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Preface

This book continues the analysis of Building the Old Bolsheviks, 1881-1903, and traces the complex and
contradictory history of revolutionary socialist organisations in the Russian empire from 1904 to 1905, and early
1906,, but it focuses on the factional struggle in the All-Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (RSDRP). It aims to
answer four main questions. Why were the RSDRP in Russia and abroad unprepared for the events of 1904? Why
were they both taken by surprise by Bloody Sunday in January 1905? Why did they take so long to catch up with
events? Why was the Moscow rising defeated?

Building the Old Bolsheviks demonstrated that the RSDRP organisations at home and abroad were dominated
by intelligenty. A male intelligent and female intelligentka had a secondary education, and many had a higher
education. A praktik was a practical underground worker, and though some were intelligenty and intelligentki, most
praktiki and rabochy-intelligenty (worker intellectuals) had a primary education at best. Some intelligenty (a
category which includes both males and females) appeared in Building the Old Bolsheviks, so most of the
information about their activities up to the end of 1903 will not be repeated here. Others will appear in this book,
often with the barest biographical detail; and many will disappear into emigration, prison, deportation or exile,
often without trial; and since it often reached 50 below in Yakutsk in north eastern Siberia, where many Jewish
gosudarstvennyye prestupniki (state criminals) were sent, it was often a death sentence. Survivors will often
reappear after they escaped, completed their sentences or returned from emigration, and while some gave up the
struggle, and others focused on winning small reforms, a minority risked working underground again.

The names of a few of the intelligenty who joined the RSDRP before 1904 are often the only ones known to most
Anglophones and Francophones, and Building the Old Bolsheviks demonstrated that almost all of them came from
comfortably-off or wealthy families. Some became émigrés, though many of those who stayed in Russia died in
prison or exile, or were killed during the 1905 and 1917 revolutions, the civil war of 1918-1921, the purges of the
later 1930s or the war of 1939-1945. | have tried not to let the comparatively rich sources for the usual intelligenty
suspects dominate my account, yet archivists, editors and publishers in the Stalinist era were able to control which
surviving autobiographies and biographies, or which parts of them, were made available for translation. For
example, even the works of ‘Lenin’ remain incomplete and chronologically jumbled. Dozens of works by ‘Trotsky’
have appeared, yet his autobiography ignores praktiki and mentions key intelligenty like Leonid Krasin (‘Nikitich’)
and Alexandr Malinovsky (‘Bogdanov’), the other two members of the early troika with ‘Lenin’, only in passing.
Some of Malinovsky’s works have been translated into English in recent years, though few by luly Tsederbaum and
other male Menshevik intelligenty, and fewer by Nadezhda Krupskaya and other Bolshevik and Menshevik
intelligentki. Hardly any western academics or revolutionaries have translated full-length autobiographies or
biographies of praktiki or rabochy-intelligenty, though they sometimes translate sentences and phrases that suit
their ideological perspective. It is unclear how many of these translated autobiographies and biographies were
based on original manuscripts, and, if they were, whether they survive and whether the translations have been
carefully checked recently. Consequently, a huge amount of translation work remains to be done; but before that
can happen Westerners who know Russian and write about the early Bolsheviks, Mensheviks and other social
democrats (SDs) will have to challenge their conservative craft attitude and their self-appointed status as
gatekeepers.

Another difficulty is that almost no western academics who know Russian have had any practical involvement
in a revolutionary organisation, and the few revolutionaries who know Russian have just as ‘top down’ a
perspective. They all tend to focus on a handful of well-known intelligenty and intelligentki and marginalise most
others, though this book will challenge the haters of the devils ‘Trotsky’, ‘Lenin’ and ‘Stalin’, and the worshippers
of saints Lev, Vladimir and Joseb. To avoid the bewildering multiplicity of klitchki (underground pseudonyms), this
book uses transliterations of their given and family names whenever possible. For example, Joseb Jughashvili did
not sign himself ‘Stalin’ in print until late 1912. Late in 1902 Krupskaya greeted Lev Bronstein as ‘Piero’ in London,
though he had reportedly used the passport of an Irkutsk man called Trotsky when he escaped from Siberia. In
summer 1901 a letter from ‘Lenin’ arrived at the Iskra press in Munich, though nobody realised it was Vladimir
UlyanoV’s klitchka, though he had at least 160 other klitchki before and after that.

This book is implicitly critical of western writers about Russia, though | have not engaged with academic or
sectarian squabbles. None of the thousand or more works | have read are 100 percent reliable, so | use terms such
as ‘according to’ and ‘reportedly’ to indicate my many misgivings; and while | include some information from the
internet, for want of anything better, it comes with the usual health warning.
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The reader does not need to be able to read Russian, or what Anglophones call Belarussian, Estonian, Finnish,
Georgian, German, Latvian, Lithuanian, Polish, Ukrainian, Yiddish or any of the 170 or so other languages spoken in
the Russian empire, or to have a detailed knowledge of Russian geography, history or culture; but since the tsar
and his ministers sought to ‘Russify’ the names of cities in subject nations, this book uses the names favoured by
the majority of their inhabitants. The capital of what Anglophones know as Finland was Helsinki, not Helsinki or
Helsingfors, that of Estonia was Tallinn, not Reval, that of Latvia was Riga, not Riga, that of Lithuania was Vilnius,
not Vilna or Vilno, that of Poland was Warszawa, not Warsaw, that of Ukraine was Kyiv, not Kiev, that of Georgia
was Thilisi, not Tiflis, and that of Azerbaijan was Baki, not Baku.

This book travels across much of Western Europe, following the political refugees who relied on the few states
that would take them in. The Finnish authorities resisted Russian attempts to extradite political suspects as long as
they could, and British law stipulated that ‘fugitives’ should ‘never be surrendered for extradition if their crimes
were of a political character’, though the 1905 Aliens Act tightened the rules. The Swiss authorities resisted
deporting foreigners charged with a political crime, and the French authorities also gave limited sanctuary to
political refugees.

This book uses the Russian calendar, which was 12 days behind the Western calendar until 1900, then 13 days
behind until 1918, though it gives both dates where there is potential confusion; and it converts Russian weights,
measurements and distances to metric quantities, to make them intelligible to western readers.

Revolutionary socialists have often asserted that revolutions come from ‘below’, though hardly any western
writers have seriously considered the possibility that revolutionary socialist workers in Russia, or anywhere else,
are the real leaders most of the time. The author of this book is a retired academic with 25 years’ experience in a
revolutionary socialist organisation, and over 40 years as a trade union activist, and this book is based on Marx’s
premise that ‘the emancipation of the working classes must be conquered by the working classes themselves’. |
have also tried to follow Marx’s mottos: ‘doubt everything’, ‘ignorance never helped anybody’ and ‘go your own
way and let people talk’; and | want to thank Einde O’Callaghan, lan Birchall and Sebastian Budgen very warmly for
their support.



Introduction

Building the Old Bolsheviks argued that after the Russian army’s humiliating defeat in the Crimean War, the
autocracy’s modernisation policies were intended to allow Russia to compete with rival Western European powers,
militarily and economically, though they had important unintended consequences.

The policy of industrialisation came at the expense of the peasantry, yet there was no peasant rising after a
handful of self-appointed social-revolutionary intelligenty organised a tiny group of mainly non-intelligenty
socialist-revolutionaries (SRs) to assassinate the tsar in 1881. The new tsar strengthened Otdeleniye po
Okhraneniyu Obshchestvennoy Bezopasnosti i Poryadka (the Department of Public Safety and Order, or Okhrana),
whose gendarmes (the political police), along with the ordinary police, spies, informers and infiltrators, conducted
in a massive security clamp-down.

The policy of expanding the number of universities and higher technical institutes to train professionals and
administrators for local authorities and industry exposed a cohort of young male intelligenty, mainly from modestly-
off families, to the problem of surviving financially often well away from home, and the repression of students’
mutual aid organisations and peaceful demonstrations by the police and military led to confrontations which
radicalised a tiny minority. Women secondary school graduates were not allowed to take degrees, and the higher
courses for women were few and far between, and most were temporarily or permanently closed; yet a tiny
minority of those who did attend them, or got degrees from foreign universities, were radicalised, and supported
male students’ struggles; and a few later taught workers at legal evening schools.

The policy of expanding primary education was intended to achieve a literate industrial workforce. Many
peasant households had insufficient land to support all their members, and were weighed down by taxes and
redemption payments to the government for their land, and many literate young male and female peasants used
the expanding railway network to travel to the few large urban industrial centres and regions to work in factories,
some of which were technically in advance of many of those in Western Europe, since only the newest were
imported. Industrial workers’ conditions varied from poor to life-threatening, and when police, gendarmes and
troops repressed their economic struggles, they politicised a minority. The policy of punishing the minorities of
radicalised workers and intelligenty in prison, deportation and exile, encouraged contacts between them, yet the
SDs’ ideas were often contradictory, not least because of the continued influence of SR ideas.

The policy of clamping down on the importation of western liberal, SR, reformist socialist and SD literature had
not stopped in the relatively liberal early 1860s. Karl Marx’s Das Kapital Volume | was translated into Russian in
1872, and the censors passed it because they felt that its analysis and conclusions did not apply to overwhelmingly
peasant Russia. More works by Western European liberals, radicals and utopian and revolutionary socialists,
including some by Marx, Friedrich Engels and German SDs, were smuggled in during the 1870s, mainly by Jewish
praktiki in the western provinces of the Pale. They passed them to Jewish SD intelligenty, especially those in Vilnius,
and they supplied some Russian intelligenty in central European Russian cities, particularly those in St. Petersburg.
Most of these works required a knowledge of German or French, so only intelligenty with one or both of those
languages learned some, but by no means all, of the latest western SD ideas. A few taught their incomplete
understanding of those ideas to kruzhki (clandestine study circles) of other intelligenty. After 1881 a tiny handful of
former SR terrorists in Switzerland struggled to apply some SD ideas based on Western European conditions to
Russia. They believed that Marx’s stress on the centrality of workers in the revolutionary process could not yet be
applied directly, since Russia had no sizeable working class or politically-powerful bourgeoisie; and this, together
with the residue of their SR traditions and their uneven access to recent Western European SD literature, led them
to produce a rather mechanical form of ‘Russian Marxism’. Later in the 1880s they formed the Gruppa
Osvobozhdenie Truda (the Emancipation of Labour Group, or GOT), and contacted a tiny kruzhok of St. Petersburg
students who propagandised a few illegal workers’ kruzhki. GOT publications were smuggled into Russia and
became increasingly influential among SD intelligenty; yet year by year the émigrés’ lack of first-hand knowledge
about the cultural, economic and political consequences of industrialisation, their reliance on liberal Western and
legal Russian newspapers and on information provided by intelligenty correspondents and occasional visitors,
hampered their ability to produce an adequate SD perspective for Russia.

In the early 1890s the Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) adopted the radical reformist Erfurter
Programm, and in the mid-1890s it influenced a tiny number of intelligenty who liaised with a network of skilled
and politicised engineers and a few textile workers in St. Petersburg. It is unclear how much influence the
intelligenty’s propaganda and agitation had on the mass strikes in the city, and in a few other major industrial
centres, in 1896 and in 1897, let alone in the Pale, where there were no large-scale industries anywhere but Poland;



yet in 1897 Jewish SD intelligenty organised X701 |IN ['7'19 YD |'N T212 QWDYIIN WWITH qW1MNMVAYY, (the General
Jewish Workers’ Union in Russia and Poland, or Bund). In 1898 a handful of Bundist intelligenty played a decisive
part in founding Rossyskaya Sotsial-Demokraticheskaya Partya, (the All-Russian Social-Democratic Party), along
with an even tinier number of self-appointed Russian SD intelligenty, though most were soon imprisoned. The two
survivors arbitrarily changed the RSDP’s name to Rossyskaya Sotsial-Demokraticheskaya Rabochaya Partya (the All-
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, or RSDRP), and allowed a rightward moving ‘legal Marxist’ — who accepted
a few of Marx’s ideas, but rejected others, and evidently took no part in illegal activity - to write its programme,
which the Bundist intelligenty did not like, though they had copies printed.

Meanwhile, the Okhrana had become increasingly effective, and many SD workers and intelligenty had been
imprisoned, deported or exiled without trial. In 1899 an exiled St. Petersburg SD intelligent in Siberia came up with
the idea that Russia’s working class included both industrial proletarians and ‘semi-proletarian’ peasants. He
planned an émigré ‘centre’ to produce an SD paper for workers to be smuggled into Russia. He was influenced by
the Erfurter Program, though some SPD leaders, and especially full-time party officials and trade union bureaucrats
who had become deputies in the Reichstag (parliament) or a Landtag (a regional assembly), were impressed by the
very modest reforms they had managed to achieve legally, and they had begun to reject key elements of Marx’s
analysis. This ‘revisionism’ fuelled reformism among a few pessimistic émigré Russian SD intelligenty, which they
exported to intelligenty in Russia, who often remained partly hegemonised by some SR ideas and ‘Russian Marxism’.

After a few of the former St. Petersburg SD intelligenty were freed from Siberia, early in 1901, a tiny number
stayed in Russia and monopolised contacts with the émigré ‘centre’ in Switzerland. Between them they organised
a smuggling operation to two army doctors in Russia, serviced by a tiny number of praktiki, to distribute the émigré’s
newspaper Iskra (The Spark). Almost all local RSDRP organisations included no workers, and hardly any allowed
more than one or two rabochy-intelligenty to lead a few basic workers’ kruzhki. Meanwhile, because of tsarist
oppression, many Polish socialist intelligenty had become revolutionary nationalists, and Bundist intelligenty
favoured a federal organisation for the RSDRP.

In 1902 Iskra’s émigré ‘centre’ worked hard to marginalise other émigré RSDRP intelligenty, and exhorted
intelligenty agents in Russia to win, split or duplicate local organisations, by fair means or foul. They aimed to form
an Iskra-dominated organising committee which would ensure the appointment of Iskra delegates to the RSDRP’s
Second Congress, and their rivals used the same methods.

Early in 1903 two émigré SD intelligenty ignored an Iskra agent’s grossly immoral conduct and alienated two of
the paper’s main financiers and other influential émigrés. Hardly any émigrés exhorted agents in Russia to help
workers become Congress delegates, and most evidently made no effort at all, since only three arrived in Geneva,
and there were no intelligenty delegates from several local committees, since the Iskra-dominated organising
committee had decided, in several cases wrongly, that the organisations were inoperative or insufficiently large.
Congress delegates met in Brussels, and then London, where those from SD parties affiliated to the RSDRP, but not
directly associated with the Iskra network, insisted on their federalist or nationalist agendas, but lost the votes, and
after they left the Iskra contingent split on ‘democratic centralism’ - how tightly the RSDRP’s intelligenty émigré
‘centre’ should control the organisation in Russia and what the obligations of members should be. One group which
wanted a tight, centralised structure, led from abroad, won most of the remaining key votes and called themselves
the ‘majority’, while the other group wanted a looser organisation and accepted the name of the ‘minority’.

All the émigré intelligenty relied heavily on liberal Western European and legal Russian newspapers, and a few
intelligenty visitors and letters, for much of their information about Russia. The émigré ‘minority’ intelligenty
controlled Iskra, the leading Party Council, the émigré part of the Central Committee, the funds and many of the
contacts in Russia. Both émigré groups exported their perspectives to a handful of intelligenty in Russia, and by the
end of 1903 the émigrés had hardened into ‘Bolshevik’ and ‘Menshevik’ (‘majoritarian’ and ‘minoritarian’) factions,
just as Russia’s fragile economy and autocracy’s imperialist policy was making it highly vulnerable.
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1. A little, victorious war to stem the tide of revolution

(i) The end of the world-wide slump

During 1903 the Russian finance minister encouraged further industrialisation.! The government invested 265
million rubles in railways,? and guaranteed rail-making firms at least 20 percent profit to encourage inward
investment.? In 12 years it had paid for over 27,000km,* and the network now covered 60,000km.°> During 1903 pig-
iron production accounted for 99 percent of domestic demand,® and half of it - 2.9 million tonnes — was made in
the south,” yet a quarter was unsold at the end of the year.® Production at the privately-owned luzovka works had
halved,® and annual production had fallen from half a million tonnes since 1900.

