APPENDIX A

Excerpt from “Address
of the Central Committee
to the Communist League”
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels

London, March 18501
Brothers!
In the two revolutionary years of 1848–49 the League proved itself in
two ways. First, its members everywhere involved themselves energetically in the movement and stood in the front ranks of the only decisively
revolutionary class, the proletariat, in the press, on the barricades and
on the battlefields. The League further proved itself in that its understanding of the movement, as expressed in the circulars issued by the
Congresses and the Central Committee of 1847 and in the Manifesto
of the Communist Party,2 has been shown to be the only correct one,
and the expectations expressed in these documents have been completely
fulfilled. This previously only propagated by the League in secret, is now
on everyone’s lips and is preached openly in the market place. At the same
time, however, the formerly strong organization of the League has been
considerably weakened. A large number of members who were directly
involved in the movement thought that the time for secret societies was
over and that public action alone was sufficient. The individual districts
and communes allowed their connections with the Central Committee to
weaken and gradually become dormant. So, while the democratic party,
the party of the petty bourgeoisie, has become more and more organized
in Germany, the workers’ party has lost its only firm foothold, remaining organized at best in individual localities for local purposes; within
the general movement it has consequently come under the complete
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domination and leadership of the petty-bourgeois democrats. This situation cannot be allowed to continue; the independence of the workers
must be restored . . .
2. To be able forcefully and threateningly to oppose this party, whose
betrayal of the workers will begin with the very first hour of victory, the
workers must be armed and organized. The whole proletariat must be
armed at once with muskets, rifles, cannon and ammunition, and the
revival of the old-style citizens’ militia, directed against the workers, must
be opposed. Where the formation of this militia cannot be prevented, the
workers must try to organize themselves independently as a proletarian
guard, with elected leaders and with their own elected general staff; they
must try to place themselves not under the orders of the state authority
but of the revolutionary local councils set up by the workers. Where the
workers are employed by the state, they must arm and organize themselves into special corps with elected leaders, or as a part of the proletarian
guard. Under no pretext should arms and ammunition be surrendered;
any attempt to disarm the workers must be frustrated, by force if necessary. The destruction of the bourgeois democrats’ influence over the
workers, and the enforcement of conditions which will compromise the
rule of bourgeois democracy, which is for the moment inevitable, and
make it as difficult as possible—these are the main points which the proletariat and therefore the League must keep in mind during and after the
approaching uprising.
3. As soon as the new governments have established themselves, their
struggle against the workers will begin. If the workers are to be able to
forcibly oppose the democratic petty bourgeois it is essential above all
for them to be independently organized and centralized in clubs. At
the soonest possible moment after the overthrow of the present governments, the Central Committee will come to Germany and will immediately convene a Congress, submitting to it the necessary proposals
for the centralization of the workers’ clubs under a directorate established at the movement’s center of operations. The speedy organization
of at least provincial connections between the workers’ clubs is one of
the prime requirements for the strengthening and development of the
workers’ party; the immediate result of the overthrow of the existing
governments will be the election of a national representative body. Here
the proletariat must take care:
1) that by sharp practices local authorities and government commissioners do not, under any pretext whatsoever, exclude any section
of workers;
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2) that workers’ candidates are nominated everywhere in opposition
to bourgeois-democratic candidates. As far as possible they should
be League members and their election should be pursued by all
possible means. Even where there is no prospect of achieving their
election the workers must put up their own candidates to preserve
their independence, to gauge their own strength and to bring their
revolutionary position and party standpoint to public attention.
They must not be led astray by the empty phrases of the democrats,
who will maintain that the workers’ candidates will split the democratic party and offer the forces of reaction the chance of victory.
All such talk means, in the final analysis, that the proletariat is to
be swindled. The progress which the proletarian party will make
by operating independently in this way is infinitely more important than the disadvantages resulting from the presence of a few
reactionaries in the representative body. If the forces of democracy
take decisive, terroristic action against the reaction from the very
beginning, the reactionary influence in the election will already
have been destroyed . . .
Although the German workers cannot come to power and achieve the
realization of their class interests without passing through a protracted
revolutionary development, this time they can at least be certain that the
first act of the approaching revolutionary drama will coincide with the
direct victory of their own class in France and will thereby be accelerated. But they themselves must contribute most to their final victory,
by informing themselves of their own class interests, by taking up their
independent political position as soon as possible, by not allowing themselves to be misled by the hypocritical phrases of the democratic petty
bourgeoisie into doubting for one minute the necessity of an independently organized party of the proletariat. Their battle-cry must be: The
Permanent Revolution.

