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PREFACE

When a prolonged, stubborn and heated struggle is in progress,
there usually begin to emerge after a time #entral and
fundamental points at issue, upon the decision of which the ultimate
outcome of the campaign depends, and in comparison with which
all the minor and petty episodes of the struggle recede more and
more into the background.

That, too, is how madts stand in the struggle within our Party,
which for six months now has been riveting the attention of all
members of the Party. And precisely because in the present outline
of the whole struggle | have had to refer to many details which are
of infinitesimal interest, and to many squabbles which at bottom are
of no interest whatever, | should like from the very outset to draw
the readds attention to two really central and fundamental points,
points which are of tremendous interest, of undoubted hiskorica
significance, and which are the most urgent political questions
confronting our Party today.

The first question is that of the political significance of the
division of our Party intofimajorityd and fiminorityd which took
shape at the Second Party Congress and pushed all previous
divisions among Russian Soclaémocrats far into the background.

The second question is that of the significance in principle of
the newlskrals position on organisational questionssdfar as this
position is really based on principle.

The first question concerns the startpajnt of the struggle in
our Party, its source, its causes, and its fundamental political
character. The second question concerns the ultimate outcome of
the stuggle, its finale, the swtotal of principles that results from
adding up all that pertains to the realm of principle and subtracting
all that pertains to the realm of squabbling. The answer to the first
question is obtained by analysing the struggldatRarty Congress;
the answer to the second, by analysing what is new in the principles
of the newiskra. Both these analyses, which make up +ier@hs of
my pamphlet, lead to the conclusion that flieajorityd is the
revolutionary, and th@minorityo the opportunist wing of our Party;
the disagreements that divide the two wings at the present time for
the most part concern, not questions of programme or tactics, but
only organisational questions; the new system of views that emerges
the more clearly in #nnewlskrathe more it tries to lend profundity
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to its position, and the more that position becomes cleared of
squabbles about egptation, is opportunism in matters of
organisation.

The principal shortcoming of the existing literature on the crisis
in our Party is, as far as the study and elucidation of facts is
concerned, the almost complete absence of an analysis of the
minutes of the Party Congress; and as far as the elucidation of
fundamental principles of organisation is concerned, the failure to
andyse the connection which unquestionably exists between the
basic error committed by Comrade Martov and Comrade Axelrod in
their formulation of Paragraph 1 of the Rules and their defence of
that formulation, on the one hand, and the wtislgstend (insofar
as one can speak here of a systemkkiats present principles of
organisation, on the other. The present editorkskiia apparently
do not even notice this connection, although the importance of the
controversy over Paragraph 1 has been referredaim agd again
in the literature of thdimajorityd. As a matter of fact, Comrade
Axelrod and Comrade Martov are now only deepening, developing
and extending their initial error with regard to Paragraph 1. As a
matter of fact, the entire position of the oppaists in
organisational questions already began to be revealed in the
controversy over Paragraph 1. their advocacy of a diffuse, not
strongly welded, Party organisation; their hostility to the idea (the
flbureaucratio idea) of building the Party from ¢htop downwards,
starting from the Party Congress and the bodies set up by it; their
tendency to proceed from theottom upwards, allowing every
professor, every high school student d@egery striked to declare
himself a member of the Party; their hastilto the fformalisnd
which demands that a Party member should belong to one of the
organisations recognised by the Party; their leaning towards the
mentality of the bourgeois intellectual, who is only prepared to
fiaccept organisational relations platadigd; their penchant for
opportunist profundity and for anarchistic phrases; their tendency
towards autonomism as against centralisim a word, all that is
now blossoming so luxuriantly in the nelskra, and is helping
more and more to reveal fully agdaphically the initial error.