Most industrial enterprises were privately owned, but many depended on government orders, and 85 plants in
St. Petersburg sold it almost 60 million of their 73 million rubles’ worth of production, though national locomotive
production had fallen from 1,225 to 922 since 1901.%° During 1903 the government encouraged industrial cartels,
and 11 manufacturers controlled the Prodvagon railway wagon cartel,!* while the Prodamenta iron and steel cartel
had raised its prices.?? Foreigners had invested 828 million rubles in Russian industry, making a total of 1.02 billion,
and owned 45 percent of joint-stock capital and 85 percent of investment in the oil industry In Caucasia,** while
almost 25,000 tonnes of coal had been imported at Black Sea ports.!* In three years entrepreneurs had closed
around 3,000 factories, sacked 100,000 workers and slashed the pay of the rest,’> while many had replaced men
with women and children, since they were deemed ‘more stable and tranquil’ and could be paid less.’® The economy
was umbilically linked to the world’s capitalist markets, though the three-year economic slump was ending,’

Factory inspectors’ reports were published for the first time in 17 years, but for 1901, not 1903, and only in
summary.'® They omitted workers in mines, small factories and workshops and on the railways.'® Almost half of the
1.64 million inspected workers were in workforces of over 500,2° while over half a million of the 2.8 million factory,
railway and mineworkers were in workforces of over 1,000. Many plants in major centres were up-to-date,?! but
workers were restive.

During 1903 the inspectors noted 55 strikes,?? involving 1,382 workforces and almost 87,000 workers, for a total
of 445,000 days.” They included 31,000 metalworkers,?* or 26 percent of the national total, and six percent of those
in St. Petersburg,? plus 19,000 textile workers,?® including ten percent of all cotton workers and 21 percent of those
in the capital.?’ Thirty-one percent of strikes ended in victory, 18 percent in compromise and 51 percent in defeat.?®
In reality, at least 2,224 strikes had involved 363,000 inspected and uninspected workers,?® including 200,000 in the
south, and the proportion of strikers that inspectors deemed ‘political’ had risen to 53 percent.®

Officially the justice ministry dealt with 5,590 ‘state criminals’ during 1903, but sent 28 to civic courts.
Gendarmes prosecuted 6,400 on behalf of the tsar,?* and military courts tried 45. Between them they exiled 910 to
Siberia, deported 592 elsewhere and expelled 31 foreigners, while the police held 845 in preliminary detention,
pending trial, 282 in prison and had 1,268 under surveillance.?? In reality there were at 1,755 political suspects in
detention, 4,661 under surveillance, and 1,739 state criminals in prison,3 of whom 60 percent were workers;
while 170 of those convicted had been sent to northern Siberia.®® In reality at least 470 were sent to eastern Siberia,
two-fifths were intelligenty and one-sixth were women. The proportion of nobles charged with political offences
had fallen by two-thirds since the 1880s, while that of the urban bourgeoisie had risen by almost three-quarters,
and those involved in industry and commerce had tripled.*® The government had banned corporal punishment,?’
yet the governor of Ekaterinburg prison in eastern Siberia had had prisoners flogged to death, and very unusually,
he was jailed for three years for torture, embezzlement and forgery.3®

At the end of 1903 a quarter of the empire’s population,* in 23 of the 50 European provinces and one Siberian
province, lived under one form or another of martial law.*° The government had established a rural police force,*
though each policeman was responsible for an average of around 2,600 people. The government had deployed
40,000 strazhniki (guardsmen),** and mobilised 160,000 peasant troops to deal with 427 disturbances,** though
there had been 141 officially-recorded cases of serious peasant unrest.**

The government had recovered 8.5 million of the 259 million rubles it had spent on food and seed-grain for
starving peasants in 1891-1892,% and its annual budget surplus amounted to 500 million rubles, though its foreign
debts totalled around 4.2 billion.*® French banks had invested 6.8 billion francs in Russian industry,*” but stopped
lending to the government, hoping to encourage the tsar to negotiate a peace treaty with Japan,*® yet the tsar had
imperial ambitions in the Far East.



(ii) Rule the East

In 1860 the tsar had called the new navy base on the Sea of Japan at Vladivostok (Rule the East), though the harbour
was iced-up for up to four months a year and enemy warships would be able to blockade the narrow entrance.*” In
1874 the tsar decreed that almost all men had to serve in the armed forces for six years, and though those with
degrees would serve six months less and graduates from gymnasia (elite secondary schools) 18 months less, though
peasants who sought to evade service by cutting off their shooting finger would be sent to a military prison or
punishment battalion. Conscripts received three uniforms, a greatcoat, a knapsack and leather to make their boots,
though they had to bring underwear and soap, and they slept on a straw mattress in a wooden bunk, covered by
their greatcoats. Their daily ration was 1.36 kilos of bread and 0.45 kilos of meat, and they had bread for breakfast,
cabbage soup with meat for their midday meal and porridge made of buckwheat or another cereal for supper. They
could not enter theatres or restaurants, use the front doors of private houses, smoke in public places, ride in trams
or in first or second class railway coaches, and signs at the entrances to parks read ‘DOGS AND SOLDIERS
FORBIDDEN TO ENTER’.*®

In 1875 the government negotiated access to ice-free ports in Korea,*! and acquired the resource-rich Pacific
island of Sakhalin from a reluctant Japanese emperor,>? though Prussian officers were training his army.> The tsar
was assassinated in 1881, but the new tsar approved the construction of 36 battleships in 1882.>% In 1890, when he
visited Japan, he entered a temple strictly forbidden to foreigners, and a samurai hit him hard on the head.>® He
privately described the Japanese as ‘macaques’ (short-tailed monkeys).”® In 1891 he announced the construction
of the Trans-Siberian railway from Moscow to the Pacific coast, mainly for military purposes.’” The army conscripted
less than one percent of peasants each year,*® though from 1883 to 1893 5.34 million were deemed unfit for
service,*® and the tsar died of liver disease caused by alcoholism in 1894.%°

In 1895 the Japanese army defeated the Chinese army and annexed the Liaotung peninsula,’ which included
the ice-free deep-water port of Lishun.®? The tsar subsequently supported a coup against the Japanese-backed
Korean government,® and the Russian, French and German governments made the Japanese return the peninsula
to China.®* The Russian government guaranteed a Chinese loan,% and in 1897 it forced the emperor to lease the
peninsula for 25 years,% and agree to a Russian railway from Chita in eastern Siberia to Vladivostok. The Chinese
Eastern Railway cut 600km from the route,®” and the Russians began an 880km line from Harbin to Liishun, which
they called ‘Port Arthur’. The navy built a dry dock for battleships at Vladivostok,%® and a coaling station for the
Pacific fleet.®® The navy sent an icebreaker, and the tsar approved the construction of eight battleships and several
cruisers and destroyers.”® German troops seized the port of Qingdao, which they called ‘Tsingtao’,”* and forced the
Japanese emperor to grant a 99-year lease. By 1899 Russian steam-powered warships had solved the ice problem
at Vladivostok and others were stationed at Port Arthur.”

In 1900 the Russian army budget was ten times that of the education ministry, and the navy’s was more than
that of the justice ministry and agriculture ministry combined,” but the war ministry had no systematic contact
with other ministries. The army was inferior to those in Western Europe, while the navy’s ‘backward state’ was
‘more marked’. The promotion of officers depended on favouritism and they treated troops cruelly. Their food was
bad, and waste, thefts and embezzlement were common.”® When Chinese peasants attacked the Chinese Eastern
Railway, Russian troops lost control of a large part of the southern section,’” so over 100,000 were sent to relieve
the siege of Harbin, and they occupied three provinces.”® By autumn 170,000 peasant troops controlled the
region,”” but in the seven years to 1901 7.02 million peasant conscripts had been deemed unfit for service.”® In
January 1902 the Japanese emperor signed a treaty which obliged the British government to send troops if any
country joined Russia in declaring war.” The British government told the tsar to withdraw troops from Manchuria,®
and he promised a three-stage withdrawal by the end of the following year, but he strengthened the Pacific fleet.
In five years the Russian government had spent 1.14 billion rubles in the Far East.??

The Russian army budget for 1903 was around 360 million rubles and the navy’s 140 million. The 125,000 troops
in the Far East had around 175 rapid-fire field guns and eight machine guns, though many units lacked telegraphs
and telephones, and some lacked binoculars, telescopes and range-finders. Few generals had seen combat since
1878, and their average age was 70, while half of the corps commanders were in their 60s.2% Senior officers wore
white uniforms and carried sabres, but their maps were out of date and some had ‘blank patches’, while their
intelligence was completely inadequate. Most infantrymen were illiterate and some did not speak Russian. They
had had no proper training and their boots were ‘totally unfitted for their purpose’. They had no up-to-date
equipment, camouflage or mountain guns, and some mortars blew up in their faces,® while the Tula armoury south
of Moscow had only just begun to make machine guns under licence from the British firm of Vickers.®®

In May the tsar ordered the exclusion of all foreign influence from Manchuria and the rapid strengthening of his
Far East forces, and in June the Japanese emperor agreed with his ministers that, if necessary, there would have to
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be a war. The Japanese infantry outnumbered Russia’s by 156 battalions to 100, and their artillery batteries by 106
to 30, though the Russians had 75 cavalry squadrons to Japan’s 54. Most of Japan’s six battleships, ten cruisers, 40
destroyers and 40 smaller warships had been built in Britain, and were of a superior quality to the Russians’, while
their literate Japanese crews had been trained by British officers. Russia’s Pacific fleet varied considerably in quality,
and most sailors were illiterate.?® Japanese warships had better armour, and their guns could fire three times as
much shell by weight, with 15 times as much explosive power.®” The Russians had seven battleships,®® though they
had gone unrepaired, their supplies were insufficient, manoeuvres had not taken place, to avoid wear and tear,?
and they rarely went to sea to train the gunners, to save ammunition. Many admirals were from the days of sail and
had paid little attention to steam technology. Most crews got acquainted with their ships, and often with their
duties, on their first voyage,® and officers had to use lanyard technology, not telescopic sights. New warships fired
their guns below deck only in calm weather, to avoid capsizing, while government money for shells “flowed in a
broad stream into the pockets of contractors and joint-stock companies, Russian as well as foreign’.!

Russian soldiers were not allowed to ride in private or a public carriages, enter a first or second class railway
carriages, sit in theatre stalls or lower than the third row of the balcony, or enter restaurants or cafés, apart from
railway and steamer buffets. On warships they had to live in the bow of a lower deck. Their pay was negligible and
they lived on soup, tea and black bread.®> Around 23,000 were in Russian garrisons, 30,000 were railway frontier
guards and 80,000 were stationed east of Lake Baikal in Western Siberia.>®> The 9,300km Trans-Siberian line had
opened,® and had reportedly cost over a billion rubles;* yet it was single-track and had unusually light rails, sharp
curves and steep gradients,’® and speeds over many sections were limited to 10km an hour.”’

Late in January 1904 the tsar placed parts of the Trans-Siberian line and much of Eastern Siberia and the Far East
and under martial law,* and at least one general understood that the tsar wanted to control Persia, the Bosphorus,
the Dardanelles, Tibet, Manchuria and Korea.®® The interior minister reportedly told a critic that ‘You are not familiar
with Russia’s internal situation. We need a little, victorious war to stem the tide of revolution’.*?° Around five million
Jews, or half the world’s Jewish population, lived in the Russian empire,’®! and Jews and Latvians were among the
first to be mobilised.%? Jews formed four percent of the population, but provided 5.7 percent of conscripts. They
could achieve no higher rank than corporal and the family of a deserter was liable to a 300 ruble fine,'%® yet there
had been unsuccessful attempts to prevent Jews from joining the army.'% In spite of the government’s notorious
anti-semitism, an Odesa Jew had won the support of Jewish bankers in Paris, though a Jewish banker in New York
had helped to raise enough to pay for three or four more Japanese battleships.!%

On 1 February the chief of the Japanese general staff asked the emperor for permission to go to war with Russia.
He agreed on the 5™ and severed diplomatic relations. The St. Petersburg attaché moved to Stockholm, but kept in
touch with his agents in Russia. A Japanese admiral had sent 10 destroyers to Port Arthur, and on the 6™ he sent 30
more, plus six battleships, 10 cruisers, and 40 torpedo boats. They attacked just before midnight on the 8™,1% when
the Russian fleet was at anchor outside the harbour and the vice-admiral was hosting a party onshore. One Russian
battleship capsized, another was badly holed and a third was crippled. Next day the other four suffered severe
damage,'%” at a cost of six Japanese dead and 45 wounded.'® Four Japanese cruisers had gone to the Korean port
of Chemulpo with 3,000 troops, and damaged two Russian warships so badly that their captains scuttled them,®
and the tsar declared war.!°

The Russian government’s annual budget was over three times that of Japan,'!! and it committed 30 percent,
or around two million rubles a day, to the war.''? Japan’s population was around 46.5 million, while Russia’s was
130 million.’®* The Russian army had one million men and 4.5 million reserves, while the Japanese had an army of
150,000 and 900,000 reserves.!'* Theoretically Russia could field 3,000,000 troops, compared to Japan’s 500,000;°
yet the Japanese got 150,000 soldiers to the Korean peninsula in 24 hours and soon had 320,000. There were
reportedly 100,000 Russian troops in the Far East,'® yet the Trans-Siberian line could carry two supply trains,*’
and two troop trains, a day,'!® or around 35,000 troops a month.' Lake Baikal was frozen and troops had to march
160km around it, carrying their equipment,'® so the journey took five weeks. Some conscripts had received less
than ten days’ training, while many reservists did not understand modern tactics,**! and could not fire the new rifles
and cannons.'?2 Some guns at Port Arthur were based on the 1867 model and others were made of brass. The field
artillery was too heavy to move in rough terrain, and officers complained about the lack of shells and machine guns.
In some regiments over half of the men’s boots disintegrated in a fortnight, so they had to patch them with bark.??

On 11 February, in Korea’s Chemulpo Bay, a Russian cruiser and minelayer hit Japanese mines and sank.'?* The
only competent Russian admiral,?> and the former war minister, arrived in Port Arthur; but Japanese warships lured
the fleet onto a minefield and the flagship sank with the loss of 635 men, including the admiral.’?® The autocracy
was militarily, economically and politically vulnerable, yet Russian revolutionaries were in disarray.



(iii) Those who sit and those who are sat upon

The Central Committee (CC) of Vserossiyskaya partiya sotsialistov-revolyutsionerov, (the All-Russian Party of
Socialist- Revolutionaries, or VPSR), had dissociated itself from the assassination of the US president in autumn
1901, and announced that ‘We repudiate terrorism in free countries, but in Russia where despotism excludes all
possibility of an open political movement ... we are compelled to use the force of revolutionary truth against
tyranny’.”*?’ During 1903 there were five police spies in VPSR organisations, but by the end of the year the VPSR
had groups in Saratov in the Volga region, and Kyiv, Odesa and Katerynoslav in Ukraine. Others were developing in
Orel, Kursk, Bryansk, Kherson, Azov and Kishinev, and new ones were being formed in Baki, Thilisi, Astrakhan, Minsk,
Vitebsk, Biatystok and Perm, where they co-operated with Rossyskaya Sotsial-Demokraticheskaya Rabochaya
Partya, (the All-Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, or RSDRP).

The peasants’ union had recruited along the Volga,?® and though Penza police had seized the VPSR press in
autumn,!? the teachers’ union had ‘ties’ (firm links) with the ‘most revolutionary’ peasant ‘Brotherhoods’. The
Saratov province governor reported that poorly paid teachers were vulnerable to revolutionary propaganda and
the Tambov province governor reported that 12 teachers were agitating peasants.’* Police broke up the VPSR
organisation in St. Petersburg,'® but sympathisers, especially Jews who had gone to the USA, sent tens of thousands
of rubles.'® That year the VPSR had issued 395,000 items of printed propaganda,'® though the ‘intransigents’ who
focussed on terror had split away.'®* By early 1904 the governor of Moscow, the brother of the previous tsar, had
recently resigned, but he was targeted by the VPSR combat organisation. On 17 February they blew him up in the
Kremlin, and his fingers were found on a nearby rooftop.*®

Months after the split at its Second Congress, the RSDRP was in disarray, at home and abroad. In Geneva, over
the winter of 1903-1904, the 53-year-old intelligent and former SR terrorist Pavel Axelrod, a co-founder of the
émigré Gruppa Osvobozhdenie Truda, (the Emancipation of Labour Group, or GOT) supported the RSDRP Second
Congress ‘minority’ and claimed that the ‘majority’ intelligenty who controlled the RSDRP’s ‘apparatus’ in Russia
had established ‘section and department chiefs, officials in chancelleries, sergeant majors, non-commissioned
officers, privates’ and ‘guards’.’3® What was needed were self-reliant, independent and responsible leaders who
obeyed without being automata,**” or they risked becoming ‘cannon fodder’.?38 The 33-year-old émigré intelligent
‘majority’ leader, Vladimir Ulyanov, thought it ‘the nastiest muck I’'ve ever had to read in all our party literature’.*®

Karl Kautsky, the 49-year-old leading member of the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands, (the Social-
Democratic Party of Germany, or SPD), had recently argued that Russia was closer to revolution than Germany,
since the autocracy could not rely on the peasantry or the peasant army. Early in 1904 he told Axelrod that Ulyanov
was ‘combining Bonapartist methods with a Nechaevan [terrorist] ruthlessness’, and the ‘majority’ had ‘a
significantly more corruptive and confusing influence’ 2%

During January the 27-year-old ‘majority’ supporter and Russian CC intelligentka Rozalia Zalkind toured
committees, drumming up support for a Third Congress. She became St. Petersburg committee’s organisational
secretary, but made little progress with ‘minority’-inclined workers. The organisation nominally numbered
hundreds, yet work had ground to a halt.'** The rest of the CC opposed a Third Congress,**? and rejected Ulyanov’s
proposal to co-opt two more members, yet they remained dependent on the émigrés, and particularly on Ulyanov.
‘We all implore the Old Man to give up his quarrel and begin work. We are waiting for leaflets, pamphlets, and all
kind of advice’.}#

In Geneva the 30-year-old intelligent and ‘minority’ leader luly Tsederbaum wrote a ‘Short Constitution of the
All-Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party (Maximum Constitution of the ‘Hards’)’ for Iskra.

