplished? We must immediately
set up all over Russia, in every village without exception,
Soviets of Peasants’ and Agricultural Labourers’ Dep-
uties modelled after the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies in the cities. Unless the peasants and agricultural
labourers themselves unite, unless they themselves take
their fate into their own hands, no one in the world will
help them, no one will free them from their bondage to the
landowners.

To enable the peasants to take over all the land from
the landowners in their own districts immediately and to
dispose of it properly, while preserving perfect order and
guarding against any damage to property, the peasants
must be supported by the soldiers.

The peasants, soldiers, and workers constitute the over-
whelming majority of the population. This majority wants
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all the land to pass immediately into the hands of the Soviets
of Peasants’ Deputies. No one can stop the majority, if it
is well organised (solidly united), if it is class-conscious, if
it is armed.

Soldiers! Help to unite and arm all the workers and the
peasants!

Soldiers! You, too, unite more solidly, and form closer
ties with the workers and the peasants! Do not allow your
armed power to be taken away from you!

Then, and only then, will the people get all the land, and
free themselves from their bondage to the landowners.

Soldatskaya Pravda No. 1, Published according
April 15, 1917 to the text in Soldatskaya Pravda
Signed: N. Lenin
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1

REPORT ON THE PRESENT SITUATION
AND THE ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE PROVISIONAL
GOVERNMENT
APRIL 14 (21)

Our political line, embodied in resolutions, was worked
out in advance with far greater precision than that of any
other party. Events, however, have created an entirely
new situation. The chief mistake made by revolutionaries
is that they look backward at the old revolutions, whereas
life gives us too many new things that have to be fitted into
the general pattern of events.

The motive forces of the revolution were defined by us
quite correctly. Events have justified our old Bolshevik
premises, but the trouble with us is that comrades have
wished to remain “old” Bolsheviks. Mass movement had been
confined to the proletariat and the peasantry. The West-
European bourgeoisie had always been opposed to revolution.
Such was the situation to which we had been accustomed.
But things turned out differently. The imperialist war split
the European bourgeoisie, and this created a situation where
the Anglo-French capitalists, for imperialist reasons, became
supporters of a Russian revolution. The British capitalists
actually entered into a conspiracy with Guchkov, Milyukov,
and the high commanding officers of the army. The Anglo-
French capitalists sided with the revolution. The European
newspapers report many instances of British and French
emissaries making trips to have talks with “revolutionaries”
like Guchkov. The revolution has thus gained an unexpected
ally. As a result, the revolution has turned out to be different
from what anyone expected. We have found allies not only



142 V. I. LENIN

in the Russian bourgeoisie but also among the Anglo-French
capitalists. When I mentioned this in a lecture delivered
abroad,* I was told by a Menshevik that we had been wrong,
for events had proved that the bourgeoisie was necessary
for the success of the revolution. I replied that it was “neces-
sary” only insofar as it helped the revolution triumph in
eight days. Did not Milyukov declare before the revolution
that if victory lay through revolution, then he was against
victory? We must not forget these words of Milyukov.

And so, the revolution in its first stage developed in a way
that no one had expected. The Bolsheviks’ reply to the
question as to the possibility of “defending the fatherland”
was this: if a bourgeois-chauvinist revolution triumphed
(Sotsial-Demokrat® No. 47), then defence of the fatherland
would be impossible.** The situation is unique in that we
now have a dual power. Abroad, where no paper more Left
than Rech ever penetrates, and where the English and French
bourgeois papers speak of an all-powerful Provisional
Government and the “chaos” represented by the Soviet of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, nobody has any clear idea
of this dual power. Only here on the spot did we learn that
the Soviet had surrendered power to the Provisional
Government. The Soviet is the implementation of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat and the soldiers; among the latter
the majority are peasants. It is therefore a dictatorship of
the proletariat and the peasantry. But this “dictatorship”
has entered into an agreement with the bourgeoisie. And
this is where the “old” Bolshevism needs revising. The sit-
uation that has arisen shows that the dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry is interlocked with the power
of the bourgeoisie. An amazingly unique situation. The
past contains no instances of a revolution where the repre-
sentatives of the revolutionary proletariat and peasantry,
though fully armed, concluded an alliance with the bour-
geoisie, and though having the power, ceded it to the bour-
geoisie. The bourgeoisie wields the power of capital and the
power of organisation. It is a wonder the workers have shown
themselves to be as well organised as they are. The bour-

* See present edition, Vol. 23, p. 355.—Ed.
**Ibid., Vol. 21, p. 403.—Ed.
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geois revolution in Russia is completed insofar as power has
come into the hands of the bourgeoisie. Here the “old Bol-
sheviks” argue: “It is not completed—for there is no dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry.” But the Soviet of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies is that very dictatorship.

The agrarian movement can go two ways. The peasants
may take the land, but no struggle may develop between
the rural proletariat and the prosperous peasants. This is
unlikely, however, for the class struggle does not wait.
To repeat now what we said in 1905, and omit mention of the
class struggle in the countryside, is a betrayal of the prole-
tarian cause.

Already we can discern in the decisions of a number of
peasant congresses a tendency to wait with the solution of
the agrarian question until the convocation of the Constitu-
ent Assembly. This is a victory for the well-to-do peasants
who lean towards the Cadets. The peasants are already
taking possession of the land. The Socialist-Revolutionaries
are trying to hold them back, suggesting that they wait
until the Constituent Assembly meets. We must combine the
demand for the immediate seizure of the land with propagan-
da for the setting up of Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’
Deputies. The bourgeois-democratic revolution is completed.
The agrarian programme must be carried out in a new way.
The same struggle for power that is going on here between
the large and small proprietors will take place in the village
too. The peasants will not be content with land alone. The
number of horseless peasants has increased greatly. We
alone are at present developing the agrarian revolution, when
we tell the peasants to take the land immediately. The
land must be taken in an organised manner. Property must
not be damaged. The agrarian movement, consequently, is
only a prevision, and not a fact. It is the task of Marxists
to make the question of an agrarian programme clear to
the peasants; the weight of emphasis on this issue must be
shifted to the Soviet of Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies.
We must be prepared, however, for the peasantry uniting
with the bourgeoisie, just as the Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies has done. It follows that the agrarian
movement still has to be developed. The well-to-do peasant-
ry will, naturally, gravitate towards the bourgeoisie,
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towards the Provisional Government. It may prove even more
Right than Guchkov.

For the time being, the victory of bourgeois power is
an accomplished fact. The economic position of the peasants
separates them from the landowners. What the peasants need
is not a legal right to the land. They need Soviets of Agricul-
tural Labourers’ Deputies. Those who advise the peasants
to wait until the Constituent Assembly meets are deceiving
them.

Our task is to separate the class line from this petty-
bourgeois bog. The bourgeoisie does its job splendidly;
it makes all sorts of promises, but in effect pursues only its
class policy.

In the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies the
alignment of forces is such that power is passed to the Pro-
visional Government, while the socialists content themselves
with “contact commissions”. True, this government is com-
posed of the most trusted and best people of their class, but
still of a definite class. The petty bourgeoisie has surrendered
to them completely. Unless we mark out a proletarian line,
we shall be betraying the cause of the proletariat. The bour-
geoisie rules either by deception or by violence. Just now
flattery and deception prevail, and this lulls the revolution.
The bourgeoisie makes concessions on minor issues, but in
matters of primary importance (the agrarian revolution, for
example) they make none. One must be blind to the facts not
to see that in Russia, apart from the Bolsheviks, there is
nothing but revolutionary defencism, and that it has tri-
umphed everywhere. Revolutionary defencism means the
surrender of all socialist principles in the predatory inter-
ests of capitalism, interests which are screened behind the
phrase “defence of the fatherland”; it means surrendering
one’s positions to the petty bourgeoisie. When I spoke of
the “honest” mass of revolutionary defencists, I had in
mind not a moral category, but a class definition. The classes
represented in the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
have no interest in the predatory war. In Europe it is differ-
ent. There the people are oppressed, and the most opportun-
istic pacifists are often hounded worse than we Pravdists
are. In our country the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies pursues its policy of revolutionary defencism, not by
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violence, but because the masses trust it. Europe is one vast
military prison. Capitalism rules cruelly there. All over
Europe the bourgeoisie should be overthrown, and not argued
with. In Russia the soldiers are armed; by agreeing only
to “defend themselves” against Wilhelm they allowed them-
selves to be peacefully deceived. In Europe, there is no
“honest” revolutionary defencism like we have in Russia,
where the people have handed over the power to the bour-
geoisie through ignorance, inertia, tradition, and the habit
of suffering the rod. Steklov and Chkheidze are leaders in
word, but tailpieces of the bourgeoisie in deed; for all their
virtues, their knowledge of Marxism, etc., they are politi-
cally dead. Here in Russia the power is in the hands of the
soldiers, who are defencist-minded. The objective class po-
sition of the capitalists is one thing. They are conducting
the war in their own interests. The soldiers are proletarians
and peasants. This is another thing. Are they interested
in seizing Constantinople? No, their class interests are op-
posed to war! That is why they can be made to see light, made
to change their minds. The crux of the political situation at
this moment is to be able to make the masses see the truth.
We cannot talk about having the “backing” of the revolu-
tionary mass, etc., until we have brought home to the sol-
diers or to the uneducated masses the meaning of the slogan
“Down with war”.

What is the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies?
Its class meaning is direct power. We do not have complete
political liberty, of course. But nowhere else is there such
freedom as exists in Russia today. “Down with war” does
not mean flinging the bayonet away. It means the transfer
of power to another class. Everything must now be focused
on making that clear. Blanquism was a striving to seize
power with the backing of a minority. With us it is quite
different. We are still a minority and realise the need for
winning a majority. Unlike the anarchists, we need the state
for the transition to socialism. The Paris Commune furnished
an example of a state of the Soviet type, an example of direct
power wielded by the organised and armed workers, an exam-
ple of the dictatorship of workers and peasants. The role of
the Soviets, the significance of such a dictatorship, is that
they apply organised force against the counter-revolution,
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safeguard the gains of the revolution for the benefit of the
majority and with the support of the majority. There can
be no dual power in a state. The Soviets are a type of state
where the existence of a police is impossible. Here the people
are their own rulers, and there can be no return to the mo-
narchy. The army and the people must merge into one—
therein lies the triumph of liberty! Everyone must learn to use
arms. To safeguard freedom, all the people to a man must be
armed. This is the essence of the commune. We are not an-
archists who deny the need for an organised state, i.e., for
force in general, particularly a state maintained by the or-
ganised and armed workers themselves through the Soviets.
Events have led to the dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry being interlocked with the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie. The next stage is the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, but the proletariat is not yet sufficiently organised
and enlightened; it must be enlightened. Such Soviets of
Workers’ and other Deputies should be organised all over
the country—Ilife itself demands it. There is no other way.
This is the Paris Commune! The Soviet of Workers’ Dep-
uties is not an organisation of the trade union type, as the
bourgeoisie would like it to be. The people see it differently
and more correctly—they see it as a government power.
They see that the way out of the war lies through the victory
of the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies. This is the type of state
under which it is possible to advance towards socialism.
Should a group seize power, it would not mean much. The
Russian revolution has risen higher: any government other
than the Soviet is impossible, and this is what the bour-
geoisie fears. So long as the Soviets have not seized power, we
shall not take it. A living force, however, must impel the
Soviets to seize power. Otherwise we shall never get out of
the war which the capitalists are carrying on by deceiving
the people. All countries are on the brink of ruin; people
must realise this; there is no way out except through a so-
cialist revolution. The government must be overthrown,
but not everybody understands this correctly. So long as
the Provisional Government has the backing of the Soviet
of Workers’ Deputies, you cannot “simply” overthrow it.
The only way it can and must be overthrown is by winning
over the majority in the Soviets. It is either forward towards
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the undivided power of the Soviets of Workers’ and Sol-
diers’ Deputies, or back to the imperialist war—there is
no other alternative. Kautsky denied that a revolution was
possible in time of war. Events have shown him to be wrong.

As regards nationalisation of the banks and control over
them—economically this is feasible, economically nothing
can interfere with it, once the power is in the hands of the
workers. Obviously, in viewing the tasks of the proletariat
as we do, there can be no question of any alliance with the
“defencists”.

Concerning a new name for the Party: the word “Social-
Democracy” is incorrect; it is scientifically wrong. Marx
and Engels said as much on many occasions. If they “put
up with” the word, it was because after the year 1871 a spe-
cial situation was created: a slow preparation of the masses
was needed, revolution was not on the order of the day.
Democracy, too, means a form of state, but the Paris Com-
mune had risen above it. Now the whole world is faced with
the practical issue—that of the transition to socialism. The
Social-Democrat Plekhanov and the rest of the social-
chauvinists throughout the world have betrayed socialism.
We should call ourselves the “Communist Party”.

A brief report published
May 8 (April 25),
1917 in Pravda No. 40

First published in full in 1925 Published according
in the book The Petrograd City to the typewritten copy
and the All-Russia Conferences of the Minutes

of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks),
April 1917
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2

CONCLUDING REMARKS IN THE DEBATE
CONCERNING THE REPORT ON THE PRESENT SITUATION
APRIL 14 (27)

The discussion has shown that opinion is divided. I cannot
answer all the questions.

The question of old Bolshevism. Kalinin defended old
Bolshevism. But he also came to the conclusion that our
present tactics were correct. Another opinion is that there is
a marked tendency towards the tactics of the petty bour-
geoisie.

There is a time-honoured expression: to go through with
the revolution. But which revolution? The objective situa-
tion in 1905 was this: the proletariat and the peasantry were
the only revolutionary element, while the Cadets stood for
the monarchy. Now defencism represents the adoption by
the peasants of petty-bourgeois tactics. Going through
with the revolution under these circumstances has no
meaning. The revolution has united the petty bourgeoisie
with other revolutionary elements upon the ground of
defencism.

The future of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry. A petty-bourgeois peasantry holding defencist
views may even be in favour of a monarchy.

A new line follows from the policy of Bolshevism. The
petty bourgeoisie and the big bourgeoisie have united. We
take as our point of departure conflicting class interests.
The labourer peasants ought to be against the imperialist
war. The proprietor peasants are for defencism.

Defencism has shown that the petty bourgeoisie has moved
away from the working class and gone over to the big bour-
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geoisie. The poor peasant who earns a part of his living in
the city has no need for this war. This class ought to be op-
posed to the war.

Old Bolshevism should be discarded. The line of the petty
bourgeoisie must be separated from that of the wage-earning
proletariat. Fine phrases about the revolutionary people are
suitable to a man like Kerensky, but not to the revolutionary
proletariat. To be revolutionaries, even democrats, with
Nicholas removed, is no great merit. Revolutionary
democracy is no good at all; it is a mere phrase. It covers up
rather than lays bare the antagonisms of class interests.
A Bolshevik must open the eyes of the workers and peasants
to the existence of these antagonisms, not gloss them
over. If the imperialist war hits the proletariat and the
peasants economically, these classes will have to rise
against it.

To create a network of Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’,
and Peasants’ Deputies—that is our task today. The whole
of Russia is already being covered with a network of organs
of local self-government. A commune may exist also in the
form of organs of self-government. The abolition of the police
and the standing army, and the arming of the whole people—
all this can be accomplished through the organs of local self-
government. I have taken the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies
simply because it already exists.

It is said, we must “interest” the proletariat. This is
what Chkheidze, the Provisional Government and others
are doing when they use high-sounding words about revolu-
tionary democracy. A Bolshevik must differentiate between
the proletariat and the petty bourgeoisie, and leave such
words as “revolutionary democracy” and “revolutionary
people” to Kerensky. Democracy in Russia is imperialistic.
It is argued that we are reducing our activities to cultural
work. That is not true. Passing resolutions about the Con-
stituent Assembly, etc., would mean “interesting” the pro-
letariat.