APPENDIX B

“Sketch of a Provisional
Revolutionary Government”
Setting: Tsarism in St. Petersburg struck down, the autocratic government overthrown—struck down but not utterly destroyed, not killed,
not annihilated, not extirpated.1
The provisional revolutionary government appeals to the people.
Workers and peasants t a k e t h e i n i t i a t i v e. Complete freedom. The
people organise their own lives. The government programme = full republican liberties, peasant committees for the complete reform of agrarian relations. The Programme of the Social-Democratic Party i s a t h i n g
s t a n d i n g b y i t s e l f. Social-Democrats in the provisional government = people delegated, c o m m i s s i o n e d by the Social-Democratic
P a r t y.
Next—the Constituent Assembly. If the people have risen, they . . .2
may (even though not immediately) find themselves in the majority
(peasants and workers). Ergo, the revolutionary d i c t a t o r s h i p of the
proletariat and the peasantry.
Frantic resistance of evil forces. Civil war i n f u l l s w e e p—
annihilation of tsarism.
Organisation of the proletariat grows, propaganda and agitation of
the Social-Democrats increases ten thousandfold—all the government
printing-presses, etc., etc. “Mit der Gründlichkeit der geschichtlichen Aktion
wird auch der Umfang der Masse zunehmen, deren Aktion sie ist.”3
The peasantry takes all agrarian relations, all the land, into its own
hands. T h e n n a t i o n a l i s a t i o n becomes a fact.
Tremendous growth of productive forces—the entire rural intelligentsia, all technical knowledge, is brought into action to increase agricultural production, to get rid of fettering influences (uplifters, Narodniks,
etc., etc.) . . . Gigantic development of capitalist progress . . .
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War: the fort keeps changing hands. Either the bourgeoisie overthrows
the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, or this
dictatorship sets Europe aflame, and then . . . ?
If we are to consider the question of revolutionary dictatorship from
the standpoint of Marxism, we shall have to reduce it to an analysis of the
struggle of the c l a s s e s.
Ergo, what major social forces should be taken into account? Ordre de
bataille?
(α) The bureaucratic, military, and Court elements stand for absolutism p l u s the unenlightened elements among the people (a rapidly disintegrating conglomerate, yesterday all-powerful, tomorrow powerless).
(Dynastic and other conflicts within inevitable.)
Degree of organisation very high—maximum
(β) The more or less big, moderately-liberal bourgeoisie.
(( Here I include the liberal landlords, the top financiers, the merchants, manufacturers, etc., etc. This = σ lords and masters of a bourgeois
country. “Can do anything.” ))
Degree of organisation very slight
Conflicts between the groupings inevitable; but all stand for a Constitution even now, and still more so tomorrow.
Ideological leaders—in abundance, from among the officials, landlords, and journalists.
(γ) The petty-bourgeois and peasant section. Tens of millions.
The “people” par excellence.
Degree of organisation—minimum
Greatest state of benightedness and disorganisation.
Their plight most desperate, they have most to gain directly from
the revolution. The greatest instability (to day—for the revolution,
tomorrow—for “law and order” after slight improvements).
D e m o c r a c y. Ideological leaders—a great number of democratic
intellectuals. The Socialist-Revolutionary “type.”
(δ) The proletariat.
Very high level of organisation, and discipline
Revolutionary-minded. Critical attitude towards the petty bourgeoisie. Has fewer ideological leaders than all the others—only the SocialDemocratic intelligentsia and the educated Social-Democratic workers.
Compared with the preceding groups numerically very much weaker, but
Kampffähigkeit4 very much stronger.
Object of the struggle = Republic (including all democratic liberties,
the m i n i m u m p r o g r a m m e and far-reaching social reforms).
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α—absolutely against.
β—for a Constitution, against the Republic (½ and ½). ((Bargaining.))
γ—in a revolutionary moment (not firmly) for the Republic ((the
unstable elements of the struggle)).
δ—wholly and entirely for the Republic.
June–July 1905

APPENDIX C

“Whom to Elect
to the State Duma”
Citizens! See to it That the Whole People Clearly Understands
What the Chief Parties Are that Are Fighting in the Elections
in St. Petersburg and What Each of Them Strives For!1

What Are the Three Chief Parties?
The Black Hundreds

The Cadets

They are—the Union
of the Russian People,
the monarchists, the
Party of Law and
Order, the Union of
October Seventeenth,
the Commercial and
Industrial Party, the Party
of Peaceful Renovation.

They are—the party of
“people’s” freedom or
Constitutional-“Democratic”
(in reality liberal-monarchist)
Party, the Party of
“Democratic” Reforms, the
radicals, etc.

The Social-Democrats

The Russian SocialDemocratic Labour Party. It
is the party of the classconscious-workers of all the
nationalities of Russia, of
Russians, Letts, Poles, Jews,
Ukrainians, Armenians,
Georgians, Tatars, etc.

Whose Interests Do the Three Chief Parties Defend?
The Black Hundreds
defend the present tsarist
government, they stand
for the landlords, for the
government officials, for
the power of the police,
for military courts, for
pogroms.