1. The Party is divided into those who sit and those who are sat upon. Note: Groups and individuals who cannot sit nor
wish to be sat upon are completely abolished.

2. In general, sitters are to sit. As for those who are sat upon, their main function is to be sat upon.

3. Inthe interests of centralism, the sitters shall enjoy varying degrees of trust. As for those who are sat upon, they are
all equal in their rights.

4. Toreward those who have sat, a Council is set up. The latter, though, can also sit independently.

5. This hierarchy is crowned by a Fifth, whose rights of sitting are limited only by the laws of nature.

6. The sitting of the Central Organ [Iskra] is maintained by measures of spiritual reasoning. In any case of resistance by
those who have thus been brought to reason, they are handed over to the Central Committee.

7. Then the Central Committee takes action.

8. Those who are sat upon make contributions to the party treasury both for the expense of sitting and likewise for the
purpose of propaganda.

9. In the fullness of time all party members, sitters and sat upon, will make a revolution. Note: From which obligation



those who have been sufficiently and completely sat upon are exempt. And they still say Russians are unable to
express their thoughts succinctly. Parlez-moi de ¢a! [Tell me about it!].1*

Tsederbaum favoured ‘peace at any price’ between ‘bourgeois Japan’ and the Russian autocracy, and wanted
neither to win.!* ‘We are international socialists, and therefore any political alliance of the socialists of our country
with any class state whatever, we regard as betrayal of the cause of revolution’. He believed that many RSDRP
intelligenty in Russia supported the ‘minority’, and wanted them to ‘exert political pressure on this or that political
group which happens to clash with the autocracy in order to arouse it to a more energetic assertion of progressive
demands or to push it along the road of a more radical and more democratic process’. The revolution ‘existed
already potentially in the thoughts and feelings of the broad masses of the people’ and required ‘only an outlet’.

[We] must concern ourselves with the arming of the masses moving towards the uprising, but we must not forget that
underground organisations can do very little in this respect. None of their efforts will have much meaning if they are
incapable of arming the people with one irreplaceable weapon — the burning necessity of attacking the autocracy and of
arming itself for that. That is where we must direct our energies — towards a propaganda among the masses of self-arming
for the aims of the uprising.

The RSDRP had ‘not so much to “organise”” a revolution as ‘unleash’ one,'*® though by Western European standards
it was ‘nothing more than an organisation of leaders of the proletarian struggle’, and not of ‘struggling
proletarians’.’*’ Tsederbaum denounced the ‘state of siege’ in the RSDRP in a pamphlet which he had printed by a
private firm in Geneva on 6 February;* and other émigré RSDRP intelligent largely agreed.

Vladimir Makhnovets had joined the RSDRP in 1898. Early in 1904, in Geneva, the 31-year-old supported the
‘majority’ and criticised the ‘minority’ programme because it spoke ‘only about material conditions’, and saw
proletarians as ‘individual mute tools and implements’ in a ‘giant machine’. ‘Consciousness within the movement
of the proletariat’ was ‘the essential precondition of social revolution’, and ‘the condition of the working-class can
improve even while capitalism still exists’, so SDs should be ‘as interested as trade unionists’ in winning ‘the
maximum of what this system can give them’. He feared a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ would become ‘a
dictatorship of the revolutionary government over the proletariat’, and oppositionist SDs would be branded ‘not
truly proletarian’ and ‘not conscious’ by an ‘enlightened despotism’. He argued that the idea of the 47-year-old
former SR terrorist, Georgi Plekhanov, a co-founder of the GOT, ‘salus revolutiae suprema lex ist’, meant ‘the end
justifies the means’ and led to terrorism, but the proletariat needed ‘a broadly democratic organisation of power’
and ‘a guarantee of non-intervention’ in ‘individual and social freedom’.*#

The wealthy 34-year-old émigré ‘minority’ intelligent Alexandr Potresov later recalled that the ‘majority’ had
lost faith in the people, though they were ‘an excellent instrument on which to play one’s hero symphony’.*>°
Plekhanov found it ‘morally repugnant’ to let 24-year-old ‘minority’ Jewish intelligent Lev Bronstein publish in Iskra,
and threatened to resign, and the other editors excluded Bronstein.'*!

In Munich, late in 1903, almost 2250km from St. Petersburg, the 37-year-old intelligent Israel Helphand had
previously agreed with Bronstein that capitalism’s global development had lessened the political significance of
nation states and was also convinced about the political effectiveness of mass strikes. Helphand generally
supported the ‘minority’, and argued in Iskra that since competition for raw materials and markets would inevitably
lead to a world war, the Russian proletariat would be ‘the avant-garde of the social revolution’ and ‘shake the
political foundations of the capitalist world’. Helphand told Axelrod that ‘The fight against autocracy demands the
unity of all the elements of opposition and the concentration of forces for an immediate political effect’, yet the
‘minority’-dominated émigré CC had lost direct contact with Russian workers and was like ‘a motor without a fly-
wheel’, so Iskra should co-opt Ulyanov.'®? Early in 1904 Helphand noted in Iskra that it was easier to get goods to
New York than troops and munitions to Port Arthur, and foreign bankers required Russian victories before making
further loans. He foresaw a ‘government of workers’ democracy’ in Russia, led by SDs.’>® He edited the RSDRP
journal Zarya (Dawn), which targeted ‘proletarian-sectarians’ persecuted by the Orthodox Church, and used
language they understood, calling capitalism ‘the devil’.>* Another émigré attacked Tsederbaum.

Petr Krasikov was born into a teacher’s family in the city of Krasnoyarsk, central Siberia, in 1870. In 1892 he
contacted the GOT in Switzerland, and was expelled from St. Petersburg University for revolutionary activity in 1893
and deported to Krasnoyarsk in 1894. He met Ulyanov in 1897, and by 1900 Krasikov was an RSDRP member and
an Iskra agent in Pskov, 300km south west of St. Petersburg, near the Estonian border. By 1902 he was a member
of the Second Congress organising committee, became a delegate, and was vice-chair at the Congress in summer
1903. By early 1904 he was a ‘majority’ supporter, and a member of the Russian CC’s northern bureau,* but left



for Geneva,'®® where he published a pamphlet at the RSDRP press at 27 Rue de la Coulouvrenéire, and called
Tsederbaum’s perspective a ‘step towards opportunism’.*>” Ulyanov’s writings attracted an intelligent to Geneva.

Nikolai Volsky was born into a family of Lithuanian heritage in Morshansk, Tambov province, central Russia, in
1879. He entered St. Petersburg Polytechnic in the 1890s, joined SR kruzhki and read works by Marx. Volsky was
deported to Ufa in western Siberia for two years in 1898, and after he completed his sentence he attended Kyiv
Polytechnic and resumed revolutionary activity. He read Kapital, and works by Plekhanov, the Zurich University
professor Richard Avenarius and the Prague University professor Ernst Mach, and in 1902 he admired Ulyanov’s
pseudonymous pamphlet, Chto delat? (What Is To Be Done?) When Volsky attended a demonstration he received
a near-fatal head wound, and was subsequently arrested several times.'>® In 1903, at another demonstration, police
beat him and put him in prison. On his release, late that year, he met the 31-year-old RSDRP ‘majority’ intelligent
Gleb Krzhizhanovsky, who feared Volsky would be re-arrested; so he gave him a letter written in invisible ink for
Ulyanov, to be sewn into his coat hem, and sent him to Geneva via Austrian-controlled Galicia.

Early in 1904, in Geneva, Volsky argued with Plekhanov, and especially with Ulyanov, who was adamant that
Marx and Engels had ‘mapped out and said everything that needs to be said. If Marxism needs further development,
then this can be done only in the direction indicated by its founders. Nothing in Marxism is subject to revision.
There is only one answer to revisionism: smash its face in!’ Volsky was alarmed at his ‘savage intolerance’ and his
control of an organisation that evidently ‘implicitly obeyed’ him ‘in everything’. Ulyanov thought Mach and
Avenarius were ‘worthless, confused, and idealistic’, though Volsky later recalled that Ulyanov’s ‘shallow and
puerile’ notes ‘reeked of primitive and vulgar materialism of the most naive kind’. He showed ‘no knowledge of any
of the problems concerned’, or of philosophy, and had no clarity about how we know what we know; and when
Volsky accused him of not recognising the materialist assumptions of a book by ‘Bogdanov’, Ulyanov retorted that
‘A man who builds his philosophy on sensation alone is beyond hope. He should be put away in a lunatic asylum’.
‘Being a Marxist does not mean learning Marxist formulae by heart. A parrot can do that’.**®

After the RSDRP Party Council in Geneva refused to support a Third Congress,'® Krzhizhanovsky offered his
resignation from the Russian CC, but Ulyanov told the 31-year-old CC ‘majority’ intelligent Fridrik Lengnik to refuse
it, and drafted a letter for him to send to Plekhanov, who had now joined the ‘minority’ and chaired Party Council.
The letter complained about the appointment of the typographer Joseph Blumenfeld, who was in his late thirties
and ‘minority’ supporter, as Party Council secretary, because he did not ‘observe the rules of secrecy’. Days later
Ulyanov drafted a letter for Lengnik to complain to the Russian CC about Party Council.

The three members passed resolutions legitimising (!) the editorial board’s sending out its representatives separately from
the [émigré] CC, and instructing the CC to give the editorial board literature in the amount required for distribution (!). That
means giving it them for their own transportation and delivery, for they now send out one ‘agent’ after another, who refuse
to execute commissions for the Central Committee.

If there was no Third Congress, then either the émigré CC should resign, or Ulyanov and Lengnik would do so
unilaterally, because the Iskra editors were pushing the CC ‘towards bankruptcy’.’®* Ulyanov noted that Russian
merchants and the millionaire-industrialists thought it was ‘necessary to secure new marketing outlets for their
goods and new ports in an unrestricted ice-free sea for the development of Russian trade’;*®? though he focussed
on recruiting intelligenty.

Martyn Mandelshtam was born in 1872. He joined SR kruzhki in Moscow in 1891, and helped to found the
intelligenty-led ‘workers’ union” in 1893, but was arrested in 1895. Since he was a Jew he was exiled to Verkhoyansk
in north east Siberia in 1897; but in 1902 he joined Saratov RSDRP committee and then emigrated in 1903. He
attended the Second Congress, supported the ‘majority’ and by 1904 he was a émigré CC agent in Geneva.'®?

The intelligentka Lidia Knipovich had been an SR until she became an SD in 1896, and by early 1904 the 48-year-
old was a ‘majority’ supporter in Russia. Nadezhda Krupskaya, who had met Ulyanov in St. Petersburg and married
him in exile, was now 35, sent Knipovich a letter from Geneva to tell her that Iskra was ‘changing its line’.

[1]t turns out (!) that the editors were never in agreement with What Is To Be Done? and that the views there expressed are
not the views of Iskra, but only those of Lenin ... If that be the case, why did they maintain silence all this time — what right
had they to be silent? Trotsky’s [Bronstein’s] report (something absolutely absurd) and the minutes of the [émigré RSDRP]
League have come out. Lenin and Lenin’s ideas are being slandered on all sides.

The Minority are waiting for a coup d’état — they say with open cynicism that they are ‘waiting for the first break in the
ranks’.

Krupskaya evidently believed that ‘majority’ supporters in Russia were vulnerable to arrest and more became
Amiorac 164
émigrés.
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Panteleimon Lepeshinsky had been an SR, then became an SD in St. Petersburg, but was exiled to Siberia and
married Olga Protopopova. By 1903 Lepeshinskaya studied at Geneva University, and Lepeshinsky escaped to join
her late that year. By 1904 they were both in their mid-thirties and were ‘majority’ supporters,'®> though the
intelligenty in Russia were still in disarray.

(iv) Down with the Autocracy!

During 1903 the RSDRP émigré intelligenty had supplied study guides and propagandists to smaller Russian
committees. Virtually all their members were intelligenty, and usually included a secretary-organiser, a treasurer,
a press manager, who was isolated to minimise the risk of infiltration, a propagandist, who was well-versed in
Marxist theory and led workers’ kruzhki, a main public speaker, a librarian, and someone responsible for reporting
to the émigrés. In large committees there were often subcommittees for finance, activity in legal trades unions and
co-operatives, producing false passports, finding safe rooms, writing and printing a local paper and leaflets. These
posts were rotated every three months or so, when possible, and committees could co-opt. Printing took most of
their funds, but while full-timers usually had to move after six months, to avoid arrest, their wages took most of
the rest, so this left little to support comrades in jail and their dependents. A ‘college’ of propagandists wrote syllabi
and acquired literature for workers’ kruzhki, which were formed by age, sex, occupation, or by education or political
experience. Basic kruzhki of six to 15 usually came from several workplaces for training in socialist theory, and read
translations of pamphlets by Marx and Engels, illegal socialist papers and the RSDRP programme, reinforced by
lectures and discussions. They met weekly, if possible, and more regularly in winter, and leaders fed selected
graduates into kruzhki ‘of the middle type’, which studied the development of socialism, while ‘higher circles’ read
works by Ulyanov, Plekhanov, Kautsky and Charles Darwin. Members of these kruzhki led seminars and gave
reports, and the other members and the leader criticised them. Graduates were regarded as rabochy-intelligenty
(worker intellectuals); but only if intelligenty were unavailable were they allowed to lead basic kruzhki.'®®

In the Donbass region of Ukraine, in autumn 1903, a luzovka SD leaflet had demanded a constituent assembly
and included the slogan, ‘Down with the Autocracy’. The 51-year-old worker Petr Moiseenko recalled ‘little
difference’ between supporters of the rival Second Congress groupings, and though recent recruit called Bondareva
led workers’ kruzhki which discussed the RSDRP programme and the SPD’s Erfurter Programm, she later
acknowledged that she understood neither, and she first heard about the Second Congress in jail, early in 1904.%%”
The Donetsk mineworkers’ union and Kyiv’'s RSDRP committee had called for the reinstatement of the former Iskra
editors who had not been re-elected at the Second Congress, and Kharkiv committee declared its full solidarity with
Iskra. So did the St. Petersburg, Moscow, Tula, Tver and Northern committees; though Saratov, Orlov, mid-Urals,
Tomsk, Odesa, Katerynoslav committees, and the ‘majority’-controlled Caucasian joint committee, supported all
the Second Congress decisions and hoped for unity between the ‘majority’ and the ‘minority’.18

There were reportedly 3,250 SDs in Russia,'®® and though most members were workers, the small number of
leading intelligenty were split, and several ‘majority’ supporters left Geneva for Russia. Mandelshtam went to Berlin
to contact the SPD, Nikolai Bauman, who was 30, went to Moscow to try to establish ‘majority’ control of the
Russian CC, Vladimir Bobrovsky, who was 30, went to work with the Caucasian joint committee, and Meir Wallach,
who was 27, went to the German-Russian border to contact smugglers and organise the transport of literature to
‘majority’-controlled organisations in Russia and help comrades cross both ways.'”® He considered himself an ‘agent
of the Central Committee for the Northwestern Region’,’* and found that the 50 RSDRP workers in the major textile
centre of Ivanovo in the industrial region around Moscow were ‘quite miserable’ and had insufficient literature.'’?
After the 44-year-old former St. Petersburg weaver and ‘majority’ rabochy-intelligent Fyodor Afanasev was released
under surveillance, he went to Ivanovo, and, very unusually, he became an RSDRP committee secretary,’’”® and a
member of the Russian CC’s regional centre.’* He and Wallach formed 12 workers’ kruzhki and linked them
together,'”> and the émigré ‘Majority’ intelligenty continued recruiting like-minded intelligenty in Russia.

