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Call for the Twelfth World Congress,
Sixth Since Reunification, of the Fourth International

[The following motion was adopted by the May 1982 meet-
ing of the International Executive Committee of the Fourth

International.]

*

1. The International Executive Committee (IEC) opens
the written pre-World Congress discussion period preparato-
ry to the Twelfth World Congress, Sixth Since Reunification,
of the Fourth International, which is called for autumn
1983.

2. The subjects which the IEC prioritizes for that written
discussion are:

a) those proposed for the agenda of the World Congress by
this IEC

b) those which the last World Congress decided to take a
final vote on at this World Congress.

In the first category are placed:

® The world political situation and the tasks for building
the Fourth International in the coming period, including the
turn and youth;

® Balance sheet of political revolution and counterrevolu-
tion in Poland;

® Balance sheet of revolution in Central America and
Caribbean,;

® Questions of building a revolutionary workers Interna-
tional and the emergence of new leaderships;

® Balance sheet of the activities of the IEC, United Se-
cretariat, Bureau, and international campaigns.

In the second category are placed the documents on which
the Fifth World Congress Since Reunification, Eleventh
World Congress, has taken indicative votes:

® Dictatorship of the proletariat and socialist democracy

® Indochinese revolution

3. The International Internal Discussion Bulletin contain-
ing the written contributions for the pre-World Congress
discussion will be published under the responsibility of the
United Secretariat in French, English and Spanish, the
French section, the Spanish and Mexican sections and the
SWP of the U.S. being in charge of the material publication
as a courtesy to the United Secretariat. The IIDBs will be
published once a month, with the possibility of this frequen-
cy being reexamined by the United Secretariat, if the vo-
lume of submissions makes this necessary. Each issue will
be grossly equivalent to a French Inprecorissue, i.e., approx-
imately 290,000 characters. The proposed maximum length
per contribution — others than line resolutions — will be ap-
proximately 6 pages of French Inprecor, i.e., 50,000 charac-
ters.

*

4. Contributions to the IIDB are normally submitted to the
United Secretariat for its approval by leadership of sections
or sympathizing organisations, by members of the IEC, or by
international tendencies. In the case of contributions from
individual comrades, these should be submitted first to the
leadership of the section or sympathizing organisations of
which they are members. The national leadership should
consider whether the contribution in question belongs in the
international discussion bulletin or whether it would be
more appropriate to publish it in the internal bulletin of the
section (which is normally circulated internationally as
well). The national leadership should make a recommenda-
tion to the United Secretariat along these lines, which the
United Secretariat can take into account in making a deci-
sion on the contribution.

5. Line resolutions are to be published, translated and
mailed to the sections four months before the date for the
World Congress. The deadline for submission of line resolu-
tions to the United Secretariat is set at six months before the
date set for the World Congress. The deadline for submission

.of other contributions to the United Secretariat is four

months before the date set for the World Congress. Transla-
tion, publication and mailing of such documents to the sec-
tions is to be completed within two months of the receipt of
the documents. Publication of documents received after the
deadlines set above cannot be guaranteed.

6. If the deadlines for handling bulletins set above are not
adhered to, the World Congress is to be postponed until at
least three months after these conditions are met.

7. All sections, except those working under extremely re-
pressive conditions, will hold congresses to elect their dele-
gates to the World Congress after discussion and vote on the
line documents.

8. The contents of IIDBs (list of articles accepted for publi-
cation) is decided by the United Secretariat.

In order not to hold up publication of the bulletins on a
monthly schedule, the United Secretariat Bureau can make
decisions on the contents of particular issues.

9. The IEC puts the United Secretariat in charge of prop-
osing concrete rules for sections’ representation to the World
Congress, based on the general rules which guided dele-
gates’ designation at the two preceding congresses.




Celebrating the October Revolution

[The following two articles appeared in the November
1981 Infernational Socialist Review, monthly supplement to

the Militant.]

On the Fourth Anniversary of the Russian Revolution
by V.I. Lenin

Reprinted below is an article by V.I. Lenin,
central leader of the Russian Bolshevik Party.
It was written on the oceasion of the fourth an-
niversary of the Russian revolution, and first
appeared in the October 18, 1921, edition of
‘Pravda,’ the Bolshevik newspaper.

The fourth anniversary of October 25 (No-
vember 7)' is approaching.

The farther that great day recedes from us, the
more clearly we see the significance of the prole-
tarian revolution in Russia  and the more deeply
we reflect upon the practical experience of our
work as a whole.

Very briefly and, of course, in very incomplete
and rough outline, this significance and expe-
rience may be summed up as follows.

The direct and immediate object of the revolu-
tion in Russia was a bourgeois-democratic one,
namely, to destroy the survivals of medievalism
and sweep them away completely, to purge Russia
of this barbarism; of this shame, and to remove
this immense obstacle to all culture and progress
in our country.

And we can justifiably pride ourselves on having
carried out that purge with greater determination
and much more rapidly, boldly and successfully,
and, from the point of view of its effect on the
masses, much more widely and deeply, than the
great French Revolution over one hundred and
twenty-five years ago.