The Cadets defend the
interests of the liberal
bourgeois, the liberal
landlords, merchants and
capitalists. The Cadets are a
party of bourgeois lawyers,
journalists, professors and
such like.

The Social-Democrats are the
party of the working class,
defending the interests of all
the working and exploited
people.
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What Do the Three Chief Parties Strive For?
The Black Hundreds strive
for the preservation of the
old autocracy, the lack of
rights of the people, the
unlimited rule over it of
the landlords, officials
and police.

The Cadets strive for the
transfer of power into
the hands of the liberal
bourgeoisie. The monarchy;
by preserving the police
and military regime, is to
safeguard the capitalists’
right to rob the workers and
peasants.

The Social-Democrats strive
for the transfer of all power
into the hands of the people,
i.e., a democratic republic.
The Social-Democrats need
complete freedom in order
to fight for socialism, for the
emancipation of labour from
the yoke of capital.

What Kind of Freedom do the Three Chief Parties Want to Give the People?
The Black Hundreds do
not give the people any
freedom, any power. All
power is for the tsarist
government. The rights
of the people are: to pay
taxes, to toil for the rich,
to rot in gaol.

The Cadets want the kind
of “people’s freedom” which
will be subordinated, firstly,
to the Upper Chamber,
i.e., to the landlords and
capitalists; secondly, to the
monarchy, i. e., the tsar with
the irresponsible police and
armed forces. One-third of
the power to the people, onethird to the capitalists and
one-third to the tsar.

The Social-Democrats want
complete freedom and all
power for the people, all
officials to be elected, the
soldiers to be freed from
barrack servitude, and
the organisation of a free,
people’s militia.

How Do the Three Chief Parties Regard the Peasants’ Demand for Land?
The Black Hundreds
defend the interests of the
feudal landlords. No land
for the peasants. Only the
rich to be allowed to buy
land from the landlords
by voluntary agreement.

The Cadets want to preserve
the landlord system of
agriculture by means of
concessions. They propose
redemption payments by
the peasants which already
once before in 1861 ruined
the peasants. The Cadets
do not agree that the land
question should be settled by
local committees elected by
universal, direct and equal
suffrage by secret ballot.

The Social-Democrats want to
abolish our landlord system
of agriculture. All land
must be transferred to the
peasants absolutely, with out
redemption payments. The
land question must be settled
by local committees elected
by universal, direct and equal
suffrage by secret ballot.
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What Can the Three Chief Parties Achieve if Their Whole Struggle is Successful?
The Black Hundreds,
using every possible
means of struggle, can
cause the people to be
finally ruined and all
Russia subjected to the
savagery of military
courts and pogroms.

The Cadets, using only
“peaceful” means of struggle,
can cause the pogrommongers’ government to buy
off the big bourgeoisie and
the rich in the countryside at
the cost of petty concessions,
while it will chase out the
liberal chatter-boxes for
insufficiently servile speeches
about the beloved, blameless,
inviolable, constitutional
monarch.

The Social-Democrats,
using every possible means
of struggle, including an
uprising, can, with the aid
of the politically conscious
peasantry and urban poor,
win complete freedom and
all the land for the peasants.
And with freedom, and
with the help of the classconscious workers of all
Europe, the Russian SocialDemocrats can advance with
rapid strides to socialism.

Citizens! Vote at the Elections for Candidates
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party!
Social-Democrats and the Trudovik Parties
Citizens! Anyone who wants to take an intelligent part in the elections to
the State Duma must first of all clearly understand the difference between
the three main parties. The Black Hundreds stand for pogroms and the
violence of the tsarist government. The Cadets stand for the interests of
the liberal landlords and capitalists. The Social-Democrats stand for the
interests of the working class and all the working and exploited people.
Anyone who wants to uphold intelligently the interests of the working
class and all working people must know which party is really able most
consistently and resolutely to defend these interests.

Which Parties Claim to Defend the Interests
of the Working Class and all Working People?
The party of the working
class, the Russian SocialDemocratic Labour Party,
based on the standpoint
of the class struggle of the
proletariat.

Trudovik parties, i.e., parties based on the standpoint of the
small proprietor:
The Socialist-Revolutionary Party.

The Trudovik (Popular
Socialist) Party and the
non-party Trudoviks.
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Whose Interests do these Parties Actually Defend?
The interests of the
proletarians, whose
conditions of life deprive
them of all hope of
becoming proprietors and
cause them to strive for
completely changing the
whole basis of the capitalist
social system.

The interests of the petty proprietors, who struggle
against capitalist oppression, but who, owing to the very
conditions of their life, strive to become proprietors, to
strengthen their petty economy and to enrich themselves
by means of trade and hiring labour.

