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On The
EVE OF
OCTOBER

BY V, I. LENIN

* INTERNATIONAL PUBLISHERS * NEW YORK * 5 CENTS



EDITOR’S FOREWORD

THE ever deepening crisis of power, the sharpening economic
disorganisation in the country and the continuing disintegration of
the petty-bourgeois parties which were losing their mass following
to the Bolsheviks, led Lenin to declare at the end of September, 1917:
“We have before us all the objective prerequisites for a successful
uprising.” From this point on he pressed with determination for
the commencing of the necessary preparations for the seizure of
power. At this critical period, however, he was deprived of personal
participation in the work of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik
Party where the final decisions regarding the armed uprising had
to be made. Living in hiding on a strictly conspirative basis, Lenin,
nevertheless, carried on an energetic correspondence with the Bol-
shevik leaders in Petrograd, presenting his views on every important
phase of the question of the uprising.

At the beginning of the revolution Lenin had to wage a struggle
against some leading Bolsheviks for a correct appraisal of the
nature of the revolution and the réle of the Bolshevik Party. (See
The Tasks of the Proletariat in Our Revolution and The April
Conference, Little Lenin Library, Vols. 9 and 10.) Similarly, when
the revolution had reached the stage which made the realisation
of the slogan “All Power to the Soviets” a certainty, Lenin again
encountered an opposition which he had to overcome to save the
Party from making the historical blunder of missing the propitious
moment for the transfer of power to the Soviets.

In his communications to the Central Committee after the liquida-
tion of the Kornilov revolt, Lenin insisted upon a decision in favour
of the uprising, but final action was being delayed because of the
division of opinion in the committee. Not until the meeting of the
Central Committee on October 23, with Lenin attending, was final
decision taken. Lenin reported on the timeliness of the uprising,
showing that the Bolsheviks had secured the majority among the
workers, that the peasants were rising throughout the land, while
at the same time Kerensky was plotting to behead the revolution by
turning over Petrograd to the Germans. In the resolution, which
he wrote, Lenin declared that “armed uprising was inevitable and
has fully matured.” The resolution was adopted with Kamenev
and Zinoviev voting against it, while Stalin and others energetically
supported Lenin. .

In his letter “Marxism and Uprising” which begins this collection,
written September 26-27, Lenin answers the charge that the Bol-
sheviks were Blanquists, explains why the uprising during the July
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days would have been premature, while the Kornilov revolt and its
defeat have helped to mature the situation. He also argues for
Marx’s conception that “uprising is an art” and that it must be
treated as such. In his other letters Lenin polemises against
Kamenev and Zinoviev and their following, particularly against
their policy of watchful waiting and against their conception of the
role of the Bolshevik Party as the Left Wing in the Constituent
Assembly when the latter is convened. With devastating criticism
he argues against their contentions that the Bolsheviks were isolated
and not strong enough alone to undertake the uprising; that the
Germans were not threatening Petrograd and the bourgeoisie would
not dare to sacrifice it; that it would be better to wait until the
counter-revolution started and then “show them”; that the revolu-
tionary stirrings in other warring countries were yet of small conse-
quence and the uprising in Russia could not aid them, but on the
contrary, injure them, if it were not successful; that Petrograd had
provisions only for two or three days and that the insurrection would
be starved out; that the soldiers might turn against the Bolsheviks
if peace was not secured after the seizure of power; and, above all,
that the masses were not in the mood to go into the streets to ﬁght
for power. The opposition, which still clung to their theory that
the bourgeois-democratic revolution had not run its course, warned
that the attempted uprising would spell disaster to the Party and
arrest the progress of the revolution.

Only one week was required to completely demolish the defeatist
arguments of Kamenev and Zinoviev. Lenin was at the helm and
he was steering the revolution on its appointed course and the
Bolshevik Party toward the fulfilment of its supreme task and duty
to the Russian and international proletariat. On November 6th
he wrote that “under no circumstances is power to be left in
the hands of Kerensky and Co. until the 7th, by no means!-—but
that the matter must absolutely be decided this evening or tonight.”

Having mastered the lesson that “uprising is an art,” and having
carried through the necessary preparations, the various Bolshevik
organisations moved with military precision at the command of the
helmsman, and power was transferred to the representatives of
workers, soldiers and peasants, before the dawn of the Tth. The
Military Revolutionary Committee which was in temporary control,
turned over all state power to the 2nd Congress of Soviets, which
opened that day. The Soviet Government was formed, with Lenin
as head of the first Socialist Soviet State.