As for the minutes of the Party Congress, the truly undeserved
neglect of them can only be explained by the fact that our
controversies have been cluttered by squabbles, and possibly by the
fact that these minutes contain tdarge an amount of too
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unpalatable truth. The minutes of the Party Congress present a
picture of the actual state of affairs in our Party that is unique of its
kind and unparalleled for its accuracy, completeness,
comprehensiveness, richness and authgntia picture of views,
sentiments and plans drawn by the participants in the movement
themselves; a picture of the political shades existing in the Party,
showing their relative strength, their mutual relations and their
struggles. It is the minutes dfe Party Congress, and they alone,
that show us how far we have really succeeded in making a clean
sweep of the survivals of the old, purely circle ties and substituting
for them a single great party tie. It is the duty of every Party
member who wishes tiake an intelligent share in the affairs of his
Party to make a careful study of our Party Congress. | say study
advisedly, for merely to read the mass of raw material contained in
the minutes is not enough to obtain a picture of the Congress. Only
by cardul and independent study can one reach (as one should) a
stage where the brief digests of the speeches, the dry extracts from
the debates, the petty skirmishes over minor (seemingly minor)
issues will combine to form one whole, enabling the Party member
to conjure up the living figure of each prominent speaker and to
obtain a full idea of the political complexion of each group of
delegates to the Party Congress. If the writer of these lines only
succeeds istimulating the reader to make a broad and indeet
study of the minutes of the Party Congress, he will feel that his
work was not done in vain.

One more word to the opponents of Seflaimocracy. They
gloat and grimace over our disputes; they will, of course, try to pick
isolated passages from my patmet, which deals with the failings
and shortcomings of our Party, and to use them for their own ends.
The Russian Sociddemocrats are already steeled enough in battle
not to be perturbed by these pinpricks and to continue, in spite of
them, their work bself-criticism and ruthless exposure of their own
shortcomings, which will unquestionably and inevitably be
overcome as the workirgjass movement grows. As for our
opponents, let them try to give us a picture of the state of
affairs in their ownfpartie® even remotely approximating that
given by the minutes of our Second Congress!

N. Lenin
May 1904



A. THE PREPARATIONS FOR'HE CONGRESS

There is a saying that everyone is entitled to curse his judges
for twentyfour hours. Our Party Congress, like any congress of any
party, was also the judge of certain persons, whibdiim to the
position of leaders but who met with discomfiture. Today these
representatives of th@minorityo are, with a naiveté verging on the
pathetic,ficursing their judgesand doing their best to discredit the
Congress, to belittle its importanaad authority. This striving has
been expressed most vividly, perhaps, in an articlekira, No. 57,
by fiPractical Worked,? who feels out raged at the idea of the
Congress being a sovereiddivinityo. This is so characteristic a
trait of the newiskra that it cannot be passed over in silence. The
editors, the majority of whom wereejected by the Congress,
continue, on the one hand, to call themselva¥®artydo editorial
board, while, on the other, they accept with open arms people who
declare that th€ongress was not divine. Charming, is it not? To be
sure, gentlemen, the Congress was not divine; but what must we
think of people who begin tblackguard the Congressfter they
have met with defeat at it?

For indeed, let us recall the main facts in tiistory of the
preparations for the Congress.

Iskra declared at the very outset, in its announcement of
publication in 1900, that before we could unite, lines of demarcation
must be drawniskraendeavoured to make the Conference of 1902
a private meetig and not a Party Congresdskra acted with
extreme caution in the summer and autumn of 1902 when it re
established the Organisit@pmmittee elected at that conference. At
last the work of demarcation was finished as we all
acknowledged. The Organisifgommittee was constituted at the
very end of 1902lskra welcomed its firm establishment, and in an
editorial article in its 32nd issue declared that the caonvocation of a
Party Congress wasmost urgentaind pressing necessitythus, the
last thing we ca be accused of is having been hasty in convening
the Second Congress. We were, in fact, guided by the maxim:
measure your cloth seven times before you cut it; and we had every

" See Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 20.
"See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 30%Ed
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moral right to expect that after the cloth had been cut our comrades
would notstart complaining and measuring it all over again.

The Organising Committee drew up very precise (formalistic
and bureaucratic, those would say who are now using these words
to cover up their political spinelessness) Regulations for the Second
Congress, got them passed by all the committees, and finally
erdorsed them, stipulating among other things, in Point 18fitat
decisions of the Congress and all the elections it carries out are
decisions of the Party and binding on all Party organisations. They
cannot be challenged by anyone on any pretext whaéewkecan be
rescinded or amended only by the next Party Congrestow
innocent in themselves, are they not, are these words, accepted at
the time without a murmur, as something axiomatic; yet how
strange they sound toddylike a verdict against th@minorityo!