Both the anarchists and the petty-bourgeois de-
mocrats (i.e., the Mensheviks? and the Socialist-
Revolutionaries®, who are the Russian counter-
parts of that international social type) have talked
and are still talking an incredible lot of nonsense

1. Under Czarism Russia used the old Byzantine calen-
dar which was thirteen days behind the Gregorian calen-
dar used by the rest of Europe. After the October revolu-
tion Russia went over to the more modern calendar.

2. Mensheviks — the minority faction of the Russian So-
cial Democratic Labor Party after the split with the Bol-
sheviks in 1903. Believed that the working class must
support the liberal bourgeoisie to overthrow Czarism and
establish a democratic republic.

3. Social Revolutionary Party — formed in 1900 and
emerged in 1902-03 as the political expression of all the
earlier populist currents. It had the most influence
among the peasantry before the 1917 revolution.

about the relation betwen the bourgeois-democrat-
ic revolution and the socialist (that is proletarian)
revolution. The last four years have proved to the
hilt that our interpretation of Marxism on this
point, and our estimate of the experience of former
revolutions were correct. We have consummated
the bourgeois-democratic revolution as nobody
had done before. We are advancing towards the so-
cialist revolution consciously, firmly and unswerv-
ingly, knowing that it is not separated from the
bourgeois-democratic revolution by a Chinese
Wall, and knowing too that (in the last analysis)
struggle alone will determine how far we shall ad-
vance, what part of this immense and lofty task we

shall accomplish, and to what extent we shall suc-

ceed in consolidating our victories. Time will
show. But we see even now that a tremendous
amount — tremendous for this ruined, exhausted
and backward country — has already been done to-
wards the socialist transformation of society.

Let us, however, finish what we have to say
about the bourgeois-democratic content of our rev-
olution. Marxists must understand what that
means. To explain, let us take a few striking exam-
ples.

The bourgeois-democratic content of the revolu-
tion means that the social relations (system, insti-
tutions) of the country are purged of medievalism,
serfdom, feudalism.

What were the chief manifestations, survivals,
remnants of serfdom in Russia up to 1917? The mo-
narchy, the system of social estates, landed prop-
rietorship and land tenure, the status of women,
religion, and national oppression. Take any one of
these Augean stables, which, incidentally, were
left largely uncleansed by all the more advanced
states when they accomplished their bourgeois-de-
mocratic revolutions one hundred and twenty-five,
two hundred and fifty and more years ago (1649 in
England); take any one of these Augean stables,
and you will see that we have cleansed them tho-
roughly. In a matter of ten weeks, from October 25
(November 7), 1917 to January 5, 1918, when the
Constituent Assembly was dissolved, we accomp-
lished a thousand times more in this respect than
was accomplished by the bourgeois democrats and
liberals (the Cadets*) and by the petty-bourgeois

4. Cadets (Constitutional-Democratic Party) — the chief
party of the liberal bourgeoisie in Russia.
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democrats (the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Rev-
olutionaries) during the eight months they were in
power.,

Those poltroons, gas-bags, vainglorious Narcis-
suses and petty Hamlets brandished their wooden
swords — but did not even destroy the monarchy!
We cleansed out all that monarchist muck as no-
body had ever done before. We left not a stone, not
a brick of that ancient edifice, the social-estate sys-
tem (even the most advanced countries, such as
Britain, France and Germany, have not complete-
ly eliminated the survivals of that system to this
day!), standing. We tore out the deep-seated roots
of the social-estate system, namely, the remnants
of feudalism and serfdom in the system of land-
ownership, to the last. “One may argue” (there are
plenty of quill-drivers, Cadets, Mensheviks and
Socialist-Revolutionaries abroad to indulge in
such arguments) as to what “in the long run” will
be the outcome of the agrarian reform effected by
the Great October Revolution. We have no desire
at the moment to waste time on such controver-
sies, for we are deciding this, as well as the mass of
accompanying controversies, by struggle. But the
fact cannot be denied that the petty-bourgeois de-
mocrats “compromised” with the landowners, the
custodians of the traditions of serfdom, for eight
months, while we completely swept the landown-
ers and all their traditions from Russian soil in a
few weeks.

Take religion, or the denial of rights to women,
or the oppression and inequality of the non-Rus-
sian nationalities. These are all problems of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution. The vulgar pet-
ty-bourgeois democrats talked about them for
eight months. In not a single one of the most ad-
vanced countries in the world have these questions
been completely settled on bourgeois-democratic
lines. In our country they have been settled com-
pletely by the legislation of the October Revolu-
tion. We have fought and are fighting religion in
earnest. We have granted all the non-Russian na-
tionalities their own republics or autonomous re-
gions. We in Russia no longer have the base, mean
and infamous denial of rights to women or inequal-
ity of the sexes, that disgusting survival of feudal-
ism and medievalism, which is being renovated by
the avaricious bourgeoisie and the dull-witted and
frightened petty bourgeoisie in every other coun-
try in the world without exception.

All this goes to make up the content of the bour-
geois-democratic revolution. A hundred and fifty
and two hundred and fifty years ago the progres-
sive leaders of that revolution (or of those revolu-
tions, if we consider each national variety of the
one general type) promised to rid mankind of me-
dieval privileges, of sex inequality, of state privi-
leges for one religion or another (or religious
ideas”, “the church” in general), and of national in-
equality. They promised, but did not keep their
promises. They could not keep them,for they were
hindered by their “respect” — for the “sacred right
of private property”. Our proletarian revolution
was not afflicted with this accursed “respect” for
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this thrice-accursed medievalism and for the “sa-
cred right of private property”.