The Bolshevik Party, first the leader of the advanced section of
the working class, became the acknowledged political leader of the
Soviet Republic. Steeled in the October days, it guided the country
through counter-revolution, famine, economic ruin, and sabotage,
to victory over all the internal enemies of the revolution, to a firm
rule of the proletarian and peasant masses—the foundation for the
building of Socialism and for the establishment of a classless society.

ALEXANDER TRACHTENBERG.



ON THE EVE OF OCTOBER

MARXISM AND UPRISING

Amonc the most vicious and perhaps most widespread distortions
of Marxism practiced by the prevailing “Socialist” parties, is to be
found the opportunist lie which says that preparations for an upris-
ing, and generally the treatment of an uprising as an art, is “Blan-
quism.” *

Bernstein, the leader of opportunism, long since gained sad
notoriety by accusing Marxism of Blanquism; and our present
opportunists, by shouting about Blanquism, in reality do not in any
way improve or “enrich” the meagre “ideas” of Bernstein.

To accuse Marxists of Blanquism for treating uprising as an art!
Can there be a more flagrant distortion of the truth, when there is
not a single Marxist who denies that it was Marx who expressed
himself in the most definite, precise and categorical manner on this
score; that it was Marx who called uprising nothing but an art,
who said that uprising must be treated as an art, that one must
gain the first success and then proceed from success to success with-
out stopping the offensive against the enemy and making use of his
confusion, etc., etc.

To be successful, the uprising must be based not on a conspiracy,
not on a party, but on the advanced class. This is the first point.
The uprising must be based on the revolutionary upsurge of the
people. This is the second point. The uprising must be based on
the crucial point in the history of the maturing revolution, when the
activity of the vanguard of the people is at its height, when the
vacillations in the ranks of the enemies, and in the ranks of the weak,
half-hearted, undecided friends of the revolution are at their high-
est point. This is the third point. It is in pointing out these three
conditions as the way of approaching the question of an uprising,
that Marxism differs from Blanquism.

* The teachings of the French revolutionist, Auguste Blanqui (1805-1881)
favouring the overthrow of the ruling power through secret plots of a few

revolutionists rather than through preparation and organisation of the masses
led by a revolutionary party.—Ed.
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But once these conditions exist, then to refuse to treat the uprising
as an art means to betray Marxism and the revolution.

To show why this very moment must be recognised as the one
when it is obligatory for the party to recognise the uprising as
placed on the order of the day by the course of objective events, and
to treat uprising as an art—to show this, it will perhaps be best to
use the method of comparison and to draw a parallel between July
16-17 and the September days.*

On July 16-17 it was possible, without trespassing against the
truth, to put the question thus: it would have been more proper
to take power, since our enemies would anyway accuse us of revolt
and treat us as rebels. This, however, did not warrant a decision
to take power at that time, because there were still lacking the ob-
jective conditions for a victorious uprising.

1. We did not yet have behind us the class that is the vanguard
of the revolution. We did not yet have a majority among the
workers and soldiers of the capitals. Now we have a majority in
both Soviets. It was created only by the history of July and August,
by the experience of ruthless punishment meted out to the Bol-
sheviks, and by the experience of the Kornilov affair.

2. At that time there was no general revolutionary upsurge of
the people. Now there is, after the Kornilov affair. This is proven
by the situation in the provinces and by the seizure of power by the
Soviets in many localities,

3. At that time there were no vacillations on a serious, general,
political scale among our enemies and among the undecided petty
bourgeoisie. Now the vacillations are enormous; our main enemy,
the imperialism of the Allies and of the world (for the “Allies” are
at the head of world imperialism), has begun to vacillate between
war to a victory and a separate peace against Russia. Our petty-
bourgeois democrats, having obviously lost their majority among
the people, have begun to vacillate enormously, rejecting a bloc,
i.e., a coalition with the Cadets.

4. This is why an uprising on July 16-17 would have been an
error: we would not have retained power either physically or politi-
cally. Not physically, in spite of the fact that at certain moments
Petrograd was in our hands, because our workers and soldiers would
not have fought and died at that time for the sake of holding Petro-

* The strikes and demonstrations in July and the defeat of the Kornilov

revolt in September.—Ed.
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grad; at that time people had not yet become so “brutalised”;
there was not in existence such a burning hatred both towards the
Kerenskys and towards the Tseretelis and Chernovs; and our own
people were not yet hardened by the experience of the Bolsheviks
being persecuted, while the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Menshe-
viks took part in the persecuting.