(v) Malinovsky and Lunacharsky

Alexandr Malinovsky was born in the village of Sokolko, Grodno province, in 1873. His mother was from a gentry
family and his father was a schoolteacher.?’® When he became an inspector at a zemstvo (local authority) school in
Tula, around 200km south of Moscow, the boys had access to the library and physics laboratory. Around 1883, after
two younger brothers died, Alexandr stopped believing in god and developed a ‘hatred for everything that destroys
what is understandable, close and dear to us as life’.}”” He attended Yaroslavl gymnasium, 260km north east of
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Moscow, though in 1886 he won a scholarship to Tula gymnasium as a boarder.?”® It felt like ‘a barracks or a prison’,
and its ‘malicious and obtuse authorities’ taught him ‘to hate rulers and deny all authority’;'’° so he read works by
revolutionary democrats,*® and contacted SRs and SDs.*®! In 1892 he was top of his class, so he won the gold medal,
and entered Moscow University, but felt ‘deeply alienated from official Russian society’ and ‘consumed by the quest
for social ideals and aims’. He considered himself an SR, and led the sovet (council) of delegates from illegal
zemliachestva (mutual aid associations). Late in 1894, after the sovet humiliated a professor who had praised the
dead tsar, the police barred Malinovsky from university cities for three years. He returned to Tula, where the
gunsmith Ivan Saveliev persuaded him to lead workers’ kruzhki. By 1896 he considered himself an SD,*¥? and the
young SD intelligent Pavel Skvortsov helped him to lead an arms workers’ kruzhok.'® Malinovsky believed that
intelligenty should write and distribute literature, while workers led practical activity,’®* and he noted that they
tried to ‘connect technical and economic phenomena with the forms of spiritual culture arising out of them’. He
enrolled at Kharkiv University to study psychiatric medicine, but still attended Skvorstov’s Tula kruzhok,®> until it
‘attributed absolute importance’ to morality.'® Late in 1897 he published his kruzhok lectures in Moscow as Krasnii
kurs ekonomicheskoi nauki (A Short Course of Economic Science), as ‘Bogdanov’.*¥” The censors ‘mutilated’ much of
it, '8 but left key arguments alone. He wanted to develop a ‘science of ideas’ to clarify and tackle issues relating to
the subjective factor in history, and argued that ‘Ideological forms arise out of the technical conditions of
production and economic relations’, ‘influence technique and economics’ and ‘assist or lay the path for the
development of production’. Philosophy, art, literature, religion and customs were ‘instruments of organization’
with material effects, though he doubted if a transformed ideological ‘superstructure’ could end exploitation and
alienation unless ‘old authoritarianism’ ended first.'® (Five years earlier Engels had noted privately that he and
Marx believed the ‘superstructure’, or all the other aspects of society, acted on the economic ‘base’.’*)

Ulyanov was an exile in Siberia and he reviewed the book by ‘Bogdanov’ for the liberal St. Petersburg periodical,
Mir bozhy, (God’s World), in 1898.1°! He thought it ‘by far the best’ guide available, since it used ‘only the
terminology’ of ‘historical materialism’ — the term used for Marxism to get around the censors - and his only ‘trivial
and hole-picking’ criticisms were its marginalizing of agrarian capitalism, proletarianisation and urbanisation.’®? He
suspected ‘Bogdanov’ was Plekhanov,'** and was ‘extremely interested’ in reading his next book.'**

In 1899 Malinovsky published a revised edition of his book in St. Petersburg,’® in response to ‘the demands of
our workers for a general world view’. He rejected dialectics, and favoured a universally applicable historical
perspective. He believed human knowledge was selective, incomplete, relative and causal,’®® and rejected
Plekhanov’s ‘Russian Marxism’.*®’ (In Siberia Ulyanov thought the book was ‘very valuable’.)**® Malinovsky joined
the RSDRP,* and in autumn he graduated as a doctor of psychiatry, though he was briefly detained for conducting
‘social propaganda amongst workers’. In spring 1900 he and the midwife Natalia Korsak, who was from a gentry
family and also under surveillance, went to Kaluga, 120km south west of Moscow, and married.?® In autumn
Malinovsky and the 24-year-old former Kyiv SD intelligent Anatoly Lunacharsky became ‘close friends, since our
philosophic ideas were very similar’. They ‘found mutual enrichment in each other’ and in SD intelligenty kruzhki,?*
though late that year Malinovsky was deported to Vologda province, around 460km north of Moscow, under
surveillance, for three years. Early in 1901,2°2 he met the 26-year-old Kyiv intelligent Nikolai Berdyaev, who had
been arrested after the RSDRP Second Congress, and had been deported for three years. He was now a Christian
Socialist,?®® but was unsure whether Christianity should become revolutionary or Marxism should become a
religion.2’* He found Malinovsky ‘extremely sincere and utterly devoted to his ideas’, though he was ‘constantly
engaged in finicky and sterile sophistry’, while Malinovsky saw Berdyaev’s idealist tendencies as a ‘psychological
abnormality’.2%> In spring Malinovsky wrote to the Iskra editors Geneva.?*® He offered to write ‘for broad layers of
the urban population’, and enclosed sample material, and though Ulyanov wanted to alter it, he backed off after
Malinovsky threatened to offer it to other socialists.?’” Ulyanov begged him not to insist on ‘tactless and
inappropriate remarks’ about the ‘dictatorship by one member of the committee’, but urged the 27-year-old
‘majority’ intelligent Vladimir Bonch-Bruevich to ‘accelerate the appearance’ of Malinovsky’s article in Geneva.?%®

Malinovsky published Poznanie s istoricheskoi tochki zrenoya (Cognition from an Historical Point of View) in St.
Petersburg. He saw knowledge as a biological, psychic and social phenomenon, adopted the term ‘empiriocriticism’
- Avenarius’ term for favouring direct experience and jettisoning metaphysics - and referred to Mach, who wanted
to eliminate metaphysics in favour of a ‘monist’ perspective - a single source for all things - and believed that the
ego ‘must be given up’ in favour of the collective.??” Malinovsky’s book was a direct challenge to the 35-year-old
‘legal Marxist’ academic, who he called not comrade, but ‘Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’.?*

In summer Lunacharsky was deported to Totma, 670km north east of Moscow, and put under surveillance,
though he propagandised workers. Early in 1902 the police dropped the charges against him, and at Malinovsky’s
prompting, he returned to Vologda, met former Kyiv comrades and lived with Malinovsky and his wife and his sister
Anna Malinovskaya.?!* Lunacharsky published a book on ‘positive aesthetics’, aiming to combine empiriocriticism

8



and Marx, and emphasised the biological and physiological bases of aesthetic sensitivity.?!2 Malinovsky had become
a zemstvo mental hospital doctor,?'® and edited articles arguing against idealism.?'* He quoted Mark on ‘base’ and
‘superstructure’, and found his ‘historical monism’ ‘basically true’, though Marx ‘no longer fully satisfied’ him, since
‘In their struggle for existence men can unite only with the help of consciousness’, and ‘social life in all its
manifestations is a consciously psychical life’, so ‘Social being and social consciousness are, in the exact meaning of
these terms, identical’**> He argued that the basic social unit was the ‘thinking individual’,?*® and that society
spontaneously eliminated its internal contradictions and strengthened harmonious relations, so an ‘analysis of
cooperative relations between social groups’ would provide ‘the basis for a study of general forms of knowledge’
and ‘an analysis of cooperation within individual groups’ would provide ‘the basis for the study of special ideological
tendencies’.?' Late that year he and Lunacharsky wrote to the Iskra editors, who were 2,700km from St. Petersburg
in London.?*® Ulyanov was pleased, and though Krupskaya complained about their lax security, the émigrés needed
money, letters and literature.??® Bronstein told Ulyanov that he was ‘much impressed” with ‘Bogdanov’ and his
attempt to create a philosophical system which ‘combined Marxism with the theory of knowledge put forward by
Mach and Avenarius’, though Ulyanov had reservations. ‘Il am not a philosopher,’ he said, with a slightly timorous
expression, ‘but Plekhanov denounces Bogdanov’s philosophy as a disguised form of idealism’.?%°

Early in 1903 Malinovsky and his wife went to live on her brother’s estate in Orel province.??! Lunacharsky had
married Anna Malinovskaya, but though they were forced to move to Totma, 210km north east of Vologda, he
propagandised students and staff at the teacher-training college.?”? He had assumed that the Iskra editors were
‘indissolubly fused’, so that summer, when news of the split at the RSDRP Second Congress arrived, it came ‘like a
bolt from the blue’. Malinovsky concluded that the émigré ‘aristocrats’ had ‘refused to realize that we were now a
real party’, but ‘what counted above all was the collective will of those who were doing the practical work in
Russia’.??3 His exile ended, but he remained under surveillance. He and his wife moved to Tver, 180km north west
of Moscow,??* and he contacted Moskovskaya literaturnaya sreda (the Literary Wednesday Group, which had been
founded in 1899, and included radicals like the famous writer ‘Maxim Gorky’. Alexey Peshkov’s pseudonym had
stuck).??> Malinovsky had contact with the Moscow RSDRP committee,??® and a wealthy publisher financed the legal
unaligned journal, Pravda (Truth),?*” which Malinovsky edited,??® and he also published Empiriomonizm: Stati po
Filosofii (Empiriomonism: Articles on Philosophy) as ‘Bogdanov’.??® For him, ‘Man’ was ‘a definite complex of
“immediate experiences”.’ ‘Insofar as the data of experience appear in dependence upon the state of a particular
nervous system, they form the psychical world of that particular person; insofar as the data of experience are taken
outside of such a dependence, we have before us the physical world.’

The basis of objectivity must lie in the sphere of collective experience. We term these data of experience objective which
have the same vital meaning for us and for other people, those data upon which we not only construct our activities without
contradiction, but upon which, we are convinced, other people must also base themselves in order to avoid contradiction.
The objective character of the physical world consists in the fact that it exists not for me personally, but for everybody, and
has a definite meaning for everybody, the same, | am convinced, as for me. The objectivity of the physical series is its
universal significance.

In the ‘last analysis’ this ‘universal significance’ was ‘established by the mutual verification and co-ordination of the
utterances of various people’, yet while ‘the physical world’ was ‘socially co-ordinated, socially-harmonised’ as
‘socially-organised experience’, ‘objective experience’ contained contradictions.

Sprites and hobgoblins may exist in the sphere of social experience of a given people or of a given group of people — for
example, the peasantry; but they need not therefore be included under socially-organised or objective experience, for they
do not harmonise with the rest of collective experience and do not fit in with the organising forms, for example, with the
chain of causality.

He argued that ‘knowledge actively harmonises experience, eliminating its infinite contradictions, creating for it
universal organising forms, replacing the primeval chaotic world of elements by a derivative, ordered world of
relations’.?®® He questioned ‘orthodox’ materialism, and particularly Plekhanov’s version, since ‘ideology’ and
‘culture’ were intimately related, and alongside political and economic revolutions, Russia needed a cultural
revolution. Science required an understanding of how wrong ideas got into people’s heads, and since knowledge
was ‘socialized experience, and language was the means of its socialization’, a science of language was necessary.
The proletariat might be incapable of holding onto political power after a social revolution, or of using it to construct
socialism; so it was necessary to tackle the backward ideas inside proletarians’ heads beforehand, to allow their
creativity and the advances in technology to be released immediately afterwards.?3!



Malinovsky attacked the government’s prosecution of the war, criticised the 34-year-old ‘legal Marxist’
intelligent Petr Struve, denounced bourgeois intelligenty as ‘temporary allies’ of the proletariat in the campaign for
a ‘democratic constitution’, and urged the RSDRP to fight for ‘self-consciousness’. Workers should ‘unite in unions’,
use strikes and ‘any other means’ to improve wages and conditions, and force the government to pass laws that
benefited them. He agreed with Ulyanov that intelligenty had to bring socialist consciousness to workers, and was
sure that the creative potential of energy, technology and state planning could dominate nature after a revolution.
‘A group lives as a whole; there is no individual personality’. ‘I’ was the product of the capitalist division of labour
and authoritarian dualism, so socialists should think and act on the basis of an idea that embraced a ‘whole world
of experience’ and aim for the ‘collectivising of man’.?32 He agreed with Marx that being determined consciousness,
so ‘nothing could reside in the central nervous system, and hence in the mind, in life, that had not been put there
through experience’.?3 He was unsure whether property relations were part of the ‘base’ or ‘superstructure’, and
was concerned that after the ‘base’ changed the ideological ‘remnants’ might cause a ‘cultural lag’ and hinder
revolutionary development. He stressed that since revolutions did not necessarily create new forms of organisation
or ideas from nothing, ‘a new technology and a new ideology’ had to ‘be ready in the productively developed class’
well beforehand.?* He also published Iz psikhology obshchestva: 1. Avtoritarnoe mysheienie (Essays in Social
Psychology: 1. Authoritarian Thinking), in the St. Petersburg periodical, Obrazovanie (Education).?®®

After Lunacharsky’s exile ended in May 1904 he and Lunacharskaya settled in Kyiv.2*® He met Krzhizhanovsky,
joined the RSDRP committee, and blamed the ‘minority’ for the Second Congress split. He contributed to the legal
‘semi-Marxist’ Kievskie otkliki (Kyiv Ekho),® published a ‘popular exposition’ of Avenarius’s Kritik der reinen
Vernunft (Critique of Pure Experience),*® and wrote about a ‘religion’ of socialism. ‘The faith of an active human
being is a faith in mankind of the future; his religion is a combination of the feelings and thoughts which make him
a participant in the life of mankind and a link in that chain which extends up to the superman.’?*

Malinovsky arrived in Geneva in May,?*! and favoured the ‘majority’.?*?> He noted that Ulyanov wrote ‘letters in
minuscule handwriting on small sheets’, and Krupskaya and Mandelshtam copied the most important ones, then
Mandelshtam hid them in his shoe heel, returned to Russia.?*® He gave Lunacharsky Ulyanov’s ‘direct order’ to meet
him,?** and Lunacharsky did not refuse, he delayed his departure.?*> Ulyanov thought Malinovsky ‘capable of
occupying a leading position’,2* so they formed a ‘tacit bloc’ that ‘ruled out philosophy as a neutral field’.?*’

The demand for Iskra was rising in Russia,?*® though it refused to print ‘majority’ articles. The ‘minority’ had
replaced the ‘majority’ supporter, M. Leibovich, Iskra’s forwarding office manager, early that year. Leibovich had
returned to Russia and visited Katerynoslav RSDRP committee.?*® Soon after the police raided the Mykolaiv
committee press and arrested the printers,?*® and Leibovich subsequently joined the committee.?>!

237

(vi) One Step Forward, Two Steps Back

In March 1904 Bonch-Bruevich had negotiated with a co-operative press run by Russian émigrés in Geneva,?*? got
credit from a French company for paper, while Mandelshtam raised money,*3 and they established Izdatelskiy dom
sotsial-demokraticheskoy partiynoy literatury (the Publishing House of Social Democratic Party Literature).®* In
Geneva The Bolshevik intelligenty’s first publications were Doloy bonapartizm (Down With Bonapartism) by the 41-
year-old former SR Mikhail Olminsky,> and Nashi nedorazumeniya (Our Disagreements) by Olminsky and
Malinovsky. They claimed that the Second Congress delegates from 27 organisations had led ‘hundreds, and some
of them thousands of organised workers’, and were ‘in no way passive, non-purposive political neophytes who
allow themselves to be led down any road’. Many were committee members, and ‘many more’ were ‘professional
agitators’ who led ‘city sections and factory organisations’, though in reality only a tiny number of workers had
attended the Second Congress.?*®

In May Ulyanov’s Shag vperyod, dva shaga nazad, Krizis v nashey partii (One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, The
Crisis in Our Party), was printed at 27 Rue de la Coulouvreniere in Geneva as by ‘N. Lenin’.*” He argued that the
‘minority’ had usurped positions to which the ‘majority’ had been elected at the Second Congress and that they
mistakenly believed that peasants were ‘stupid’ and proletarians were ‘incorrigibly backward’ and incapable of
being leaders. The ‘minority’ wanted to allow ‘every professor, every high-school student and “every striker” to
declare himself a member’, while the ‘majority’ favoured building ‘downwards’ from a core of professional
revolutionaries. The idea of recruiting ‘unorganised elements’ from the intelligenty was a ‘disorganising idea’, and
confused party and class, since the fundamental struggle in the RSDRP was between ‘bourgeois-intellectual
individualism’ and ‘proletarian organisation and discipline’. He identified four groups of Second Congress delegates:
‘Iskra-ists of the majority’ were ‘consistent revolutionary Social Democrats’: ‘Iskra-ists of the minority’ were ‘minor
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opportunists’; the ‘Marsh’ of ‘indeterminate and unstable groups’ were ‘middling opportunists, and the ‘anti-/skra-
ists” were ‘major opportunists’; but the RSDRP intelligenty did not have to split.
Plekhanov demanded that the émigré CC disown the pamphlet.2®

Imagine that the Central committee recognized by us all possessed the still-debated right of ‘liquidation’. Then this would
happen. Since a Congress is in the offing, the C.C. everywhere ‘liquidates’ the elements with which it is dissatisfied,
everywhere seats its own creatures and, filling all the committees with these creatures, without difficulty guarantees itself
a fully submissive majority at the Congress ... [which] amiably cries ‘Hurrah!’, approves all its successful and unsuccessful
actions, and applauds all its plans and initiatives.
The ‘majority’ had confused a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat with a dictatorship over the proletariat’.?*°
In Paris the 34-year-old SD non-factional intelligent David Goldendakh was a member of the tiny group, Borba
(Struggle),?®® and feared that RSDRP ‘functionaries’ would ‘transform themselves from its servants to dictators’.