How Steadfast are These Parties in the Great World-Wide Struggle of Labour
Against Capital?
The Social-Democrats
cannot allow of any
reconciliation of labour
and capital. They organise
the wage-workers for a
ruthless struggle against
capital, for the abolition of
private ownership of the
means of production and
for the building of socialist
society.

The toilers’ parties dream of abolishing the rule of capital
but, owing to the conditions of life of the petty proprietor,
they inevitably waver between fighting jointly with the
wage-workers against capital and striving to reconcile
workers and capitalists by the conversion of all the working
people into petty proprietors, with equal division of land,
or guaranteed credit, and so on.

What Can These Parties Achieve by Completely Fulfilling Their Ultimate Aims?
The conquest of political
power by the proletariat
and the conversion of
capitalist into social, largescale, socialist production.

The equal distribution of land among petty proprietors
and small peasants, in which case there will inevitably be a
struggle between them again, giving rise to a division into
rich and poor, workers and capitalists.

What Kind of Freedom for the People are These Parties Trying to Achieve in the
Present Revolution?
Complete freedom and full
power for the people, i.
e., a democratic republic,
officials to be subject to
election, the replacement
of the standing army by
universal arming of the
people.

Complete freedom and full power
for the people, i.e., a democratic
republic, officials to be subject
to election, the replacement of
the standing army by universal
arming of the people.

A combination of
democracy, i.e., full
power of the people,
with the monarchy,
i.e., with the power
of the tsar, police and
officials. This is just as
senseless a desire and
just as treacherous a
policy as that of the
liberal landlords, the
Cadets.
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What Is the Attitude of These Parties to the Peasants’ Demand For Land?
The Social-Democrats
demand the transfer of
all the landlords’ land to
the peasants with out any
redemption payments.

The Socialist-Revolutionaries
demand the transfer of all the
landlords’ land to the peasants
without any redemption
payments.

The Trudoviks demand
the transfer of all the
landlords’ land to the
peasants, but they allow
redemption payments,
which will ruin the
peasants, so that this
is just as treacherous
a policy as that of the
liberal landlords, the
Cadets.

Citizens! Vote at the Elections for Candidates of
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party!
November 23, 1906