We could not have retained power July 16-17 politically, for,
before the Kornilov affair, the army and the provinces could and
would have marched against Petrograd.

Now the picture is entirely different.

We have back of us the majority of a class that is the vanguard
of the revolution, the vanguard of the people, and is capable of
drawing the masses along.

We have back of us a majority of the people, for Chernov’s resig-
nation, far from being the only sign, is only the most striking, the
most outstanding sign showing that the peasantry will not receive
land from a bloe with the S.-R.’s, or from the S.-R.’s themselves.
And in this lies the essence of the popular character of the revo-
lution.

We are in the advantageous position of a party which knows its
road perfectly well, while imperialism as a whole, as well as the
entire bloc of the Mensheviks and the S.-R.’s, is vacillating in an
extraordinary manner.

Victory is assured to us, for the people are now very close to
desperation, and we are showing the whole people a sure way out,
having demonstrated to the whole people the significance of our
leadership during the “Korniloy days,” and then having offered the
bloc politicians a compromise which they rejected at a time when
their vacillations continued uninterruptedly.

It would be a very great error to think that our compromise offer
has not yet been rejected, that the “Democratic Conference” * still
may accept it. The compromise was offered from party to parties. It
could not have been offered otherwise. The parties have rejected it.
The Democratic Conference is nothing but a conference. One must
not forget one thing, namely, that this conference does not repre-
sent the majority of the revolutionary people, the poorest and most
embittered peasantry. One must not forget the self-evident truth
that this conference represents a minority of the people. Tt would

* Called by the Kerensky government in the attempt to secure a broader base
among the petty bourgeoisie following the Kornilov revolt.—Ed.
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be a very great error, a very great parliamentary idiocy on our part,
if we were to treat the Democratic Conference as a parliament, for
even if it were to proclaim itself a parliament, the sovereign parlia-
ment of the revolution, it would not be able to decide anything.
The decision lies outside of it, in the workers’ sections of Petro-
grad and Moscow.

We have before us all the objective prerequisites for a successful
uprising. We have the advantages of a situation where only our
victory in an uprising will put an end to the most painful thing on
earth, the vacillations that have sickened the people; a situation
where only our victory in an uprising will put an end to the game
of a separate peace against the revolution by openly offering a more
complete, more just, more immediate peace in favour of the revo-
lution.

Only our party, having won a victory in an uprising, can save
Petrograd, for if our offer of peace is rejected, and we obtain not
even a truce, then we shall become “defensists,” then we shall place
ourselves at the head of the war parties, we shall be the most “war-
ring” party, and we shall carry on a war in a truly revolutionary
manner. We shall take away from the capitalists all the bread and
all the shoes. We shall leave them crumbs. We shall dress them
in bast shoes. We shall send all the bread and all the shoes to the
front.

And then we shall save Petrograd.

The resources, both material and spiritual, of a truly revolution-
ary war are still immense in Russia; there are ninety-nine chances
in a hundred that the Germans will at least grant us a truce. And
to secure a truce at present means to conquer the whole world.

Having recognised the absolute necessity of an uprising of the
workers of Petrograd and Moscow for the sake of saving the revo-

.

lution and of saving Russia from being “separately” divided among
the imperialists of both coalitions, we must first adapt our political
tactics at the conference to the conditions of the maturing uprising;
secondly, we must prove that we accept, and not only in words, the
idea of Marx about the necessity of treating uprising as an art.

At the conference, we must immediately consolidate the Bolshevik
fraction without worrying about numbers, without being afraid of

leaving the vacillators in the camp of the vacillating: they are more
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useful there to the cause of revolution than in the camp of the reso-
lute and courageous fighters.

We must compose a brief declaration in the name of the Bol
sheviks in which we sharply emphasise the irrelevance of long
speeches, the irrelevance of “speeches” generally, the necessity of
quick action to save the revolution, the absolute necessity of break-
ing completely with the bourgeoisie, of completely ousting the whole
present government, of completely severing relations with the Anglo-
French imperialists who are preparing a “separate” partition of
Russia, the necessity of all power immediately passing into the hands
of revolutionary democracy headed by the revolutionary prole-
tariat.