The real work is to bring about the abolition of the
standing army, the bureaucracy, and the police, and to arm
the whole people.

The Constituent Assembly will not kill the revolution,
for nothing is heard of it now, and no one is planning to
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convene it. We leave it to the Socialist-Revolutionaries to
“demand” its convocation.

This war is a world war. It is waged by definite classes,
and was brought on by banking capital. It can be stopped
by transferring power to another class. So long as the power
remains in the hands of the ruling classes, peace can alter
nothing.

The proletariat must be shown how the revolution can
be carried forward by concrete measures. To carry the revo-
lution forward means to achieve self-government by inde-
pendent action. The growth of democracy does not stand in
the way of self-government, it helps us to realise our aims.
The war can be terminated only by the transfer of power to
another class—and Russia has come closest of all to that—
but never by a truce among the capitalists of all countries
on the basis of an exchange of subjugated nationalities.
A commune is quite suitable to the peasantry. A commune
means complete self-government, the absence of any supervi-
sion from above. Nine-tenths of the peasantry should be
for it.

The bourgeoisie may reconcile itself to the nationalisa-
tion of the land, should the peasants take over the land. As
a proletarian party, we must declare that the land alone
will not feed people. To cultivate it one will therefore have
to set up the commune. We must be for centralisation, but
there are times when things can best be done locally; we
should allow a maximum of initiative in the local areas.
The Cadets are already acting like officials. They tell the
peasants: “Wait for the Constituent Assembly.” Our Party
alone provides slogans that really carry the revolution
forward. The Soviets of Workers’ Deputies are fully capable
of establishing communes in the local areas. The question is
whether the proletariat will be well enough organised for
the task, but this is a thing we cannot estimate in advance,
we must learn by doing.

Trotskyism: “No tsar, but a workers’ government.” This
is wrong. A petty bourgeoisie exists, and it cannot be dis-
missed. But it is in two parts. The poorer of the two is with
the working class.

War. To end the war by pacifist means is utopia. It may
be terminated by an imperialist peace. But the masses do



PETROGRAD CITY CONFERENCE 151

not want such a peace. War is a continuation of the policies
of a class; to change the character of the war one must change
the class in power.

The name Communist Party is theoretically sound. The
Left socialists of other countries are too weak. We must
take the initiative.

First published in 1925 Published according
in the book The Petrograd City to the typewritten copy
and the All-Russia Conferences of the Minutes

of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks),
April 1917
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3

TWO REMARKS DURING THE DEBATE
ON THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE ATTITUDE
TOWARDS THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT
APRIL 15 (28)

I

After yesterday’s debate I can confine myself to brief
remarks. The resolution shows a way out. The situation is
determined not only by the fact that definite classes are rep-
resented in the Provisional Government, but also by the
fact that the latter leans upon the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies. The inference is not that we must yield to this
petty bourgeoisie, but that we must form independent
groups, not in order to separate ourselves from the petty bour-
geoisie, but in order to impel it to go forward. The seizure
of all the land is a step forward on the part of the revolution-
ary people. The replacement of the standing army by a
militia is a step forward.

IT

Comrade Kamenev is shifting to the policy of Chkheidze
and Steklov. Of course, no one will say that the Provisional
Government is putting off the Constituent Assembly, if we
do not say it. Everybody wants to carry on the war. The
point at issue is the organisation of counter-revolution.
In revolutionary times control means deception. The date
for the elections could be arranged in three days. By
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listing “sins”, we provide ammunition for propaganda. To
seek the truth in the Contact Commission is impossible.
There can be no control without power. To control by means
of resolutions, etc., is sheer nonsense. Control means dis-
pelling the petty-bourgeois illusions, fog.

First published in 1925 Published according
in the book The Petrograd City to the typewritten copy
and the All-Russia Conferences of the Minutes

of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks),
April 1917
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4

RESOLUTION
ON THE ATTITUDE TOWARDS
THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT

Considering:

(1) that the Provisional Government, by its class char-
acter, is the organ of landowner and bourgeois domination;

(2) that the Provisional Government and the classes
it represents are bound with indissoluble economic and po-
litical ties to Russian and Anglo-French imperialism;

(3) that the Provisional Government is carrying out its
proclaimed programme only partially, and only under pres-
sure of the revolutionary proletariat and, to some extent,
of the petty bourgeoisie;

(4) that the forces of bourgeois and landowner counter-
revolution, now being organised, have already, under cover
of the Provisional Government and with the latter’s obvious
connivance, launched an attack on revolutionary democ-
racy;

(5) that the Provisional Government is avoiding fixing
the date for the elections to the Constituent Assembly,
preventing the arming of the people as a whole, opposing
the transfer of all the land to the people, foisting upon it the
landowners’ way of settling the agrarian question, obstruct-
ing the introduction of an eight-hour workday, condoning
counter-revolutionary propaganda in the army (by Guchkov
and Co.), rallying the high-ranking officers against the
soldiers, etc.;

(6) that this government, at the same time, is relying
at present on the confidence of, and, to a certain extent, on
an actual agreement with, the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’
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and Soldiers’ Deputies, which now unites an obvious major-
ity of workers and soldiers, i.e., peasants;

(7) that every step of the Provisional Government, in
both its domestic and foreign policies, is bound to open the
eyes, not only of the proletarians in town and country and
semi-proletarians, but also of the broad sections of the petty
bourgeoisie, to the real nature of this government,

the Conference resolves that:

(1) in order to ensure all the state power passing into
the hands of the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
or other bodies directly expressing the will of the people,
prolonged work is necessary to develop proletarian class-
consciousness and to unite the urban and rural proletarians
against the vacillations of the petty bourgeoisie, for only
work of this nature can guarantee real advance on the part
of the whole revolutionary people;

(2) this calls for many-sided activity within the Soviets
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, for work aimed at in-
creasing the number of these Soviets, consolidating their pow-
er, and welding together our Party’s proletarian internation-
alist groups in the Soviets;

(3) we must organise our Social-Democratic forces more
effectively, so as to be able to direct the new wave of the
revolutionary movement under the banner of revolutionary
Social-Democracy.

Pravda No. 35, Published according
May 1 (April 18), 1917 to the typewritten copy
of the Minutes verified with
the text of Pravda
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5

TWO REMARKS DURING THE DEBATE
ON THE QUESTION OF THE MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS
APRIL 22 (MAY 5)

I

Since we have proportional representation, there is no
need for a bloc; the minority is protected. I emphatically
disagree with Comrade Kalinin, because a bloc with the petty
bourgeoisie, with the chauvinists, is unthinkable. The
very idea of a bloc with the petty bourgeoisie, who are sup-
ported by the capitalists, is a betrayal of socialism. With
whom are we to form blocs, with the editors of Internatsion-
al®®? But this paper has not been published yet, and
therefore we do not know them. Chkheidze is defencism’s
worst mask. Trotsky, when editing his paper in Paris, never
made it clear whether he was for or against Chkheidze.
We have always spoken against Chkheidze, because he is a
subtle mask for chauvinism. Trotsky has never made him-
self clear. How do we know that Larin, the editor of Inter-
natsional, does not follow the same tactics?

We must come forward with a definite programme. A
struggle is now on among three parties: the first is the party
of robbers and killers; the second is the party that shields
these robbers with fine words, and finally, the third party,
the party that refuses to support the robbers and stands for
exposing the mistakes made by everybody, the Executive
Committee of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
included.

The fault of the Soviet is not that it didn’t assume power,
but that it teaches the people the wrong things, it shouts
about its victory over the government.
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II

I am decidedly in favour of placing on our tickets the
names of the Menshevik candidates who are breaking with
chauvinism. This is no bloc. As far as parties are concerned,
Russia is remarkably well organised. About a programme:
the question of a paid militia, the question of food supply,
the question of taxes—all these are important.

First published in 1925 Published according
in the book The Petrograd City to the typewritten copy
and the All-Russia Conferences of the Minutes

of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks),
April 1917



158 V. I. LENIN

6
RESOLUTION ON THE MUNICIPAL QUESTION

Under no circumstances can the municipal platform,
particularly at the present revolutionary time, be reduced
only to communal questions.

It must also contain a definite answer to all present-day
key issues, especially those concerning the war and the
tasks of the proletariat in regard to the central power.

Even in municipal questions, such as that of the militia,
food supply, housing, and taxes, we cannot expect the petty-
bourgeois parties to agree to revolutionary measures neces-
sary to combat war and its consequences.

For all these reasons we must go to the elections without
blocs, upon a straight issue of principles announced in the
programme of the proletarian party, and explain to the people
the fundamental differences between the three main party
divisions, namely, (1) the Cadets and those to the right of
them; (2) the parties of the petty bourgeoisie (Narodniks)
and a section of workers who have fallen under the influence
of the bourgeoisie (the Menshevik defencists); (3) the party
of the revolutionary proletariat (the Bolsheviks).

The technical arrangements for the elections based on
the system of proportional representation make blocs
technically unnecessary.

It is advisable in every way to encourage closer relations
and mutual exchange of opinions, on the basis of practical
work, with those Mensheviks who are really breaking with
revolutionary defencism and with support of the Provisional
Government. With such comrades it is permissible to run
a joint ticket, on condition that there be sufficient agreement
on fundamentals. A concrete municipal programme should
be worked out, particularly on the question of a proletarian
militia to be paid for by the capitalists.

Pravda No. 46, May 15 (2), 1917 Published according to the text
of the typewritten copy of the Minutes
verified with the text of Pravda
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7

DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE
PARTIES OF THE SOCIALIST-REVOLUTIONARIES,
THE MENSHEVIK SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS,

THE “NON-FACTION” SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
AND OTHER KINDRED POLITICAL TRENDS

Taking into consideration:

(1) that the parties of the Socialist-Revolutionaries,
Menshevik Social-Democrats, etc., have, in the great ma-
jority of cases, adopted the stand of “revolutionary defen-
cism” and voted for the loan, that is, in support of the im-
perialist war waged by the imperialist government of the
capitalists—Guchkov, Lvov and Co.;

(2) that these parties are supporting the Provisional
Government, which represents the interests of Capital and
which has taken a counter-revolutionary stand in domestic
as well as foreign policy;

(3) that these parties have allowed themselves to be de-
ceived by the capitalists, and, in their turn, are deceiving
the people with false hopes of being able, by means of “de-
mands” and “control” of the Provisional Government, and
without wielding state power, to change the class nature of
the government of the capitalists and wean it away from
the imperialist policy now needed by the capitalists and from
counter-revolutionary attempts against liberty;

(4) that the resultant attempt to obscure the class-
consciousness of the proletarians and semi-proletarians,
which these parties are encouraging, is, in view of the general
attitude of unreasoning trust on the part of the masses to-
wards the capitalists, who are now acting chiefly by decep-
tion and flattery, the principal reason for the revolution
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hanging fire and for its possible defeat by the forces of the
landowner and bourgeois counter-revolution,

the Conference resolves that:

(1) the voting in favour of the loan and advocacy of revo-
lutionary defencism in general be considered a gross betrayal
of socialism, of the proletarian class struggle and of the
principles of internationalism, i.e., the fraternal union of
the workers of all countries against the capitalists of all
countries;

(2) the above-named parties be considered as acting in
the interests and upholding the point of view of the petty
bourgeoisie and corrupting the proletariat with bourgeois
influence;

(3) unity with parties, as a whole, which are pursuing
a policy of support for the Provisional Government, are
advocating revolutionary defencism, etc., be considered
absolutely impossible in view of the fact that these parties
have abandoned the proletarian class position for a petty-
bourgeois position;

(4) in regard to certain local groups of workers who are
aligned with the Mensheviks, etc., but who strive to uphold
the position of internationalism against “revolutionary
defencism” and against voting for the loan, etc., the policy
of our Party should be to support such workers and groups,
to seek closer relations with them, and support unity with
them on the basis of a definite break with the petty-bourgeois
betrayal of socialism.

First published in 1925 Published according
in the book The Petrograd City to the typewritten copy
and the All-Russia Conferences of the Minutes

of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks), April 1917
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8
DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE WAR

I

The present war is, on the part of both groups of the
belligerent powers, an imperialist war, i.e., one waged by
the capitalists for world domination, for division of the
capitalists’ spoils, for profitable markets for finance and
banking capital, and for the subjugation of the weaker na-
tionalities.

The transfer of state power in Russia from Nicholas II to
the government of Guchkov, Lvov, and others, to the govern-
ment of the landowners and capitalists, did not and could
not alter the class character and meaning of the war as far as
Russia is concerned.

The fact that the new government is carrying on the
same imperialist war, i.e., an aggressive war of conquest,
became glaringly apparent when the government not only
failed to publish the secret treaties between ex-Tsar Nicholas II
and the capitalist governments of Britain, France, etc.,
but even formally confirmed these treaties. This was done
without consulting the will of the people and with the
express purpose of deceiving them, for it is well known that
the secret treaties concluded by the ex-tsar are outrageously
predatory treaties that give the Russian capitalists a free
hand to rob China, Persia, Turkey, Austria, etc.

For this reason no proletarian party that does not wish
to break completely with internationalism, i.e., with the
fraternal solidarity of the workers of all countries in their
struggle against the yoke of Capital, can support the
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present war, or the present government, or its loans, no
matter in what glowing terms these loans may be described.

Nor can any trust be placed in the present government’s
promise to renounce annexations, i.e., the conquest of
foreign countries or the forcible retention of any nationality
within the confines of Russia. For, in the first place, the
capitalists, bound together by the thousand threads of
Russian and Anglo-French banking capital, and intent on
protecting the interests of capital, cannot renounce annexa-
tions in this war without at the same time ceasing to be
capitalists, without renouncing the profits from the thou-
sands of millions invested in loans, concessions, war indus-
tries, etc. And secondly, the new government, after re-
nouncing annexations to mislead the people, declared through
Milyukov (Moscow, April 9, 1917) that it had no intention
of renouncing them. Finally, as revealed by Dyelo Naroda,
a newspaper in which Minister Kerensky co-operates, Milyu-
kov has not even sent his statement on the renunciation
of annexations to other countries.

Therefore, in warning the people against the capitalists’
empty promises, the Conference declares that it is necessary
to make a clear distinction between a renunciation of annexa-
tions in word and a renunciation of annexations in deed,
i.e., the immediate publication of all the secret predatory
treaties, of all acts of foreign policy, and the taking of im-
mediate steps to fully liberate all peoples who are being
oppressed, kept bound to Russia by force or kept in a state
of subjection by the capitalist class, which is continuing
the policy of ex-Tsar Nicholas II, a policy that is a disgrace
to our nation.

II

The “revolutionary defencism”, which in Russia has now
permeated almost all the Narodnik parties (the Popular
Socialists, Trudoviks, Socialist-Revolutionaries), the oppor-
tunist party of the Menshevik Social-Democrats (the Organ-
ising Committee, Chkheidze, Tsereteli, etc.), and the
majority of the non-party revolutionaries, reflects, in point
of class significance, the interests and point of view of
the petty bourgeoisie, the small proprietors, and the well-to-
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do peasants, who, like the capitalists, profit by oppressing
weak peoples. On the other hand, it is a result of the decep-
tion of the masses by the capitalists, who instead of publish-
ing the secret treaties confine themselves to promises and
glib talk.

It must be admitted that the great mass of “revolutionary
defencists” are honest, i.e., they are really opposed to annexa-
tions, to conquests, to oppressing weak peoples they
are really working for a democratic non-coercive peace
among all the belligerents. This must be admitted for the
reason that the class position of the urban and rural pro-
letarians and semi-proletarians (i.e., of the people who
earn their living, wholly or partly, by selling their labour-
power to the capitalists) makes these classes uninterested in
capitalist profits.