But in order to consolidate the achievements of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution for the peo-
ples of Russia, we were obliged to go farther; and
we did go farther. We solved the problems of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution in passing, as a
“by-product” of our main and genuinely proletar-
ian-revolutionary, socialist activities. We have al-
ways said that reforms are a by-product of the rev-
olutionary class struggle. We said — and proved it
by deeds — that bourgeois-democratic reforms are
a by-product of the proletarian, i.e., of the socialist
revolution. Incidentally, the Kautskys, Hilferd-
ings, Martovs, Chernovs, Hillquits, Longuets,
MacDonalds, Turatis and other heroes of “Two-
and-a-Half’ Marxism® were incapable of under-
standing this relation between the bourgeois-de-
mocratic and the proletarian-socialist revolutions.
The first develops into the second. The second, in
passing, solves the problems of the first. The se-
cond consolidates the work of the first. Struggle,
and struggle alone, decides how far the second suc-
ceeds in outgrowing the first.

The Soviet system is one of the most vivid proofs,
or manifestations, of how the one revolution devel-
ops into the other. The Soviet system provides the
maximum of democracy for the workers and peas-
ants; at the same time, it marks a break with bour-
geois democracy and the rise of a new, epoch-mak-
ing type of democracy, namely, proletarian demo-
cracy, or the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Let the curs and swine of the moribund bour-
geoisie, and of the petty-bourgeois democrats who
trail behind them, heap imprecations, abuse and
derision upon our heads for our reverses and mis-
takes in the work of building up our Soviet system.
We do not forget for a moment that we have com-
mitted and are committing numerous mistakes
and are suffering numerous reverses. How can re-
verses and mistakes be avoided in a matter so new
in the history of the world as the building of an un-
precedented type of state edifice! We shall work
steadfastly to set our reverses and mistakes right
and to improve our practical application of Soviet
principles, which is still very, very far from being
perfect. But we have a right to be and are proud
that to us has fallen the good fortune to begin the
building of a Soviet state, and thereby to usher in a
new era in world history, the era of the rule of a
new class, a class which is oppressed in every capi-
talist country, but which everywhere is marching
forward towards a new life, towards victory over
the bourgeoisie, towards the dictatorship of the
proletariat, towards the emancipation of mankind
from the yoke of capital and from imperialist wars.

The question of imperialist wars, of the interna-
tional policy of finance capital which now domi-
nates the whole world, a policy that must inevita-

5. The Two-and-a-Half International — was founded in
Vienna in 1921 at a conference of centrist parties and
groups which, under pressure of the revolutionary-
minded masses, temporarily seceded from the Second In-
ternational and returned to it in 1923.




bly engender new imperialist wars, that must in-
evitably cause an extreme intensification of na-
tional oppression, pillage, brigandry and the
strangulation of weak, backward and small na-
tionalities by a handful of “advanced” powers —
that question has been the keystone of all policy in
all the countries of the globe since 1914. It is a
question of life and death for millions upon mil-
lions of people. It is a question of whether
20,000,000 people (as compared with the
10,000,000 who were killed in the war of 1914-18
and in the supplementary “minor” wars that are
still going on) are to be slaughtered in the next im-
perialist war, which the bourgeoisie are preparing,
and which is growing out of capitalism before our
very eyes. It is a question of whether in that future
war, which is inevitable (if capitalism continues to
exist), 60,000,000 people are to be maimed (com-
pared with the 30,000,000 maimed in 1914-18). In
this question, too, our October Revolution marked
the beginning of a new era in world history. The
lackeys of the bourgeoisie and its yes-men — the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks,
and the petty-bourgeois, allegedly “socialist,” de-
mocrats all over the world — derided our slogan
“convert the imperialist war into a civil war.” But
that slogan proved to be the truth — it was the only
truth, unpleasant, blunt, naked and brutal, but
nevertheless the truth, as against the host of most
refined jingoist and pacifist lies. Those lies are be-
ing dispelled. The Brest peace® has been exposed.
And with every passing day the significance and
consequences of a peace that is even worse than
the Brest peace — the peace of Versailles — are be-
ing more relentlessly exposed. And the millions
who are thinking about the causes of the recent
war and of the approaching future war are more
and more clearly realising the grim and inexora-
ble truth that it is impossible to escape imperialist
war, and imperialist peace (if the old orthography
were still in use, I would have written the word
mir in two ways, to give it both its meanings)’
which inevitably engenders imperialist war, that
it is impossible to escape that inferno, except by a
Bolshevik struggle and a Bolshevik revolution.

Let the bourgeoisie and the pacifists, the gener-
als and the petty bourgeoisie, the capitalists and
the philistines, the pious Christians and the
knights of the Second and the Two-and-a-Half In-
ternationals vent their fury against that revolu-
tion. No torrents of abuse, calumnies and lies can
enable them to conceal the historic fact that for the
first time in hundreds and thousands of years the
slaves have replied to a war between slave-owners
by openly proclaiming the slogan: “Convert this
war between slave-owners for the division of their
loot into a war of the slaves of all nations against

6. Brest peace — the peace treaty imposed on Russia by
Germany in early 1918. It placed especially hard condi-
tions on Russia.