Our declaration must be the briefest and sharpest formulation
of this conclusion; it must connect up with the points in the pro-
gramme of peace to the people, land to the peasants, confiscation
of scandalous profits, and a halt to the scandalous damage to pro-
duction done by the capitalists.

The briefer, the sharper the declaration, the better. Only two
more important points must be clearly indicated in it, namely, that
the people are tired of vacillations, that they are tortured by the
lack of decisiveness on the part of the S.-R.’s and Mensheviks; and
that we are definitely severing relations with these parties because
they have betrayed the revolution.

The other point. In offering an immediate peace without annexa-
tions, in breaking at once with the Allied imperialists and with all
imperialists, we obtain either an immediate truce or a going over
of the entire revolutionary proletariat to the side of defence, and
a truly just, truly revolutionary war will then be waged by revolu-
tionary democracy under the leadership of the proletariat.

Having made this declaration, having appealed for decisions and
not talk: for actions, not wriling resolutions, we must push our
whole fraction into the factories and barracks: its place is there;
the pulse of life is there; the source of saving the revolution is
there: the moving force of the Democratic Conference is there.

In heated, impassioned speeches we must make our programme
clear and we must put the question this way: either the conference
accepts it fully, or an uprising follows. There is no middle course.
Delay is impossible. The revolution is perishing.

Having put the question this way, having concentrated our entire
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fraction in the factories and barracks, we shall correctly estimate
the best moment to begin the uprising.

And in order to treat uprising in a Marxist way, i.e., as an art,
we must at the same time, without losing a single moment, organise
the staff of the insurrectionary detachments; designate the forces;
move the loyal regiments to the most important points; surround the
Alexander theatre; occupy Peter and Paul Fortress; arrest the gen-
eral staff and the government; move against the military cadets,
the Wild Division,* etc., such detachments as will die rather than
allow the enemy to move to the centre of the city; we must mobilise
the armed workers, call them to a last desperate battle, occupy at
once the telegraph and telephone stations, place our staff of the
uprising at the central telephone station, connect it by wire with all
the factories, the regiments, the points of armed fighting, etc.

Of course, this is all by way of an example, to illustrate the idea
that at the present moment it is impossible to remain loyal to the
revolution without treating uprising as an art.

N. LENIN.

Written September 26-27, 1917.
First published in 1921 in the magazine Proletarskaya Revolyutsiya, No., 2.

* A division of Caucasian mountaineer troops.—Ed.
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THE CRISIS HAS MATURED
I

THERE is no doubt that the beginning of October has brought us
to the greatest turning point in the history of the Russian and, ac-
cording to all appearance, also of the world revolution.

The world workers’ revolution started with the actions of indi-
viduals who, by their unswerving courage, represented everything
honest that has survived the decay of official “Socialism,” which is
in reality social-chauvinism, Liebknecht in Germany, Adler in Aus-
tria, MacLean in England—these are the best known names of those
individual heroes who took upon themselves the difficult role of
forerunners of the world revolution.

A second stage in the historic preparation for this revolution was
a broad mass ferment which assumed the form of a split in the
official parties, the form of illegal publications and of street demon-
strations. The protest against the war grew—and the number of
victims of governmental persecutions also grew. The prisons of
countries famed for their lawfulness and even for their freedom,
Germany, France, Italy, England, began to be filled with scores
and hundreds of internationalists, opponents of the war, advocates
of a workers’ revolution.

Now the third stage has come, which may be called the eve of the
revolution. Mass arrests of party leaders in free Italy, and par-
ticularly the beginning of mutinies in the German army, are un-
doubted symptoms of the great turning point, the symptoms of the
eve of revolution on a world scale.

There is no doubt that even before this, there were in Germany
individual cases of mutiny in the army, but those cases were so
small, so isolated, so weak, that it was possible to hush them up, to
pass over them in silence—and this was the main thing required to
check the mass contagion of seditious actions. Finally, such a move-
ment in the navy matured that it became impossible either to hush

it up or to pass over it in silence, notwithstanding the severity of
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the German military prison régime, elaborated with unheard-of
astuteness and followed with unbelievable pedantry.

There is no room for doubts. We are on the threshold of a
world proletarian revolution. And since we, Russian Bolsheviks,
alone out of all the proletarian internationalists of all countries,
enjoy comparatively great freedom, since we have an open party,
a score or so of papers, since we have on our side the Soviets of
Workers” and Soldiers’ Deputies in the capitals, since we have on
our side the majority of the masses of the people in revolutionary
times, to us may and must truly apply the famous dictum: he who
has been given much shall have to account for more.