Therefore, while recognising that any concessions to
“revolutionary defencism” are absolutely impermissible and
virtually signify a complete break with internationalism and
socialism, the Conference declares that our Party will preach
abstention from violence as long as the Russian capitalists
and their Provisional Government confine themselves to
threats of violence against the people (for example, Guchkov’s
unhappily notorious decree threatening the soldiers with
punishment for arbitrary displacement of superiors), as
long as the capitalists have not started using violence against
the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’, Agricultural
Labourers’, and other Deputies, which organise themselves
freely, and freely elect and dismiss all public officers. Our
Party will fight against the profound and fatal error of
“revolutionary defencism” solely by means of comradely
persuasion, bringing home the truth that the attitude of
unreasoning trust of the broad masses in the government of the
capitalists, who are the worst enemies of peace and socialism,
is, in present-day Russia, the chief obstacle to a speedy
termination of the war.

II1

As for that most important issue of all, namely, how to
end the war—a criminal, predatory capitalist war that has
brought mankind to the brink of ruin, famine and destruc-



164 V. I. LENIN

tion—as quickly as possible, by a truly democratic, non-
coercive peace, the Conference recognises and declares the
following:

It is utterly senseless to suppose that this war can be ended
by a unilateral refusal of the soldiers of any one country to
continue the war, by a unilateral cessation of military oper-
ations, by the mere act of “sticking the bayonet into the
ground”.

Our Party will patiently but persistently explain to
the people the truth that wars are waged by governments,
that wars are always indissolubly bound up with the policies of
definite classes, and, therefore, this war, started by crowned
brigands, by monarchs like Nicholas II, and by uncrowned
brigands—the capitalists, can be terminated by a truly
democratic, non-coercive peace only when the entire state
power passes to a class that is really not interested in safe-
guarding capitalist profits, to the class of the proletarians
and semi-proletarians, which is really capable of putting an
end to the oppressive rule of Capital.

This class alone is capable of really renouncing annexa-
tions, of breaking free from the meshes of finance and banking
capital, and, under certain circumstances, not merely in
word but in deed, converting this predatory war into a
revolutionary proletarian war, a war aimed, not at crushing
weak peoples, but to free the workers and peasants of the
whole world from the yoke of Capital.

The Conference reiterates its protests against the base
slander spread by the capitalists against our Party to the
effect that we are in favour of a separate peace with Germany.
We consider the German capitalists to be as predatory as
the Russian, British, French, and other capitalists, and
Emperor Wilhelm II to be as bad a crowned brigand as
Nicholas II or the British, Italian, Rumanian, and all other
monarchs. We have proclaimed this view of our Party not
only in Russian but also in German, in the translation of
Zinoviev’s and Lenin’s pamphlet Socialism and War.*

Moreover, as editors of the Central Organ of our Party,
and in the name of the Party, the above-named comrades
had declared (Sotsial-Demokrat, Geneva, October 13, 1915,

* See present edition, Vol. 21, pp. 301-06.—Ed.
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No. 47) that if the revolution placed our Party in power
while the war was still on, we would forthwith propose
openly to Germany, together with all the other nations, a non-
coercive, i.e., democratic, peace, and that in the event of
the German, British, French and other capitalists declining
such a peace, we would ourselves start a revolutionary war,
and call upon the workers of all countries to join us.*

The Conference fully endorses this declaration.

The Conference takes cognisance of the fact that in no
other belligerent country in the world is there such freedom
as there now is in Russia, or such revolutionary mass organ-
isations as the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’,
and other Deputies; and that nowhere else in the world,
therefore, can the transfer of the entire state power to the
actual majority of the people, i.e., to the workers and poor
peasants, be achieved so easily and so peacefully.

The Conference declares that the money for the soldiers’
upkeep should be raised not by loans, which only enrich the
capitalists, but by imposing high income and property taxes
on the capitalists.

The Conference declares that so long as the majority of
the people, though enjoying complete freedom of agitation
and propaganda, have not yet come to realise how closely
this war is bound up with capitalist interests, there is only
one practical means of bringing this butchery of peoples to
a speedy end.

This means is fraternisation at the front.

The Conference calls attention to the fact that even Novoye
Vremya, that servile mouthpiece of the capitalist interests,
admits in a telegram from Kiev dated April 12 that frater-
nisation has started at the front. Numerous reports from sol-
dier delegates to the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies in Petrograd confirm this.

By starting to fraternise, the Russian and German sol
iers, the proletarians and peasants of both countries dressed
in soldiers’ uniforms, have proved to the whole world that
intuitively the classes oppressed by the capitalists have
discovered the right road to the cessation of the butchery of
peoples.

* See present edition, Vol. 21, p. 404.—Ed.
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By fraternisation we understand, first, the publication
of proclamations in the Russian and the German languages
for distribution at the front; second, the holding of meetings
between the Russian and the German soldiers at the front
with the aid of interpreters, these to be arranged in such
a way that the capitalists, and the generals and officers of
both countries, who for the most part are of the capitalist
class, will not dare to interfere with these meetings, will
not dare even to attend them without the direct and special
permission of the soldiers.

These proclamations and meetings must make clear the
above-stated views on war and peace, must bring home the
fact that if the state power in the two countries, Germany
and Russia, were to pass wholly and exclusively into the
hands of the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies,
the whole of humanity would heave a sigh of relief, for then
we would really be assured of a speedy termination of the
war, of a really lasting, truly democratic peace among all
the nations, and, at the same time, the transition of all
countries to socialism.

Written between April 15 and 22
(April 28 and May 5), 1917

First published in 1927 Published according
in the second and third editions to the typewritten copy
of Lenin’s Collected Works, with Lenin’s corrections

Vol. XX
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CONGRESS OF PEASANTS’ DEPUTIES®

A Congress of representatives of peasants’ organisations
and Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies, who have met to draw up
regulations for the convocation of an All-Russia Soviet of
Peasants’ Deputies and to set up similar local Soviets, has
been in session in the Taurida Palace since April 13.

According to Dyelo Naroda, representatives from more
than 20 gubernias are attending the Congress.

Resolutions have been adopted urging the need for the
speediest organisation of the “peasantry” from bottom to
“top”. “Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies functioning in the var-
ious areas” have been declared to be the “best form of organ-
isation of the peasantry”.

Bykhovsky, a member of the provisional bureau for the
convocation of the present Congress, has pointed out that a
decision to organise the peasantry by setting up an All-
Russia Soviet of Peasants’ Deputies had been taken by the
Moscow Co-operative Congress,” representing an organised
membership of twelve million, or fifty million of the
population.

This is an undertaking of tremendous importance, which
must be given every support. If it is carried out without
delay, if the peasantry, in spite of Shingaryov, takes over
all the land immediately by a majority decision and not by
“voluntary agreement” with the landowners as he would have
it, then not only the soldiers, who would receive more bread
and meat, but also the cause of freedom would gain by it.

For the organisation of the peasants, carried out from
below without the officials and without the “control and
supervision” of the landowners and their hangers-on, is the
only reliable pledge of success for the revolution, for freedom,
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for the liberation of Russia from the yoke and bondage of
the landowners.

There is no doubt that all members of our Party, all class-
conscious workers, will do their utmost to support the organ-
isation of Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies, will see to it that
their numbers are increased and their strength consolidated,
and will exert every effort to work inside these Soviets along
consistent and strictly proletarian class lines.

To carry on this work, it is necessary to organise separately
the proletarian elements (agricultural labourers, day-
labourers, etc.) within the general peasant Soviets, or
(sometimes and) set up separate Soviets of Agricultural La-
bourers’ Deputies.

Our object is not to scatter forces; on the contrary, in
order to strengthen and broaden the movement, we must
arouse the “lowest”—to use the terminology of the landowners
and capitalists—section of society, or, more correctly, class.

To build up the movement, we must free it from the
influence of the bourgeoisie; we must try to rid it of the
inevitable weaknesses, vacillations, and mistakes of the
petty bourgeoisie.

This work must be done by means of friendly persuasion,
without anticipating events, without hurrying to “consoli-
date” organisationally that which the representatives of the
rural proletarians and semi-proletarians have not yet fully
realised, thought out, and digested for themselves. But it
must be done, and a start must be made at once every-
where.

The practical demands and slogans, or, more properly,
the proposals that have to be made to gain the attention:
of the peasants, should be based on vital and urgent
issues.

The first issue is that of the land. The rural proletarians
will be for the complete and immediate transfer of all the
land without exception to the whole people, and for its being
taken over immediately by the local committees. But you
cannot eat land. The millions of households that have no
horses, implements, or seeds will gain nothing from the
transfer of the land to the “people”.

The question of continuing to run the big farms, wherever
at all possible large-scale enterprises, directed by agri-
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cultural experts and the Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’
Deputies and using the best machines, seeds, and most
efficient farming methods, must be discussed and practical
measures taken without delay.

We cannot conceal from the peasants, least of all from the
rural proletarians and semi-proletarians, that small-scale
farming under commodity economy and capitalism cannot
rid humanity of mass poverty, that it is necessary to think
about going over to large-scale farming conducted on public
lines and to tackle this job at once by teaching the masses,
and in turn learning from the masses, the practical expedient
measures for bringing about such a transition.

Another vital and pressing issue is that of the organisation
and administration of the state. It is not enough to preach
democracy, not enough to proclaim it and decree it, not
enough to entrust the people’s “representatives” in repre-
sentative institutions with its implementation. Democracy
must be built at once, from below, through the initiative
of the masses themselves, through their effective participa-
tion in all fields of state activity, without “supervision” from
above, without the bureaucracy.

Replacement of the police, the bureaucracy, and the stand-
ing army by the universal arming of the whole people, by
a universal militia of the entire people, women included, is
a practical job that can and should be tackled immediately.
The more initiative, variety, daring, and creativeness the
masses contribute to this, the better. Not only the rural
proletarians and semi-proletarians, but nine-tenths of the
peasantry probably will follow us if we explain our propos-
als clearly, simply, and intelligibly by demonstrating exam-
ples and lessons from real life. Our proposals are:

—not to allow the restoration of the police;

—not to allow the restoration of the absolute powers of
officials who, in effect, are undisplaceable and who belong
to the landowner or capitalist class;

—not to allow the restoration of a standing army sepa-
rated from the people, for such an army is the surest guar-
antee that attempts of all kinds will be made to stamp out
freedom and restore the monarchy;

—to teach the people, down to the very bottom, the art
of government not only in theory but in practice, by begin-
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ning to make immediate use everywhere of the experience
of the masses.

Democracy from below, democracy without an officialdom,
without a police, without a standing army; voluntary social
duty by a militia formed from a universally armed people—
this is a guarantee of freedom which no tsars, no swash-
buckling generals, and no capitalists can take away.

Pravda No. 34, April 16, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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ON THE RETURN OF THE EMIGRANTS

Today’s papers have published a telegram over the sig-
natures of P. B. Axelrod, L. Martov, Ryazanov, Lunachar-
sky, and Natanson, reading:

“We find it absolutely impossible to return to Russia via
England.”

Another telegram signed by Mandelberg, member of the
Second Duma, Professor Reichesberg, Felix Kon, Ustinov,
Balabanova, Andronnikov, and others, reads:

“We see A way out in an agreement between the Russian and Ger-
man governments ... for an exchange of internees ... in return for the
liberation of a corresponding number of German civilians interned in
Russia.”

Why shouldn’t the gentlemen of Russkaya Volya and
Yedinstvo declare these political emigrants, too, to be German
agents?

Pravda No. 34, April 16, 1917 Published according
to the text in Pravda
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OUR VIEWS

A REPLY TO THE RESOLUTION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
OF THE SOVIET OF SOLDIERS’ DEPUTIES

The newspapers for April 16 carried the following reso-
lution:

“Having discussed comrades’ reports concerning the spread of dis-
ruptive propaganda carried on under a revolutionary and often even
under a Social-Democratic banner, particularly propaganda by those
who call themselves Leninists; regarding such propaganda to be no
less harmful than any other counter-revolutionary propaganda from
the right; and realising at the same time that it is impossible to take
repressive measures against propaganda so long as it remains merely
propaganda, the Executive Commission of the Soviet of Soldiers’
Deputies considers it essential that measures should be taken to coun-
teract this propaganda by our own propaganda and agitation. We must
make our organisations strong enough to be able at any moment
to meet any counter-revolutionary action, no matter where it comes
from, by effective actions of our own. We express our earnest wish that
the Executive Committee launch a systematic campaign in the press,
and especially in the army units, against the disruptive propaganda.”

If we compare this resolution with the statement made
in Izvestia’s leading article (for April 17) against the “dis-
honourable and outrageous persecution”, we see at once
the political division on the subject which has made itself
manifest in practice, namely: Russkaya Volya, the chief
hounding agency; Mr. Plekhanov’s Yedinstvo, which repeats
“such a method of struggle”; both recognized as such by
Dyelo Naroda.

A different stand is taken by the Executive Commission
of the Soviet of Soldiers’ Deputies, which simply declares
that “it is impossible to take repressive measures against
propaganda so long as it remains merely propaganda’”.
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That is why we reprint the resolution of the Executive
Commission in full and consider it useful to examine it on
its merits.

The resolution declares Lenin’s propaganda to be “no
less harmful than any other counter-revolutionary propaganda
from the right”.

Let us examine the gist of the differences between (1)
counter-revolutionary propaganda from the right, (2) the
propaganda for and in support of the Provisional Govern-
ment, and (3) our own propaganda.

The Rights are out for the overthrow of the Provisional
Government and the restoration of the monarchy.

The Provisional Government has promised to act in agree-
ment with the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies.

Our propaganda is: all power in the state to be turned
over to the Soviets alone, because the Soviets unquestionably
represent the overwhelming majority of the nation. To
achieve this, we want by “explanation” (as Lenin distinctly
stated in his theses™ the very first day) to make the major-
ity of the nation see the necessity for such a transfer of
power.

The Rights, then, are for a monarchic government. The
capitalists are for a capitalist government (for that is what
the Provisional Government is); they promise to act in
agreement with the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies.

We want to convince the majority of the people that power
must reside solely in the Soviets.

It is perfectly obvious that even from the point of view
of those who advocate an agreement with the Provisional
Government, our propaganda cannot be regarded as “no less
harmful than any other counter-revolutionary propaganda
from the right”. The advocates of an agreement now have the
backing of the majority of the people! How then can they
maintain that our propaganda urging the majority to take
over all the power is “no less harmful than propaganda from
the right”?

This is a glaring inconsistency.

*See p. 23 of this volume.—Ed.
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The Soviet of Soldiers’ Deputies can hardly uphold this
view of its Executive Commission for long.

To proceed.

What essentially are our differences?

We differ mainly on three points:

1. On the question of the land. We are for the peasants
taking all the land immediately by a decision of their own
majority in each locality, thus increasing production of
grain and meat for the soldiers.

The Provisional Government is for an “agreement” between
the peasants and the landowners, i.e., an “agreement” be-
tween three hundred peasants and one landowner.

The future will show whether the majority of the people are
with us or with the Provisional Government on this question.

2. We are for a republic where, from the bottom up, there
will be no police, no standing army (instead of a standing
army, we believe, there should be a universal arming of the
whole people), no bureaucracy, who, in effect, are undis-
placeable and privileged by high bourgeois, salaries. We
want all public officers to be elective and displaceable at
any time, and their pay to be on a proletarian scale.

The Provisional Government is for restoring the police
of the usual type; it is for a standing army, for the usual kind
of officials.

3. The Provisional Government is for continuing the war
and the kind of war which Nicholas the Bloody started. The
Provisional Government is for confirming the secret, pred-
atory treaties concluded by him without consulting the will
of the people and even without making them public.