A Critical Review of the
Relevant Literature
This book, consciously and intentionally, privileges Lenin’s voice,
and hopefully the reader who has read it appreciates that decision. For
that reason I thought it best not to encumber the text, including the endnotes (for the most part) with other voices. Now is the time to bring the
Leninologists into the conversation, given how extensive and influential
their literature and voice is. But in no way does this interrogation pretend
to be exhaustive. The focus here is solely on those who speak to Lenin’s
electoral and parliamentary strategy and differ in one way or another with
what I present. Admittedly, attention is given mainly to those with most
visibility, and I recognize that I may have missed voices that didn’t get the
attention they deserve. What I cover here could easily become a standalone article or even maybe a book—but not at this time. If it ends up
being no more than an outline, sketch, or even an inspiration for either,
then it has served its purpose. The organization of this review follows
the order of the subject matter of the book and prioritizes the literature
alluded to in the endnotes in reference to the text.
One body of literature neglected here, only for lack of language skills,
is the Russian scholarship. What I can say is that I’m aware of its existence
because it figures sometimes into the English-language scholarship, which
is often about correcting the heavy hand of Stalinist orthodoxy. Thus in
responding to the English-language literature, I indirectly address at least
some of the Russian-language scholarship.
Chapter 1: What Marx and Engels Bequeathed
One thing, hopefully, this chapter has done is put to rest the long-standing
myth as reiterated by David Lane in 1981: “Marx and Engels were principally concerned with the anatomy and dynamics of capitalism. While
they both believed that inherent laws governing the system would lead to
the victory of the proletariat, they said very little about the tactics of the
struggle, they provided no interpretation of the ways that the proletariat
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had to be organized or the kind of alliances which had to be arranged for
the working class to become a ruling class. Lenin, however, was particularly concerned with these questions and with the political organization
of the proletariat in Russia.”1 Thirty years later Sheri Berman made a
similar claim: “[O]rthodox Marxism could not furnish them [‘Parties acting in Marx’s name’] with a strategy for using their power to achieve any
practical goals. Orthodox Marxism in general had little to say about the
role of political organizations, since it considered economic forces rather
than political activism to be the prime mover of history.”2
My book Marx and Engels refutes this widely held but thoroughly
disingenuous orthodoxy and, more pertinent here, its blinders to their
electoral/parliamentary strategy and practice.3 This chapter distills the
relevant findings of the book. One of the striking things about most standard accounts of the history of European social democratic parties is the
failure to acknowledge the critical role of Marx and Engels in their origins, as I document. A notable example is Stefano Bartolini’s The Political
Mobilization of the European Left, 1860–1980, which otherwise provides a
thoughtful discussion about the ideological roots of those parties.4 There
is, however, an important exception to this myopia. Two heralded books
of Adam Przeworski took seriously (or appeared to) the pronouncements
of the two founders of communism about electoral politics.5 He argued,
in fact, that the reformist outcome of European social democracy can
be traced to their electoral strategy. Encouraging, as they did, workingclass parties to enter the electoral/parliamentary arenas inevitably resulted
in their class-collaborationist character. As representatives of a minority
layer of society, they were forced to attenuate their demands in order to
win parliamentary seats.
Prezworski’s argument, which continues to be accepted as wisdom in
political science, is based, however, on an egregious misrepresentation of
Marx and Engels and a selective reading of the social democratic experience. I document in a 2010 article the numerous ways in which he distorted their texts—in at least one case putting words into Marx’s mouth.6
If Przeworski is to be believed, Marx and Engels, and not the subsequent
leaders of social democracy, were responsible for its reformist outcome.
And to try to make his case, Przeworski, in Paper Stones, offers apparently convincing evidence based on the actual record of those parties that
such an outcome was unavoidable. But his is a selective reading of the
evidence, because there is at least one social democratic party missing
in his account—the party that Lenin led. This book, which details the
Bolshevik experience in the electoral/parliamentary arena is—as I could
only suggest in my article—therefore a refutation of Przeworski’s claims.
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Przeworski isn’t alone in distorting Marx and Engels’s electoral strategy. Others have done the same, especially when it comes to Engels. The
latter is alleged to be the real author of social democratic reformism. An
example is Manfred Steger’s attempt, like that of Przeworski, to justify
Bernstein’s subsequent revisionism; see his “Friedrich Engels and the
Origins of German Revisionism: Another Look,” in Steger and Terrell
Carver, Engels after Marx (University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 1999). A more recent version of this tendency is Tristam Hunt’s
Marx’s General: The Revolutionary Life of Friedrich Engels (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2009), 338–44. The evidence I provide in this chapter
on Engels in his final years, especially his fight against opportunism, gives
lie to all such efforts to defang him.
As for Marx and Engels’s writings and activities in relation to the Russian movement, the last section of this chapter, the striking thing about
the Marxological and Leninological literatures is the virtual absence of
any mention of them. The reason, I suspect, has to do with the social
democratic leanings of most of their authors, who have a vested interest
in defending the alleged Chinese Wall between Marx and Engels on one
side and Lenin on the other. Why until now the dots between the former
and the latter, specifically the making of the Bolshevik Revolution, have
never been connected is therefore understandable.
Chapter 2: Revolutionary Continuity;
Lenin’s Politics Prior to 1905
Allowing Lenin to speak for himself as this book does stands in sharp
contrast, as discussed in the Conclusion to LES1917, to that of a classic Leninologist account: Alfred G. Meyer’s Leninism (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1962), particularly Chapter 3, “Democracy.” While
Meyer provides quotes from Lenin, easily three-fourths of the text is his
voice—to prove that Lenin wasn’t really a democrat despite what the
quotes say. Meyer, I suspect, like so many of his kindred, is a victim of
what I call in the Preface the post hoc fallacy—a tendency to read preOctober 1917 Lenin through the lens of what later occurred in the Soviet
Union—that is, the Stalinist counterrevolution. Since he couldn’t find the
antidemocrat smoking gun in Lenin’s words or actions prior to 1917, he
had to invent it with his spin on the quotes he did provide.
Robert Service’s trilogy three decades later, Lenin: A Political Life, is
also, like Meyer’s Leninism, a selective reading of Lenin, but because of its
length, it is more elaborate and informed.7 He included, for example, a
few lines from What the “Friends of the People” Are but conveniently omitted any mention of Lenin’s emboldened words “Social-Democrats” and
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“Democracy.”8 Any evidence that Lenin took civil liberties seriously, as
in his 1897 “Draft and Explanation of a Program for the Social Democratic Party,” is also absent in Service’s account.
More important than the Leninological misrepresentations is Hal
Draper’s claim that Lenin himself misrepresented Marx and Engels’s
“dictatorship of the proletariat,” therefore “facilitating (though certainly
not causing) the societal counterrevolution represented by Stalin.”9 If the
Leninologist crowd hasn’t found the smoking gun to make their case, then
perhaps someone more capable and credible has. According to Draper,
the dictatorship of the proletariat for Marx and Engels “meant nothing
more and nothing less than ‘rule of the proletariat’—the ‘conquest of