Why was this point included? Merely as a formality? Of course not.
This provision seemed necessary, and was indeed necessary,
because the Party consisted of a number of isolated and independent
groups, which might refuse to recognise the Corgyrekhis
provision in fact expressed thHeee will of all the revolutionaries
(which is now being talked about so much, and so irrelevantly, the
term fifreed being euphemistically applied to what really deserves
the epithetficapricious). It was equivalentat a word of honour
mutually pledged by all the Russian Soddmocrats. It was
intended to guarantee that all the tremendous effort, danger and
expense entailed by the Congress should not be in vain, that the
Congressshould not be turned into a farceiritadvance qualified

any refusal to recognise the decisions and elections at the Congress
as abreach of faith

Who is it, then, that the nelskrais scoffing at when it makes
the new discovery that the Congress was not divine and its decisions
are not acrosanct? Does that discovery impigew views on
organisation, or only new attempts to cover up old tracks?

" See Minutes of the Second Congress, pp222nd 380.



B. SIGNIFICANCE OF THEVARIOUS GROUPINGS
AT THE CONGRESS

Thus, the Congress was called after the most careful preparation
and on the basis of the fullest representation. The general
recognition that its composition was correct and its decisions
absolutelybinding found expressipalso in the statement of the
chairman (Minutes, p. 54) after the Congress had been constituted.

What was the principal task of the Congress? To create a real
party on the basis of the principles and organisational ideas that had
been advanced and elab bylskra. That this was the direction
in which the Congress had to work was predetermined by the three
year® activities oflskra and by the recognition of the latter by the
majority of the committeedskrals programme and trend were to
become the pgramme and trend of the Partyiskrals
organisational plans were to be embodied in the Rules of
Organisation of the Party. But it goes without saying that this could
not be achieved without a struggle: since the Congress was so
highly representative, theafticipants included organisations which
had vigorously foughtskra (the Bund andRabocheye Dyelp and
organisations which, while verbally recognisisgra as the leading
organ, actually pursued plans of their own and were unstable in
matters of princife (theYuzhny Rabochgroup and delegates from
some of the committees who were closely associated with it). Under
these circumstances, the Congress could not but becoareremof
struggle for the victory of thélskra fi trend That it did become
such armarena will at once be apparent to all who peruse its minutes
with any degree of attention. Our task now is to trace in detail the
principal groupings revealed at the Congress on various issues and
to reconstruct, on the basis of the precise data of timeites, the
political complexion of each of the main groups. What precisely
were these groups, trends and shades which, at the Congress, were
to unite under the guidance tskra into a single party? that is
what we must show by analysing the debatesthadvoting. The
elucidation of this is of cardinal importance both for a study of what
our Social Democrats really are and for an understanding of the
causes of the divergence among them. That is why, in my speech at
the League Congress and in my letterthe editors of the new
Iskra, | gave prime place to an analysis of the various groupings.
My opponents of théminorityd (headed by Martov) utterly failed
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to grasp the substance of the question. At the League Congress they
confined themselves to correci® of detail, trying tofivindicated
themselves from the charge of having swung towards opportunism,
but not even attempting to counter my picture of the groupings at
the Congress by drawingny different oneNow Martov tries in
Iskra (No. 56) to represenevery attempt clearly to delimit the
various political groups at the Congress as nieieele politic.
Strong language, Comrade Martov! But the strong language of the
newlskra has this peculiar quality: one has only to reproduce all the
stages of our idergence, from the Congress onwards, for all this
strong language to tugompletely and primarilpgainst the present
editorial board. Take a look at yourselves, youcalled Party
editors who talk about circle politics!

Martov now finds the facts of owstruggle at the Congress so
unpleasant that he tries to slur over them altogeitder Iskra-ist,0
he saysfis one who, at the Party Congress and prior to it, expressed
his complete solidarity witthskra, advocated its programme and its
views on organiation and supported its organisational policy. There
were over forty suchskra-ists at the Congrests that was the
number of votes cast fdskrats programme and for the resolution
adopting Iskra as the Central Organ of the PabtyOpen the
Congress Minwgs, and you will find that the programme was
adopted by the votes of all (p. 233) except Akimov, who abstained.
Thus, Comrade Martov wants to assure us that the Bundists, and
Brouclkére, and Martynowdemonstratedheir icomplete solidarity
with Iskra and advocatedits views on organisation! This is
ridiculous. The fact thagfter the Congressall who took part
became equal members of the Party (and not even all, for the
Bundists had withdrawn) is here jumbled with the question of the
grouping that evokedhe struggleat the Congress. Instead of a
study of theelementghat went to make up th@majorityd and the
fiminorityd after the Congress, we get the official phrase,
firecognised the programigle