II

In Russia, the turning point in the revolution has undoubtedly
come,

In a peasant country, under a revolutionary republican govern-
ment enjoying the support of the Socialist-Revolutionary and
Menshevik Parties that only yesterday held sway among the petty-
bourgeois democracy, a peasant uprising is growing.

It is incredible, but it is a fact.

We Bolsheviks are not surprised by this fact; we have always
maintained that the government of the famed “coalition” with the
hourgeoisie is a government of betrayal of democracy and revolu-
tion, a government of imperialist slaughter, a government guarding
the capitalists and landowners against the people.

Thanks to the deceptions of the S.-R.’s and Mensheviks, there has
been and still remains in Russia, under a republic and during a
revolution, a government of capitalists and landowners side by side
with the Soviets. Such is the bitter and formidable reality. Is
there any wonder that at the time when the prolongation of the
imperialist war and its consequences are causing the people unheard-
of misery, a peasant uprising has begun and is developing?

Is it any wonder that the opponents of the Bolsheviks, the leaders
of the official S.-R. Party, the same party that has supported the
“coalition” all along, the same party that up to the last days or
last weeks had the majority of the people on its side, the same
party that continues to blame and to hound the “new” S.-R.’s who
have realised that the coalition policy is betraying the interest of

the peasants—is it any wonder that these leaders of the official S.-R.
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Party, in an editorial of their official organ, the Dyelo Naroda,
October 12, wrote as follows:

Almost nothing has been done up to the present time to do away with the
bondage relations that still prevail in the village, particularly in Central
Russia. . . . The law regulating the land relations in the village, a law that
has long been introduced into the Provisional Government, and has even
passed the purgatory of the Judicial Conference, has been hopelessly buried
in some quagmire of a bureau. ... Are we not right in asserting that our
republican government is far from having freed itsell of the old habits of
the Tsar's administration, that the dead grip of Stolypin is still strongly
felt in the methods of the revolutionary Ministers?

This is written by the official S.-R.’s! Just think of it: the ad-
herents of a coalition are forced to admit that, in a peasant country,
seven months after the revolution, “almost nothing has been done
to do away with the bondage relations” of the peasants, with their
being enslaved by the landowners! These S.-R.’s are forced to call
their colleague Kerensky, and all his band of Ministers, Stolypinists.

Can there be found more eloquent testimony coming from the
camp of our opponents to corroborate not only the fact that the
coalition has collapsed, not only the fact that the official S.-R.’s
who tolerate Kerensky have become an anti-national, anti-peasant,
counter-revolutionary party, but also that the whole Russian Revo-
lution has reached a turning point?

A peasant uprising in a peasant country against the government
of Kerensky, the S.-R., of Nikitin and Gvozdev, the Mensheviks, and
other Ministers, representatives of capital and of the landowners’
interests! A suppression of this uprising by the republican govern-
ment with military measures!

In the face of such facts can one be a conscientious partisan of the
proletariat and at the same time deny that the crisis has matured,
that the revolution is going through its greatest turning point, that
the victory of the government over the peasant uprising at the present
time would be the death knell of the revolution, the final triumph
of Kornilovism?

11T

It is self-evident that if matters have reached the point of a
peasant uprising in a peasant country after seven months of a
democratic republic, this proves beyond dispute that the revolution

is suffering a collapse on a national scale, that it is passing through
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a crisis of unheard-of severity; that the counter-revolutionary forces
are approaching the last ditch.

This is self-evident. In the face of such a fact as the peasant
uprising, all the other political symptoms, even if they were to
contradict this maturing of a national crisis, would have no signifi-
cance whatsoever.

But all the symptoms, on the contrary, indicate just this—that
the country-wide crisis has matured.

After the agrarian question, the national question is of the greatest
importance in the national life of Russia, particularly for the petty-
bourgeois masses of the population. And we see that at the “Demo-
cratic” Conference packed by Messrs. Tsereteli and Co. the “na-
tional” curia take the second place in radicalism, yielding only to
the trade unions and exceeding the curia of the Soviets of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies by percentage of votes cast against the coali-
tion (40 out of 55). The government of Kerensky, a government
suppressing the peasant uprising, is withdrawing the revolutionary
troops from Finland, in order to strengthen the reactionary Fin-
nish bourgeoisie. In the Ukraine, the conflicts of the Ukrainians in
general and of the Ukrainian troops in particular, with the govern-
ment are becoming more frequent.