We are against such a war, we are against the confirma-
tion of the treaties, against their non-publication.

We urge all nations, without exception, to put an end to
the war by concluding, not a coercive, but a truly democrat-
ic peace, that would give freedom to all nations and nation-
alities. We want to show the people that in order to end
the war by a truly non-coercive peace it is necessary that
the state power be placed wholly and exclusively in the
hands of the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies.
For so long as the capitalists and landowners (Guchkov,
Lvov, Milyukov) are in power, the war will remain a capital-
ist-directed one, all promises of peace without annexations



OUR VIEWS 175

will remain mere promises, and distrust of the capitalists’
government on the part of the world’s working masses will
continue; and that means the war will drag on.

Question: What if the state power in Russia passed to
the Soviets but Germany failed to effect a revolution that
would rid it of both Wilhelm II and the German Guchkouvs
and Milyukovs (for if the German Nicholas II were replaced
by the German Guchkovs and Milyukovs, there would be no
change whatever as far as the war is concerned)?

Our answer is: Power in the hands of the Soviets of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies would be the power of the majority
of the people, and that majority consists of workers and poor
peasants. They are really not interested in annexations,
they will renounce them not in word, but in deed; they
will really stop being watchdogs of the capitalists’ profits.

Under such conditions we too would agree to a revolution-
ary war against the capitalists of any country, because that
would really be a war against the interests of Capital in
general, and not a war in the interest of the capitalists of
one particular country.

Question: How can we advance the cause of peace right
now, immediately and practically, if it is impossible to end
the war by simply sticking the bayonets into the ground?

Our answer is: The war cannot be terminated by the simple
expedient of sticking the bayonets into the ground, or
generally by the unilateral withdrawal of any of the warring
nations. There is, and can be, only one practical and imme-
diate way of hastening peace (apart from the victory of the
workers’ revolution over the capitalists), and that is the
fraternisation of the soldiers at the front.

We must immediately, in the most energetic manner, and
by all the means at our disposal encourage fraternisation
of the soldiers of both warring groups at the front.

This fraternisation has already begun. Let us help it along.

These are our views. We are firmly convinced that the
majority of the people will not say that they are “no less
harmful than any other counter-revolutionary propaganda
from the right”.

Pravda No. 35, May 1 Published according
(April 18), 1917 to the text in Pravda
Signed: N. Lenin
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HOW THEY TIED THEMSELVES
TO THE CAPITALISTS

In its editorial of April 17, Finansovaya Gazeta,”" organ
of the big capitalists and banks, discloses a fact of stu-
pendous importance, namely, how the parties of the Social-
ist-Revolutionaries, the Menshevik Social-Democrats, etc.,
have bound themselves hand and foot by tying themselves
to the capitalists through their notorious “agreement”
with the Provisional Government.

Here is the full text of the article:

THE LEFTS AND THE LOAN

The Liberty Loan issued by the Provisional Government has not
evoked in Left-wing circles the enthusiasm that it has met with among
the population at large.

The Left-wing press has split up into three groups. Lenin’s Pravda
has come out definitely against the Loan, expressing the point of view
of the Bolsheviks. Plekhanov’s Yedinstvo strongly supports the Loan.
Finally, the other organs of the socialist press—Rabochaya Gazeta,
Zemlya i Volya, and Volya Naroda—have taken a “middle” stand, nei-
ther here nor there; they are not exactly for the Loan, nor are they
exactly against it. This is the position also of the Soviet of Soldiers’
and Workers’ Deputies, which decided to support the Loan in princi-
ple, but is now having its doubts and is wavering. Dyen was right when
It recently reproved this central and most powerful group, which
includes the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, for its uncer-
tain and ambiguous stand.

As if to confirm the justice of this reproof, the Soviet of Soldiers’
and Workers’ Deputies yesterday again returned to the once settled
question of the Loan and had a discussion about it. N. S. Chkheidze
announced that the government was expected shortly to issue a new
statement exhaustively explaining its stand on issues of foreign and
domestic policy. Until then, N. S. Chkheidze proposed that consider-
ation of the question of supporting the Loan be postponed.
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This attitude of the Lefts is puzzling, to say the least. After all,
someone has to run the government and carry out the reforms which
suffering Russia has been craving for.

One of the two: either the present government enjoys the confidence
of the Lefts, having so far done nothing to shirk the obligations
it has assumed; or it does not enjoy such confidence. In the
latter case, the Lefts, in withdrawing their support of the Provisional
Government, must take upon themselves not only “control” over its
activities, but the whole burden of government and responsibility
before the people and history. If, however, they cannot blame the Pro-
visional Government for anything that it has done up to now, then
naturally, they have no right to wait for its future statements and should
give it their full support. In any case, this equivocalness, this evasive
reticence, these mental reservations on their part are quite intolerable.
On the one hand, this does not in the least lighten the responsibility
of the Provisional Government, which cannot even plead isolation
against the verdict of history; on the other, this practically deprives
the government of the support of the broad democratic masses and
thus puts it in a difficult position.

Straightforwardness has always been a primary virtue of socialist
trends. Socialist parties have always eschewed a policy of evasion, phi-
listine spinelessness, and elastic opportunism. But now, in the question
of the Loan, the central groups of Russian socialism have abandoned
these traditional principles of theirs and taken to the path of Octobrist™
pussyfooting. Public opinion has a right to ask that they make their
attitude on the question of the Loan perfectly clear, that they honestly
and openly declare their participation or non-participation in it and
thus fulfil their moral obligation to the Provisional Government,
which means, either to give it the backing of the Left groups or to make
known their disagreement with it.

The bank bosses are men of business. They take a sane
view of politics: once you’ve promised to support the capi-
talist government (which is conducting an imperialist war),
then come across with the Loan.

Correct! Having bound themselves hand and foot, the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks have meekly
surrendered to the capitalists. The government’s promise
“shortly to issue a new statement exhaustively [!] explaining
[it has been by now explained more than enough!] its
stand on issues of foreign and domestic policy” is nothing
but an empty phrase.

No “statements” in the form of declarations, assurances,
or pronunciamentos will alter the fact of the matter.
And the fact of the matter is that the capitalist government
of Lvov, Guchkov, Milyukov and Co. represents the interests
of capitalism, is bound up with those interests, and cannot
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(even if it wanted to) break free from the imperialist,
annexationist policies of conquest.

To gain the “backing” of the “Lefts” by means of empty
non-committal phrases, that is, to use the authority of the
Lefts to bolster up its imperialist policy without receding
a step from it—this is what our imperialist government is
trying to do, this is what, objectively, Chkheidze and his
friends are helping it to do.

“Octobrist pussyfooting” —what a winged little phrase!
This is not only a practical, but also a correct evaluation of
the Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik political line
by people who really know what it’s all about.

Pravda No. 36, May 3 Published according
(April 20), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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A PROLETARIAN MILITIA

On April 14 our paper published a report from a corre-
spondent in Kanavino, Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia, to the
effect that “a workers’ militia paid for by the factory man-
agements has been introduced at practically all the factories”.

Kanavino district, our correspondent reports, has sixteen
factories and about thirty thousand workers, not counting
railway employees. The organisation of a workers’ militia
paid for by the capitalists therefore embraces a considerable
number of the largest enterprises in the locality.

The organisation of a workers’ militia to be paid for by the
capitalists is a measure of tremendous—it will be no exag-
geration to say, gigantic and decisive—importance, both
practically and in principle. The revolution cannot be
made safe, its gains cannot be assured, its further develop-
ment is impossible, until this measure has become general,
until it is carried through all over the country.

The bourgeois and landowner republicans, who turned
republican after they saw that it was impossible to rule the
people otherwise, are trying to establish a republic that
would be as monarchical as possible; something like that in
France, which Shchedrin called a republic without repub-
licans.™

At the present time, when the landowners and capitalists
have come to realise the strength of the revolutionary masses,
the most important thing for them is to safeguard the most
essential institutions of the old regime, to safeguard the old
instruments of oppression: the police, the bureaucracy,
the standing army. They are trying to reduce the “civil
militia” to an institution of the old type, i.e., to small
detachments of armed men standing apart from the people
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and as close as possible to the bourgeoisie and under the
command of men from among the bourgeoisie.

The minimum programme of the Social-Democrats calls
for the replacement of the standing army by a universal
arming of the people. Most of the official Social-Democrats
in Europe and most of our own Menshevik leaders, however,
have “forgotten” or put aside the Party’s programme, sub-
stituting chauvinism (“defencism”) for internationalism,
reformism for revolutionary tactics.

Yet now of all times, at the present revolutionary moment,
it is most urgent and essential that there be a universal
arming of the people. To assert that, while we have a revolu-
tionary army, there is no need to arm the proletariat, or
that there would “not be enough” arms to go round, is mere
deception and trickery. The thing is to begin organising a
universal militia straight away, so that everyone should
learn the use of arms even if there is “not enough” to go round,
for it is not at all necessary that the people have enough
weapons to arm everybody. The people must learn, one and
all, how to use arms, they must belong, one and all, to the
militia which is to replace the police and the standing army.

The workers do not want an army standing apart from the
people; what they want is that the workers and soldiers
should merge into a single militia consisting of all the people.

Failing this, the apparatus of oppression will remain
in force, ready today to serve Guchkov and his friends, the
counter-revolutionary generals, and tomorrow Radko Dmit-
riev or some pretender to the throne and builder of a
plebiscite monarchy.

The capitalists need a republic now, because they cannot
“manage” the people otherwise. But what they need is a
“parliamentary” republic, i.e., one where democracy would
be limited to democratic elections, to the right of sending
to parliament individuals who, as Marx aptly remarked,
represent the people and oppress the people.™

The opportunists of contemporary Social-Democracy, who
have substituted Scheidemann for Marx, have memorised
the rule that parliamentarism “should be utilised” (which is
absolutely correct), but have forgotten what Marx taught
concerning proletarian democracy as distinguished from
bourgeois parliamentarism.
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The people need a republic in order to educate the masses
in the methods of democracy. We need not only representa-
tion along democratic lines, but the building of the entire
state administration from the bottom up by the masses
themselves, their effective participation in all of life’s steps,
their active role in the administration. Replacement of the
old organs of oppression, the police, the bureaucracy, the
standing army, by a universal arming of the people, by
a really universal militia, is the only way to guarantee the
country a maximum of security against the restoration of
the monarchy and to enable it to go forward firmly, system-
atically and resolutely towards socialism, not by “intro-
ducing” it from above, but by raising the vast mass of pro-
letarians and semi-proletarians to the art of state adminis-
tration, to the use of the whole state power.

Public service through a police standing above the people,
through bureaucrats, who are the most faithful servants of
the bourgeoisie, and through a standing army under the com-
mand of landowners and capitalists—that is the ideal of
the bourgeois parliamentary republic, which is out to
perpetuate the rule of Capital.

Public service through a really universal people’s militia,
composed of men and women, a militia capable partly of
replacing the bureaucrats—this, combined with the principle
of elective office and displaceability of all public officers,
with payment for their work according to proletarian, not
“master-class”, bourgeois standards, is the ideal of the
working class.

This ideal has not only become a part of our programme,
it has not only won a place in the history of the labour
movement in the West, namely, in the experience of the Paris
Commune; it has not only been evaluated, stressed, explained
and recommended by Marx, but it was actually put into
practice by the Russian workers in the years 1905 and 1917.

The Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, in point of significance,
in point of the type of government they create, are insti-
tutions of precisely that kind of democracy which does
away with the old organs of oppression, and takes the
road of a universal militia.

But how can the militia be made universal when the pro-
letarians and semi-proletarians are herded in the factories,
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crushed by unbearable labour for the landowners and the
capitalists?

There is only one way: the workers’ militia must be paid
for by the capitalists.

The capitalists must pay the workers for the hours and
days which they give to public service.

This reliable method is being adopted by the working
masses themselves. The example of the Nizhni-Novgorod
workers should become a model for all Russia.

Comrade workers, make the peasants and the rest of the
people see the need for a universal militia in place of the
police and the old bureaucracy! Introduce such and only
such a militia! Introduce it through the Soviets of Workers’
Deputies, through the Soviets of Peasants’ Deputies, through
the organs of local self-government that fall into the hands
of the working class. Do not under any circumstances be
content with a bourgeois militia. Draw the women into
public service on an equal footing with the men. See to it
that the capitalists pay the workers for days devoted to
public service in the militia!

Learn the methods of democracy by actual practice,
right now, on your own, from the bottom up—rouse the
masses to effective, immediate, universal participation in
government—this and this alone will assure the full triumph
of the revolution and its unswerving, purposeful and system-
atic advance.

Pravda No. 36, Published according
May 3 (April 20), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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BANKRUPTCY?

We have been informed that the Executive Committee
of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies has just
received a Note which our Provisional Government forwarded
to all its representatives abroad.

This Note, apparently, is that very “statement” which
N. S. Chkheidze had expected to be issued within three
days and which was to contain definite pronouncements
against annexations.

But what do we find?

The Note contains a forthright declaration by the Provi-
sional Government to the effect that Russia will fight to
the end, that Russia remains true to her obligations to the
Allies.

This Note has had the effect of a bombshell.

Among the majority of the Executive Committee, Chkheid-
ze, Tsereteli, and others, there is complete bewilderment.
The bankruptcy of the entire policy of “agreements” is ob-
vious—and it has come much sooner than we expected.

Talk in the Contact Commission will not end the impe-
rialist war.

Pravda No. 36, Published according
May 3 (April 20), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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RESOLUTION OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. (BOLSHEVIKS)
OF APRIL 20 (MAY 3), 1917
ON THE CRISIS CAUSED
BY THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT’S NOTE
OF APRIL 18 (MAY 1), 1917

The Provisional Government’s Note has fully demonstrat-
ed the correctness of the position which our Party adopted
in the resolution of the Petrograd City Conference, namely,
(1) that the Provisional Government is an out-and-out
imperialist government bound hand and foot by Anglo-
French and Russian capital; (2) that all the promises it has
made or may make (as to “ascertaining the will of the people
for peace”, etc.) are nothing but deceit; (3) that the Provi-
sional Government, irrespective of its composition, cannot
renounce annexations, because in this war, and especially
at this moment, the capitalist class is tied by banking
capital; (4) that the policy of the petty bourgeoisie pursued
by the Narodniks, Mensheviks and most of the leaders of
the present Soviet of Workers’ Deputies, a policy of encour-
aging false hopes as to the possibility of “improving” the
capitalists (i.e., the Provisional Government) by “correc-
tive measures”, has once again been exposed by this Note.

In view of this, the Central Committee finds:

1) that any change in the composition of the present
government (the resignation of Milyukov, the recall of Keren-
sky, etc.) would only be imitating the worst methods of
bourgeois parliamentary republicanism, which substitutes
for the struggle of classes the rivalry of cliques and the
reshuffling of individuals;
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2) that the only means of salvation for the mass of the petty-
bourgeois population, which vacillates between the capi-
talists and the working class, is to unreservedly join the
revolutionary proletariat, which is the only class capable
of really breaking the fetters of finance capital and the policy
of annexation. Only by taking—with the support of the ma-
jority of the people—the whole power of state into
its own hands, will the revolutionary proletariat, together
with the revolutionary soldiers, create, in the shape of the
Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, a government
which will be trusted by the workers of all countries and
which will alone be capable of quickly putting an end to the
war by means of a truly democratic peace.

Pravda No. 37, Published according
May 4 (April 21), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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APPEAL TO THE SOLDIERS
OF ALL THE BELLIGERENT COUNTRIES

Brothers, soldiers!

We are all worn out by this frightful war, which has cost
millions of lives, crippled millions of people and caused
untold misery, ruin, and starvation.