Take the voting on the adoption Iskra as the Central Orga
You will see that it was Martynov whom Comrade Martov, with a
courage worthy of a better cause, now credits with having
advocatedskrals organisational views and organisational policy
who insisted on separating the two parts of the resolutiorbahe
adoption oflskra as the Central Organ, and the recognition of its
services. When the first part of the resolution (recognising the
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services oflskra, expressingolidarity with it) was put to the vote,
only thirty-five voteswere cast in favour; therwere two votes
against (Akimov and Brouckére) and eleven abstentions (Martynov,
the five Bundists and the five votes of the editorial board: the two
votes each of Martov and myself and Plekh@sowne).
Consequently, the aniskra group (five Bundists rad three
Rabocheye Dyelists) is quite apparent in this instance also, one
most advantageous to Marfsv present views and chosen by
himself. Take the voting on the second part of the resolution
adopting Iskra as the Central Organ without any statemeht
motives or expression of solidarity (Minutes, p. 147): fdoyr
votesin favour, which the Martov of today classeslakra-ist. The
total number of votes to be cast was fifiye; subtracting the five
votes of the editors, who abstained, we get feity two voted
against (Akimov and Brouckére); consequently, the remaining
forty-four include all five Bundists And so, the Bundists at the
Congresgexpressed complete solidarity witbkrad i this is how
official history is written by the officiallskra! Running ahead
somewhat, we will explain to the reader the real reasons for this
official truth: the present editorial board Iskra could and would
have been a real Party editorial board (and not a ety one, as

it is today)if the Bundists and theRabocheye Dyetsists had not
withdrawn from the Congresthat is why these trusty guardians of
the present, soalled Party editorial board had to be proclaimed
Iskra-ists. But | shall speak of this in greater detail later.

The rext question is: if the Congress was a struggle between the
Iskra-ist and the amtiskra-ist elements, were there no intermediate,
unstable elements who vacillated between the two? Anyone at all
familiar with our Party and with the picture generally présérby
congresses of every kind will be inclinedpriori to answer the
guestion in the affirmative. Comrade Martov is how very reluctant
to recall these unstable elements, so he represent¥ uhleny
Rabochygroup and the delegates who gravitated towatrdas
typical Iskra-ists, and our differences with them as paltry and
unimportant. Fortunately, we now have before us the complete text
of the minutes and are able to answer the questi@muestion of
fact, of courseé on the basis of documentary eviden&Vhat we
said above about the general grouping at the Congress does not, of
course, claim to answer the question, but only to present it correctly.
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Without an analysis of the political groupings, without having a
picture of the Congress as a struggleweein definite shades, the
divergence between us cannot be understood at all. Martov
attempt to gloss over the different shades by ranking even the
Bundists with thelskra-ists is simply an evasion of the question.
Even a priori, on the basis of the hisioof the Russian Social
Democratic movement before the Congress, three main groups are
to be noted (for subsequent verification and detailed study): the
Iskrarists, the antiskra-ists, and the unstable, vacillating, wavering
elements.
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C.BEGINNING OF THE CONGRESS'HE
ORGANISING COMMITTEE INCIDENT

The most convenient way to analyse the debates and the voting
is to take them in the order of the Congress sittings, so as
successively to note the political shades as they became more and
more apparent. Only when absolutely necessary will departures
from the chronological order be made for the purpose of
considering togdier closely allied questions or similar groupings.
For the sake of impartiality, we shall endeavour to mention all the
more important votes, omitting, of course, the innumerable votes on
minor issues, which took up an inordinate amount of time at our
Congess (owing partly to our inexperience and inefficiency in
dividing the material between the commissions and the plenary
sittings, and partly to quibbling which bordered on obstruction).

The first question to evoke a debate which began to reveal
differencesof shades was whether first place should be given (on
the Congressorder of business to the itemfiPosition of the Bund
in the Partgp (Minutes, pp. 283). From the standpoint of thekra-
ists, which was advocated by Plekhanov, Martov, Trotsky, and
myself, there could be no doubt on this score. The Bund
withdrawal from the Party strikingly bore out our view: if the Bund
refused to go our way and accept the principles of organisation
which the majority of the Party shared witikra, it was useless dn
senseless témake believe that we were going the same way and
only drag out the Congress (as the Bundists did drag it out). The
matter had already been fully clarified in our literature, and it was
apparent to any at all thoughtful Party member that all that remained
was to put th question frankly, and bluntly and honestly make the
choice: autonomy (in which case we go the same way), or
federation (in which case our ways part).