Let us further look at the army, which in war time is of excep-
tional importance in the whole life of the state. We have seen that
the Finnish army and the Baltic fleet have entirely split away from
the government. We hear the testimony of the officer Dubasov, not
a Bolshevik, speaking in the name of the whole front, and saying
in a more revolutionary manner than the Bolsheviks that the sol-
diers will not fight any longer. We hear governmental reports
saying that the morale of the soldiers is low, that it is impossible
to guarantee “order” (i.e., participation of these troops in suppress-
ing the peasant uprising). We witness finally the vote in Moscow
where fourteen thousand out of seventeen thousand soldiers voted for
the Bolsheviks.

This voting in the elections to the borough councils in Moscow
is one of the most striking symptoms of a very deep change taking
place in the general mood of the nation. It is generally known
that Moscow is more petty-bourgeois than Petrograd. It is a fact,
many times corroborated and undisputed, that the Moscow prole-
tariat has a vastly greater number of connections with the village,

that it harbours more sympathies and is closer to the peasant vil-
14



lage sentiment, than the Petrograd proletariat. And in Moscow the
votes cast for the S.-R.’s and Mensheviks dropped from 70 per cent
in June to 18 per cent at present. The petty bourgeoisie has turned
away from the coalition; the people have turned away from it;
there can be no doubt of this. The Cadets have increased their
strength from 17 to 30 per cent, but they remain a minority, a hope-
less minority, notwithstanding the fact that they have been obvi-
ously joined by the “Right” S.-R.’s and the “Right” Mensheviks.
The Russkiye Vyedomosti says that the absolute number of votes
cast for the Cadets fell from 67.000 to 62.000. But the number of
votes cast for the Bolsheviks grew from 34.000 to 82,000. They
received 47 per cent of the total number of votes. There can be
not the shadow of a doubt that. together with the Left S.-R.’s, we
have at present a majority in the Soviets, in the army, and in the
country.

Among the symptoms that serve not only as an indication but
have a significance in themselves, must be counted the fact that the
armies of the railroad men and postal employees, which are of an
immense general economic, political, and military importance, con-
tinue to be engaged in a sharp conflict with the government, while
even the Menshevik defensists are dissatisfied with “their own”
Minister Nikitin, and the official S.-R.’s call Kerensky-and Co. “Sto-
lypinists.” Is it not clear that such “support” given to the govern-
ment by the Mensheviks and S.-R.’s has only a negative meaning,
if any?

Yes, the leaders of the Central Executive Committee are pursuing
tactics whose sole logic is the defence of the bourgeoisie and the
landowners. And there is not the slightest doubt that the Bolsheviks,
were they to allow themselves to be caught in the trap of constitu-
tional illusions, of “faith™ in the Congress of Soviets and in the con-
vocation of the Constituent Assembly, of “waiting” for the Congress
of Soviets, etc.—that such Bolsheviks would prove miserable trai-
tors to the proletarian cause.

They would be traitors to the cause, for they would have, by their

* Chapter IV of this article has thus far not bheen located.—FEd.
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behaviour, betrayed the German revolutionary workers who have
started a mutiny in the fleet. To “wait” for the Congress of So-
viets, etc., under such conditions means betraying internationalism,
betraying the cause of the international Socialist revolution.

For internationalism consists not in phrases, not in protestations
of solidarity, not in resolutions, but in deeds.

The Bolsheviks would be traitors to the peasantry. for to tolerate
the suppression of the peasant uprising by a government which even
the Dyelo Naroda compares with Stolypinists means to destroy the
whole revolution, to destroy it forever and irrevocably. They shout
about anarchy and about the increasing apathy of the masses. Why
shouldn’t the masses be apathetic in the elections when the peas-
antry has been driven to an uprising. while the so-called “revolu-
tionary democracy” patiently tolerates the suppression of the peas-
ants by military force!!

The Bolsheviks would prove traitors to democracy and freedom,
for to tolerate the suppression of a peasant uprising at the present
moment means to allow the elections to the Constituent Assembly to
be fixed in just the same way—and even worse, more crudely—as
the “Democratic Conference” and the “pre-parliament” have been
fixed.

The crisis has matured. The whole future of the Russian Revolu-
tion is at stake. The whole honour of the Bolshevik Party is in
question. The whole future of the international workers’ revolu-
tion for Socialism is at stake.