Hitherto the committees served the workers; now the workers served the committees. Unconditional obedience is
demanded of everyone: workers are to obey the committees, which in turn obey the Central Committee, and the latter,
under the supervision of the Central Organ [Iskra] — which is counting on working masses who are ready to be subordinated
— prepares, orders, and produces the general uprising.

The danger was that the RSDRP workers in Russia would become ‘an assembly of sheep’.?!

The 26-year-old Russian CC member Vladimir Noskov arrived in Geneva, forbade the dispatch of Ulyanov’s
pamphlet to Russia and threatened that the Russian CC would resign unless he stopped agitating for a Third
Congress.?®? In Iskra Tsederbaum described Ulyanov as a ‘political corpse’,?®® and Plekhanov called him a
‘Bonapartist’.?®* Axelrod argued that Ulyanov’s insistence on ‘centralism’ and ‘discipline’ was ‘Jacobinism’, and a
‘caricature of the bureaucratic-autocratic system of our interior minister’,%®® so there was no place for him in the
RSDRP leadership, and Axelrod encouraged an ‘adjutant’ to convince ‘minority’ supporters going to Russia to train
a kruzhki of workers to lead basic kruzhki with the slogan of ‘Down with deputising for the proletariat!’2®® Ulyanov

rejoined Party Council,?®” as the war went badly for Russia.

(vii) Defeat after defeat

In Manchuria, early in March 1904 the battle of Mukden involved a total of 624,000 Russian and Japanese troops,
the largest ever number up to that point, and after the Russians were defeated, government officials in St.
Petersburg acknowledged that call-ups were impossible in 32 of the 50 European Russian provinces.2®®

In May the London Morning Post’s Maurice Baring arrived in Russia and travelled from Moscow to the Far East
on the Trans-Siberian railway. After 18 days he reached Harbin, where the Russian army had retreated. He was told
that there had been no more than 60,000 troops when the war began, rather than the 100,000 that were needed.
He went to Mukden and then Lyaoyang, north of the Liaotung peninsula. Everyone he met regarded the Morning
Post as ‘by far the most Russophobe newspaper’ in Britain; yet Baring referred to the Russian army as ‘we’.2%°

The US and British governments had financed the Japanese, whose German-trained troops had reached the Yalu
River in Korea, where the Russians lost 2,700 men,?”® often in bayonet charges against artillery.?’! The Japanese
troops who landed near Port Arthur met no resistance and severed the garrison’s land communications.?’? The
Japanese defeated the Russians at Nashau-Kinchau, and in June they defeated them again at Tellisu.?’® The blockade
of Port Arthur and the scuttled Russian warships made it extremely difficult to bring in food for the 45,000 troops
and the civilians, but the garrison commander refused to surrender.?’* Soon after the Japanese navy virtually
annihilated the surviving warships of the Russian Pacific fleet near Vladivostok.

Days later the tsar abolished corporal punishment in the armed forces, ended peasants’ redemption payments
for their land,?’® forgave their 127 million rubles of debt,?’® and cancelled payments after the birth of a male heir.?”’
He also increased the number of places where Jews could live,”® and promised religious tolerance, close
collaboration with zemstva, a relaxation of censorship and the end of deportation for some opposition leaders.?”°
He amnestied 121 of the 646 political deportees in Archangelsk province, permitted public criticism of the
government’s conduct of the war,?° though newspapers that published ‘false information’, ‘fostered disorder’ or
‘provoked the population’s hostility to officials, soldiers or government institutions’, would be fined, suspended or
closed,?®! and he put the Okhrana on high alert.

The Okhrana’s Moscow headquarters had 21 office staff, a doctor, three teachers in the training school, 42
agents for external and internal surveillance and arrests, 62 secret agents, 73 surveillants and 11 specialists in
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opening letters in the post office ‘black cabinet’ .82 The police found an illegal press in the apartment of the RSDRP
‘majority’ intelligent Bauman, and detained him;2® yet railway workers persuaded troops working alongside them
to strike,?®* and a quarter of Moscow district reserve officers failed to report for duty, though only about half had
a legitimate excuse.? By the end of June two percent of conscripts had absconded,®® and the number of reservists
failing to report was rising steadily. Troops were more open to anti-government propaganda, and 97 had been tried
for political offences. In Tambov a reserve cavalry regiment had to be forced onto a train for the front, and there
were similar events in Pskov and Archangelsk, though soldiers broke into Jewish-owned shops and destroyed
property in Magiloti, Kherson and Vitebsk.?®” The army stopped mobilising reservists in large towns and cities, %
and the tsar abolished the police’s power to punish without trial;?®° though the smuggling of Iskra and other socialist
books, newspapers and pamphlets continued, and there was increased RSDRP activity, especially in the south.
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2. We have a new party coming into being

(i) The south

Boris Rozenfeld had been active in the radical student movement in the 1870s,! and a fellow-student was one of
the tsar’s assassins in 1881. Boris, who was Jewish, married an Orthodox Russian,? who had also been active in the
student movement, and Lev was born in 1883, when, very unusually for a Jew, his father was an engine driver in
Moscow. In the early 1890s Boris became the chief engineer in a small factory in Vilnius,® and Lev attended the
gymnasium.* In 1896 Boris got a job in Thilisi in Georgia,® where Lev attended the gymnasium and joined SD kruzhki.®
He read the SD Ferdinand Lassalle’s 1884 Arbeiter-Programm (Workers’ Programme) and other illegal literature,’
and when he graduated in 1901 he was barred from all higher educational institutions, though his father somehow
got him into Moscow University.® He studied law, was active in student politics, wrote revolutionary leaflets, helped
to organise strikes,® and joined the RSDRP.% In spring 1902 he led student demonstrations and was deported to
Thilisi under surveillance.! He led railway workers’ and shoemakers’ kruzhki, then went to study in Paris. He met
Ulyanov, joined the Iskra network,*? though he supported the Second Congress ‘majority’ in 1903. He married Olga
Bronstein,!® Lev’s sister,'* and the couple returned to Tbilisi,*> where he led the RSDRP committee and helped to
organise a railway strike.'® In January 1904 the police prosecuted 32 SDs and exiled 26, but released 24, including
Rozenfeld,’” and another SD intelligent returned.

In 1903 24-year-old Stepan Shahumyan had gone to Switzerland for health reasons. He met Plekhanov and
Ulyanov, attended the RSDRP’s Second Congress in London, and supported the ‘majority’, but was hard up, so he
returned to Thilisi. He taught at a gymnasium, wrote for the RSDRP, led a campaign against ‘minority’ supporters
and Armenian nationalists,*® and the Caucasian joint committee co-opted him early in 1904. The RSDRP press in the
Avlabari district of Thilisi produced leaflets in runs of up to 3,000, and the police were told to look out for
disturbances connected to the war with Japan. There was no large factory in Thilisi province, though 20 of the 25
rural village ‘societies’ demanded concessions on rent, grazing and woodland rights. The government sent an envoy,
but the peasants boycotted official institutions, and though around 300 were arrested, others resorted to terror.

In Georgia’s Kutaisi province up to 97,000 peasant households (59 percent of the total) had paid 6.5 million
rubles in redemption payments for their land, but 81 percent had less than three hectares and a family needed at
least four to survive. Most gentry would not sell any land, and those who did charged up to four times more than
in Thilisi province, so the RSDRP called for the ‘revolutionary seizure’ of gentry and government land, and peasants
extended their boycott of government institutions to the Orthodox Church. In spring, after the Caucasian joint
committee proposed demonstrations and strikes, the Batumi committee on the Black Sea coast formed
‘revolutionary’ subcommittees of workers and ‘democratic’ committees of peasants, while SDs in Guria district of
Kutaisi province formed committees of urban and agricultural workers. Village men elected a ‘head of ten’ for every
90 households, and the heads of ten ‘tens’ elected a ‘head of hundred’, who elected rural ‘society’ representatives,
and they elected regional representatives. Regional representatives supported Guria RSDRP committee, and
anyone who accepted the programme and was deemed ‘politically trustworthy’ could join. Batumi RSDRP
committee did not understand ‘all the subtleties in the present polemic between the different groups in the party’,
but acknowledged ‘the absolute necessity of union now’.’ Jobs were scarce in Batumi, though many Gurian
peasants who had worked in major towns had returned to their villages, where RSDRP ‘minority’ supporters ignored
émigré intelligenty and focussed on peasant demands.?

In neighbouring Azerbaijan the population of Baki had grown to 265,000 and the oilfield met 95 percent of
Russia’s domestic needs,?! thanks to almost 28,000 oil-workers. Alexandr Stopani was 33, and had been an Iskra
agent since late 1900. In spring 1904 ‘minority’ intelligenty led the Baki committee, though after it withdrew its
support for a Third Congress,?? Stopani and other ‘majority’ supporters established a rival committee,?® and Baki,
Thilisi and Samegrelo RSDRP committees joined Mykolaiv, Odesa, Katerynoslav, Moscow, Riga and St. Petersburg
committees in damning the Russian CC’s conciliatory attitude to the ‘minority’.?*

The RSDRP Thilisi committee forced the 24-year-old former seminarian loseb Jughashvili to recant his support
for a Georgian federal organisation.? In summer Alexandr Svanidze, his former classmate, introduced him to his
sister Ketevan, and they married in an Orthodox Church in Gori. They lived in Didi-Lilo, close to her family, though
Jughashvili soon left for Thilisi,?® where the 29-year-old ‘majority’ supporter, Mikha Tskhakaya, sent him to Kutaisi
province.?” After Samegrelo committee rejected a Third Congress, Jughashvili helped to form a rival committee.?®

Rozenfeld had gone to Moscow earlier that year. He led RSDRP kruzhki and stored and distributed illegal
literature; but the police detained him and others to forestall an anti-war demonstration in February. He was
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deported to Thilisi in summer, joined the Caucasian joint committee, wrote propaganda, contributed to the
Georgian-language paper, borba proletariata (Proletarian Struggle), addressed large meetings of railway workers
who were preparing to strike and visited Batumi and Kutaisi committees.?® Agents from both émigré factions visited
committees and argued for or against a Third Congress, and after the Caucasian joint committee voted to postpone
it,3° Rozenfeld agitated for a split between ‘majority’ and ‘minority’ supporters.3’ In summer, near Tbilisi three
Armenians stabbed a general who had confiscated Armenian Church land and money. The general’s wife beat them
off, and he survived, but soon resigned.3?

The 31-year-old RSDRP intelligent Mykola Skrypnik was a ‘majority’ supporter in Batumi, and early in 1904 he
gave illegal literature to steamship crews to pass on to soldiers sailing to the Far East. The police got close, so he
went to Kyiv in Ukraine, and on the day that war was declared Krzhizhanovsky sent him to Katerynoslav, where
arrests had decimated the RSDRP committee and the survivors lacked funds. Skrypnik rebuilt the committee,
workers made collections, and the publication of anti-war leaflets ‘went on apace’; yet when he tried to link
‘majority’-led committees and paralyse ‘minority’ efforts to propagandise workers, he was arrested and
subsequently exiled to Archangelsk province without trial for five years.?

In Kyiv, on summer Sundays men and women revolutionaries met up to 100 soldiers secretly behind the Jewish
bazaar, and gave them /skra and other illegal literature, which they smuggled into their barracks; though there were
arrests after three sapper battalions demanded better rations, and the meeting places were closed.3

Katerynoslav, Mykolaiv and Odesa committees passed a ‘majority’ resolution for a Third Congress, though
‘minority’ supporters obliged them to yield control.?®> Kharkiv, Crimea, Gornozavdsk and Don committees supported

the ‘minority’;*® so a small group of émigré ‘majority’ intelligenty organised.

(ii) We are not to leave the Party, but to fight for all our worth

From 1882 to 1904 2,229 women had graduated from the Bestuzhev higher education courses in St. Petersburg, or
studied at universities abroad, and 8,000 had qualifications similar to degrees.%”

Lidia Fotieva was born into a Moscow office worker’s family in 1881. She entered the Conservatory in 1899, but
enrolled on the St. Petersburg Bestuzhev courses in 1900, and was active in the student movement in 1901. After
she was deported to Perm, Krupskaya asked her to keep Iskra supporters informed.3® In 1903 she had ‘no clear idea
of what really constituted the difference of opinion’ at the Second Congress, but leaned towards the ‘majority’. In
autumn she was arrested on suspicion of being a member of the RSDRP,*® and by 1904 she had joined the party in
prison.® In spring she was released for lack of evidence, and comrades gave her a ‘conspiratorial address’ in Samara.
From there a guide took her to Suwatki near the Polish-German border, gave her the address of an SPD tailor in
Goldap and a train ticket to Berlin, and bribed the border guards’ commander with 15 rubles to let her cross.

Fotieva arrived in Geneva in summer and Bonch-Bruevich gave her a job in the ‘majority’ forwarding office with
his partner Vera Velichkina, Martin and Lidia Mandelshtam, and Lepeshinskaya and Lepeshinsky. Krupskaya asked
Fotieva to help her, and ‘each incoming letter had to be studied’ and ‘the coded part decoded and written out’.

In answer, a letter that would not rouse the suspicions of the secret police was written in ordinary ink with the more
confidential part coded and traced between the lines by chemical means. Mistakes in the coding of incoming letters were
not infrequent, and much time and effort had to be spent deciphering them. There were also cases where the loss of a
letter in the mail or the disclosure of an organisation necessitated the use of a new, unfamiliar code, and then we had a
hard time identifying it. Sometimes the chemically written lines could not be developed, and it was necessary to ask for a
repetition of the letter through a Personal column. ... Laconic in form and worded so that the addressee alone could
understand them, these messages gave directions and suggestions, requested information, acknowledged the receipt of
letters or queried answers long overdue, stated failure to decode such and such a letter, etc.

Ulyanov wrote letters, or Krupskaya wrote them in his name, and she also wrote the messages for the personal
columns of legal papers.*! Then another ‘majority’ intelligent arrived in Geneva.

Vyacheslav Karpinsky was born into a Penza intelligent’s family in 1880.%? He considered himself a revolutionary
by 1894,% agitated Kharkov and Rostov-na-Donu workers, became an organizer and a leader of Kharkov Soyuz
borby (League of Struggle), and joined the RSDRP in 1898. He was repeatedly arrested,** and deported to Vologda
in 1901, but escaped in 1902 and worked underground.*® In summer 1904 he arrived in Geneva, went to a
suburban bar and Ulyanov told him that Plekhanov had suggested he should ‘fly to America to hide his shame’.*’

Plekhanov argued that workers in capitalist countries would become socialists if ‘left to themselves’, though
Russian intelligenty had to help workers become fully politically conscious. Ulyanov’s idea that consciousness
determined being was idealist.*® Plekhanov announced in Iskra that he had thrown Ulyanov’s ‘over-bent stick’ — a
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perspective unilaterally changing tack at short notice - on the ‘rubbish heap’, and would publish an article to
‘liquidate the “fourth” period of our Party’s history’.* His fellow GOT co-founder, the 54-year-old former terrorist
Vera Zasulich, publicly criticised a socialist for the first time by describing Ulyanov as a Russian Louis XIV in Iskra.®

In Russia Ulyanov’s 26-year-old sister Maria was released from prison and went to Sablino near St. Petersburg,
where her 40-year-old married sister, Anna Elizarova, joined her. Maria sent her brother’s analysis of the Second
Congress to Russian committees, but told Krupskaya that the émigré ‘minority’ intelligenty and the Russian CC were
acting in concert and making it difficult for ‘majority’ supporters,® so she went to Geneva.

At the end of July 22 intelligenty ‘majority’ supporters met outside Geneva. They included the Lepeshinskys, the
Mandelshtams, the Pervukhins, Bonch-Bruevich and Velichkina, Fotieva, Krasikov, Karpinsky, 33-year-old Waclaw
Worowski, Ulyanov, Krupskaya, Elizaveta Knunyants and the llyins,>? (probably F.N. and his spouse), Malinovsky,>?
and his wife Natalia, Anna Lunacharskaya, Maria Ulyanova and Feodosia Drabkina,** who had joined the RSDRP in
1902 aged 19,>® and was the wife of 30-year-old Yakov Drabkin, who had joined the revolutionary movement in
1896 and had been a delegate to the RSDRP Second Congress.>® The 22 elected Malinovsky to lead the ‘bureau of
the committees of the Majority in Russia’,”” and Mandelshtam wrote to supporters there. ‘We are not to leave the
Party, but to fight for all our worth’. “We have to conquer Russia despite the central institutions, and we shall do
this in the same way as Iskra once did’.>® Subsequently 30 of the 46 other SD émigrés supported Ulyanov’s appeal,*®
which included a critique of the Russian CC conciliators.®® Krupskaya asked Russian correspondents to mark letters
‘Personally for L.” or ‘Personally for N.K.” in case they ‘fall into alien hands’; yet St. Petersburg Okhrana told the Paris
Agentura that she ‘occupies a central position in the organisation of Iskra abroad’,’! and Mandelshtam would
manage affairs in Geneva while she and Ulyanov had a holiday.5?