political power’ by the working class, the establishment of a workers’ state
in the immediate postrevolutionary period.”10 But Marx and Engels were
not, as Draper seems to imply, interested in the proletariat’s “conquest
of political power” as an end in itself but rather the use of that power to
carry out socialist transformation. And the latter would require, as the
Manifesto of the Communist Party makes all so clear, “despotic inroads”
on capital and its property—that is, the use of force. In four successive
locations the Manifesto, which, again, Lenin knew all so well, explicitly
or indirectly sanctions the use of force.11 To fault, as Draper does, Lenin
for incorporating the use of force into his usage of the dictatorship of the
proletariat—the misrepresentation charge—is to engage in what the latter
sometimes called pettifogging or, perhaps more correctly, only a textual
rather than a political analysis of what they meant by the term. Such a
reading of Lenin, I argue, is what Draper is alluding to when he writes
that Lenin’s first take on the term is “about the Plekhanov-type abrogation
of democratic rights in specific situations and nothing else.”12 But Draper
never addresses the more important political question that Lenin in the
later context of the Revolution of 1905–7 had to answer: whether “despotic inroads” includes the “abrogation of democratic rights” and therefore whether they are legitimate from a revolutionary point of view and
one that Marx and Engels would have endorsed.
Less important (at least for purposes here) is Draper’s other charge
that Lenin’s “two-class dictatorship,” specifically his democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry, clashed with Marx and Engels’s
understanding of class politics. I disagree because, as I point out in my
Marx and Engels, they promoted and defended the revolutionary “people’s alliance” in the context of the 1848–49 upheavals, a coalition not
unlike, I argue, Lenin’s “two-class dictatorship.”13 To say that it “is not
our present task, fortunately, to discuss the merits and demerits of this
solution of Lenin’s to the crucial problem of the Russian revolution”
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(p. 85) sounds like a cop-out that permits textual at the expense of political analysis.14 Draper’s failure to even acknowledge—in what purports
to be an exhaustive exposition of Lenin’s views on the dictatorship of
the proletariat, specifically the latter’s most concrete defense of his formulation after its initial launching in 1905—his polemic with Martov
in 190915 gives credence to such a characterization. It’s worth noting in
this context Lenin’s disagreement—rightly, in my opinion—with Engels’s
labeling of the Paris Commune as the “dictatorship of the proletariat.”16
Exactly because Lenin had to function in the laboratory of the class struggle could he confidently do so—the only instance I know of in which he
disagreed with either of the founders of the communist movement.
Lenin the putschist is another favorite hobbyhorse of Lenin bashers.
This calumny derives from their time-worn misrepresentation of how the
Bolsheviks led the working class to power in October in 1917. It is in
turn employed to search for the smoking gun in Lenin’s background, the
roots of his supposed propensity for a conspiratorial-putschist minorityled revolution. But if the actual record prior to 1917 doesn’t yield such
evidence, as the quotes I provide on his views on terrorism and armed
struggle would suggest, then its employers are compelled to invent it—
exactly what Service and Figes do. While the former only hints at the
culprit,17 the latter spins a full-flung tale. The “Russian revolutionary
tradition . . . of conspiratorial politics . . . [and] putschist tactics” via the
Narodniks, especially Peter Tkachev (who was once the target of Engels’s
critique of such a modus operandi), is what really informed Lenin’s politics, his Marxist protestations notwithstanding.18 Lars Lih, who devotes
six pages to the allegation, rightly concludes that the “idea that Lenin
used Tkachev as a reliable guide to on-going political decisions in 1904–5
or any other time is totally absurd.”19
When it comes to Lenin’s party-building project, Leninology gets
quite creative. About his first take on the subject, The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats (1897), Service writes, “He urged social-democrats
to set about ‘the education, disciplining and organization of the proletariat.’ The imagery is trenchantly hierarchical; its bursts through all the
qualifying language of the sentences around it. Discipline was always a
key theme in his thought.”20 But rather than reproduce “the qualifying
language of the sentences around” what Lenin actually wrote, as I do in
presenting the text, Service offers his own “qualifying language.” Here
is the complete sentence that Lenin wrote: “[Russian social democrats]
think that the fight against the autocracy must consist not in organizing conspiracies, but in educating, disciplining and organizing the proletariat, in political agitation among the workers which denounces every
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manifestation of absolutism, which pillories all the knights of the police
government and compels this government to make concessions”21—not
quite the “trenchantly hierarchical” tone that Service imputes.
But innuendo isn’t sufficient for Service. When the counterfactuals are
all too evident, he suffers a bout of myopia. Lenin, in his Our Immediate Task (1899), posed two key questions about how to reconcile rankand-file control from below with the need for a centralized party in the
context of near-absolutist Czarist Russia, both of which I reproduce in
full. In this instance Service is especially duplicitous. Not only does he
conveniently ignore the second question, but he baldly misrepresents
what Lenin actually wrote: “But significantly, [Lenin] left his cumbersome phrased question unanswered.”22 As the reader can easily verify in
Chapter 2, pp. 24–25, Lenin offered very concrete proposals on how to
answer both questions, suggestions that, again, challenge the standard
Leninological portrait of him as the domineering ogre who sought to
impose his program on the working class.
“Lenin the ogre” and the related “Lenin the Jacobin” have their origin in the aftermath of the historic Second Congress of the RSDLP in
1903, which resulted in the Bolshevik-Menshevik split. Both Trotsky
and Luxemburg were their original authors—Trotsky in particular, as his
biographer Issac Deutscher convincingly documents.23 Both polemicized
against Lenin’s book, One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, his assessment of
the congress and defense of his position. Only in April 1917 did Trotsky
put away his differences with Lenin—certainly on the organizational
question—and join forces with him. As for what had been his position
vis-à-vis that of Lenin, “its profound erroneousness,” he wrote in 1941,
“had been long ago demonstrated both in theory and practice.”24 There
is no evidence that Luxemburg, unlike Trotsky, reconsidered her stance.
In his response to her criticism of his book, Lenin argued that she misunderstood his approach to party organizing,25 which lends credence to Lars
Lih’s argument that she actually never read the book.26
Perhaps the most egregious example of misrepresentation in the annals
of Leninology was performed by Bertram Wolfe in his Three Who Made
a Revolution.27 After having begun for about a hundred pages somewhat
objectively about Lenin, or at least pretending to, Wolfe had his supposed aha! moment—the proverbial smoking gun at last found. Buried
in Lenin’s polemic about the 1903 RSDLP conference, One Step Forward,
Two Steps Back, was the incriminating evidence. In it, page unspecified,
Wolfe alleges that
centralism becomes a revolutionary virtue per se for all lands and all circumstances of struggle. One looks in vain in [OSFTSB] for what was in the
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preceding works: some tribute to the desirability and corrective and educative force of democracy. On the contrary: “Burocratism versus democratism, i.e. precisely centralism versus autonomy, such is the organizational
principle of revolutionary social democracy as against that of the opportunists. The latter principle strives to go from below upward, and therefore
defends as far as possible and wherever possible autonomy and democracy . . . But the organizational principle of revolutionary social democracy
strives to go from the top downward, and defends the enlargement of the
rights and plenary powers of the central against the parts.”