And more and more people are beginning to ask themselves:
What started this war, what is it being waged for?

Every day it is becoming clearer to us, the workers and
peasants, who bear the brunt of the war, that it was started
and is being waged by the capitalists of all countries for the
sake of the capitalists’ interests, for the sake of world suprem-
acy, for the sake of markets for the manufacturers, factory
owners and bankers, for the sake of plundering the weak
nationalities. They are carving up colonies and seizing terri-
tories in the Balkans and in Turkey—and for this the Euro-
pean peoples must be ruined, for this we must die, for this
we must witness the ruin, starvation and death of our
families.

The capitalist class in all countries is deriving colossal,
staggering, scandalously high profits from contracts and war
supplies, from concessions in annexed countries, and from
the rising price of goods. The capitalist class has imposed
contribution on all the nations for decades ahead in the shape
of high interest on the billions lent in war loans. And we, the
workers and peasants, must die, suffer ruin, and starve,
must patiently bear all this and strengthen our oppressors,
the capitalists, by having the workers of the different coun-
tries exterminate each other and feel hatred for each
other.
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Are we going to continue submissively to bear our yoke,
to put up with the war between the capitalist classes? Are
we going to let this war drag on by taking the side of our
own national governments, our own national bourgeoisies,
our own national capitalists, and thereby destroying the
international unity of the workers of all countries, of the
whole world?

No, brother soldiers, it is time we opened our eyes, it
is time we took our fate into our own hands. In all countries
popular wrath against the capitalist class, which has drawn
the people into the war, is growing, spreading, and gaining
strength. Not only in Germany, but even in Britain, which
before the war had the reputation of being one of the freest
countries, hundreds and hundreds of true friends and repre-
sentatives of the working class are languishing in prison
for having spoken the honest truth against the war and against
the capitalists. The revolution in Russia is only the first
step of the first revolution; it should be followed and will be
followed by others.

The new government in Russia—which has overthrown
Nicholas II, who was as bad a crowned brigand as Wilhelm
II—is a government of the capitalists. It is waging just as
predatory and imperialist a war as the capitalists of Germany,
Britain, and other countries. It has endorsed the predatory
secret treaties concluded by Nicholas II with the capitalists
of Britain, France, and other countries; it is not publishing
these treaties for the world to know, just as the German
Government is not publishing its secret and equally pred-
atory treaties with Austria, Bulgaria, and so on.

On April 20 the Russian Provisional Government pub-
lished a Note re-endorsing the old predatory treaties concluded
by the tsar and declaring its readiness to fight the war to
a victorious finish, thereby arousing the indignation even
of those who have hitherto trusted and supported it.

But, in addition to the capitalist government, the Russian
revolution has given rise to spontaneous revolutionary
organisations representing the vast majority of the workers
and peasants, namely, the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies in Petrograd and in the majority of Russia’s
cities. Most of the soldiers and some of the workers in Russia—
like very many workers and soldiers in Germany—still
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preserve an unreasoning trust in the government of the
capitalists and in their empty and lying talk of a peace without
annexations, a war of defence, and so on.

But, unlike the capitalists, the workers and poor peasants
have no interest in annexations or in protecting the profits
of the capitalists. And, therefore, every day, every step
taken by the capitalist government, both in Russia and in
Germany, will expose the deceit of the capitalists, will
expose the fact that as long as capitalist rule lasts there can
be no really democratic, non-coercive peace based on a real
renunciation of all annexations, i.e., on the liberation of all
colonies without exception, of all oppressed, forcibly annexed
or underprivileged nationalities without exception, and the
war will in all likelihood become still more acute and pro-
tracted.

Only if state power in both the, at present, hostile countries,
for example, in both Russia and Germany, passes wholly
and exclusively into the hands of the revolutionary Soviets
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, which are really capable
of rending the whole mesh of capitalist relations and inter-
ests, will the workers of both the belligerent countries ac-
quire confidence in each other and be able to put a speedy
end to the war on the basis of a really democratic peace
that will really liberate all the nations and nationalities
of the world.

Brothers, soldiers!

Let us do everything we can to hasten this, to achieve
this aim. Let us not fear sacrifices—any sacrifice for the
workers’ revolution will be less painful than the sacrifices
of war. Every victorious step of the revolution will save
hundreds of thousands and millions of people from death,
ruin, and starvation.

Peace to the hovels, war on the palaces! Peace to the
workers of all countries! Long live the fraternal unity of the
revolutionary workers of all countries! Long live socialism!

Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
Petrograd Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
Editorial Board of Pravda

Pravda No. 37, Published according
May 4 (April 21), 1917 to the text in Pravda



189

THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT’S NOTE

The cards are on the table. We have every reason to be
grateful to Guchkov and Milyukov for their Note, printed
today in all the newspapers.

The majority of the Executive Committee of the Soviet
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, the Narodniks, Menshe-
viks, all those who until now have appealed for confi-
dence in the Provisional Government, have received condign
punishment. They hoped, expected, and believed that the
Provisional Government, under the beneficent influence of
“contact” with Chkheidze, Skobelev, and Steklov, would
for ever repudiate annexations. Things have turned out
somewhat differently....

In its Note of April 18, the Provisional Government speaks
of “the desire of the whole nation [!] to fight the world war
out to a decisive victory”.

“Needless to say,” the Note adds, “the Provisional Govern-
ment ... will fully stand by its obligations towards our
Allies.”

Short and clear. War to a decisive victory. The alliance
with the British and French bankers is sacred....

Who concluded this alliance with “our” Allies, i.e., with
the British and French multimillionaires? The tsar, Ras-
putin, the tsar’s gang, of course. But to Milyukov and Co.
this treaty is sacred.

Why?

Some say: because Milyukov is insincere, he is a crafty
person and so on.

But that is not the point. The point is that Guchkov,
Milyukov, Tereshchenko, and Konovalov are spokesmen of
the capitalists. And the seizure of foreign lands is necessary
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to the capitalists. They will receive new markets, new places
to export capital to, new opportunities to arrange profitable
jobs for tens of thousands of their sons, etc. The point is
that at the present moment the interests of the Russian
capitalists are identical with those of the British and French
capitalists. That, and that alone, is the reason why the
tsar’s treaties with the British and French capitalists are
precious to the Provisional Government of the Russian
capitalists.

The new Note of the Provisional Government will pour
oil on the flames. It can only arouse a bellicose spirit in
Germany. It will help Wilhelm the Brigand to go on deceiv-
ing “his own” workers and soldiers and drag them into a war
“to a finish”.

The new Note of the Provisional Government puts the
issue squarely: what next?

From the very first moment of our revolution, the British
and French capitalists have been assuring us that the Russian
revolution was made solely and exclusively in order to fight
the war out “to a finish”. The capitalists want to plunder
Turkey, Persia, and China. If this should entail the slaughter
of another ten million or so Russian muzhiks—what of
it? What we need is a “decisive victory”.... And now the Pro-
visional Government, with utter frankness, has adopted the
same course.

“Fight—because we want to plunder.”

“Die in your tens of thousands every day—because ‘we’
have not yet fought it out and have not yet got our share
of the spoils!”

No class-conscious worker, no class-conscious soldier
will support the policy of “confidence” in the Provisional
Government any longer. The policy of confidence is bank-
rupt.

Our Social-Democratic City Conference stated in its reso-
lution that the correctness of our view would be corroborat-
ed now every day*. But not even we had expected events to
move so fast.

The present Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
is faced with the alternative: either to swallow the pill offered

*See pp. 154-55 of this volume.—Ed.
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by Guchkov and Milyukov, which would mean renouncing
an independent political role once and for all, for tomorrow
Milyukov would put his “feet on the table” and reduce the
Soviet to a mere cipher; or to reject Milyukov’s Note, which
would mean breaking with the old policy of confidence and
adopting the course proposed by Pravda.

Naturally, a middle-of-the-road course might be found.
But would it be for long?

Workers and soldiers, you must now loudly declare that
there must be only one power in the country—the Soviets of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. The Provisional Govern-
ment, the government of a handful of capitalists, must
make way for these Soviets.

Written April 20 (May 3), 1917

Published May 4 (April 21), 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 37 to the newspaper text
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A BASIC QUESTION

A LINE OF ARGUMENT USED BY SOCIALISTS WHO HAVE
GONE OVER TO THE BOURGEOISIE

Mr. Plekhanov gives an excellent illustration of this. In
his First of May letter to the Association of Socialist Stu-

dents published in today’s Rech, Dyelo Naroda, and Yedin-
stvo, he writes:

“It [the International Socialist Congress of 1889] understood that
the social, or more exactly—the socialist, revolution presupposed pro-
longed educational and organisational work within the working class.
This has now been forgotten here by people who call on the Russian
working masses to seize political power, an act which would make
sense only if the objective conditions necessary for a social revolution
prevailed. These conditions do not exist yet....”

And so on in the same strain, ending with an appeal for
“whole-hearted support” of the Provisional Government.

This argument of Mr. Plekhanov is the typical argument
of a small group of “have-beens”, who call themselves Social-
Democrats. And because it is typical it is worth dealing
with at length.

First of all, is it reasonable and honest to quote the First
Congress of the Second International, and not the last one?

The First Congress of the Second International (1889-
1914) took place in 1889, the last, in Basle, in 1912. The
Basle Manifesto, which was adopted unanimously, speaks
precisely, definitely, directly, and clearly (so that not even
the Plekhanovs can twist the sense of it) of a proletarian
revolution, and one, moreover, which is considered in
connection with the very war which subsequently broke out
(in 1914).
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It is not difficult to understand why those socialists who
have gone over to the bourgeoisie are prone to “forget” the
Basle Manifesto as a whole, or this most important part
of it.

Secondly, the seizure of political power by “the Russian
working masses”, writes our author, “would make sense only
if the objective conditions necessary for a social revolution
prevailed”.

This is a muddle, not a thought.

Assuming even that the word “social” here is a misprint
for “socialist”, this is not the only muddle. What classes
do the Russian working masses consist of? Everybody knows
that they consist of workers and peasants. Which of these
classes is in the majority? The peasants. Who are these peas-
ants as far as their class position is concerned? Petty proprie-
tors. The question arises: if the petty proprietors consti-
tute the majority of the population and if the objective
conditions for socialism are lacking, then how can the
majority of the population declare in favour of socialism?
Who can say anything or who says anything about establish-
ing socialism against the will of the majority?

Mr. Plekhanov has got mixed up in the most ludicrous
fashion at the very outset.

To find himself in a ridiculous position is not the worst
punishment a man can suffer, who, following the example
of the capitalist press, creates an “enemy” of his own imagi-
nation instead of quoting the exact words of this or that
political opponent.

Further. In whose hands should “political power” be, even
from the point of view of a vulgar bourgeois democrat from
Rech? In the hands of the majority of the population. Do the
“Russian working masses”, so inaptly referred to by the mud-
dled social-chauvinist, constitute the majority of the popu-
lation in Russia? Undoubtedly they do—the overwhelming
majority!

How then, without betraying democracy—even democracy
as understood by Milyukov—can one be opposed to the
“seizure of political power” by the “Russian working masses”?

The deeper you go into the wood, the thicker the trees.
Each step in our analysis opens up new abysses of confusion
in Mr. Plekhanov’s ideas.
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The social-chauvinist is against political power passing
to the majority of the population in Russia!

Mr. Plekhanov doesn’t know what he is talking about.
He has also confused—though Marx as far back as 1875
made a point of warning against such confusion—the “work-
ing masses” with the mass of proletarians and semi-prole-
tarians.” We shall explain the difference to the ex-Marxist,
Mr. Plekhanov.

Can the majority of the peasants in Russia demand and
carry out the nationalisation of the land? Certainly it can.
Would this be a socialist revolution? It would not. It would
still be a bourgeois revolution, for the nationalisation of the
land is a measure that is not incompatible with the existence
of capitalism. It is, however, a blow to private ownership of
the most important means of production. Such a blow would
strengthen the proletarians and semi-proletarians far more
than was the case during the revolutions of the seventeenth,
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Further. Can the majority of the peasants in Russia
declare for the merging of all the banks into one, for having
a branch of a single nation-wide state bank in each village?

It can, because the convenience and advantage for the
people of such a measure are unquestionable. Even the
“defencists” could be for such a measure, as it would heighten
Russia’s capacity for “defence” enormously.

Is it economically possible to immediately effect such
a merger of all the banks? Without a doubt, it is quite pos-
sible.

Would this be a socialist measure? No, this would not
yet be socialism.

Further. Can the majority of the peasants in Russia
declare in favour of the Sugar Manufacturers’ Syndicate
passing into the hands of the government, to be controlled
by the workers and peasants, and the price of sugar being
lowered ?

It certainly can, for that would benefit the majority of the
people.

Is that possible economically? It is quite possible, since
the Sugar Syndicate has not only developed economically
into a single industrial organism on a national scale, but
had already been subject to “state” control under tsarism
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(i.e., control by government officials serving the capital-
ists).

Would the taking over of the syndicate by the democratic-
bourgeois, peasant, state be a socialist measure?

No, that would not yet be socialism. Mr. Plekhanov could
have easily convinced himself of that if he had recalled the
commonly known axioms of Marxism.

The question is: Would such measures as the merging of the
banks and turning over the Sugar Manufacturers’ Syndicate
to a democratic peasant government enhance or diminish
the role, importance, and influence of the proletarians
and semi-proletarians among the general mass of the popu-
lation?

They would undoubtedly enhance them, for those measures
do not grow out of a system of petty production; they
were made possible by those “objective conditions” which
were still lacking in 1889, but which already exist now.

Such measures would inevitably enhance the role, impor-
tance, and influence upon the population of the workers,
especially the city workers, who are the vanguard of the
proletarians and semi-proletarians of town and country.

After these measures will have been put into effect, further
progress towards socialism in Russia would become fully
possible, and given the aid of the more advanced and expe-
rienced workers of Western Europe, who have broken with
their West-European Plekhanovs, Russia’s real transition
to socialism would be inevitable, and the success of such a
transition would be assured.

This is the line of argument which every Marxist and
socialist who has not gone over to the side of “his own”
national bourgeoisie should use.

Written April 20 (May 3), 1917

Published May 4 (April 21), 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 37 to the newspaper text
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ICONS VERSUS CANNONS,
PHRASES VERSUS CAPITAL

The Note of the Provisional Government on war to a vic-
torious finish has aroused indignation even among those
who nourished illusory hopes for a possible renunciation
of annexations on the part of the government of capitalists.
The newspapers that have been acting as mouthpieces of
this petty-bourgeois policy of illusory hopes are today either
mumbling in dismay, like Rabochaya Gazeta, or are trying
to turn this indignation against individuals.

Novaya Zhizn™® writes: “There is no place in the govern-
ment of democratic Russia for a champion of the interests
of international capital! We are sure the Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies will act promptly in taking the
most energetic measures towards rendering Mr. Milyukov
harmless.” And Dyelo Naroda expresses the same piece of
philistine wisdom in the following words. Milyukov’s Note,
it says, “tries to reduce to nought a statement of the greatest
international importance approved by the entire cabinet”.

Icons versus cannons. Phrases versus capital. The govern-
ment’s statement renouncing annexations was a piece of
utterly worthless diplomatic verbiage, which might deceive
an ignorant muzhik, but could not “confuse” the leaders of
the petty-bourgeois Social-Democratic and Socialist-Revolu-
tionary parties, the writers of Novaya Zhizn and Dyelo Naroda,
unless they were willing to be deceived. What empty phrases
are these about there being “no place in the government of
democratic Russia for a champion of the interests of inter-
national capital!” Educated people ought to be ashamed of
themselves, writing such piffle.
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The whole Provisional Government is a government of
the capitalist class. It is a matter of class, not of persons.
To attack Milyukov personally, to demand, directly or
indirectly, his dismissal, is a silly comedy, for no change
of personalities can change anything so long as the classes
in power are unchanged.