They had company. Maria Essen was an experience Iskra agent in her early thirties. She had recently escaped
from exile in Yakutsk and managed to get to Geneva. In July she joined Krupskaya and Ulyanov on a walking tour,®
and recalled seeing Ulyanov sitting on a mountain top, deep in thought, and announcing that the ‘minority’ were
‘really shitting on us’.%% “We have no party, but we have a new party coming into being, and no subterfuges and
delays, no senile malicious vituperation from Iskra can hold back the final and decisive victory of this party’. After a
few days Essen returned to Geneva,® though three male intelligenty joined Ulyanov and Krupskaya.

Mikhail Alexandrov was born into an aristocratic family in Voronezh in Voronezh province in 1863. In 1885, at
St. Petersburg University, he joined Narodnaya volya, but was arrested for distributing illegal literature to workers
in 1894. He spent eight years in prison, including three in solitary, and considered himself an SD by 1902.% The
RSDRP’s underground presses in Moscow, Odesa and Baki could set type from one copy of Iskra, though the
‘minority’ intelligenty in Geneva now sent stereotypes,®” and by 1903 Alexandrov was an editor at the Baki press,®
‘Nina’. The 32-year-old intelligent and Russian CC member Leonid Krasin designed a ‘disappearing trapdoor’ for the
‘seven selfless printers’ who ‘lived together like friars in a cloister’, worked ten hours a day and, ‘in emergencies,
hours without limit’, for 25 rubles a month. The temperature varied from almost freezing in winter to 30 degrees
centigrade in summer; though the windows were sealed and there was no heating or ventilation. No one left during
the day, but they ‘took turns going up for air for three-hour periods’ at night. Most of them supported the
‘majority’,%® yet political opinions were ‘absolutely not reflected’ in their work.”

In summer 1904, in Switzerland, Alexandrov, Malinovsky and Pervukhin spent a month with Ulyanov and
Krupskaya near Lac de Bré, considering their political options and corresponding with key supporters. Ulyanov
wrote to ask Fotieva to write to ‘all our friends in Russia’ and ‘start collecting and posting all kinds of correspondence
to our addresses marked “For Lenin” immediately. Money is also needed (marked the same). Events are coming to
a head. The minority are clearly preparing an action by collusion with part of the CC. We are expecting the worst.’
Krupskaya sent Fotieva the addresses of ten “friends who can be relied upon entirely’,”* and added that a ‘majority’
paper would cost 2,000 rubles a month.”? Essen left for Russia with Lengnik, joined the Russian CC, and ‘majority’

agents installed Worowski as leader of its ‘southern bureau’,”® where terrorism remained influential.

(iii) In Combat We Will Achieve Our Rights

Yegor Sazonov was born into a peasant family of religious dissenters in Ufa, Western Siberia, in 1879. His father, a
successful timber trader, was devoted to the tsar. Yegor later went to Moscow University to learn to be a ‘poor
man’s doctor’, but took part in a demonstration in 1901 and was briefly detained. He read illegal literature and
considered himself a socialist, though University expelled him and the police deported him to Ufa. He joined the
VPSR, though police watched his house, raided it several times, and eventually arrested him. After 18 months in
prison he was exiled to Eastern Siberia for three years, but escaped to Switzerland, studied science, joined the VPSR
and returned to Russia in 1903.74 Late that year the VPSR CC sent 24-year-old Boris Savinkov to St. Petersburg,
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where the combat organisation had eight members, and early in 1904 he recruited Sazonov. Savinkov went to
Moscow, met other members, and then escaped to Switzerland.”™

In Geneva the VPSR’s Mikhail Sokolov, a former student at an agricultural college near Saratov, favoured
economic and agrarian terror including murder, arson and the destruction of crops and livestock,’® and the 60-year-
old veteran terrorist and VPSR leader, Ekaterina Breshkovskaya, wanted to use ‘agrarian and political terror’ for
‘eliminating and disorganising all direct representatives and agents of the contemporary ruling classes’.”” The VPSR
old guard had 16 supporters, but 25 others agreed to call on peasants to form combat organisations.”® The CC had
forbidden émigré comrades to return to Russia, but Sokolov defied them and toured southern and western
provinces, agitating peasants and workers.” All VPSR publications carried the slogan: ‘In Combat We Will Achieve
Our Rights’,2® and Bratskiye krestyan! (Brother peasants!) had reached a Kursk province village by February 1904.
In several provinces there were rumours that peasant troops would return from Manchuria in spring and there
would be a redistribution of land, and peasants were already declaring that the land was theirs,®! taking the gentry’s
timber and offering ‘armed resistance’ to the police. The insurgency reached to four districts before troops
arrived;®? and disorders continued in Kutaisi and Tbilisi in Georgia, while others broke out in Vitebsk, Orlov,
Chernigov, Voronezh, the Baltic provinces and Warszawa,® on 109 occasions.?* In the fertile central ‘black earth’
provinces 40 estates were ravaged or destroyed, though over 4,000 insurgents were later punished.®> Arrests
seriously weakened the VPSR combat organisation,®® and its 34-year-old leader, Evno Azev, escaped abroad.

In St. Petersburg the interior minister’s coach had iron-lined blinds,®” and was pulled by three fast horses.
Policemen usually rode in front and behind, while policemen, gendarmes and surveillants guarded his route. He
rarely left his office, except for a weekly report to the tsar,® and though the Director of the Police Department
knew about a planned assassination, late in July he did not ensure that the coach had a guard in front, and the
minister did not tell his driver to vary his route.® Sazonov threw a bomb at the minister’s coach,® and it was blown
to bits; so skin, brain and blood were spattered everywhere.®! Sazonov’s face was entirely bruised, his eyes were
out of their sockets, his left foot was broken and two toes were severely damaged;®? yet the guards kicked, punched
and beat him with rifle butts, dragged him along by one leg, so his head kept hitting the pavement, then up three
flights of hotel stairs, where they stripped him and beat him semiconscious. Later they took him to hospital, where
surgeons removed bomb fragments and amputated the two toes. The police refused him water,*® and arrested his
young Jewish assistant,®* the 20-year-old Biatystok leather worker Schmil Sikorsky.’> The Director of the Police
Department found his own letters in Sazonov’s papers.®

A British journalist noted that the assassination ‘was received with semi-public rejoicings’. Fellow train
passengers shook Sazonov’s father’s hand when he went to see him in prison,”” and donations to the VPSR
reportedly reached tens of thousands of rubles;?® though the autocracy faced more serious problems in Poland.

(iv) Autocratic centralisation

By 1904 around 300,000 troops were stationed in Poland,* where over 11 million people formed around eight
percent the empire’s population. Polish workers produced a quarter of the empire’s industrial output yet Poles had
fewer rights than most Russians, and Polish Catholics had fewer still, while the Russian language was mandatory in
public institutions and underfunded educational institutions.'® Warszawa’s population density was four times that
of St. Petersburg,'®* and 50,000 of 640,000 or more citizens relied on charity,'°* while conditions in the Piotrkéw
province industrial centre of £t6dZ were even worse,'® and strikes broke out in Warszawa and t6dz.1%*

The Headquarters of Socjaldemokracja Krélestwa Polskiego i Litwy, (the Social Democracy of the Kingdom of
Poland and Lithuania, or SDKPiL), were in Krakdw, Galicia, where the 26-year-old intelektualny Felix Dzierzynski was
in charge of finance, communications, transport, literature distribution and deployment of activists. He supervised
organisations across the border in tédz, Putawy, Zyrardow, Biatystok, Czestochowa, the Dabrowa coalfield and
Vilnius, though there was a shortage of literature and experienced agitators. After the government proclaimed
martial law in Warszawa and Piotrkdw provinces, he collaborated with the RSDRP’s military organisation and asked
the SDKPiL émigré committee to produce leaflets for peasants. Agricultural labourers’ strikes in Lublin province
influenced the Putawy garrison,'® and Warszawa University students went on strike.!® From Geneva Axelrod
passed on 1,500 marks from the SPD to the SDKPiL,%” and the 37-year-old intelektualny SDKPIL leader Lev Jogiches
went to Krakéw to edit literature and its smuggling and distribution.1°®

On 8 February 100 sugar refinery workers in Elzbietéw, central Poland, persuaded agricultural workers to walk
off a gentleman’s estate.’® By next day there were no trains from Warszawa to tédz or Western Europe.'*® On the
10%™ martial law was imposed in t8dz, and was subsequently extended across Poland.*** The SDKPiL, the Bund and
the nationalist Polska Partia Socjalistyczna, (the Polish Socialist Party), issued appeals to end strikes to avoid
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bloodshed, though they agreed that the most hopeful should continue until the strikers’ demands were met,*'2 and
most of those workers had returned victorious by the 14™.13 |n the Czestochowa region of southern Poland 22
employers recognised workers’ delegations, stopped personal searches, respected workers’ dignity, cut their hours,
allowed time for washing at the end of the day, improved pay and medical care and established schools.!'
Warszawa bricklayers won a ten-hour day and a pay rise, telephone workshop workers had an eight-hour day and
a rise of up to 15 percent, while 10,000 workers at a huge linen-weaving factory had an hour off the day and a rise
of up to ten percent, and municipal factory workers in £6dz had a 15 percent rise.!*

When Jews and Latvians were mobilised, Bundists and members Socialdemokraty Partija Lietuvas (the
Lithuanian Social Democratic Party, or LSDP) had propagandised them.!'® The governor of Piotrkéw province
reported to St. Petersburg that the workers’ sympathies were ‘entirely on the side of Japan’, and members of the
PPS and the Bund clubbed patriotic demonstrators in Warszawa.'” The general strike ended on 1 March,*® though
Warszawa demonstrators chanted ‘Down with Tsarism!’, ‘Long live independent socialist Poland!’, ‘Down with the
war!” and ‘Long live Japan!’¥® Dzierzynski insisted that SDKPiL members should disperse, rather than tackle the
police, yet they made no arrests on a 1,000-strong demonstration. Dzierzynski sent Martyn Kasprzak to Warszawa
to publish appeals, and when police raided the press, he killed five and wounded a sixth before he was arrested.
The SDKPiL’s leading workers’ committee in Warszawa issued thousands of May Day appeals publicising his court
martial, and there were two protest demonstrations. The one organised by the SDKPiL, Proletariat and the Bund,
and another by the PPS, were the largest ever. The PPS smuggled men, arms and ammunition from Krakéw, and
put Jézef Kwiatek in charge of the bojéwki (paramilitary units).?° The economy was going into recession,'?! and in
July the Warszawa branch of the Russian State Bank failed to honour 23 percent of its bills of exchange.!?? A strike
of Warszawa bricklayers’ was followed by a 10,000-strong demonstration, with the slogans of ‘Down with the
Autocracy!” ‘Down with the Exploiters!” and ‘Long Live Socialism!’?3

A quarter of Polish peasant primary school children were taught in Russian, but many learned Polish in secret
schools, even though their parents risked a stiff fine and two weeks in jail, and teachers were liable to a 300 ruble
fine and three months in jail. Secret nationalist and socialist groups existed in almost all of Warszawa’s secondary
schools and higher education institutions, though the police arrested 30 students, mostly from the University and
Polytechnical Institute, for celebrating the assassination of the Russian interior minister. SDKPiL students at Putawy
Agricultural Institute contacted the RSDRP military organisation in the garrison, though 49 students were arrested,
and the Polytechnical Institute was closed.'®* Dzierzynski sent agents with false papers and illegal literature to t4dz,
Czestochowa, Kalisz, Lublin and the Dabrowa Basin to train agitators, linked local leaders and report to Krakéw,
only two or three agitators, including 25-year-old Jakub Firstenberg, operated at any one time. Dzierzynski visited
Warszawa and summoned an émigré to establish a new press, though back in Krakdw he privately denounced
Ulyanov’s proposed structure for the RSDRP as ‘autocratic centralisation’.}®

St. Petersburg police had put Jézef Pitsdski, the PPS military leader, in a mental hospital in 1900, though a Polish
doctor helped the 36-year-old to escape early in 1904 and he contacted the Japanese ambassador in London.!?®
Pitsudski argued that Japan was ‘the enemy of our enemy’, and a Russian defeat would be ‘our victory’,*?’ so he
wanted to form a legion of Polish prisoners of war and US volunteers in the Far East.??® In summer Pitsudski visited
Japan and persuaded the government to authorise the military attachés in London and Paris to give arms and
explosives to the PPS, in return for intelligence about the deployment of Russian troops in Poland;**® though one
Polish born SD had a markedly different perspective.

The intelektualistka Rosa Luxemburg had been a founder-member of the SDKPIL, but had moved to Germany,
became a German citizen and joined the SPD. Early in 1904 the 32-year-old was convicted in her absence of insulting
the kaiser the previous year, though at the International Socialist bureau in Brussels she opposed recognising the
LSDP). In summer she asked the RSDRP ‘minority’ intelligent Potresov in Geneva to translate her critique of
Ulyanov’s analysis of the Second Congress, and convey her ‘heartfelt best wishes’ to Zasulich and the 32-year-old
RSDRP ‘minority’ intelligent Fyodor Gurvich.'*

In Berlin 36-year-old Wilhelm Bucholtz liaised between the SPD and the RSDRP ‘minority’ intelligenty in
Switzerland.!3! The SPD leader August Bebel considered the RSDRP ‘majority’ ‘unscrupulous’,**? and Luxemburg’s
critique of Ulyanov’'s pamphlet appeared in Die Neue Zeit (The New Time) with a preface by Kautsky, who noted
that though it dealt with Russian conditions, the organisational questions it discussed were important for the SPD.133
Luxemburg argued that one of the ‘indispensable conditions’ for achieving socialism was ‘a large contingent of
workers educated in the political struggle’ who could ‘develop their own political activity through direct influence
on public life, in a party press, and public congresses’. She acknowledged that Russian SDs had to work out a ‘tactic
suited to the class struggle of the proletariat in an autocratic state’; though she criticised Ulyanov for insisting on
the ‘rigorous separation of the organised nucleus of revolutionaries’ and the ‘blind subordination’ of all RSDRP
organs to a centre ‘which alone thinks, guides, and decides for all’. His pamphlet was “full of the sterile spirit of the
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overseer’, and she believed that his ‘concern is not so much to make the activity of the party more fruitful as to
control the party’ and ‘to narrow the movement rather than to develop it, to bind it rather than unify it’. She
acknowledged that a ‘proletarian vanguard, conscious of its class interests and capable of self-direction in political
activity’, was emerging in Russia, though Ulyanov risked putting a brake on workers’ self-activity ‘on the eve of
decisive battles’. She argued that the bureaucratism, conservativism and opportunism of the legal SPD had arisen
‘out of unavoidable social conditions’ and was ‘a product and an inevitable phase of the historic development of
the labour movement’, and concluded that ‘Historically, the errors committed by the truly revolutionary movement
are infinitely more fruitful than the infallibility of the cleverest Central Committee’.!3

That summer nine SPD members associated with Der Kénigsberger Prozess, (The K6nigsberg Process), near the
Russian border, were charged with smuggling illegal literature into Russia, contacting secret societies, insulting the
tsar and high treason. They convinced the court that Russian SDs opposed terror, and went free, but Bebel sent a
letter “full of complaints’ to the ‘minority’ supporter Helphand in Germany, and threatened to ‘change the party’s
tactics’ towards Russian SDs; so Helphand warned the ‘minority’ intelligent Potresov in Geneva.

The public propaganda for a violent revolution by Russian social democracy is damaging to all German parliamentary tactics.
Naturally, there is nothing to be done about this, and | have written to him to that effect. But it should not be forgotten
that the German government is only seeking an opportunity to accuse the social democrats of preparing for armed revolt
in order to be able to justify the introduction of political repression at the same time. Therefore the editorial staff of Iskra
must strive to avoid anything that the German government could consider to be formal grounds for advancing false
accusations against the German social democrats.*3®

The SPD ordered Iskra transporters to leave the Vorwidrts cellar, though Karl Liebknecht, the SPD leader Wilhelm’s
37-year-old son, gave them a letter to a comrade who would store their literature,* before it was sent via the Pale.