7. In Russian, the word mir has two meanings (world
and peace) and had two different spellings in the old way
of spelling.

the slave-owners of all nations.”

For the first time in hundreds and thousands of
years that slogan has grown from a vague and
helpless waiting into a clear and definite political
programme, into an effective struggle waged by
millions of oppressed people under the leadership
of the proletariat; it has grown into the first victo-
ry of the proletariat, the first victory in the strug-
gle to abolish war and to unite the workers of all
countries against the united bourgeoisie of differ-
ent nations, against the bourgeoisie that makes
peace and war at the expense of the slaves of capi-
tal, the wage-workers, the peasants, the working
people.

This first victory is not yet the final victory, and
it was achieved by our October Revolution at the
price of incredible difficulties and hardships, at
the price of unprecedented suffering, accompanied
by a series of serious reverses and mistakes on our
part. How could a single backward people be ex-
pected to frustrate the imperialist wars of the most
powerful and most developed countries of the
world without sustaining reverses and without
committing mistakes! We are not afraid to admit
our mistakes and shall examine them dispassion-
ately in order to learn how to correct them. But the
fact remains that for the first time in hundreds
and thousands of years the promise “to reply” to
war between the slave-owners by a revolution of
the slaves directed against all the slave-owners
has been completely fulfilled — and is being ful-
filled despite all difficulties.

We have made the start. When, at what date and
time, and the proletarians of which nation will
complete this process is not important. The impor-
tant thing is that the ice has been broken; the road
is open, the way has been shown.

Gentlemen, capitalists of all countries, keep up
your hypocritical pretence of “defending the fa-
therland” — the Japanese fatherland against the
American, the American against the Japanese,
the French against the British, and so forth! Gen-
tlemen, knights of the Second and Two-and-a-Half
Internationals, pacifist petty bourgeoisie and phil-
istines of the entire world, go on “evading” the
question of how to combat imperialist wars by is-
suing new “Basle Manifestos” (on the model of the
Basle Manifesto of 1912).8 The first Bolshevik revo-
lution has wrested the first hundred million people
of this earth from the clutches of imperialist war
and the imperialist world. Subsequent revolutions
will deliver the rest of mankind from such wars
and from such a world.

Our last, but most important and most difficult
task, the one we have done least about, is economic
development, the laying of economic foundations
for the new, socialist edifice on the site of the dem-

8. Basle Manifesto — the manifesto against imperialist
war adopted unanimously by a congress of the Second In-
ternational in Basle, Switzerland in 1912. When World
War I broke out in 1914, the leaders of the Second Inter-
national (Karl Kautsky, ete.) who had voted for the ma-
nifesto consigned it to oblivion and supported their own
imperialist governments.
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olished feudal edifice and the semi-demolished
capitalist edifice. It is in this most important and
most difficult task that we have sustained the
greatest number of reverses and have made most
mistakes. How could anyone expect that a task so
new to the world could be begun without reverses
and without mistakes! But we have begun it. We
shall continue it. At this very moment we are, by
our New Economic Policy,® correcting a number of
our mistakes. We are learning how to continue
erecting the socialist edifice in a small-peasant
country without committing such mistakes.

The difficulties are immense. But we are accus-
tomed to grappling with immense difficulties. Not
for nothing do our enemies call us “stone-hard”
and exponents of a “firm-line policy.” But we have
also learned, at least to some extent, another art
that is essential in revolution, namely, flexibility,
the ability to effect swift and sudden changes of
tactics if changes in objective conditions demand
them, and to choose another path for the achieve-
ment of our goal if the former path proves to be in-
expedient or impossible at the given moment.

Borne along on the crest of the wave of enthusi-
asm, rousing first the political enthusiasm and
then the military enthusiasm of the people, we ex-
pected to accomplish economic tasks just as great
as the political and military tasks we had accomp-
lished by relying directly on this enthusiasm. We
expected — or perhaps it would be truer to say that
we presumed without having given it adequate
consideration — to be able to organise the state
production and the state distribution of products
on communist lines in a small-peasant country di-
rectly as ordered by the proletarian state. Expe-
rience has proved that we were wrong. It appears
that a number of transitional stages were neces-
sary — state capitalism and socialism — in order
to prepare — to prepare by many years of effort —
for the transition to communism. Not directly rely-
ing on enthusiasm, but aided by the enthusiasm
engendered by the great revolution, and on the ba-
sis of personal interest, personal incentive and
business principles, we must first set to work in

9. New Economic Policy — initiated at the Tenth Con-
gress of the Russian Communist Party in 1921 to revive
the economy after the civil war. Was adopted as a tempo-
rary measure allowing a limited revival of free trade in-
side the Soviet Union and foreign concessions alongside
the nationalized and state-controlled sectors of the eco-

nomy.

this small-peasant country to build solid gang-
ways to socialism by way of state capitalism. Oth-
erwise we shall never get to communism, we shall
never bring scores of millions of people to commu-
nism. That is what experience, the objective course
of the development of the revolution, has taught
us.