Evasive in their entire policy, the Bundists wanted to be evasive
here too and postpone the matter. Thngre joined by Comrade
Akimov, who, evidently on behalf of all the followers Rébocheye
Dyelg, at once brought up the differences wihra over questions
of organisation (Minutes, p. 31). The Bund a@Rdbocheye Dyelo
were supported by Comrade Makhoggresenting the two votes of
the Nikolayev Committe@ which shortly before had expressed its
solidarity with Iskral). To Comrade Makhov the matter was
altogether unclear, and anotlfeore spai, he considered, wdthe
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question of a democratic system on the contrary [mark this!],
centralisnd 1 exactly like the majority of our preseriPartyd
editorial board, who at the Congress had not yet noticedidbig
spob!

Thus thelskra-ists were opposed by the BunBabocheye
Dyeloand Comrade Makhov, whogether controlled the ten votes
which were cast against us (p. 3Bhirty voteswere casin favour
T this is the figure, as we shall skager, around which the votes of
the Iskra-ists often fluctuated. Eleven abstained, apparently not
taking the sidef either of the contendinfpartie®. It is interesting
to note that when we took the vote on Paragraph 2 of the Rules of
the Bund (it was the rejection of this Paragraph 2 that caused the
Bund to withdraw from the Party), the votes in favour of it ared th
abstentions also amounted to ten (Minutes, p. 289), the abstainers
being the threeRabocheye Dyelsts (Brouckere, Martynov, and
Akimov) and Comrade Makhov. Clearly, the grouping in the vote
on theplace of the Bund item on the agenda wast fortuitous
Clearly, all these comrades differed wilkkkra not only on the
technical question of the order of discussion,ibwgssence as well
In the case oRabocheye Dyeldhis difference in essence is clear to
everyone, while Comrade Makhov gave an inimiadgscription of
his attitude in the speech he made on the withdrawal of the Bund
(Minutes, pp. 2890). It is worth while dwelling on this speech.
Comrade Makhov said that after the resolution rejecting federation,
fithe position of the Bund in the R.S.DFEL ceased to be for me a
guestion of principle and became a question of practical politics in
relation to an historically evolved national organisatiofiHerep
the speaker continuedi could not but take into account all the
consequences that migiallow from our vote, and would therefore
have voted for Paragraph 2 in its entirét€omrade Makhov has
admirably imbibed the spirit dipractical politic®: in principle he
hadalreadyrejected federation, antiereforein practicehe would
have votedfor including in the Rules a point that signified
federation! And thisfipracticab comrade explained his profound
position of principle in the following wordsfiBut [the famous
Shchedrinfbutd!] since my voting one way or the other would only
have significace in principle [!!] and could not be of any practical
importance, in view of the almost unanimous vote of all the other
Congress delegates, | preferred to abstain in order to bring out in
principle [God preserve us from such principles!] the difference
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between my position on this question and the position of the Bund
delegates, who voted in favour. Conversely, | would have voted in
favour if the Bund delegates had abstained, as they had at first
insistedd Can you make head or tail of it? A man of priteip
abstainsfrom loudly sayingfYesd because practically it is useless
when everybody else safisoo.

After the vote on the place of the Bund item on the agenda, the
question of the Borba group cropped up at the Congress; it too led
to an extremely interéiag grouping and was closely bound up with
the fisoresb point at the Congress, namely, the personal composition
of the central bodies. The committee appointed to determine the
composition of the Congress pronounced against inviting the Borba
group, in acordance with atwice-adopted decision of the
Organising Committee (see Minutes, pp. 383 and 375) and the
report ofthe latteis representatives on this commitfpe 35).