The crisis has matured. . . .

N. Lenin.
Written October 12, 1917.
[Note by Lenin.—Ed.]

Publish up to here; what follows is to be distributed among the members
of the Central Committee, The Petrograd Committee, the Moscow Committee,
and the Soviets.

VI

What, then, is to be done? We must aussprechen, was ist, “say
what is,” admit the truth, that in our Central Committee and at the
top of our party there is a tendency in favour of awaiting the Con-
gress of Soviets, against the immediate seizure of power, against
an immediate uprising. We must overcome this tendency or

opinion.
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Otherwise the Bolsheviks would cover themselves with shame
forever; they would be reduced to nothing as a party.

For to miss such a moment and to “await” the Congress of Soviets
is either absolute idiocy or complete betrayal.

It is a complete betrayal of the German workers. Indeed, we
must not wait for the beginning of their revolution!! When it be-
gins, even the Liberdans * will be in favour of “supporting” it. But it
cannot begin as long as Kerensky, Kishkin and Co. are in power.

It is a complete betraval of the peasantry. To have the Soviets
of both capitals and to allow the uprising of the peasants to be sup-
pressed means to lose, and justly so, all the confidence of the peas-
ant; it means to become in the eyes of the peasants equal to the
Liberdans and other scoundrels.

To “await” the Congress of Soviets is absolute idiocy, for this
means losing weeks, whereas weeks and even days now decide every-
thing. It means timidly to refuse the seizure of power, for on No-
vember 14-15 it will be impossible (both politically and technically,
since the Cossacks will be mobilised for the day of the foolishly
“appointed” ** uprising).

To “await” the Congress of Soviets is idiocy, for the Congress
will give nothing, it can give nothing!

The “moral” importance? Strange indeed! The “importance”
of resolutions and negotiations with the Liberdans when we know
that the Soviets are in favour of the peasants and that the peasant
uprising is being suppressed!! Thus, we will reduce the Soviets
to the role of miserable chatterers. First vanquish Kerensky, then
call the Congress.

The victory of the uprising is now secure for the Bolsheviks: (1)
we can *** (if we do not “await” the Soviet Congress) launch a
sudden attack from three points, from Petrograd, from Moscow,
from the Baltic fleet; (2) we have slogans whose support is guar-
anteed: down with the government that suppresses the uprising of
the peasants against the landowners! (3) we have a majority in the

* A contraction of the names of leading Mensheviks, Liber and Dan.—Ed,

** To “call” the Congress of Soviets for November 2, in order to decide upon
the seizure of power—is there any difference between this and a foolishly
“appointed” uprising? Now we can seize power, whereas November 2-11 you
will not be allowed to seize it.

*#% What has the party done by way of studying the location of the troops,
etc.? What has it done for the carrying out of the uprising as “an art”?

Only talk in the Central Committee, etc.!!
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country; (4) complete disorganisation of the Mensheviks and
S.-R.’s; (5) we are technically in a position to seize power in Mos-
cow (which might even be the one to start, so as to deal the enemy
a surprise blow); (6) we have thousands of armed workers and
soldiers in Petrograd who can seize at once the Winter Palace, the
General Stafl Building, the telephone exchange and all the largest
printing establishments. They will not be able to drive us out from
there, whereas there will be such propaganda in the army that it
will be impossible to fight against this government of peace, of
land for the peasants, etc.

If we were to attack at once, suddenly, from three points, in
Petrograd, Moscow, and the Baltic fleet, there are ninety-nine out of
a hundred chances that we would gain a victory with fewer victims
than on July 16-18, because the troops will not advance against the
government of peace. Even if Kerensky has already “loyal” cav-
alry, etc., in Petrograd, when we attack from two sides and when
the army is in sympathy with us, Kerensky will be compelled to
surrender. 1If, with chances like the present, we do not seize power,
then all talk of Soviet rule becomes a lie.

To refrain from seizing power at present, to “wait,” to “chatter”
in the Central Committee, to confine ourselves to “fighting for the
organ” (of the Soviet), to “fighting for the Congress,” means to
ruin the revolution.

Seeing that the Central Committee has left even without an
answer my writings insisting on such a policy since the beginning
of the Democratic Conference, that the Central Organ is deleting
from my articles references to such glaring errors of the Bolsheviks
as the shameful decision to participate in the pre-parliament, as
giving seats to the Mensheviks in the Presidium of the Soviets,