“This,” Wolfe explains, “is the most naked expression of faith in hierarchy and distrust of democracy to be found in all of Lenin’s writings.
Only the isolation from the criticism of equals and the stubborn tendency
to cherish most what was most under attack could have wrung from him
such an extreme statement . . . [W]hen we seek to understand the Russian state after Lenin came to power, and when we watch the formation
of the Communist International, we shall have to keep this one-sided
utterance in mind, for it takes an authoritarian party to make an authoritarian state.”28 There, according to Wolfe, is the key to understanding
the Stalinist counterrevolution that came in the wake of the Bolshevik
triumph in 1917—this uncharacteristic “extreme statement” of Lenin in
praise of “centralism” and “hierarchy” and of “distrust in democracy.” I
leave aside the pitfalls in Wolfe’s reductionist argument about the reasons
for the Stalinist counterrevolution, an issue I address in Chapter 3 in
Lenin’s Electoral Strategy from 1907 to the Revolution of October 1917: The
Ballot, the Streets—or Both. The focus here is on the smoking gun that he
claimed to have found.
Let’s look now at what Lenin actually wrote—the full paragraph and
this time with the page numbers. I embolden what Wolfe selected from
the original, taking into account different translations.
Perhaps the only attempt to analyze the concept bureaucracy is the distinction drawn in the new Iskra (No. 53) between the “formal democratic
principle” (author’s italics) and the “formal bureaucratic principle.” This
distinction (which, unfortunately, was no more developed or explained
than the reference to the non-Iskra-ists) contains a grain of truth. Bureaucracy versus democracy is in fact centralism versus autonomism; it
is the organizational principle of revolutionary Social-Democracy
as opposed to the organizational principle of opportunist SocialDemocracy. The latter strives to proceed from the bottom upward,
and, therefore, wherever possible and as far as possible, upholds
autonomism and “democracy,” [Lenin’s all-important scare quotes are
dropped in Wolfe’s rendering] carried (by the overzealous) to the point of
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anarchism. The former strives to proceed from the top downward, and
upholds an extension of the rights and powers of the center in relation
to the parts. In the period of disunity and separate circles, this top from
which revolutionary Social-Democracy strove to proceed organizationally was inevitably one of the circles, the one enjoying most influence
by virtue of its activity and its revolutionary consistency (in our case, the
Iskra organisation). In the period of the restoration of actual Party unity
and dissolution of the obsolete circles in this unity, this top is inevitably
the Party Congress, as the supreme organ of the Party; the Congress as far
as possible includes representatives of all the active organizations, and, by
appointing the central institutions (often with a membership which satisfies the advanced elements of the Party more than the backward and is
more to the taste of its revolutionary than its opportunist wing), makes
them the top until the next Congress. Such, at any rate, is the case among
the Social-Democratic Europeans, although little by little this custom, so
abhorrent in principle to anarchists, is beginning to spread—not without difficulty and not without conflicts and squabbles—to the SocialDemocratic Asiatics.29