Thereupon Comrade Egoroy member of the Organising
Committee declared thafithe question of Borba (mark, of Borba,
not of some particular member of it) wéimew to hind, and
demanded an adjournment. How a question on which the
Organising Committee had twice taken a decision could be new to a
member of the Organising Committee remainsiystery. During
the adjournment the Organising Committee held a meeting
(Minutes, p. 40), attended by such of its members as happened to be
at the Congress (several members of@nganising Committee, old
members of théskra organisation, were not atefCongress).Then
began a debate about Borba. TRabocheye Dyelsts spoke in
favour (Martynov, Akimov, and Brouckeiepp. 3638), thelskra-
ists (Pavlovich, Sorokin, Lané’e‘,l’rotsky, Martov, and others)
against. Again the Congress split up into the grouping with which
we are already familiar. The struggle over Borba was a stubborn
one, and Comrade Martov made a very circumstantial (p. 38) and
fimilitantd speech, in which he rightly referred finequality of
representatiomof the groups in Russia and abroad, and said that it
would hardly befiwelld to allow a foreign group angiprivileged
(golden words, particularly edifying today, in the light of the events

" Concerning this meeting, see ffiketted of Paviovich? who was a
member of the Organising Committee and who before the Congress
wasunanimouslelected as the editorial bodsdrusted representative,
its seventh member (League Minutes, p. 44).
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since the Congress!), and that we should not wage fithe
organisational chaos in the Party that was characterised by a
disunity not justified by any considerations of princip{ene right

in the eye for. the fiminorityd at our Party Congress!). Except for
the followers ofRabocheye DyeJmobodycane out openly and
with reasoned motives in favour of Borba until the list of speakers
was closed (p. 40). It should be said in fairness to Comrade Akimov
and his friends that they at least did not wriggle and hide, but
frankly advocated their line, frankBaid what they wanted.

After the list of speakers had been closed, when it was already
out of order to speakon the issue itself Comrade Egorov
finsistently demanded that a decision just adopted by the
Organising Committee be heardlt is not surprisingthat the
delegates were outraged at this manoeuvre, and Comrade
Plekhanov, the chairman, expressediistonishment that Comrade
Egorov should insist upon his deman®ne thing or the other, one
would think: either take an open and definite stand befmrevhole
Congress on the question at issue, or say nothing at all. But to allow
the list of speakers to be closed and then, under the guiseeyia
to the debai® confront the Congress with reew decision of the
Organising Committee on the very sulijghat had been under
discussion, was like a stab in the back!

When the sitting was resumed after dinner, the Bureau still in
perplexity, decided to waivéformalitie® and resort to the last
method, adopted at congresses only in extreme cases, viz.,
ficontadely explanatiol The spokesman of the Organising
Committee, Popov, announced the commiietecision, which had
been adopted by all its members against one, Pavlovich (p. 43), and
which recommended the Congress to invite Ryazanov.

Pavlovich declaredhat he had challenged and continued to
challenge the lawfulness of the Organising Committee meeting, and
that the Committe® new decision ficontradicts its earlier
decisiom. This statement caused an uproar. Comrade Egorov, also
an Organising Committee mmber and a member of théuzhny
Rabochygroup, evaded answering on the actual point in question
and tried to make the central issue one of discipline. He claimed that
Comrade Pavlovich had violated Party discipline (), for, having
heard his protest, ther@anising Committee had decidéabt to lay
Pavlovickés dissenting opinion before the Congtesthe debate
shifted to the question of Party discipline, and Plekhanov, amid the



14 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

loud applause of the delegates, explained for the edification of
Comrade Egorovthat fiwe have no such thing as binding
instruction® (p. 42; cf. p. 379, Regulations for the Congress, Point
7: fiThe powers of delegates must not be restricted by binding
instructions. In the exercise of their powers, delegates are absolutely
free and indpenderd). AiThe Congress is the supreme Party
authorityd, and, consequently, he violates Party discipline and the
Congress Regulations who in any way restricts any delegate in
taking directly to the Congressany question of Party life
whatsoever. The issuthus came down to this: circles or a party?
Were the rights of delegates to be restricted at the Congress in the
name of the imaginary rights or rules of the various bodies and
circles, or wereaall lower bodies and old groups to bempletely

and not nainally but actually, disbanded in face of the Congress,
pending the creation of genuinely Party official institutions? The
reader will already see from this how profoundly important from the
standpoint of principle was this dispute at the very outsettl(iie
sitting) of this Congress whose purpose was the actual restoration of
the Party. Focused in this dispute, as it were, was the conflict
between the old circles and small groups (suckiuhny Rabochy