And we, who during these three or four years
have learned a little to make abrupt changes of
front (when abrupt changes of front are needed),
have begun zealously, attentively and sedulously
(although still not zealously, attentively and sedu-
lously enough) to learn to make a new change of
front, namely, the New Economic Policy. The
proletarian state must become a cautious, assidu-
ous and shrewd “businessman,” a punctilious
wholesale merchant — otherwise it will never suc-
ceed in putting this small-peasant country eco-
nomically on its feet. Under existing conditions,
living as we are side by side with the capitalist (for
the time being capitalist) West, there is no other
way of progressing to communism. A wholesale
merchant seems to be an economic type as remote
from communism as heaven from earth. But that
is one of the contradictions which, in actual life,
lead from a small-peasant economy via state capi-
talism to socialism. Personal incentive will step up
production; we must increase production first and
foremost and at all costs. Wholesale trade econom-
ically unites millions of small peasants: it gives
them a personal incentive, links them up and leads
them to the next step, namely, to various forms of
association and alliance in the process of produc-
tion itself. We have already started the necessary
changes in our economic policy and already have
some successes to our credit; true, they are small
and partial, but nonetheless they are successes. In
this new field of “tuition” we are already finishing
our preparatory class. By persistent and assiduous
study, by making practical experience the test of
every step we take, by not fearing to alter over and
over again what we have already begun, by cor-
recting our mistakes and most carefully analysing
their significance, we shall pass to the higher
classes. We shall go through the whole “course,”
although the present state of world economics and
world politics has made that course much longer
and much more difficult than we would have liked.
No matter at what cost, no matter how severe the
hardships of the transition period may be — de-
spite disaster, famine and ruin — we shall not
flinch; we shall triumphantly carry our cause to its
goal.
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How Lenin Saw the Russian Revolution

by Doug Jenness

In October 1917, the councils of workers and
peasants of Russia, under the leadership of the
Bolsheviks, took governmental power and began
carrying out the greatest revolution, of this centu-
ry. In the nineteenth century, revolutionists ad-
mired and absorbed the lessons, and even the lan-
guage, of the French Revolution of 1789. They
compared and contrasted their own revolutions to
that great historic watershed.

Similarly, for more than sixty years, revolution-
ists of our century have drawn inspiration and
learned from the first successful proletarian revo-
lution. We have turned to the Russian revolution
to learn how to lead the working class to power in
our countries. Where the masses have overturned
capitalist rule in such countries as Cuba, Nicara-
gua, Grenada, and Vietnam, revolutionaries study
how the Bolsheviks in power handled some of the
problems they face.

World-wide, the working class is indebted to the
Russian revolution in another way. The October
victory altered the relationship of class forces be-
tween the imperialist rulers and the toiling
masses in favor of the latter. The failure of the im-
perialist powers to overturn the basic social con-
quests of the Russian workers and reinstitute capi-
talism on Russian soil remains a fact of moment-
ous historical importance.

It is precisely because of this change in the rela-
tionship of forces made possible by the Russian
people that imperialism has not been able to crush
the Chinese, Cuban, and Indochinese revolutions,
which at crucial moments have received military
and economic aid from the Soviet workers state.

On this sixty-fourth anniversary of the October
revolution, we are publishing an article Lenin
wrote in 1921 to celebrate the revolution’s fourth
anniversary.

Lenin was the central leader of the Bolshevik
party and of the Soviet workers state in its early
revolutionary years. The best place to learn the
lessons of Bolshevism — to understand how the
Bolshevik party was trained, carried through the
October revolution, and led the organization of the
world’s first workers state — is Lenin’s writings
and speeches.

In this anniversary article. Lenin explains how
the Russian revolution combined both the bour-
geois-democratic and the socialist revolutions. He
indicates that, with the workers and peasants
wielding governmental power, the bourgeois-dem-
ocratic revolution was carried through more tho-
roughly than in any country ever before. And that,
to consolidate this achievement, they had to go fur-
ther and begin the socialist revolution.

The relationship between the bourgeois-demo-
cratic and socialist revolutions in Russia had been
debated among Russian Marxists since the turn of
the century.

The program of the Russian Social Democratic
Labor Party, adopted at its second congress in
1903, called for the overthrow of capitalism and
explained, “A necessary condition for this so-
cial revolution is the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat. . . .” It also indicated that “on the way to
achieving” this “ultimate aim” the Social Demo-
crats had to undertake certain immediate tasks.
The most important of these was to overthrow the
tsarist autocracy and convoke a constituent as-
sembly, freely elected by the entire people.

At the 1903 congress, there were no fundamen-
tal differences on the program expressed by the
two principal factions, the Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks.

But the 1905 revolution in Russia revealed deep
differences between the Bolsheviks and Menshev-
iks over the class forces that would carry through
the bourgeois-democratic revolution and the rela-
tionship of this revolution to the socialist revolu-
tion.