In spring 24-year-old Bundist Vladimir Grinberg struggled against Iskra-ists in Zurich, and in summer he was one
of seven Bundists at the International Socialist Congress in Amsterdam.'¥” The RSDRP delegates included Gurvich,
Zasulich, Plekhanov, Axelrod and another founder-member of the GOT, 49-year-old Lev Deutsch. Plekhanov
rejected the request of the VPSR and eight Bund delegates to have one of the Russian delegation’s two votes, and
refused to let Krasikov and Mandelshtam, the RSDRP ‘majority’ delegates, join the delegation until Kautsky
supported them.'* The Bundists got no support from Luxemburg, though they managed to share one vote with the
VPSR delegates,'*® who claimed to represent 200 members,'*® and have workers’ groups in 24 towns and cities.'*!
Plekhanov shook hands with the Japanese delegate, denounced the autocracy for provoking the war and looked
forward to the defeat of the Russian army.'*? Luxemburg had mandates from the SDKPiL and SPD, and the Congress
adopted her critique of the SPD intellectual Eduard Bernstein’s ‘revisionism’, and backed revolution.*® When she
returned to Berlin to begin her three-month prison sentence she asked Kautsky to tell Plekhanov that the SPD EC
was ‘on our side’, and in autumn, during the coronation of the new kaiser, she went free because of the amnesty.'**

In Geneva Ulyanov argued that Luxemburg had not taken full account of the difficulty of organising under tsarist
conditions. The ‘reconstitution of the editorial board was the main cause of the struggle’ at the RSDRP’s Second
Congress, and ‘our new division into minority and majority is only a variant of the old division into a proletarian-
revolutionary and an intellectual-opportunist wing’.*> Luxemburg dismissed this as ‘prattle’, and Kautsky refused
to print it in Die Neue Zeit;'* though reformism was becoming more influential among SPD bureaucrats.

In Germany, at the SPD’s Bremen Congress, trade union delegates wanted to focus on winning reforms through
constitutional means, though an overwhelming majority condemned the ‘revisionist attempt’ to ‘replace our
struggle to conquer political power’,**” and opposed any ‘attempt to disguise existing class conflicts’ to win the
support of ‘bourgeois parties’.®® In Munich the RSDRP intelligent Bronstein dedicated Nashi Politicheskiya Zadachi
(Our Political Tasks) to his ‘dear teacher’, Axelrod. He argued that Ulyanov’s perspective would lead ‘to the Party
organization “substituting” itself for the Party’, the CC ‘substituting itself for the Party organization’ and ‘the
dictator substituting himself for the Central Committee’, leaving everyone else as ‘disciplined carriers-out of
technical functions’. The ‘development of bourgeois society’ led the proletariat ‘spontaneously to take shape
politically’, and ‘the objective tendencies of this process become clear in revolutionary, that is Marxist, socialism’,
and since ‘The proletarian theory of political development cannot substitute for a politically developed proletariat’,
professional revolutionaries should struggle against the proletariat’s ‘lack of culture’, ‘see to it that the upper layers’
‘read a little’ and that the RSDRP ‘politically educates and mobilises the proletariat to exercise rational pressure on
the will of all political groups and parties’, and did not become a ‘Dictatorship Over the Proletariat’.1*® Ulyanov tried
to recruit intelligenty in Russia.

Miron Vladimirov had been born into a Kherson province tenant farmer’s family in 1879. He later entered an
agricultural school, helped to organise a revolutionary kruzhok, graduated in 1898 and joined the RSDRP in 1903.>°
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In summer 1904 Ulyanov wrote to him that the émigré ‘majority’ suffered from a ‘lack of people, lack of literature
and complete lack of information’, and in Russia, ‘among a whole number of Party functionaries’, a ‘mood has
developed that makes them immerse themselves in positive work and stand completely aloof from the embittered
internecine struggle’. Some Russian CC members had adopted a conciliatory attitude to ‘blanket the fact that the
Party is disintegrating’, yet while St. Petersburg, Moscow, Tver, Tula, Siberian, Caucasian, Katerynoslav, Mykolaiv,
Odesa, Riga and Astrakhan committees supported a Third Congress, the Iskra editors, part of the émigré CC and
probably Party Council ‘oppose the wishes of the majority of comrades in Russia’.**!

In Geneva the Lepeshinskys had borrowed money,’? and opened a ‘canteen’.’® It was staffed by female
comrades, though Lepeshinsky did the shopping.'>* When Krupskaya and Ulyanov returned in autumn,>® he got his
pamphlet released from the print shop and told Leibovich of the Mykolaiv RSDRP committee that the émigré CC
was going to disband the forwarding office, not publish Party Council minutes and arrange a conference ‘completely
ignoring’ the ‘majority’, though 12 out of 20 committees wanted a Third Congress and four more rejected the
Russian CC’s perspective.'®® Ulyanov trained comrades to return to Russia in the canteen, including a few factory
workers, and counselled the intelligenty to avoid jargon and listen carefully to the workers’ ideas.® The émigré
‘majority’ in Geneva had effectively founded the Bolshevik faction,**® as opposed to the Menshevik ‘minority’, and
the terms were coming into use in Russia, though an Odesa comrade’s report to Geneva claimed that ‘very many
Bolshevik workers could not ‘rid themselves of “conciliationist” ideas’ and were ‘preaching that the Bolsheviks are
now doing what the Mensheviks were doing’, ‘boycotting the centres and not allowing them to work’.**® Krupskaya
replied that the Russian CC had sacked Ulyanov and Viktor Kopp censored ‘majority’ material.°

Axelrod acknowledged to Kautsky that Ulyanov was the ‘idol’ of the Russian praktiki,’®* and Gurvich knew that
most committees boycotted /skra.'®? Kautsky invited Axelrod and Ulyanov to a unity conference, though Axelrod
denied Ulyanov’s right to attend as a CC member.'®® Ulyanov ‘summoned’ the RSDRP’s 22-year-old Berlin
transporter the praktik losif Tarshis to Geneva and told him about the proposed Bolshevik paper, and thereafter he
sent Bolshevik literature to Russia ‘in large quantities’. %

In autumn Ulyanov reissued Pismo k tovarishchu nashikh organizatsionnykh zadachakh (A Letter to a Comrade on
Our Organisational Tasks),*®®> and read everything he could find on ‘barricade fighting’ and ‘the technique of the
offensive’. Malinovsky proposed co-opting Lunacharsky, Skvortsov and the 30-year-old intelligent Vladimir
Rudnev.®® The print-runs of Ulyanov’s pamphlets were up to 2,000, but Lunacharsky and Malinovsky’s were up to
5,000, and Bonch-Bruevich also published VPSR and syndicalist material.'®’ There were over 10,000 Russians in
Western Europe,*®® and Lunacharsky toured colonies of émigré SDs and lectured about ‘the essence of the split’,®°
while Ulyanov wrote to ‘our friends’ in Russia,'’® where ‘legal Marxist’ and liberal intelligenty now had a newspaper.

(v) The Union of Liberation

In 1901 the wealthy Russian liberal Dmitry Zhukovsky gave 30,000 rubles to the ‘legal Marxist’ Petr Struve to publish
a paper ‘devoted exclusively to the propaganda of the idea of constitutional government’. Struve’s wife, Antonina,
got permission to take their children to Montreux in France, while Struve worked with Finnish oppositionists, then
left without a passport and reached Munich. Ulyanov refused to see him, but Struve’s family settled in Stuttgart
and he came to an arrangement with the SPD Reichstag deputy and printer Johann Dietz. By 1902 Struve had
received 100,000 rubles from Russian liberals, and in spring his family settled in Stuttgart. In summer Dietz printed
4,000 copies Osvobozhdenie (Liberation) on ordinary paper for Western Europe, and 8,000 on very thin paper for
Russia, with a note on the first page. ‘We found your address in a directory, and take the liberty of sending you our
publication’. The paper condemned the tsar’s Far Eastern policy and tried to persuade liberals that agrarian terror
was ‘historically inevitable and morally justified’. Antonina posted batches to contacts in Germany, Italy,
Switzerland, Austria, England, Finland and Sweden,'’* though most copies went to the 46-year-old revolutionary-
nationalist Finn Konrad Zilliacus in Stockholm. He sent smaller packets by various routes to 41-year-old Arvid
Neovius in Helsinki (Helsinki), who got them to the Russian border, then couriers took them to St. Petersburg. The
process took four weeks and cost 1 to 1.5 marks a kilo.

Early in 1903 Zilliacus offered an ‘express service’ using professional smugglers, which cost five to seven marks
a kilo. In spring the Russian governor-general of Finland imposed martial law and disrupted the operation;'’? though
in summer the Finnish trade union organisation became Suomen sosialidemokraattinen puolue (the Finnish Social
Democratic Party, or SSDP), adopted the preamble of the SPD’s Erfurter Programm and joined the Second
International.”® In Switzerland 21 liberal Russian intelligenty, all from gentry families, met at Schaffhausen. They
included eight zemstvo officials, three professors and two professionals, and among the eight former SDs were
Struve, Berdyaev, 43-year-old Vasily Bogucharsky, 35-year-old Ekaterina Kuskova and 33-year-old Sergey
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Prokopovich. They founded Soyuz Osvobozhdeniya, (the Union of Liberation), and aimed to communicate with the
‘masses’,'’* organise demonstrations and petitions and publish information to discredit the bureaucracy and
autocracy. Zilliacus packed Osvobozhdenie into couriers’ false-bottomed trunks or sent them as freight to Finland.
Border guards caused no problems and the couriers deposited the trunks in Helsinki, from where they went by train
to the Russian border, and Liberationists picked them up. In autumn, following a tip-off from the Russian police,
Prussian police raided the Struves’ home and found printed matter, stamps from several countries and addresses
in Russia and elsewhere. Bebel threatened to raise the issue in the Reichstag, and the police backed off, but late
that year Russian border gendarmes arrested a man carrying 106 copies of Osvobozhdenie and a woman with 227,
raided their flats and found seditious literature. Both received prison sentences of 30 months, though the woman
got bail and went to Stuttgart.

In January 1904 50 liberal intelligenty from 23 towns and cities formally founded the Union of Liberation in St.
Petersburg.l’® Its programme included an eight-hour day for workers and the expropriation of private land, with
compensation, for peasants,’’® and a policy of agitating for unions of lawyers, engineers, professors, writers, and
other professionals.’” They wanted a constitutional regime elected by universal, equal, direct suffrage and secret
ballot, recognised the right of national minorities to self-determination and committed themselves to the ‘defence
of the toiling masses’. Only a congress could decide policy, though they elected a sovet to act between them and
gave it the power to co-opt. It included four former SDs and the ‘technical group’ which smuggled Osvobozhdenie.
The Moscow group were mainly liberal constitutionalists, but alternate monthly meetings were in St. Petersburg,
which included Kuskova and Bogucharsky, had good relations with some organised workers in Russia and Finland,’®
and Kuskova wrote pseudonymous articles about workers for Osvobozhdenie;'”® though after the Finn Eugen
Schauman assassinated the governor-general, then shot himself,*° Finland and Russia were on the verge of war.®!

The Okhrana’s Berlin Agentura believed that Osvobozhdenie’s office was in Russia, and the Russian interior
minister asked the Berlin authorities to investigate the Struves. Stuttgart police read his post and put him under
surveillance, but someone tipped him off and the family left in autumn and he edited Osvobozhdenie in Paris.'8?

Soon after a Paris conference included representatives from the Liberationists, Zilliacus’s embryo revolutionary
nationalist Suomalainen aktiivinen vastarintaliitto, (the Finnish Active Resistance Party, or SAV), 3w 3tnwithnfuwywl
“wolwygniphl, 389, (the Armenian Revolutionary Federation), the Liga Narodowa, (the Polish National League),
the PPS, the VPSR and Latvijas Socialdemokratiska stradnieku partija, (the Latvian Social-Democratic Workers' Party,
or LSDSP). They could not agree about a joint central bureau, but recognised the principle of national self-
determination, focussed on replacing the autocracy with a regime based on universal suffrage and agreed that the
Union of Liberation’s existence should be kept secret until after the banquets for liberal professionals began late
that year,'®® to coincide with the 40™ anniversary of the 1864 law reforms.'® Azev had been the VPSR’s delegate
and he reported to the Okhrana, whose gendarmes arrested two of his rivals in the VPSR leadership,'®> and though
a former Okhrana official denounced Azev anonymously to the VPSR CC, it ighored the warning.8

After two St. Petersburg students committed suicide in prison, a mass funeral procession heard revolutionary
speeches and sang revolutionary songs,'®” and an SD intelligentka contacted Finnish radicals.

(vi) Kollontai

Alexandra Masalin was born into the family of a Russian noblewoman and a wealthy Finnish peasant and in the
1860s she married an engineer called Mavrinsky. They had two daughters and a son, but Alexandra later lived with
a cavalry officer,'® Colonel Mikhail Domontovich, who had been born into a long-established Ukrainian family in
1830. He had read socialist literature as a young man, but now hoped for a peaceful change to a constitutional
monarchy.'® Mavrinskaya sold products from her Finnish farm in St. Petersburg, and Alexandra was born there in
1872, before her mother’s divorce was legalised.’®® In 1877 Domontovich fought in the Russian army against the
Bulgarians; but in 1879, when the tsar gave Bulgaria a restricted constitution, he advocated a more liberal one and
was sent home in disgrace.’!

Alexandra had an English nanny and learned to speak English, French and German,'*? and by 1881 her tutor was
the radical Maria Strakhova, who encouraged her to read Darwin and John Stuart Mill.1%®* By 1887 the 15-year-old
wanted to attend the Bestuzhev courses,® and though her parents feared that she would meet ‘undesirable
elements’, and refused, she enrolled in 1888.1% In 1891 she met her father’s cousin, Vladimir Kollontai, % a military
engineer whose Polish father had been deported to Thilisi after the 1863-1864 rising.'” In 1892 she went to Berlin,
attended SPD meetings, read Marx and Engels’ Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei, (Communist Manifesto), went
on to Paris and read Engels’ Der Ursprung der Familie, des Privateigenthums und des Staats, (The Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State). In 1893 she married Kollontai, who became a factory inspector,'®® and by
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1894, in St. Petersburg, she read works by Plekhanov and more by Marx and Engels.?®® Strakhova introduced her to
Peredvizhnoy muzey uchebnikov, (the Mobile Museum of Educational Textbooks), which propagandised workers,
and to Krasny Krest, (the political Red Cross), which supported political prisoners in Shlisselburg Fortress.?®
Kollontai smuggled in Kapital and gave slide-shows for workers, and in 1895 she read Ulyanov’s anonymous critique
of SRs, Chto takoe ‘Druzya naroda’, (What the ‘Friends of the People’ Are), and an abridged translation of Bebel’s
Die Frau und der Sozialismus, (Woman and Socialism).**! In 1896, when she visited the huge Kreenholm Mill near
the Estonian border, ‘the enslavement of the 12,000 textile workers had a shattering effect’.2%2 Ninety percent were
illiterate, most contracted tuberculosis in four years, few expected to live beyond 30 and she saw a dead baby on
the barracks floor.2% Back in in St. Petersburg Kollontai read a ‘legal Marxist’ periodical, collected money for textile
strikers, and met the 22-year-old RSDRP intelligentka Elena Stasova.?** Kollontai heard about 1,500 women strikers
at the Laferme cigarette factory on Vasilievsky Island, read a leaflet addressed to Thornton workers, Plekhanov’s
book on Marx, O razvitii monisticheskogo Kontseptsii istorii (Towards the Development of the Monistic Conception
of History), and Kapital Volume 2,%% and considered herself an SD.2%® She took Stasova’s letters and packages to
unfamiliar apartments, and Stasova invited her to a conspiratorial meeting.?’” Kollontai was indignant when the
hostess asked her to pump friends and relatives for money to pay for an illegal pamphlet, though she delivered
illegal literature to factory workers. In 1897 her article on the 1860s radical Nicholas Dobrolyubov appeared in
Obrazovanie; yet soon after she left her son in the care of his grandmother, took an express train to Switzerland
and wrote to tell her husband that she had left him.2%®

Kollontai entered Zurich University and studied social and economic science. She sided with the SPD ‘leftists’
against ‘revisionism’ and was a ‘passionate supporter’ of Kautsky. She devoured Die Neue Zeit and Luxemburg’s
articles, especially Sozialreform oder Revolution, (Social Reform or Revolution),?® and in 1899 she visited London,
stayed with the Fabian reformists Sidney and Beatrice Webb,?!° and studied the British labour movement.?'! She
returned to Russia via Finland, promised to raise money for textile strikers,?*? and tried to contact the Finnish
opposition. From 1901 she was one of Iskra’s main correspondents about Finland,?*® and she joined the RSDRP.?!
She heard Struve and Tugan-Baranovsky speak in Stasova’s parents’ St. Petersburg apartment, to raise funds for
Krasny Krest, and ‘took the floor, although this was reluctantly granted’. She argued that ‘avant-garde’ intelligenty
were ‘Marxist-inclined’ and ‘Bogdanov’ and Ulyanov had provided ‘a theoretical basis for the tactics which had been
formed underground’, though she later acknowledged her mistakes.