To draw a line between the “democracy” of Russia, Britain,
France, etc., and the championing of capital is to sink to
the level of the economic and political wisdom of a Gapon.”

It is pardonable for ignorant muzhiks to demand of the
capitalist a “promise” that he “live righteously” and not
capitalistically, that he should not “champion the interests
of capital”. But for the leaders of the Petrograd Soviet,
for the writers of Novaya Zhizn and Dyelo Naroda to adopt
such methods means to nourish the illusory hopes which the
people place in the capitalists, hopes that are most harmful
and ruinous to the cause of freedom, to the cause of the
revolution.

Pravda No. 37, Published according
May 4 (April 21), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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THE LOGIC OF CITIZEN V. CHERNOV

Citizen V. Chernov writes in Dyelo Naroda of April 16:

“He [Lenin] did not even think that, even from his own point of
view, Britain’s consent to his journey would have been better in that
it would have been due to the pressure of the Russian revolution,
whereas Germany’s consent may appear more suspicious as to its
motives.”

Conclusion: Lenin is something of a maniac.

Very well. But what about the thirty arrivals who belong
to different parties, including the Bund? Are they all mani-
acs? Did none of them “even think”?

Further. How about the telegram from Martov, Natanson
(the leader of the S.R. Party, mark you), Axelrod, and
others, saying: “We find it absolutely impossible to return to
Russia via England”? (See Rabochaya Gazeta for April 15.)

Does this mean that both Martov and Natanson are mani-
acs, that they too “did not even think”?

But these witnesses, who do not belong to our Party—
Natanson is a witness belonging to V. Chernov’s party—
confirm the fact that it was absolutely impossible to make
the journey any other way!

What is the conclusion? It is this—either V. Chernov is a
queer fellow who uses phrases to avoid the facts, or he has
allowed himself to be so frightened by philistine-chauvinist
gossip and slander that he has lost his head.

Pravda No. 37, Published according
May 4 (April 21), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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MR. PLEKHANOV’S FUTILE ATTEMPTS
TO EXTRICATE HIMSELF

In No. 15 of Yedinstvo, Mr. Plekhanov, with an abundance
of abuse unusual even for that abusive publication, attacks
Pravda in an attempt to suppress two incontestably estab-
lished facts.

You won’t succeed in hushing them up, gentlemen!

Fact number one. Mr. Plekhanov did not reprint our
report, published in Izvestia of the Petrograd Soviet No. 32,
for April 5, 1917, or the resolution of the Executive Commit-
tee.

This is not only an expression of anarchist disrespect for
the elected representatives of the majority of the soldiers?
but the dishonest method of a riot-monger.

Fact number two. Mr. Plekhanov’s hounding tactics has
called forth a protest not from us, but from Dyelo Naroda, to
which even such a colleague of Guchkov and Milyukov as
Kerensky contributes. Dyelo Naroda for April 13, 1917,
wrote of Mr. Plekhanov’s Yedinstvo in black and white:

“We are accustomed to see such words and such a method of
struggle in the columns of Russkaya Volya. But to see them em-
ployed in articles written by socialists is, frankly speaking, painful
and depressing.”

This is the testimony of defencist witnesses, who politi-
cally are a thousand times closer to Mr. Plekhanov than
to us.

What sort of readers does Mr. Plekhanov count on when
he dismisses the testimony of a witness by saying that Dyelo
Naroda has made an “inept remark”?

The witness has exposed Mr. Plekhanov’s riot-mongering
methods.
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There was a time when Mr. Plekhanov was a socialist,
Now he has sunk to the level of Russkaya Volya.

No amount of abuse can do away with the fact that even
Dyelo Naroda has exposed Mr. Plekhanov.

In an editorial reprinted in our issue for April 18 Izvestia
of the Petrograd Soviet (No. 43, April 17) called this hounding
campaign “dishonest and disgusting”.

This witness states bluntly that this dishonest and dis-
gusting hounding campaign on the part of the dark forces
and their newspapers was and is a fact. Mr. Plekhanov,
fallen to the level of Russkaya Volya, stands hopelessly
condemned.

Pravda No. 37, Published according
May 4 (April 21), 1917 to the text in Pravda



201

RESOLUTION OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. (BOLSHEVIKS)
ADOPTED APRIL 21 (MAY 4), 1917

Having considered the situation which has arisen in
Petrograd after the imperialist, annexationist, and preda-
tory Note of the Provisional Government of April 18, 1917,
and after a number of meetings and demonstrations of the
people held in the streets of Petrograd on April 20, the Cen-
tral Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. resolves:

1. Party propagandists and speakers must refute the
despicable lies of the capitalist papers and of the papers
supporting the capitalists to the effect that we are holding
out the threat of civil war. This is a despicable lie, for only
at the present moment, as long as the capitalists and their
government cannot and dare not use force against the
masses, as long as the mass of soldiers and workers are freely
expressing their will and freely electing and displacing all
authorities—at such a moment any thought of civil war
would be naive, senseless, preposterous; at such a moment
there must be compliance with the will of the majority of the
population and free criticism of this will by the discontented
minority; should violence be resorted to, the responsibility
will fall on the Provisional Government and its supporters.

2. By their outcries against civil war the government of
the capitalists and its newspapers are only trying to conceal
the reluctance of the capitalists, who admittedly constitute
an insignificant minority of the people, to submit to the
will of the majority.

3. In order to learn the will of the majority of the popula-
tion in Petrograd, where there is now an unusually large
number of soldiers who are familiar with the sentiment of
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the peasants and correctly express it, a popular vote must at
once be arranged in all the districts of Petrograd and its
suburbs to ascertain what the attitude is towards the govern-
ment’s Note, what support the various parties enjoy, and
what kind of Provisional Government is desired.

4. All Party propagandists must advocate these views
and this proposal at factories, in regiments, in the streets,
etc., by means of peaceful discussion and peaceful demonstra-
tions, as well as meetings everywhere; we must endeavour to
organise regular voting in factories and regiments, taking
care that order and comradely discipline are strictly ob-
served.

5. Party propagandists must again an d again protest
against the despicable slander spread by the capitalists
alleging that our Party stands for a separate peace with
Germany. We consider Wilhelm II as bad a crowned brigand
meriting execution as Nicholas II, and the German Guchkovs,
i.e., the German capitalists, just as much annexationists,
robbers, and imperialists as the Russian, British, and all
other capitalists. We are against negotiating with the capi-
talists, we are for negotiating and fraternising with the revo-
lutionary workers and soldiers of all countries. We are con-
vinced that the reason why the Guchkov-Milyukov govern-
ment is trying to aggravate the situation is because it knows
that the workers’ revolution in Germany is beginning, and
that this revolution will be a blow to the capitalists of all
countries.

6. When the Provisional Government spreads rumours
about utter and unavoidable economic chaos, it is not only
trying to frighten the people into leaving the power in the
hands of this Provisional Government, but is also vaguely,
fumblingly expressing the profound and indubitable truth
that all the nations of the world have been led into a blind
alley, that the war waged in the interests of the capitalists
has driven them to the brink of an abyss, and that there is
really no way out except through the transfer of power to
the revolutionary class, i.e., to the revolutionary proletar-
iat, which is capable of adopting revolutionary measures.

If there are any stocks of grain, etc., in the country, the
new government of the workers and soldiers will know how
to dispose of them too. But if the capitalist war has brought
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economic ruin to a stage where there is no bread at all, the
capitalist government will only aggravate the condition of
the people instead of improving it.

7. We consider the policy of the present majority of lead-
ers of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, of
the Narodnik and Menshevik parties, to be profoundly erro-
neous, since confidence in the Provisional Government,
attempts to compromise with it, dickering over amendments,
etc., would in fact mean only so many more useless scraps
of paper and useless delays; and besides, this policy threat-
ens to create a divergence between the will of the Soviet on
the one hand, and that of the majority of revolutionary sol-
diers at the front and in Petrograd and of the majority of
workers, on the other.

8. We call upon those workers and soldiers who believe
that the Soviet must change its policy and renounce the
policy of confidence in and compromise with the capitalist
government, to hold new elections of delegates to the Soviet
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies and to send to that body
only people who would steadfastly hold to a quite definite
opinion consonant with the actual will of the majority.

Pravda No. 38, Published according
May 5 (April 22), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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HONEST DEFENCISM REVEALS ITSELF

Events in Petrograd during the last few days, especially
yesterday, illustrate how right we were in speaking of the
“honest” defencism of the mass as distinguished from the
defencism of the leaders and parties.

The mass of the population is made up of proletarians,
semi-proletarians, and poor peasants. They are the vast
majority of the nation. These classes are not at all interested
in annexations. Imperialist policies, the profits of banking
capital, incomes from railways in Persia, lucrative jobs
in Galicia and Armenia, putting restraints on the freedom of
Finland—all these are things in which these classes are not
interested.

But all these things taken together just go to make up
what is known in science and the press as imperialist, annexa-
tionist, predatory policy.

The crux of the matter is that the Guchkovs, Milyukovs,
and Lvovs—be they even all paragons of virtue, disinter-
estedness, and love of their fellow-man—are the spokesmen,
leaders, and chosen representatives of the capitalist class,
a class which has a vested interest in a predatory, annexation-
ist policy. This class invested billions “in the war”, and is
making hundreds of millions “out of the war” and annexa-
tions (i.e., out of the subjugation or forced incorporation
of alien nationalities).

To believe that the capitalist class will “mend its ways”,
will cease to be a capitalist class, will give up its profits,
is a fatuous hope, an idle dream, and in effect a deception of
the people. Only petty-bourgeois politicians, fluctuating
between capitalist and proletarian policies, can entertain
or encourage such fatuous hopes. Herein lies the mistake of
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the present leaders of the Narodnik parties and the Men-
sheviks, Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Chernov, and the others.

The mass representatives of defencism are not at all
versed in politics. They have not been able to learn politics
from books, from participation in the Duma, or from close
observation of people engaged in politics.

The mass representatives of defencism still do not know
that wars are waged by governments, that governments
represent the interests of certain classes, that the present
war, on the part of both belligerent groups, is waged by the
capitalists in the predatory interests of and for the predatory
aims of the capitalists.

Unaware as they are of this, the mass representatives of
defencism argue quite simply: we do not want annexations,
we demand a democratic peace, we do not want to fight for
Constantinople, for putting down Persia, for plundering
Turkey, and so on; we “demand” that the Provisional
Government give up its policy of annexations.

The mass representatives of defencism are sincere in
wishing this, not in a personal but in a class sense, because
they speak for classes that are not interested in annexations.
But what these representatives of the masses do not know is
that the capitalists and their government may throw over
the policy of annexations in words, may dangle promises and
mouth fine phrases, but cannot really abandon the idea of
annexations.

That is why the mass representatives of defencism were
so strongly and legitimately shocked by the Provisional
Government’s Note of April 18.

People familiar with politics could not have been sur-
prised by this Note, for they knew only too well that when
the capitalists “renounce annexations” they do not really
mean it. It is just the usual trick and phrase-mongering of
diplomats.

But the “honest” mass representatives of defencism were
surprised, shocked, indignant. They felt—they did not
understand it quite clearly, but they felt that they had been
tricked.

This is the essence of the crisis and it should be clearly
distinguished from the opinions, expectations, and suppo-
sitions of single individuals and parties.
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To patch up this crisis for a while with a new declaration,
with a new Note (that is what Mr. Plekhanov’s advice in
Yedinstvo and the aspirations of Milyukov and Co., on the
one hand, and those of Chkheidze and Tsereteli, on the other,
amount to)—to paper over the cracks with a new promise is
of course possible, but this can do nothing but harm. A new
promise would inevitably mean a new deception of the
masses; therefore a new outburst of indignation, and such
an outburst, if lacking intelligent orientation, might easily
become very harmful.

The masses should be told the whole truth. The govern-
ment of the capitalists cannot abandon annexations; it is
caught in its own meshes, and there is no escape. It feels, it
realises, it sees that without revolutionary measures (of
which only a revolutionary class is capable) there is no way
out, and it is becoming panicky, losing its head; it promises
one thing, but does another; at one minute it threatens the
masses with violence (Guchkov and Shingaryov), at the
next it proposes that the power be taken out of its hands.

Economic ruin, crisis, the horrors of war, an impasse
from which there is no way out—this is what the capitalists
have brought all the nations to.

Indeed there is no way out—except through the transfer
of power to the revolutionary class, to the revolutionary
proletariat, which alone, supported by the majority of the
population, is capable of aiding the revolution to victory
in all the belligerent countries and leading humanity to
lasting peace and liberation from the yoke of capitalism.

Pravda No. 38, Published according
May 5 (April 22), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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MAD CAPITALISTS
OR WEAK-MINDED SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS?

Rabochaya Gazeta writes today:

“We have been strongly opposed to the civil warmongering by Len-
in’s followers. But now the signal for civil war no longer comes from
Lenin’s followers, but from the Provisional Government, which has
published a statement that makes, a mockery of democratic aspirations.
This is truly a mad stop, and immediate determined action by the So-
viet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies is needed if we are to avert
the dire consequences of this madness.”

What can be more absurd and ridiculous, than this fairy-
tale about “civil warmongering” on our part, when we have
declared in the clearest, most formal and unequivocal manner
that all our work should be focused on patiently explaining
the proletarian policy as opposed to the petty-bourgeois,
defencist craze with its faith in the capitalists?

Does Rabochaya Gazeta really fail to understand that these
outcries about civil war are now raised by the capitalists in
order to break the will of the majority of the people?

Is there a grain of Marxism in proclaiming the conduct
of the capitalists “madness”, when, caught in the vise of
Russian and Anglo-French imperialist capital, they cannot
act otherwise?

Mr. Plekhanov, in today’s Yedinstvo, is more forthright in
expressing the policy of the entire petty-bourgeois-defencist
bloc when he calls upon the Soviet to come “fo an agreement”
with the Provisional Government. An amusing appeal, this.
It is like serving mustard after dinner.

Don’t we all know that an agreement was concluded long
ago? That it has been in existence since the beginning of
the revolution? The whole thing is that the present crisis
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is due to the fact that the agreement has proved to be a scrap
of paper, an empty promise! To answer the “accursed ques-
tions” with which the failure of the existing agreement has
now squarely confronted the people by calling for an “agree-
ment” in general, without saying a word about its terms or
about real guarantees for it, to answer by sighing and crying
“O ye Madmen!”—is this not a tragicomedy of the petty-
bourgeois Louis Blancs? (Louis Blanc was a labour leader
only in words, in reality he was the tail of the bourgeoisie.)

“Immediate determined action is needed,” Rabochaya
Gazeta importantly declares. What kind of “action”, my
dear fellow-citizens? You cannot say what, you do not know
what yourselves. All you do know is to declaim, because,
like Louis Blanc, you have forgotten about the class struggle,
you have side-tracked the class struggle under cover of petty-
bourgeois phraseology and declamation.

Written April 21 (May 4), 1917

Published May 5 (April 22), 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 38 to the newspaper text
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THE ADVICE OR ORDER OF SHINGARYOYV,
AND THE ADVICE OF A LOCAL SOVIET

The Petrograd Gazeta-Kopeika™ in its issue of April
14 published the following report:

PRIVATELY-OWNED LANDS TO BE REQUISITIONED

Kishinev, April 13. In view of the fact that there are great tracts of
uncultivated land in the uyezd that are not leased on account of the
high rent, the Akkerman Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
has recommended all village and volost committees to requisition all
unused privately-owned lands for crop cultivation through the Commis-
sar in cases where voluntary agreements are impossible.