Two Approaches

Reviewing the different approaches in a polemic
with Karl Kautsky in November 1918, Lenin
wrote:

“The Russian revolution is a bourgeois revolu-
tion, said all the Marxists of Russia before 1905.
The Mensheviks, substituting liberalism for

Marxism, drew the conclusion from this that,

hence, the proletariat must not go beyond what
was acceptable to the bourgeoisie and must pursue
a policy of compromise with it. The Bolsheviks said
that this was a bourgeois-liberal theory. The bour-
geoisie, they said, was trying to bring about the re-
form of the state on bourgeois, reformist, not revo-
lutionary lines, while preserving the monarchy,
landlordism, etc., as far as possible. The proleta-
riat must carry through the bourgeois-democratic
revolution to the end, not allowing itself to be
‘bound’ by the reformism of the bourgeoisie. The
Bolsheviks formulated the relation of class forces
in the bourgeois revolution as follows: the proleta-
riat, joining to itself the peasantry, will neutralize
the liberal bourgeoisie and utterly destroy the mo-
narchy, medievalism, and landlordism.

“The alliance between the proletariat and the
peasantry in general reveals the bourgeois charac-
ter of the revolution, for the peasantry in general
are small producers who stand on the basis of com-
modity production. Further, the Bolsheviks then
added, the proletariat will join to itself the entire
semi-proletariat (all the toilers and exploited), will
neutralize the middle peasantry and overthrow the
bourgeoisie; this will be a Socialist revolution, as
distinct from a bourgeois-democratic revolution
(see my pamphlet Two Tactics, published in 1905
and reprinted in Twelve Years, St. Petersburg,
1907).” (The Proletarian Revolution and the Rene-
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gade Kautsky)

The course projected by the Bolsheviks gave an
accurate portrayal of the line of march the Russian
workers would follow and how the revolution
would unfold. It armed them to participate effec-
tively in the class struggle and to assume a leader-
ship role in the revolution. In October 1917, the al-
liance between the proletariat and the peasantry
in general overthrew the capitalist government
and proceeded to smash all the remnants of the
monarchy, medievalism, and landlordism. Gov-
ernmental power gave the working class and the
poor peasants an effective instrument to lead the
revolution in their interests.

As Lenin explained in a report to the Eighth
Congress of the Russian Communist Party in
March 1919, “. . . our revolution was largely a
bourgeois revolution until the Poor Peasants’
Committees were set up, i.e., until the summer
and even the autumn of 1918. We are not afraid to
admit that. We accomplished the October Revolu-
tion so easily because the peasants as a whole sup-
ported us and fought the landowners for they saw
that as far as they were concerned we would go
the limit. . . . But from the moment the Poor
Peasants’ Committees began to be organized, our
revolution became a proletarian revolution. . .
And only when the October revolution began to
spread to the rural districts and was consummat-
ed, in the summer of 1918, did we acquire a real
proletarian base; only then did our revolution be-
come a proletarian revolution in fact, and not mere-
ly in our proclamations, promises and declara-
tions.” (Speeches at Party Congresses: 1918-1922)

The developments in the countryside that Lenin
describes here coincided with the outbreak of the
civil war, which saw the rich peasants and the cap-
italists going over to the counterrevolution. By the
fall of 1918, virtually all industry had been nation-
alized.

Lenin explained that . . . if the Bolshevik pro-
letariat had tried at once, in October-November
1917, without waiting for the class differentiation
in the rural districts, without being able to prepare
for it and bring it about, to ‘decree’ a civil war or
the ‘introduction of Socialism’ in the rural dis-
tricts, had tried to do without a temporary bloc (al-
liance) with the peasants in general, without mak-
ing a number of concessions to the middle peas-
ants, etc., that would have been a Blanquist distor-
tion of Marxism, an attempt of the minority to im-
pose its will upon the majority; it would have been
a theoretical absurdity, revealing a failure to un-
derstand that a general peasant revolution is still
a bourgeois revolution, and that without a series of
transitions, of transitional stages, it cannot be
transformed into a Socialist revolution in a back-
ward country.” (The Proletarian Revolution and
the Renegade Kautsky)

Lenin commented further on the nature of the
Russian revolution in an April 15, 1919, article,
“The Third International and Its Place in Histo-
ry.” He wrote, “I have had occasion more than once
to say that it was easier for the Russians than for

the advanced countries fo begin the great proletar-
ian revolution, but that it will be more difficult for
them to continue it and carry it to final victory, in
the sense of the complete organization of a socialist
society.

“It was easier for us to begin, firstly, because the
unusual — for twentieth-century Europe — politi-
cal backwardness of the tsarist monarchy gave un-
usual strength to the revolutionary onslaught of
the masses. Secondly, Russia’s backwardness
merged in a peculiar way the proletarian revolu-
tion against the bourgeoisie with the peasant revo-
lution against the landowners. That is what we
started from in October 1917, and we would not
have achieved victory so easily if we had not. As
long ago as 1856, Marx spoke, in reference to Prus-
sia, of the possibility of a peculiar combination of
proletarian revolution and peasant war. From the
beginning of 1905 the Bolsheviks advocated the
idea of a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of
the proletariat and peasantry.” (Lenin Collected
Works, Vol. 29)

Revolutionary-Democratic Dictatorship

The 1905 revolution included both a massive up-
surge of the working class and peasant uprisings.
These powerful struggles posed for the first time
the real possibility of overthrowing the monarchy
and establishing a new government. This gave im-
pulse to the debate among Russian socialists as to
what kind of government should replace the auto-
cracy. The Mensheviks argued that the Social
Democrats should not participate in a provisional
revolutionary government in the event the mo-
narchy was overturned. For the party of the work-
ing class to raise the possibility of its participation
in such a government, according to the Menshev-
iks, would pose the question of the socialist revolu-
tion, which was premature in Russia.

