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WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

Burning Questions of Qur Movement'

“ .. Party struggles lend a party strength
and vitality; the greatest proof of the weakness
of a party is diffuseness and the blurring of
clearly defined boundaries; a party becomes
strong by purging itself. . . .”

(From a leiter by Lassalle
to Marx, June 24, 1852.)

Written between the autumn of Published according to the text
1901 and February 1902 of the book checked with that in
the collection Twelve Years, by

First published as a separate V1. Ilyin, 1907

work in March 1902
Original in Russian



PREFACE

According to the author’s original plan, the present pam-
phlet was to have been devoted to a detailed development
of the ideas expressed in the article “Where To Begin?”
(Iskra,® No. 4, May 1901).> And we must first of all apologize
to the reader for the delay in fulfilling the promise made
in that article (and repeated in reply to many private in-
quiries and letters). One of the reasons for this delay was
the attempt made last June (1go1) to unite all the Social-
Democratic organizations abroad. It was natural to wait for
the results of this attempt, for if it were successful it would
perhaps have been necessary to expound the Iskra’s views
on organization from a somewhat different angle; and in any
case, such a success promised to put a very eatly end to
the existence of the two trends in the Russian Social-
Democratic movement. As the reader knows, the attempt
failed, and, as we shall try to show here, was bound to fail
after the new swing of the Rabocheye Dyelo," in its issue No.
10, towards Economism. It proved absolutely essential to
commence a determined fight against this diffuse and ill-
defined, but very persistent trend, one capable of appearing
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again in diverse forms. Accordingly, the original plan of
the pamphlet was altered and very considerably enlarged.
Its main theme was to have been the three questions
raised in the article “Where To Begin?” — viz., the character
and principal content of our political agitation, our organiza-
tional tasks; and the plan for building, simultaneously and
from various ends, a militant, all-Russian organization. These
questions have long engaged the mind of the author, who
already tried to raise them in the Rabochaya Gazetd® during
one of the unsuccessful attempts to revive that paper (see
Chap. V). But the original plan to confine this pamphlet
to an analysis of only these three questions and to set forth
our views as far as possible in a positive form, without en-
tering, or almost without entering, into polemics, proved
quite impracticable for two teasons. One was that Econo-
mism proved to be much more tenacious than we had sup-
posed (we employ the term Economism in the broad sense, as
explained in the Iskre, No. 12 [December 1901], in an article
entitled “A Conversation With the Advocates of Econo-
mism,” which was a synopsis, so to speak, of the present
pamphlet®), It became clear beyond doubt that the differences
as to how these three questions should be answered were
due much more to the fundamental antithesis between the
two trends in the Russian Social-Democratic movement than
to differences over details. The second reason was that the
perplexity displayed by the Economists over the practical
application of our views in the Iskra revealed quite clearly
that we often speak literally different languages, that there-
fore we cannot come to any understanding without beginning
ab ovo, and that an attempt must be made, in the simplest
possible style and illustrated by numerous and concrete
examples, systematically to “thrash out” all out fundamental
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points of difference with /Il the Economists. I resolved to
make such an attempt to “thrash out” the differences, fully
realizing that it would greatly increase the size of the pam-
phlet and delay its publication, but at the same time I saw
no other way of fulfilling the promise I made in the article
“Where To Begin?” Thus, in addition to apologizing for the
delay, I must apologize for the numerous literary shortcom-
ings of the pamphlet. I had to work in the greatest of baste,
and was moreover frequently interrupted by other work.
The examination of the three questions mentioned above
still constitutes the main theme of this pamphlet, but I found
it necessary to begin with two questions of a more general
nature, viz., why an “‘innocent” and “natural” slogan like
“freedom of criticism” should be a real fighting challenge for
us, and why we cannot come to an understanding even on
the fundamental question of the role of Social-Democrats
in relation to the spontaneous mass movement. Further, the
exposition of our views on the character and substance of
political agitation developed into an explanation of the dif-
ference between a trade-unionist policy and Social-Democratic
policy, while the exposition of our views on organizational
tasks developed into an explanation of the difference be-
tween the amateurish methods which satisfy the Economists,
and an organization of revolutionaries which in our opinion
is indispensable. Further, I advance the “plan” for an all-
Russian political newspaper with all the more insistence be-
cause of the flimsiness of the objections raised against it,
and because no real answer has been given to the question
I raised in the article “Where To Begin?” as to how we
can set to work from all sides simultaneously to erect the
organization we need. Finally, in the concluding part of
this pamphlet, I hope to show that we did all we could to
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prevent a decisive rupture with the Economists, which nev-
ertheless proved inevitable; that the Rabocheye Dyelo has
acquired a special significance, a “historical” significance, if
you will, because it most fully and most graphically expressed,
not consistent Economism, but the confusion and vacillation
which constitute the distinguishing feature of & whole period
in the history of the Russian Social-Democratic movement;
and that therefore the controversy with the Rabocheye Dyelo,
which may at first sight seem to be waged in too excessive
detail, also acquires significance, for we can make no prog-
ress until we finally put an end to this period.