If this report is true, it is extremely important. Obvious-
ly, the Akkerman Soviet is guided by practical considera-
tions, and is no doubt closely and intimately acquainted with
local conditions. It considers correctly that the crops must be
increased at all costs to the fullest possible extent. But how
can this be done when the landowners have raised the rents
scandalously?

By voluntary agreements with the landowners?

This is what Minister Shingaryov emphatically advises
from Petrograd; he threatens the peasants, and protests
vehemently against arbitrary action. It is all very well for
Shingaryov to argue from Petrograd. It is all very well for
him to defend the landowners in the name of the government
of the capitalists.

But how about the situation of the peasants locally? Does
not the Akkerman Soviet appraise the situation more
correctly when it speaks of “voluntary agreements” being
“impossible”?

Pravda No. 38, Published according
May 5 (April 22), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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RESOLUTION OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE R.S.D.L.P. (BOLSHEVIKS)
ADOPTED IN THE MORNING,

OF APRIL 22 (MAY 5), 1917

The political crisis that developed between April 19 and
21 must be regarded, at least in its initial stage, as having
passed.

The petty-bourgeois mass, angered by the capitalists,
first swung away from them towards the workers; but two
days later they again followed the Menshevik and Narodnik
leaders, who stand for “confidence” in and “compromise”
with the capitalists.

These leaders have compromised, completely surrendered
all their positions, contenting themselves with the empty
and purely verbal reservations of the capitalists.

The causes of the crisis have not been removed, and the
recurrence of such crises is unavoidable.

The nature of the crisis is that the petty-bourgeois mass
is vacillating between its age-old faith in the capitalists
and its resentment against them, a tendency to place its
faith in the revolutionary proletariat.

The capitalists are dragging out the war and covering up
the fact by phrase-mongering. Only the revolutionary pro-
letariat can put an end to, and is working towards putting
an end to the war by means of a world revolution of the
workers, a revolution which is obviously mounting in our
country, ripening in Germany, and drawing closer in a
number of other countries.

The slogan “Down with the Provisional Government!” is
an incorrect one at the present moment because, in the
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absence of a solid (i.e., a class-conscious and organised)
majority of the people on the side of the revolutionary prole-
tariat, such a slogan is either an empty phrase, or, objec-
tively, amounts to attempts of an adventurist character.™

We shall favour the transfer of power to the proletarians
and semi-proletarians only when the Soviets of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies adopt our policy and are willing to take
the power into their own hands.

The organisation of our Party, the consolidation of the
proletarian forces, clearly proved inadequate at the time of
the crisis.

The slogans of the moment are: (1) To explain the prole-
tarian line and the proletarian way of ending the war;
(2) To criticise the petty-bourgeois policy of placing trust
in the government of the capitalists and compromising with
it; (3) To carry on propaganda and agitation from group to
group in every regiment, in every factory, and, particularly,
among the most backward masses, such as domestic servants,
unskilled labourers, etc., since it was their backing in the
first place that the bourgeoisie tried to gain during the
crisis; (4) To organise, organise and once more organise the
proletariat, in every factory, in every district and in every
city quarter.

The resolution of the Petrograd Soviet of April 21 ban-
ning all street meetings and demonstrations for two days
must be unconditionally obeyed by every member of our
Party. The Central Committee already distributed yesterday
morning, and is today publishing in Pravda, a resolution
which states that “at such a moment any thought of civil
war would be senseless and preposterous”, that all demon-
strations must be peaceful ones, and that the responsibility
for violence will fall on the Provisional Government and its
supporters.® Our Party therefore considers that the above-
mentioned resolution of the Soviet of Workers’ and Sol-
diers’ Deputies as a whole (and especially the part banning
armed demonstrations and shooting in the air) is entirely
correct and must be unconditionally obeyed.

We call upon all the workers and soldiers to consider
carefully the results of the crisis of the last two days and

*See p. 201 of this volume.—Ed.
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to send as delegates to the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies and to the Executive Committee only such com-
rades as express the will of the majority. In all cases where a
delegate does not express the opinion of the majority, new
elections should be held in the factories and barracks.

Pravda No. 39, Published according
May 6 (April 23), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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LESSONS OF THE CRISIS

Petrograd and the whole of Russia have passed through a
serious political crisis, the first political crisis since the
revolution.

On April 18 the Provisional Government issued its unhap-
pily notorious Note, which confirmed the predatory aims
of the war clearly enough to arouse the indignation of the
masses, who had honestly believed in the desire (and ability)
of the capitalists to “renounce annexations”. On April 20-21
Petrograd was in a turmoil. The streets were crowded; day
and night knots and groups of people stood about, and
meetings of various sizes sprang up everywhere; big street
processions and demonstrations went on without a break.
Yesterday evening, April 21, the crisis, or, at any rate, the
first stage of the crisis, apparently came to an end with the
Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies, and later the Soviet itself, declaring themselves
satisfied with the “explanations”, the amendments to the
Note and the “elucidations” made by the government (which
in fact boil down to empty phrases, saying absolutely noth-
ing, changing nothing and committing the government to
nothing). They considered the “incident settled”.

Whether the masses consider the “incident settled”, the
future will show. Our task now is to make a careful study
of the forces, the classes, that revealed themselves in the
crisis, and to draw the relevant lessons for our proletarian
party. For it is the great significance of all crises that they
make manifest what has been hidden; they cast aside all
that is relative, superficial, and trivial; they sweep away
the political litter and reveal the real mainsprings of the
class struggle.
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Strictly speaking, the capitalist government on April
18 merely reiterated its previous notes, in which the impe-
rialist war was invested with diplomatic equivocations. The
soldiers were angry because they had honestly believed in the
sincerity and peaceful intentions of the capitalists. The
demonstrations began as soldiers’ demonstrations, under the
contradictory, misguided and ineffectual slogan: “Down
with Milyukov” (as though a change of persons or groups could
change the substance of policy!).

This means that the broad, unstable, and vacillating mass,
which is closest to the peasantry and which by its scientific
class definition is petty-bourgeois, swung away from the
capitalists fowards the revolutionary workers. It was the
swing or movement of this mass, strong enough to be a
decisive factor, that caused the crisis.

It was at this point that other sections began to stir:
not the middle but the extreme elements, not the interme-
diary petty bourgeoisie but the bourgeoisie and the prole-
tariat, started to come out on to the streets and organise.

The bourgeoisie seized Nevsky Prospekt—or “Milyukov”
Prospekt as one paper called it—and the adjacent quarters of
prosperous Petrograd, the Petrograd of the capitalists and
the government officials. Officers, students, and “the middle
classes” demonstrated in favour of the Provisional Govern-
ment. Among the slogans, “Down with Lenin” frequently
appeared on the banners.

The proletariat rallied in its own centres, the working-
class suburbs, around the slogans and appeals of our Party’s
Central Committee. On April 20-21 the Central Committee
adopted resolutions, which were immediately passed on to
the proletariat through the Party organisations. The workers
poured through the poor, less central districts, and then in
groups got through to Nevsky. By their mass character and
solidarity, these demonstrations were very different from
those of the bourgeoisie. Many banners carried the inscrip-
tion “All Power to the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies™.

On Nevsky there were clashes. The “hostile” demonstra-
tions tore down each other’s banners. The Executive Commit-
tee received news by telephone from various places that
there was shooting on both sides, that there were killed and
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wounded; but the information was extremely contradictory
and unconfirmed.

The bourgeoisie shouted about the “spectre of civil war”,
thus expressing its fear that the real masses, the actual
majority of the nation, might seize power. The petty-bour-
geois leaders of the Soviet, the Mensheviks and Narodniks—
who since the revolution in general, and during the crisis
in particular, have had no definite party policy—allowed
themselves to be intimidated. In the Executive Committee
almost half the votes were cast against the Provisional Gov-
ernment on the eve of the crisis, but now thirty-four votes
(with nineteen against) are cast in favour of returning to a
policy of confidence in and agreement with the capitalists.

And the “incident” was considered “settled”.

What is the essence of the class struggle? The capitalists
are for dragging out the war under cover of empty phrases
and false promises. They are caught in the meshes of Russian,
Anglo-French and American banking capital. The prole-
tariat, as represented by its class-conscious vanguard, stands
for the transfer of power to the revolutionary class, the
working class and the semi-proletarians, for the develop-
ment of a world workers’ revolution, a revolution which is
clearly developing also in Germany, and for terminating the
war by means of such a revolution.

The vast mass of people, chiefly the petty bourgeoisie,
who still believe the Menshevik and Narodnik leaders and
who have been absolutely intimidated by the bourgeoisie
and are carrying out its policy, although with reservations,
are swinging now to the right, now to the left.

The war is terrible; it has hit the vast mass of the people
hardest of all; it is these people who are becoming aware,
albeit still very vaguely, that the war is criminal, that it
is being carried on through the rivalry and scramble of the
capitalists, for the division of their spoils. The world situa-
tion is growing more and more involved. The only way out
is a world workers’ revolution, a revolution which is now
more advanced in Russia than in any other country, but
which is clearly mounting (strikes, fraternisation) in Ger-
many too. And the people are wavering: wavering between
confidence in their old masters, the capitalists, and bitter-
ness towards them; between confidence in the new class, the
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only consistently revolutionary class, which opens up the
prospect of a bright future for all the working people—the
proletariat—and a vague awareness of its role in world
history.

This is not the first time the petty bourgeoisie and semi-
proletarians have wavered and it will not be the last!

The lesson is clear, comrade workers! There is no time to be
lost. The first crisis will be followed by others. You must
devote all your efforts to enlightening the backward, to
making extensive, comradely and direct contact (not only
by meetings) with every regiment and with every group
of working people who have not had their eyes opened yet!
All your efforts must be devoted to consolidating your own
ranks, to organising the workers from the bottom upwards,
including every district, every factory, every quarter of
the capital and its suburbs! Do not be misled by those of
the petty bourgeoisie who “compromise” with the capital-
ists, by the defencists and by the “supporters”, nor by indi-
viduals who are inclined to be in a hurry and to shout “Down
with the Provisional Government!” before the majority
of the people are solidly united. The crisis cannot be over-
come by violence practised by individuals against individ-
uals, by the local action of small groups of armed people,
by Blanquist attempts to “seize power”, to “arrest” the Pro-
visional Government, etc.

Today’s task is to explain more precisely, more clearly,
more widely the proletariat’s policy, its way of terminating
the war. Rally more resolutely, more widely, wherever you
can, to the ranks and columns of the proletariat! Rally
round your Soviets; and within them endeavour to rally
behind you a majority by comradely persuasion and by re-
election of individual members!

Written April 22 (May 5), 1917

Published May 6 (April 23), Published according
1917 in Pravda No. 39 to the newspaper text
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HOW A SIMPLE QUESTION CAN BE CONFUSED

Commenting on the resolution of the Central Committee
of April 20 concerning the necessity of transferring power to
the revolutionary proletariat “with the support of the
majority of the people”, today’s Dyen writes:

“Very simple, then what’s the hitch? Instead of passing resolu-
tions, come and take the power.”

We have here a typical example of the methods used by
the bourgeois press. People pretend not to understand the
simplest thing, and ensure themselves—on paper—an
easy victory. Anybody who says “take the power” should
not have to think long to realise that an attempt to do so
without as yet having the backing of the majority of the
people would be adventurism or Blanquism (Pravda has
made a special point of warning against this in the clearest,
most unmistakable and unequivocal terms).

There is a degree of freedom now in Russia that enables
the will of the majority to be gauged by the make-up of the
Soviets. Therefore, to make a serious, not a Blanquist, bid
for power, the proletarian party must fight for influence
within the Soviets.

All this has been gone over and hammered out by Pravda
again and again, and only stupidity or malice can fail to
grasp it. Let the reader judge for himself to which of these
two unenviable categories Rabochaya Gazeta belongs when it
describes the “recommendation” (made to the Soviet) “to take
power into its own hands” as “irresponsible provocation”,
as “demagogy, devoid of all sense of political responsibility,
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light-heartedly urging democrats towards civil strife
and war, and inciting the workers and soldiers not only
against the government but against the Soviet itself” and
so on.

Can one imagine a worse muddle than this, when the
blame on the question of demagogy is laid at the wrong
door?

Prime Minister Lvov is reported by the evening paper
Birzheviye Vedomosti®® for April 21 as having said literally
the following:

“Up till now the Provisional Government has invariably met with
the support of the Soviet’s leading organ. During the last fortnight
these relations have changed. The Provisional Government is suspect.
Under the circumstances it is in no position to administer the state,
as it is difficult to do anything in an atmosphere of distrust and discon-
tent. Under such circumstances it would be best for the Provisional
Government to resign. It is fully alive to its responsibility towards
the country, in whose interests it is prepared to resign immediately if
need be.”

Is this not clear? Is it possible not to understand why,
after such a speech, our Central Committee proposed that
a public opinion poll be held?

What have “civil war”, “provocation”, “demagogy” and
similar frightening words to do with it, when the Prime Min-
ister himself declares the government’s readiness “to resign”
and recognises the Soviet as the “leading organ”?

One or the other: either Rabochaya Gazeta believes that
in making such statements Lvov is misleading the people, in
which case it should not urge confidence in and support of
the government, but no confidence and no support; or Rabo-
chaya Gazeta believes that Lvov is really “prepared to re-
sign”, in which case, why all this outcry about civil
war?

If Rabochaya Gazeta understands the situation correctly,
understands that the capitalists are raising a hullabaloo
about civil war in order to cover up their desire to flout the
will of the majority by means of force, then why this outcry
on the part of the newspaper?

Lvov is entitled to ask the Soviet to approve and accept
his policy. Our Party is entitled to ask the Soviet to approve
and accept our, proletarian, policy. To speak of “provocation”
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and so on is to reveal an utter lack of understanding of what
it is all about or to sink to base demagogy. We are entitled to
fight for influence and for a majority in the Soviet and
the Soviets, and we are going to fight for them. We repeat:

“We shall favour the transfer of power to the proletarians
and semi-proletarians only when the Soviets of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies adopt our policy and are willing to take the
power into their own hands.”*

Written April 22 (May 5), 1917

Published May 6 (April 23), 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 39 to the newspaper text

*See p. 211 of this volume.—Ed.
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“DISGRACE” AS THE CAPITALISTS
AND THE PROLETARIANS UNDERSTAND IT

Today’s Yedinstvo prints on its front page in bold type a
proclamation signed by Plekhanov, Deutsch, and Zasulich.
We read:

“Every nation has a right freely to determine its own destiny. Wil-
helm of Germany and Karl of Austria will never agree to this. In
waging war against them, we are defending our own freedom, as well as
the freedom of others. Russia cannot betray her Allies. That would
bring disgrace upon her.”

That is how all capitalists argue. To them non-observ-
ance of treaties between capitalists is a disgrace, just as to
monarchs non-observance of treaties between monarchs is
a disgrace.

What about the workers? Do they regard non-observance
of treaties concluded by monarchs and capitalists a dis-
grace?

Of course not! Class-conscious workers are for scrapping all
such treaties, they are for recognising only such agreements
between the workers and soldiers of all countries as would
benefit the people, i.e., not the capitalists, but the workers
and poor peasants.

The workers of the world have a treaty of their own,
namely, the Basle Manifesto of 1912 (signed, among others,
by Plekhanov and betrayed by him). This workers’ “treaty”
calls it a “crime” for workers of different countries to shoot
at each other for the sake of the capitalists’ profits.

The writers in Yedinstvo argue like capitalists (so do Rech
and others), and not like workers.

It is quite true that neither the German monarch nor
the Austrian will agree to freedom for every nation, as
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both these monarchs are crowned brigands, and so was
Nicholas II. Nor, for one thing, are the English, Italian,
and other monarchs (the “Allies” of Nicholas II) any better.
To forget this is to become a monarchist or a defender of
the monarchists.