They argued that the Social Democrats should
pressure the capitalist parties to take their right-
ful place as leaders of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution.

Lenin rejected this approach as “tail-ending” the
bourgeoisie. He countered by stating, “Marxism
teaches the proletarian not to keep aloof from the
bourgeois revolution, not to refuse to take part in
it, not to allow the leadership of the revolution to
be assumed by the bourgeoisie but, on the con-
trary, to take a most energetic part in it, to fight
resolutely for consistent proletarian democracy, to
fight to carry the revolution to its completion.”
(Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democrat-
ic Revolution)

The class forces that the Bolsheviks saw could
carry through the demoeratic revolution most res-
olutely were the working class in alliance with the
revolutionary peasantry as a whole. Thus, they
proposed that the monarchy be replaced with a
revolutionary government to achieve the goals of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution, in which the
workers and peasants would exercise political pow-
er and repress their oppressors. This was the revo-
lutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proleta-




riat and peasantry.

Lenin wrote, “. . . such a victory will assume
the form of a dictatorship, i.e. it is inevitably
bound to rely on military force, on the arming of
the masses, on an uprising, and not on institutions
established by ‘lawful’ or ‘peaceful’ means. It can
only be a dictatorship, for the introduction of the
reforms which are urgently and absolutely neces-
sary for the proletariat and the peasantry will call
forth the desperate resistance of the landlords, the
big bourgeoisie and tsarism. Without a dictator-
ship it will be impossible to break down that resis-
tance and to repel the counterrevolutionary at-
tempts. But of course it will be a democratic, not a
socialist dictatorship.” (T'wo Tactics)

Lenin desecribed the revolution that would bring
the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship into be-
ing as a “people’s revolution.” “Social Democracy,”
he said, “has justly fought and continues to fight
against the bourgeois-democratic abuse of the
word ‘people.’” The revolutionary workers party,
he explained, “must present to the whole of the
people the tasks of a democratic revolution as
widely and as boldly as possible.” (Two Tactics)

The Bolsheviks also explained that a victory for
the democratic revolution in Russia was connected
to the proletarian revolution in Europe. “Such a
victory,” Lenin wrote, “will enable us to rouse Eu-
rope, and the socialist proletariat of Europe will
then throw off the yoke of the bourgeoisie and in
turn help us to carry out a socialist revolution.”
(Two Tactics)

‘Uninterrupted Revolution’

Lenin believed that the revolutionary-demo-
cratic dictatorship would create the most favorable
circumstances for the working class to make the
transition toward the socialist revolution. In an
article, “Social Democracy’s Attitude Toward the
Peasant Movement,” written two months after
Two Tactics, Lenin explained:

“. . .from the democratic revolution we shall at
once, and precisely in accordance with the meas-
ure of our strength, the strength of the class-con-
scious and organized proletariat, begin to pass to
the socialist revolution. We stand for uninterrupt-
ed revolution. We shall not stop half-way. If we do
not now and immediately promise all sorts of ‘so-
cialization,’ that is because we know the actual
conditions for that task to be accomplished, and we
do not gloss over the new class struggle burgeon-
ing within the peasantry, but reveal that strug-
gle. . . .

“To try to calculate now what the combination of
forces will be within the peasantry ‘on the day af-
ter’ the revolution (the democratic revolution) is
empty utopianism. . . . [W]e shall bend every ef-
fort to help the entire peasantry achieve the demo-
cratic revolution, in order thereby to make it easier
for us, the party of the proletariat, to pass on as
quickly as possible to the new and higher task —
the socialist revolution.” (Collected Works, Vol. 9)

The formation of workers councils, called so-
viets, during the 1905 revolution gave a glimpse of

how the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
might emerge.

Lenin, in an article, “Our Tasks and the Soviet
of Workers’ Deputies,” written in November 1905,
drew special attention to the soviets as “the em-
bryo of a provisional revolutionary government.

“I think,” he proposed, “the Soviet should pro-
claim itself the provisional revolutionary govern-
ment of the whole of Russia as early as possible, or
should set up a provisional revolutionary govern-
ment (which would amount to the same thing, only
in another form).” (Collected Works, Vol. 10)

Dual Power

In 1917, after the February insurrection, the So-
viets were again established. The authority of
these organizations among the masses led Lenin to
characterize the situation as one of “dual power.”

“What is this dual power?” he wrote in early
April. “Alongside the Provisional Government,
the government of the bourgeoisie, another govern-
ment has arisen, so far weak and incipient, but un-
doubtedly a government that actually exists and is
growing — the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies.