and the renascent Party. And the dskra groups at once revealed
themselves: the Bundist Abramson, Comrade Martynov, that ardent
ally of the presentskra editorial board, and our friend Comrade
Makhov all sided with Egorov and th¥€uzhny Rabochgroup
against Pavlovich. Comrade Martynov, who nowswéth Martov

and Axelrod in sportingdemocracy in organisation, even cited the
example of. the army, where an appeal to a superior authority can
only be made through a lower one!! The true meaning of this
ficompaaob anti-Iskra opposition was quite cleao everyone who
was present at the Congress or who had carefully followed the
internal history of our Party prior to the Congress. It was the
purpose of the opposition (perhaps not always realised by all of its
representatives, and sometimes pursuedinefof inertia) to guard

the independence, individualism and parochial interests of the
small, petty groups from being swallowed up in the broad Party that
was being built on thiskra principles.

It was precisely from this angle that the question was
appoached by Comrade Martov, who had not yet joined forces with
Martynov. Comrade Martov vigorously took the field, and rightly
so, against those whos®otion of Party discipline does not go
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beyond a revolutionaég duty to the particular group of lawer
order to which he belongsfiNo compulsory[Martové italics]
grouping can be tolerated within a united Parhe explained to the
champions of the circle mentality, not foreseeing what a flail these
words would be for his own political conduct at the efdthe
Congress and after. A compulsory grouping cannot be tolerated in
the case of the Organising Committee, but can quite well be
tolerated in the case of the editorial board. Martov condemns a
compulsory grouping when he looks at it from the cenina,
Martov defends it the moment he finds himself dissatisfied with the
composition of the centre.

It is interesting to note that in his speech Comrade Martov laid
particular stress not only on Comrade Egdsaiprofound errod,
but also on the politad instability the Organising Committee had
displayed.fAA recommendation has been submitted on behalf of the
Organising Committeé,he exclaimed in just indignatiorwhich
runs counterto the committee report [based, we will add, on the
report of membersf the Organising Committee p. 43, Koltsoés
remarks] andto the Organising Committée own earlier
recommendations (My italics.) As we seeat that time before his
fiswingoveml, Martov clearly realised that substituting Ryazanov
for Borba in no way emoved the utter contradictoriness and
inconsistency of the Organising Commitieeactions (Party
members may learn from the League Congress Minutes, p. 57, how
Martov conceived the matter after his swingger). Martov did not
confine himself then to analing the issue of discipline; he bluntly
asked the Organising CommitteBWhat new circumstance has
arisen to necessitate tkbang&o (My italics.) And, indeed, when
the Organising Committee made its recommendation, it did not
even have the courage to eedl its opinion openly, as Akimov and
the others did. Martov denies this (League Minutes p. 56), but
whoever reads the minutes of the Congress will see that he is
mistaken. Popov, in submitting the Organising Committee
recommendationdid not say a wordabout the motives (Party
Congress Minutes, p. 41). Egorov shifted the issue to one of
discipline, and all he said on the question itself wéghe
Organising Committee may have had new reasons [but whether it
did, and what those new reasons were, is unknoitvepuld have
forgotten to nominate somebody, and so on. [Thisd so oo was
the speakds sole refuge, for the Organising Committee could not
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haveforgottenabout Borba, which it had discussed twice before the
Congress and once in the committee.] Thrganising Committee
did not adopt this decision because it has changed its attitude
towards the Borba group, but because it wants to remove
unnecessary rocks in the path of the Fartyuture central
organisation at the very outset of its activitieBhis is not a reason,
but an evasion of a reason. Every sincere S@sahocrat (and we
do not entertain the least doubt about the sincerity of any Congress
delegate) is concerned to remove whatconsiderso be sunken
rocks, and to remove them llgose methodswhich he considers
advisable. Giving reasons means explicitly stating and explaining
ondgs view of things, and not making shift with truisms. And they
could not give a reason witho@ithanging their attitude towards
Borbad, because in its earliend contrary decisions the Organising
Committee had also been concerned to remove sunken rocks, but it
had then regarded the very opposite fiemck®d. And Comrade
Martov very severely and very rightly attacked this argument,
saying that it waspettyfi andinspired by a wish tdburke the issue
fi, and advising the Organising Commiti@et to be afraid of what
people will sayfi. These words characterise perfectly the essential
nature of the political shade which played so large a part at the
Congress and whhh is distinguished precisely by its want of
independence, its pettiness, its lack of a line of its own, its fear of
what people will say, its constant vacillation between the two
definite sides, its fear of plainly stating @eedoi in a word, by all
the features of &Marslo.