Secondly, the uncrowned brigands, i.e., the capitalists,
have shown themselves in the present war to be no better
than the monarchs. Has not American “democracy”, i.e.,
the democratic capitalists, robbed the Philippines, and does
it not rob Mexico?

The German Guchkovs and Milyukovs, if they were to take
the place of Wilhelm II, would be brigands, too, no better
than the British and Russian capitalists.

Third, will the Russian capitalists “agree” to “freedom”
for nations which they themselves oppress: Armenia, Khiva,
Ukraine, Finland?

By evading this question the Yedinstvo writers are, in
effect, turning into defenders of “our own” capitalists in
their predatory war with other capitalists.

The internationalist workers of the world stand for the
overthrow of all capitalist governments, for the rejection of
all agreements and understandings with any capitalists, for
universal peace concluded by the revolutionary workers
of all countries, a peace capable of giving real freedom to
“every” nation.

Written April 22 (May 5), 1917

Published May 6 (April 23), 1917 Published according
in Pravda No. 39 to the newspaper text
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INTERVIEW GIVEN TO E. TORNIAINEN
APRIL 23 (MAY 6), 1917"

We believe the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and Sol-
diers’ Deputies at the present moment represents the majority
of the workers and soldiers. On our part, we (Bolsheviks)
are working for influence and a majority in the Petrograd
Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies and in all the
local Soviets. We advise the workers and soldiers to re-elect
members of the Soviets who do not fully represent the will
of the majority.

So far the majority of the Soviet follows the Narodnik
and Menshevik leaders.

We have no doubt that the Soviet will be able to retain
power so long as it is supported by a considerable and strong
majority of workers and soldiers. The more so as that power,
instead of dragging on the war, would bring it to a speedy
end on terms most favourable to the masses. We also believe
that the Soviet, being a body elected by the workers and
soldiers, can definitely win over the overwhelming majority
of workers and soldiers.

Whether or not the capitalist government will refuse to con-
voke the Constituent Assembly will depend upon the devel-
opment and strength of the counter-revolution. The elements
of such a counter-revolution without doubt already exist.

Ending the war by a truly democratic peace depends
upon the course which the revolution of the world proletar-
iat will take. This revolution has gained good ground now
in Russia, and is undoubtedly gaining ground in Germany
(mass strikes, fraternisation).

Tyomies No. 122, May 8, 1917

First published in Russian Published according
in 1926 in N. Lenin (V. Ulyanov), Works, to the text in Tyomies
Vol. XX, Part 2 Translated from the Finnish
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FOOLISH GLOATING

Rabochaya Gazeta gloats and crows over the recent reso-
lution of the Central Committee which has revealed (in
connection, be it noted, with the now published declaration
of the representatives of the Bolshevik group in the Soviet)
certain disagreements within our Party.

The Mensheviks may gloat and crow as much as they like.
It does not worry us in the least. The Mensheviks have no
organisation. Chkheidze and Tsereteli are one thing—they
are ministers without portfolios; the Organising Committee
is another thing—they are Social-Democrats without a
policy; the “defencists” are a third thing—they support
Plekhanov. Martov is a fourth thing—he will not support
the loan. Small wonder that people who have neither an
organisation nor a party crow and caper light-heartedly at
discovering a fault in somebody else’s organisation.

We have no reason to fear the truth. Yes, comrade work-
ers, the crisis has revealed certain shortcomings in our
organisation. We must set to work to correct them!

The crisis revealed a very feeble attempt to move “slight-
ly leftward” of the Central Committee. Our Central Com-
mittee did not yield, and we do not doubt for a moment that
harmony within our Party is already being restored, a har-
mony that is voluntary, intelligent, and complete.

Every day proves the soundness of our line. To put it
through effectively, the proletarian masses must be thrice
as well organised as they are now. Every district, every
block, every factory, every military company must have a
strong, close-knit organisation capable of acting as one
man. Each such organisation must have direct ties with the
centre, with the Central Committee, and those ties must be
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strong, so that the enemy may not break them at the first
blow; those ties must be permanent, must be strengthened
and tested every day and every hour, so that the enemy does
not catch us unawares.

Comrade workers! Let us build a strong proletarian mass
organisation everywhere, from the bottom up, both among
the working-class mass and in the army, and let us start it
immediately. We shall not be put out by the malicious glee
of our enemies, we shall not be daunted by occasional errors
and shortcomings. We shall correct them. The future is
working for us.

Pravda No. 40, Published according
May 8 (April 25), 1917 to the text in Pravda
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1

SPEECH DELIVERED AT THE OPENING
OF THE CONFERENCE
APRIL 24 (MAY 7)

Comrades, we are assembled here as the first conference
of the proletarian party, in conditions of the Russian revo-
lution and a developing world revolution as well. The time
is approaching when the assertion of the founders of scien-
tific socialism, and the unanimous forecast of the socialists
who gathered at the Basle Congress, that world war would
inevitably lead to revolution, is being everywhere proved
correct.

In the nineteenth century Marx and Engels, following
the proletarian movements in various countries and analys-
ing the possible prospects for a social revolution, repeatedly
stated that the roles would, in general, be distributed among
these countries in proportion to, and in accordance with,
their historically conditioned national features. They ex-
pressed their idea briefly as: The French worker will begin,
the German will finish it.

The great honour of beginning the revolution has fallen to
the Russian proletariat. But the Russian proletariat must
not forget that its movement and revolution are only part
of a world revolutionary proletarian movement, which in
Germany, for example, is gaining momentum with every
passing day. Only from this angle can we define our tasks.

I declare the All-Russia Conference open. Please nominate
your candidates for election to the Presiding Committee.

A brief report published
May 12 (April 29), 1917
in Sotsial-Demokrat No. 43

First published in full Published according
in 1921 in N. Lenin to the typewritten copy
(V. Ulyanov), Works, of the Minutes

Vol. XIV, Part 2
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2

REPORT ON THE CURRENT SITUATION
APRIL 24 (MAY 7)

Comrades, in evaluating the current situation I have to
deal with an exceedingly broad subject, which, to my mind,
falls into three parts. First, the estimate of the political
situation proper here in Russia, our attitude towards the
government and the dual power that has come into existence;
second, our attitude towards the war; third, the international
background to the working-class movement, a situation
which has brought the workers of the world face to face
with a socialist revolution.

I think, I shall have to deal only in brief with some of
the points. Furthermore, I am going to submit to you a
draft resolution on all these questions with this reservation,
however, that, owing to the extreme lack of facilities and
to the political crisis that has been created here in Petro-
grad, we were unable to have discussions of the resolution,
or to communicate it in good time to the local comrades.
I repeat, then, that these are only preliminary drafts, de-
signed to make work easier in the committee and concentrate
it on a few of the most essential questions.

I begin with the first question. If I am not mistaken,
the Moscow Conference adopted the same resolution as the
Petrograd City Conference. (Interruption: “With amend-
ments.”) I have not seen the amendments, and I cannot pass
an opinion. But since the Petrograd resolution was pub-
lished in Pravda, I shall take it for granted, if no one objects,
that it is known to everybody here. I submit this as a draft
resolution to the present All-Russia Conference.

Most of the parties in the petty-bourgeois bloc control-
ling the Petrograd Soviet represent our policy, in contrast
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to their own, as a rash policy. What distinguishes our poli-
cy is our demand above all for a precise class analysis of
current events. The chief sin of the petty-bourgeois bloc is
that it resorts to empty phrases to conceal from the people
the truth about the government’s class character.

If the Moscow comrades have any amendments, they may
present them now.

(Reads the resolution of the Petrograd City Conference
on the attitude towards the Provisional Government.)

“Considering:

“(1) that the Provisional Government, by its class charac-
ter, is the organ of landowner and bourgeois domination;

“(2) that the Provisional Government and the classes
it represents are bound with indissoluble economic and po-
litical ties to Russian and Anglo-French imperialism;

“(3) that the Provisional Government is carrying out
its proclaimed programme only partially, and only under
pressure of the revolutionary proletariat and, to some ex-
tent, of the petty bourgeoisie;

“(4) that the forces of bourgeois and landowner counter-
revolution, now being organised, have already, under cover
of the Provisional Government and with the latter’s obvious
connivance, launched an attack on revolutionary democracy;

“(5) that the Provisional Government is avoiding fixing
the date for the elections to the Constituent Assembly,
preventing the arming of the people as a whole, opposing
the transfer of all the land to the people, foisting upon it
the landowners’ way of settling the agrarian question,
obstructing the introduction of an eight-hour workday, con-
doning counter-revolutionary propaganda in the army (by
Guchkov and Co.), rallying the high-ranking officers
against the soldiers, etc....”

I have read the first part of the resolution giving a class
definition of the Provisional Government. There are scarcely
any essential differences between this resolution and that
of the Moscow comrades, as far as it is possible to judge
from the latter’s text alone. But the general definition of
the government as counter-revolutionary is, in my opinion,
incorrect. If we speak in general terms, we must specify
which revolution we mean. As far as the bourgeois revolu-
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tion is concerned, this cannot be said, because that revolu-
tion is already completed. As far as the proletarian and peas-
ant revolution is concerned, such a statement is premature,
for we cannot be sure that the peasants will necessarily go
farther than the bourgeoisie. To express our confidence in
the peasants, particularly now that they have turned to
imperialism and defencism, i.e., to supporting the war, is,
in my opinion, unsound. At the present moment the peasants
have entered into a number of agreements with the Cadets.
That is why I regard this clause in the Moscow resolution
as politically incorrect. We want the peasants to go farther
than the bourgeoisie, we want them to take the land
from the landowners, but so far we can say nothing definite
about their future conduct.

We studiously avoid the words “revolutionary democracy”.
We may use them when there is a question of an attack by
the government, but at the present moment they are highly
deceptive, for it is very difficult to distinguish the classes
which have mingled in this chaos. Our task is to free those
who are trailing behind. The Soviets are important to us not
as a form; to us it is important what classes they represent.
We must, therefore, do a great deal of work to develop the
class-consciousness of the proletariat....

(Resumes reading the resolution.)

“(6) that this government, at the same time, is relying
at present on the confidence of, and, to a certain extent, on
an actual agreement with, the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies, which now unites an obvious major-
ity of workers and soldiers, i.e., peasants;

“(7) that every step of the Provisional Government, in
both its domestic and foreign policies, is bound to open the
eyes, not only of the proletarians in town and country and
the semi-proletarians, but also of the broad sections of the
petty bourgeoisie, to the real nature of this government,

“the Conference resolves that:

“() in order to ensure all the state power passing into
the hands of the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
or other bodies directly expressing the will of the people,
prolonged work is necessary to develop proletarian class-
consciousness and to unite the urban and rural proletarians
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against the vacillations of the petty bourgeoisie, for only
work of this nature can guarantee real advance on the part
of the whole revolutionary people;

“(2) this calls for many-sided activity within the Soviets
of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, for work aimed at in
creasing the number of these Soviets, consolidating their
power, and welding together our Party’s proletarian inter-
nationalist groups in the Soviets;

“(3) we must organise our Social-Democratic forces more
effectively, so as to be able to direct the new wave of the
revolutionary movement under the banner of revolutionary
Social-Democracy.”

This is the sum and substance of our policy. The whole
petty bourgeoisie is now wavering and trying to conceal
this wavering behind the empty phrase about revolutionary
democracy. We must contrapose these waverings with a
proletarian line. The counter-revolutionaries wish to frus-
trate it by premature action. Our task is to increase the num-
ber of Soviets, to reinforce them and to consolidate the unity
of our Party.

The Moscow comrades have added to Point 3 the demand
for control. This control is represented by Chkheidze, Stek-
lov, Tsereteli, and other leaders of the petty-bourgeois
bloc. Control without power is an empty phrase. How can I
control Britain? To control her, you would have to seize
her fleet. I can understand the uneducated mass of workers
and soldiers naively and unconsciously believing in control.
You only have to think about the fundamental aspects of
control, however, to realise that such a belief is a departure
from the basic principles of the class struggle. What is
control? If I write a paper, or a resolution, they will write
a counter-resolution. To control, you must have power.
If the broad mass of the petty-bourgeois bloc do not under-
stand this, we must have the patience to explain it to them,
but under no circumstances must we tell them a lie. If,
however, I obscure this fundamental condition by speaking
of control, then I am guilty of telling a lie and am playing
into the hands of the capitalists and the imperialists.
“You’re welcome to your control, but we’ll have the guns.
Enjoy your control,” they say. They know that at the moment
the people cannot be denied their demand. Control without
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power is an empty petty-bourgeois phrase that hampers
the progress of the Russian revolution. That is why I object
to the Moscow comrades’ third point.

As for this peculiar interlocking of two powers, in which
the Provisional Government, lacking power, guns, soldiers,
and the armed mass of people, leans on the Soviets that are
relying so far on promises and are carrying out a policy of
upholding those promises, if you want to play this game,
you are doomed to failure. Our task is to keep out of this
game. We shall carry on our work of explaining to the prole-
tariat the unsoundness of this policy, and events, at every
turn, will prove the correctness of our position. So far we
are in the minority; the masses still do not believe us. We can
wait; they will side with us when the government shows its
face. The government’s vacillations may repel them and they
will swing over to our side; and then, taking into considera-
tion the balance of forces, we shall say: Our time has come.

I now pass on to the question of the war. This question
actually united us when we came out against the loan, the
attitude towards which showed immediately and clearly the
alignment of political forces. As Rech has stated, everybody,
except Yedinstvo, is wavering; the entire petty bourgeoisie
is for the loan—with reservations. The capitalists make a
wry face and pocket the resolution with a smile, saying:
“You may do the talking, but we shall do the acting.” All
those now voting for the loan are known as social-chauvin-
ists the world over.

I shall now proceed to read the resolution on the war.
It is in three parts: (1) a characterisation of the war from
the point of view of its class significance; (2) the revolu-
tionary defencism of the masses, something that cannot be
found in any other country; (3) how to end the war.

Many of us, myself included, have had occasion to address
the people, particularly the soldiers, and it seems to me that
when everything is explained to them from the class point
of view, there is one thing in our stand on which they are
most unclear, namely, in what way we intend to end the war,
in what way we think it possible to stop it. The masses are
in a maze of misunderstanding, there is complete ignorance
about our stand; that is why we must express ourselves most
clearly on this.
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(Reads the draft resolution on the war.)

“The present war is, on the part of both groups of the
belligerent powers, an imperialist war, i.e., one waged by
the capitalists for world domination, for division of the cap-
italists’ spoils, for profitable markets for finance and bank-
ing capital, and for the subjugation of the weaker nation-
alities.

“The transfer of state power in Russia from Nicholas II
to the government of Guchkov, Lvov, and others, to the gov-
ernment of the landowners and capitalists, did not and
could not alter the class character and meaning of the war
as far as Russia is concerned.

“The fact that the new government is carrying on the
same imperialist war, i.e., an aggressive war of conquest,
became glaringly apparent when the government not only
failed to publish the secret treaties between ex-Tsar Nicho-
las IT and the capitalist governments of Britain, France,
etc., but even formally confirmed these treaties. This was
done without consulting the will of the people and with the
express purpose of deceiving them, for it is well known that
the secret treaties concluded by the ex-tsar are outrageously
predatory treaties that give the Russian capitalists a free
hand to rob China, Persia, Turkey, Austria, etc.

“For this reason no proletarian party that does not wish
to break completely with internationalism, i.e., with the
fraternal solidarity of the workers of all countries in their
struggle against the yoke of Capital, can support the present
war, or the present government, or its loans, no matter in
what glowing terms these loans may be described.

“Nor can any trust