N. Lenin

February 1902



I
DOGMATISM AND «FREEDOM OF CRITICISM”

A. WHAT IS “FREEDOM OF CRITICISM”?

“Freedom of criticism” is undoubtedly the most fashion-
able slogan at the present time, and the one most frequently
employed in the controversies between the Socialists and
democrats of all countries. At first sight, nothing would ap-
pear to be more strange than the solemn appeals by one of
the parties to the dispute to freedom of criticism. Have
voices been raised in the advanced parties against the con-
stitutional law of the majority of European countries which
guarantees freedom to science and scientific investigation?
“Something must be wrong here,” will be the comment of
the onlooker, who has not yet fully grasped the essence of
the disagreements among the disputants, but has heard this
fashionable slogan repeated at every crosstoad. “Evidently
this slogan is one of the conventional phrases which, like
a nickname, becomes legitimatized by use, and becomes almost
an appellative,” he will conclude.
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In fact, it is no secret that two trends have taken shape
in the present-day international* Social-Democracy. The
fight between these trends now flares up in a bright flame,
and now dies down and smoulders under the ashes of im-
posing “‘truce resolutions.” What this “new” trend, which
adopts a ‘‘critical” attitude towards ‘‘obsolete dogmatic”
Marxism, represents has with sufficient precision been stated
by Bernstein, and demonstrated by Millerand.

Social-Democracy must change from a party of the social
revolution into a democratic party of social reforms. Bernstein
has surrounded this political demand with a whole battery
of symmetrically arranged “new” arguments and reasonings.
The possibility of putting Socialism on a scientific basis and
of proving from the point of view of the materialist concep-
tion of history that it is necessary and inevitable was denied,
as was also the growing impoverishment, proletarianization
and the intensification of capitalist contradictions. The very
conception, “ultimate aim,” was declared to be unsound,
and the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat was abso-

* Incidentally, this perhaps is the only occasion in the history of
modern Socialism in which controversies between various trends within
the socialist movement have grown from national into international
controversies; and this, in its own way, is extremely encouraging.
Formerly, the disputes between the Lassalleans and the Eisenachers,”
between the Guesdites and the Possibilists,® between the Fabians? and
the Social-Democrats, and between the Narodnaya Volya-ites!® and
Social-Democrats, temained purely national disputes, reflected purely
national features and proceeded, as it were, on different planes. At
the present time (this is quite evident now), the English Fabians, the
French Ministerialists, the German Bernsteinians and the Russian critics
— all belong to the same family, all extol each other, learn from each
other, and together come out against “‘dogmatic”’ Marxism. Perhaps in this
first really international battle with socialist opportunism, international
revolutionary Social-Democracy will become sufficiently strengthened to put
an end to the political reaction that has long reigned in Europe?



lutely rejected. It was denied that there is any countet-
distinction in principle between liberalism and Socialism.
The theory of the class struggle was rejected on the grounds
that it could not be applied to a strictly democratic society,
governed according to the will of the majority, etc.

Thus, the demand for a resolute turn from revolutionary
Social-Democracy to bourgeois social-reformism was accom-
panied by a no less resolute turn towards bourgeois criticism
of all the fundamental ideas of Marxism. As this criticism
of Marxism has been going on for a long time now, from
the political platform, from university chairs, in numerous
pamphlets and in a number of learned treatises, as the entire
younger generation of the educated classes has been system-
atically trained for decades on this criticism, it is not sur-
prising that the ‘“‘new, critical” trend in Social-Democracy
should spring up, all complete, like Minerva from the head
of Jupiter.!' The content of this new trend did not have
to grow and take shape, it was transferred bodily from
bourgeois literature to socialist literature.

To proceed. If Bernstein’s theoretical criticism and politi-
cal yearnings are still unclear to anyone, the French have
taken the trouble graphically to demonstrate the ‘“‘new
method.” In this instance, too, France has justified its old
reputation of being the country in which “more than any-
where else, the historical class struggles were each time fought
out to a decision. . ..” (Engels, in his introduction' to Marx’s
The Eighteenth Brumaire.”) The French Socjalists have
begun, not to theorize, but to act. The democratically more
highly developed political conditions in France have per-
mitted them to put “Bernsteinism into practice” immediately,
with all its consequences. Millerand has provided an ex-
cellent example of practical Bernsteinism; not without reason
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did Bernstein and Vollmar rush so zealously to defend and
praise him! Indeed, if Social-Democracy, in essence, is
merely a party of reform, and must be bold enough to
admit this openly, then not only has a Socialist the right to
join a bourgeois cabinet, but must always strive to do so.
If democracy, in essence, means the abolition of class dom-
ination, then why should not a Socialist minister charm
the whole bourgeois world by orations on class collaboration?
Why should he not remain in the cabinet even after the
shooting down of workers by gendarmes has exposed, for
the hundredth and thousandth time, the real nature of the
democratic collaboration of classes? Why should he not per-
sonally take part in greeting the tsar, for whom the French
Socialists now have no other name than hero of the gallows,
knout and exile (knouteur, pendeur et déportateur)? And
the reward for this utter humiliation and self-degradation of
Socialism in the face of the whole world, for the corruption of
the socialist consciousness of the worker masses — the only
basis that can guarantee our victory — the reward for this is
pompous plans for niggardly reforms, so niggardly in fact that
much more has been obtained from bourgeois governments!

He who does not deliberately close his eyes cannot fail
to see that the new “‘critical” trend in Socialism is nothing
more not less than a new variety of opporturnism. And if
we judge people not by the brilliant uniforms they don, not
by the high-sounding appellations they give themselves, but
by their actions, and by what they actually advocate, it will
be clear that “freedom of criticism” means freedom for an
opportunistic trend in Social-Democracy, the freedom to con-
vert Social-Democracy into a democratic party of reform,
the freedom to introduce bourgeois ideas and bourgeois
elements into Socialism.