Let’s “cut to the chase.” The “top” that Lenin was referring to and what
Wolfe inexcusably omitted was “the Party Congress”—that is, the representative body (“as far as possible” under police state conditions) of the
local organizations and committees and in power “until the next Congress.” In countries that enjoyed greater political liberty, the congress was
composed of democratically elected delegates from the local level. Thus
the centralization that Lenin fought for was the kind of organizational
structure that existed in virtually all social democratic parties. At the heart
of the fight with the “autonomists” was their desire to maintain or reluctance to give up the local sovereignty that they had long been accustomed
to exercising and not yield to the sovereignty of a higher body—that
is, the party congress. Only an honest reading of Lenin’s words—all of
them—conveys what he actually meant.
As far as I can determine this is the first published exposure of Wolfe’s
legerdemain. Even Paul LeBlanc, in his sympathetic account about Lenin,
Lenin and the Revolutionary Party (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities,
1990), and which makes a number of critical references about Wolfe’s
book, missed his machinations. It can’t be overstated how influential
the book was from its appearance in 1948—and it is still in print. It
was greeted with accolades by luminaries such as Arthur Schlesinger Jr.,
Edmund Wilson, and Isaiah Berlin and was for decades required reading on many a university course syllabus. Again, because Wolfe was a
former “insider,” a functionary for Stalin, it gave his account credibility
that none other had ever had. Note, also, what makes Wolfe’s accusation
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effective—feigned surprise at what he supposedly discovered, in such
contrast to “what was in [Lenin’s] preceding works” that gave “tribute to
the desirability and corrective and educative force of democracy.” Wolfe’s
tenure as a staffer in Comintern makes it hard to resist recalling the title
of Trotsky’s instructive book about the organization’s modus operandi,
The Stalinist School of Falsification. If anyone could distort the real Lenin,
Wolfe had the requisite credentials and skills. I suspect that the reason
Wolfe hasn’t been detected until now is that his claim sounds credible
given the mainstream narrative—informed by a post hoc reading of the
Russian revolution.
Chapter 3: “The Dress Rehearsal”
and the First Duma
J. L. Keep claims that Lenin “was exultant at the dissolution” of the First
Duma, and to “many of his hearers the course which Lenin now recommended savored of ‘Blanquism.’”30 By the latter, Keep was referring
to Lenin’s call for the need to make preparations for a possible military
confrontation with the regime. And consistent with Keep’s Blanquist
characterization of Lenin, the latter “advised the social-democratic deputies against trying to make contact with the electorate.” Nothing could
be further from the truth, as the evidence I provide, and what Keep is
silent about, for Lenin’s strategy for the RSDLP fraction shows. It was the
regime that went to extraordinary lengths to prevent contact between the
two. Keep betrays more confusion when he writes that Lenin “warned the
workers with uncharacteristic caution not to strike until they were fully
prepared, urging instead the formation of special committees to mobilize
the peasants.”31 Only for those like Keep who didn’t understand Lenin’s
politics was it “uncharacteristic” to advise revolutionary restraint.
It is possible to read, as Keep does, inconsistency into Lenin’s tactics
regarding the dissolution but only if one ignores that by end of the First
Duma, as I think the evidence demonstrates and as Lenin admits, the
institution had in fact—despite his initial skepticism—been of use. So
the idea that he was “exultant” about its dissolution only makes sense
if he hadn’t changed his mind. Thus Keep is in a quandary in trying to
explain why Lenin opposed boycott of the elections to the Second Duma.
He, according to Keep, “seemed unsure of this position and took refuge
in vague contradictory definitions of the new course. Perhaps the most
plausible explanation of his change of tactics is that, although he was now
aware of the improbability of an uprising in the near future, he dared
not admit in public what he recognized in private”32—that is, “Lenin the
devious.” The contradictions reside only in Keep’s reformist brain, which
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couldn’t understand Lenin’s revolutionary utilitarian or, better, Marxist
approach to the electoral/parliamentary process.
Keep’s real sympathies are revealed in his final comments about Lenin:
“In so far as Lenin’s deliberate policy of ‘exposing’ the Kadets helped to
alienate popular support from the assembly and facilitate its dissolution,
his tactics toward the first State Duma in 1906 may be said to have foreshadowed his own forcible dissolution of the Constituent Assembly in
1918.”33 Not only did Lenin’s actions in 1906 undermine Russia’s first
experiment with liberal democracy, we’re told, but they explain the Stalinist counterrevolution that came in the wake of Lenin’s death—two birds
with one stone, and how convenient! Figes, forty years later, at least recognizes that the Cadets were their own worst enemies and didn’t need a
Lenin to blame.
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