My defence of the ‘orthodox’ (leftists) was too heated. It met with general disapproval and even an indignant shrugging of
the shoulders. One person declared it was unprecedented impudence to speak against such generally accepted authorities
as Struve and Tugan. Another thought that such a speech played into the hands of the reactionaries. A third believed that
we had already outgrown ‘phrases’ and must become sober politicians.
The censors banned her articles supporting the ““
articles about the Finnish labour movement, which also appeared in Soziale Praxis, (Social Practice), in Germany.

Kollontai returned to Zurich, met Kautsky, Luxemburg and Plekhanov, and went on to Paris, where she met
Marx’s daughter Laura Lafargue and her husband Paul.2!® Subsequently Kollontai’s pseudonymous articles
appeared in the RSDRP’s Zarya. Back in St. Petersburg she organised workers’ kruzhki outside the Nevsky Gate,
wrote leaflets, stored and distributed illegal literature and took part in fringe RSDRP activities.?!’

Early in 1903 she published a book about Finnish workers,*® which was ‘greeted sympathetically by the
underground militants and disapprovingly by many ‘legal Marxists’, and in summer she made her first public speech
to students. In autumn she went abroad and felt ‘closer in spirit’ to the RSDRP Second Congress ‘majority’, though
Plekhanov ‘restrained’ her from condemning the ‘minority’,?*® and she continued to focus on Finland.

In Helsinki Zilliacus formally founded the SAV,?? It aimed to provide ‘energetic, active and ruthless resistance to
tyranny and its instruments’ by publishing literature, distributing weapons and financing a fighting squad which
would operate independently, but had to consult the ‘inner circle’ when it wished to use the SAV’s name, though it
would also support ‘the work which has for a long time been performed by private individuals for the assistance of
the Russian revolutionaries’.??! Kollontai returned to Russia,??? then went back to Finland and agitated.??® She took
no part in the SSDP’s conspiratorial activities,?** though she worked with groups demanding universal suffrage, a
restored constitution, political autonomy and legal protection from Russian violence.??® By late that year there had
been 36 officially-recorded serious labour disputes in Finland,??® and the SSDP had 16,610 members in 99

branches;?*” yet a priest was much more successful than the RSDRP in organising St. Petersburg workers.

true” Marxists’” who believed in class struggle, but passed her
215
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3. Revolution is banging on the door

(i) The Assembly of the Russian Factory and Mill Workers of the City of St. Petersburg

Appolon Gapon was born into a Cossack peasant family. A sexton educated him as a boy, and he became a clerk
and grew wealthy, but hated injustice. He married an illiterate and religious peasant woman, and Georgi was born
in a Poltava province village in central Ukraine in 1870. In 1877 he entered primary school, then an Orthodox
secondary school in Poltava, where a teacher gave him one of Lev Tolstoy’s banned works in 1885. He ‘saw clearly
that the essence of religion’ was ‘love for one’s neighbour’, and in 1887, when he entered a seminary, another
Tolstoyan teacher influenced him. ‘All around’ he saw ‘misery, overwork, poverty, and sickness’, and despised the
clergy’s ‘ignorance and hypocrisy’; so he gave up his grant and tutored children from wealthy families to make a
living. His imperfect conduct mark debarred him from entering a university, so he worked as a zemstvo clerk,
married and took holy orders, but read illegal literature, and Orthodox officials fined him for his sermons. In 1898,
after his wife died, he entered St. Petersburg’s theological academy, but was disappointed, so he worked for
Obshchestvo rasprostraneniya religioznogo i nravstvennogo osvobozhdeniya, (the Society for the Propagation of
Religious and Moral Emancipation), and led kruzhki of factory workers in a poor district. When he visited Kharkiv to
recuperate fromillness, he met Poltava zemstvo workers who had been deported at 24 hours’ notice for ‘the honest
performance of their tasks’, and back in St. Petersburg workers told him about the ‘publications of the revolutionary
parties’, though he was betrayed to the police and the academy suspended him.! By 1902 he worked at an
orphanage, though he lived with a former girl pupil and was sacked that summer.2

In Moscow, late that year, the Okhrana’s Sergei Zubatov founded Moskovskoye obshchestvo vzaimnoy
pomoshchi trudyashchikhsya na mekhanicheskikh fabrikakh, (the Moscow Society of Mutual Help of Workers in
Mechanical Factories), and wanted to found a similar society in St. Petersburg. He contacted a former SD who had
worked at the Lessner plant in Moscow, and now worked in St. Petersburg, and organised a meeting. I.S. Sokolov
from Moscow reported on the situation there,® and a retired spy introduced Zubatov to Gapon. Sokolov gave him
Pochemu perestal ia byt revoliutsionerom?, (Why | Stopped Being a Revolutionary?), by Lev Tikhomirov, the
renegade former leader of Narodnaya volya, and took him to Moscow, where a journalist told him that Zubatov’s
organisation was a ‘clever trap’ to ‘separate the working classes’ from the intelligenty. Gapon returned to St.
Petersburg and passed his examinations, though he declined a post in a provincial seminary.*

Zubatov paid a Menshevik painter 100 rubles a month. He attended RSDRP conferences, betrayed people and a
press in Tver, which resulted in seven arrests;® though Zubatov’s St. Petersburg organisation collapsed in spring
1903, since its members suspected it was a police trap.® Reportedly Zubatov paid Gapon 100 rubles a month,” yet
after Zubatov was banished from the city that summer, after the southern strike wave, the Orthodox Metropolitan
appointed Gapon to the 2,000 rubles a year post of Kresty Prison chaplain. He subsequently drafted statutes for
Sobraniye rossiyskogo zavoda i zavodchikov goroda Sankt-Peterburga, (the Assembly of Russian Factory and Mill
Workers of the City of St. Petersburg). The police chief approved them on condition that the librarian was
acceptable, a policeman attended lectures and funds were not used to support strikes. Two members could propose
recruits, though they had to be of Russian descent and Orthodox Christians. A leading committee had to approve
them, and anyone who did not behave responsibly risked expulsion. Gapon’s draft programme made economic and
political demands, including civil liberties, universal and state-financed compulsory education, a progressive income
tax, the end of peasant redemption payments, a ‘gradual transfer of land to the people’, the right of workers to
form trade unions and strike, an eight-hour day and the regulation of overtime.®

In spring 1904 Gapon recruited four ‘honest and intelligent’ artisans.’ They were the weaver lvan Vasiliev, the
upholsterer Nikolai Varnashev, the lithographer Alexey Karelin, who had formerly been exiled and had a high
reputation among activists, especially the ‘real’ SDs on Vasilievsky Island, and the Menshevik supporter Dmitri
Kuzin.!® ‘Advanced’ workers were ‘isolated phenomena’,!! though members of Karelin’s kruzhok were ‘more or less
conscious, having been in the party and left it’, and were ‘important and influential’.*? Gapon recruited 13 more
and formed a committee, including some of ZubatoV’s recruits,’* and former members of the SD intelligent Mikhail
Brusnev’s 1890s lithographers’ kruzhok.'* Some sympathised with the RSDRP, though others disagreed on ‘tactical
details’ of ‘considerable importance’. The new recruits included Vladimir Inozemtsev from the Putilov works, Nikolai
Petrov from the Narva district, the printers Vasily Kharitonov and Gerasim Usanov, the upholsterer Vladimir
Smirnov and the metalworker Stepan Sergeev, who had recently arrived from Saratov. Karelin wanted to help the
RSDRP to focus on the workers’ kruzhki ‘with the lowest consciousness’, ‘to which access will be difficult for party
activists or to which they have no access whatsoever’.’® The committee furnished a large hall in an old Vyborg
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district inn and the governor opened it. Around 150 came, and about half joined, and in a few weeks there were
300 members. Gapon sent organisers to the Narva district and 50 Putilov workers formed a branch, and by summer
the total membership was 700.1® A male SD weaver argued that it was ‘better to go to the Gapon organisation,
because thousands of people go there’ and ‘have hopes in it’,}” and RSDRP supporters in Karelin’s kruzhok thought
that Gapon’s educational work was ‘broader and better’. ‘On Sundays after the lecture we entered into
conversations with the workers, advising them what they should read. In every section there were good libraries’,
and ‘we did a very good job cleaning up the workers’ thinking’. Gapon’s ideas underwent a ‘gradual move to the
left’,’® and he wanted to raise ‘political demands’ when there was a crisis, and ‘unite all the workers in Russia’;'° so
he visited Kyiv, Poltava,?® and Kharkiv,?* and possibly Rostov-na-Donu and Ivanovo,?? though the interior minister
threatened to deport him if he agitated Moscow workers.? Gapon returned to St. Petersburg with 750 rubles from
his father, and in autumn 2,000 workers packed into a hall that seated 500.2* Soon there were nine Assembly
branches with about 5,000 members,? and Gapon offered to share his influence with the Okhrana.?®

The city’s population had grown to over 1.3 million, and included about 150,000 industrial workers, with a similar
number in the province.?” An urban family of two adults and three or four children needed 23 rubles a month for
rent and food, over and above the costs of heating, transport, clothes and entertainment.? The war had led to
increased overtime in metalworking and machine-building plants, where workers put in the equivalent of 11 to 60
more days a year than elsewhere,?” yet real wages had fallen by 20-25 percent.?® Half went in rent, yet an average
of six people lived in one room and 16 in one apartment,®! which usually lacked running water.32 A factory inspector
noted that ‘owners everywhere are replacing men by women, not only among adults, but also among the young’,
since they were ‘more docile and steady’,* though there were exceptions.

The 34-year-old textile worker, Vera Karelina, who had married Karelin, had taken part in the 1896-1897
strikes,** and understood why activists’ wives were ‘desperately anxious’, since if their husband was arrested, ‘not
only he but the whole family will perish’.3> Women had previously been excluded from the Assembly committee,
but it co-opted Karelina. She formed women’s sections that met weekly, talked about male factory guards’
humiliating searches, and female membership grew to 500.3° A tenth city branch was formed, plus others out at
Kolpino and Sestroretsk. On Saturdays Gapon and up to 80 propagandists studied the history of the Western
European labour and co-operative movements, and Russian revolutionary history and literature, using Podzemna
Rossii, (Underground Russia), by the former SR terrorist Sergey Kravchinsky,? and Liberationist newspapers. Late
that year Kuskova and other Liberationists published the legal Nasha zhizn, (Our Life). She was under surveillance,
but did most of the editorial work.*® The Assembly worker I.1. Pavlov recalled that most of the legal press was ‘timid
and vacillating’, while the Liberationists’ paper had ‘a more determined character’, and Assembly branches
welcomed it and its sister paper, Nasha dni, (Our Days). Each evening workers read them over a cup of tea and got
‘to the very heart of things’. They also heard an intelligent speak.

Seven years earlier I.M. Finkel had been deported for belonging to an SD kruzhok, but subsequently graduated
from Moscow University. He was invited to speak at a St. Petersburg Assembly meeting and ‘drew a reasonably
large audience of very attentive listeners’. He ‘spoke in a clear and popular manner about capital, surplus value,
and the workers’ trade union struggles, softening, it is true, the sharp edges, in part due to the special
circumstances, in part in accord with his own revisionist views’. Karelin’s kruzhok wanted to add Liberationist
perspectives to their demands, so Gapon proposed to petition the tsar on the anniversary of peasant emancipation
in February.®® During November 2,500 joined the Assembly,*® and Gapon went to Paris, where he had a ‘long and
agreeable talk’ with Struve, and after he returned he included Liberationist perspectives in Assembly propaganda.*!

Early in December Assembly members took part in strikes at Kozhevnikov Mill and Novo-Sampsonievsky Mill.*?
The Putilov works, the third largest armaments factory in the world, employed 13,000, many of whom made
machine guns and large cannon.®® In the railway carriage shop,* an abrasive foreman,* who was a member of the
revived machine workers’ society, sacked the woodworker Sergunin, allegedly for incompetence, and then sacked
Ukolov, Subbotin and Fyodorov.*® All four were Assembly members and the leading member Vladimir Inozemtzev
took up their case.*” Gapon believed the sackings were intended to halt the growth of the Narva branch and called
a meeting. Over 300 arrived, including members from all the branches, along with newspaper reporters, and, for
the first time, supporters of the RSDRP. They discussed publishing a paper, building branches in other towns and
cities, modifying the constitution, and changing its name to Obshcherossiyskaya assotsiatsiya trudyashchikhsya,
(the General Russian Workers’ Association), though a majority rejected this proposal. They decided to ask the
Putilov managers to reinstate the four men, sack the foreman and get the prefect and factory inspectorate to ensure
that this kind of thing did not happen again, or they would not be ‘responsible for any breach of the peace’. Next
evening the Assembly branch chairmen heard the Putilov managers’ discouraging response and decided on a two-
day strike, and if that failed to win concessions it would be ‘gradually extended from factory to factory’. They agreed
to meet on the first Sunday in January and urged members to start saving.*® They wanted a 55 percent rise for
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women and a 43 percent rise for unskilled men.* The Putilov workers’ leaders were confident that they could stop
the plant and began agitating for a strike.® The Assembly now had almost 8,000 members,*! and up to 100,000
supporters.>? In five districts 1,000 women elected their own leaders and set their own agendas.>® Some kruzhki
from mainly female workforces barred men, in case they patronised them,>* but branches made bulk purchases of
tea and sugar, paid benefits, and had one day a week ‘devoted to women’s meetings’. Gapon tried to contact the
RSDRP leaders, but they ‘held aloof’.>®> The RSDRP intelligenty had few contacts in the working class.

(ii) The RSDRP Third Congress organising committee

Avel Enukidze was born into a Kutaisi province peasant family in 1877. He later studied at Thilisi technical college,
worked at the Trans-Caucasian railway workshop from 1897 and joined the RSDRP in 1898. He moved to Baki in
1900, helped to build the city’s first RSDRP organisation,*® and was exiled to Siberia in 1903, but escaped back to
Baki and became one of Nina’s printers.”” After two years in prison, Iskra’s former Kishinev printers were tried
behind closed doors, though Lev Goldman’s speech, ‘We are prisoners of war’, was smuggled out and published.>®

The Russian CC needed money, and after admirers of the actress Vera Kommissarzhevskaya, including the Thilisi
police chief, presented her with a bouquet of 100-ruble notes, Krasin persuaded her to donate it to the RSDRP.>°
An estate administrator in Ufa and a St. Petersburg doctor made large donations, and a female Kharkiv RSDRP
committee propagandist gave 5,000 rubles.®® Baki power station strikers threatened the 36-year-old former St.
Petersburg SD intelligent, Robert Klasson,®! and Krasin contracted malaria,®* so he accepted an invitation from the
peasant-born industrialist Savva Morozov to supervise the construction of an electric power station in Orekhovo.
Krasin lived with Lyubov Milovidova, his student sweetheart, who had previously married twice and had three
children.®® The couple married and honeymooned in Nizhni Novgorod,® and by spring 1904 they had settled in
Orekhovo,®® two hours from Moscow by train.%® Krasin attended CC meetings in the city,®” but avoided other
members of the RSDRP.®8 Meanwhile, conciliationist intelligenty were regrouping in the south.

losef Dubrovinsky had become a revolutionary in 1895, and later led the Moscow workers’ union, but was exiled
to Siberia, where he contracted tuberculosis. Early in 1904 he contacted /skra in Geneva, escaped via Astrakhan
and led the Samara RSDRP organisation.®® Alexey Lyubimov was 25 and was conciliatory towards the Mensheviks,”°
as was Lev Karpov, the son of a Kyiv shop assistant. He had become a revolutionary in 1897, joined the SD Moscow
League of Struggle in 1898, moved to Voronezh in 1900 and helped to organise the RSDRP Northern workers’ union.
In 1903 he led the Russian CC’s eastern bureau in Samara, and by 1904 he led its southern bureau in Kyiv,”* which
wanted to end the factionalism, but opposed a Third Congress. In November, after the police arrested the Bolshevik
CC members Essen, Lengnik and Krzhizhanovsky, and the 29-year Bolshevik intelligent Fyodor Gusarov resigned,
Krasin, Noskov and the 18-year-old home-educated intelligent Lev Galperin ousted the Bolshevik Zalkind, co-opted
Lyubimov, Karpov and Dubrovinsky, dissolved the southern bureau, accepted Plekhanov’s co-options of Mensheviks
onto Iskra’s editorial board, called on Ulyanov to re-join it, forbade him to publish in the CC’'s name without their
permission, sacked him as their foreign representative and appointed Noskov in his place.”

The Liberationists’ banquet campaign had begun in St. Petersburg, and the eight organisations represented at
the Paris conference published their minutes.” Ulyanov was visiting Paris,”* but returned to Geneva and wrote to
Malinovsky, Zalkind and Wallach in St. Petersburg. They were to form a ‘special group’ to co-opt reliable people
onto an organising committee for a Third Congress, make ‘regular rounds’ of committees, link them together and
find money ‘by any means short of murder’. He lambasted the ‘sheer unpardonable stupidity’ of Malinovsky’s
delaying his visit to Geneva and putting faith in the ‘dirty scum’ of the Russi