“What is the class composition of this other gov-
ernment? It consists of the proletariat and the
peasants (in soldiers’ uniforms). What is the politi-
cal nature of this government? It is a revolution-
ary dictatorship, i.e.,, a power directly based on
revolutionary seizure, on the direct initiative of
the people from below, and not on a law enacted by
a centralized state power.” (Collected Works, Vol.
24)

Following the February 1917 revolution, many
of the older Bolshevik leaders adapted to the Men-
sheviks who were carrying out a bourgeois-liberal
line and supporting the Provisional Government.
This put these “old Bolsheviks” in the position of
giving de facto critical support to the capitalist
provisional government.

Lenin fought this tendency toward opportunism.
He opposed supporting the Provisional Govern-
ment and called for the soviets to take power.

He explained:

“The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of
the proletariat and the peasantry has already
been realized, but in a highly original manner, and
with a number of extremely important modifica-
tons. . ..

“According to the old way of thinking, the rule of
the bourgeoisie could and should be followed by
the rule of the proletariat and the peasantry, by
their dictatorship.

“In real life, however, things have already
turned out differently; there has been an extreme-
ly original, novel and unprecedented interlacing of
the one with the other. We have side by side, exist-
ing together, simultaneously, both the rule of the
bourgeoisie (the government of Lvov and Guch-
kov) and a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry, which is vo-
luntarily ceding power to the bourgeoisie, volun-
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tarily making itself an appendage of the bourgeoi-
sie.” (Collected Works, Vol. 24)

Worker-Bolsheviks Were Ready

While many of the “old Bolsheviks” took oppor-
tunist positions, the majority of worker-Bolshev-
iks did not. It was this fact that made it possible for
Lenin to win a majority for his line at the April
1917 party conference without a great deal of diffi-
culty.

In the History of the Russian Revolution, Leon
Trotsky explains:

“Already at the beginning of the war, when the
government dealt the party a heavy blow by ar-
resting the Bolshevik faction of the Duma, Lenin,
speaking of the further revolutionary work, had
demanded the education by the party of thou-
sands of class-conscious workers, from among
whom in spite of all difficulties a new staff of lead-
ers will arise.’

“Although separated from these workers by two
war fronts, and almost without communication,
Lenin had never lost touch with them. ‘Let the
war, jails, Siberia, hard labor, shatter them twice,
ten times, you cannot destroy that stratum. It is
alive. It is imbued with revolutionism and anti-
chauvinism.’ ”

This point helps underline the fact that Lenin
approached the question of the Russian revolution
from the standpoint of a party leader and builder.
His writings reflect the collective experience and
discussions of the Bolshevik party. They are
stamped by the objective of arming the party to ef-
fectively participate in the class struggle and pre-
pare for the revolution.

Transitional approach
At every stage, the Bolsheviks had to weigh
their general conceptions of the revolution with
the living reality of the struggle and determine the
most effective slogans and arenas of party work.
The kind of party that Lenin sought to build was
totally interconnected with his conception of the

revolution. The Bolsheviks were a revolutionary
workers party armed with the Marxist program.
They participated in the mass organizations of the
working class, in bourgeois elections, and other
arenas, with the sole objective of preparing the
working class to take power.

For example, Lenin explained that the work of
party members in the trade unions was to educate
the workers around the broad social and political
issues. “It cannot be too strongly maintained,” he
wrote in 1902, “. . . that the Social Democrats’
ideal should not be the trade union secretary, but
the tribune of the people, who is able to react to
every manifestation of tyranny and oppression, no
matter where it appears, no matter what stratum
or class of the people it affects; . . . who is able to
take advantage of every event, however small, in
order to set forth before all his socialist convictions
and his democratic demands, in order to clarify for
all and everyone the world-historic significance of
the struggle for the emancipation of the proleta-
riat.” (What Is to Be Done?)

Lenin’s writings on the relationship between the
democratic and socialist revolutions in Russia also
demonstrate how he applied a transitional ap-
proach. The Bolsheviks, starting from the objec-
tive needs of the working class, sought to develop
slogans that would help bridge the struggle from
one level of consciousness to the next and lead it
along the road toward socialist revolution.

As Lenin points out in his fourth anniversary ar-
ticle, the Bolsheviks never saw the struggle for im-
mediate and democratic demands as the struggle
for “reforms.” Rather, struggles around such de-
mands were seen as part of preparing and mobiliz-
ing the masses to take political power and, after
seizing power, to use it to lead the revolution for-
ward.

The October revolution testifies that Lenin’s
view of the dynamices of the Russian revolution and
the kind of vanguard party it required effectively
armed the Bolsheviks to carry through their his-
toric task.

The Debate Over the Character and Goals
of the Russian Revolution

by Ernest Mandel

[This article first appeared in the April 1982 International

Socialist Review.]
*

The November 1981 issue of International Socialist Re-
view carried an article by Doug Jenness centered around the
idea that in the 1905-1917 period, there had been two differ-
ent concepts of the Russian revolution among Russian so-
cialists. In the present article we defend the traditional anal-
ysis by Leon Trotsky and the Fourth International, accord-
ing to which there were three — and not two — basically dif-
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ferent strategies proposed by Russian socialists in that peri-
od.

Russian society entered a deep political and social crisis in
the 1870s. The populists of Narodnaya Volya (People’s Will)
were organizing to overthrow tsarism. In 1882, they killed
Tsar Alexander II who, twenty years earlier, had freed Rus-
sian peasants from serfdom, but burdened them in exchange