A consequence of this political spinelessness of the unstable
group was, incidentally, thato oneexcept the Bundist Yudin (p.
53) did put before the Congress a resolution to invite one of the

" There are people in our Party today wholagified when they hear

this word, and raise an outcry about uncomradely methods of
controversy. A strange perversion of sensibility due gomisapplied

sense of official form! There is scarcely a political party acquainted

with internal struggles thdtas managed to do without this term, by

which the unstable elements who vacillate between the contending
sides have always been designated. Even the Germans, who know how
to keep their internal struggles within very definite bounds indeed, are
not offendel by the wordversumpf(sunk in the marsh Ed.) are not
horrified, and do not display ridiculous official prudery.
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members of the Borba group. Yu@mesolution received five votes

T all Bundists, apparently: the vacillating elements had changed
sides again! How large was the vote of the middle group is shown
approximately by the voting on the resolutions of Koltsov and
Yudin on this question: théskra-ist received thirtstwo votes (p.

47), the Bundist received sixteen, that is, in addition to the eight
antiIskra-ist votes, the two votes of Comrade Makhov (cf. p. 46),
the four votes of the members of thezhny Rabochgroup, and

two others. We shall®w in a moment that this alignment can by
no means be regarded as accidental; but first let us briefly note
Martov® presentopinion of this Organising Committee incident.
Martov maintained at the League tli@aviovich and others fanned
passiond. One ha only to consult the Congress Minutes to see that
the longest, most heated and sharpest speeches against Borba and
the Organising Committee were delivered by Martov himself. By
trying to lay thefiblame on Pavlovich he only demonstrates his
own instabiliy: it was Pavlovich he helped to elect prior to the
Congress as the seventh member of the editorial board; at the
Congress he fully associated himself with Pavlovich (p. 44) against
Egorov; but afterwards, having suffered defeat at the hands of
Pavlovich,he began to accuse him @&nning passiorts This is
ludicrous.

Martov waxes ironical inskra (No. 56) over the importance
that was attached to whether X or Y should be invited. But again the
irony turns against Martov, for it was this Organising Committee
incident that started the dispute over suclfiamportand question
as inviting X or Y on tothe Central Committee or the Central
Organ. It is unseemly to measure with two different yardsticks,
depending on whether the matter concerasr ownfgroup of a
lower orded (relative to the Party) osomeone el€s. This is
precisely a philistine and rcle, not a Party attitude. A simple
comparison of Marto® speech at the League (p. 57) with his
speech at the Congress (p. 44) sufficiently demonstratesiithis.
cannotunderstand Martov said,inter alia, at the Leaguefhow
people can insist on caltinthemselvedskra-ists and at the same
time be ashamed of beintgkra-istso0 A strange failure to
understand the difference betwe@alling oneselh and fbeing i
between word and deed. Martov himself, at the Congresied
himself an opponent of comfsory groupings, yet, after the
Congress, came tmea supporter of them.
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The alignment of the delegates over the Organi€iammittee
guestion may perhaps seem accidental. But such an opinion would
be wrong, and in order to dispel it we shall depart from the
chronological order and at once examine an incident which occurred
at the end of the Congress, but which was very closetnected
with the one just discussed. This incident was the dissolution of the
Yuzhny Rabochygroup. The organisational trend dgkra 1
complete amalgamation of the Party forces and removal of the
chaos dividing theni came into conflict here with thaterests of
one of the groups, which had done useful work when there was no
real party, but which had become superfluous now that the work
was being centralised. From the standpoint of circle interests, the
Yuzhny Rabochgroup was entitled no less thanettold Iskra
editorial board to lay claim técontinuityd and inviolability. But in
the interests of the Party, it was its duty to submit to the transfer of
its forces tofthe appropriate Party organisation®. 313, end of
resolution adopted by the Congs®. From the standpoint of circle
interests andiphilistinismd, the dissolution of a useful group, which
no more desired it than did the dkkra editorial board, could not
but seem afticklish matted (the expression used by Comrade
Rusov and Comrade Deutsch). But from the standpoint of the
interests of the Party, its dissolution, fissssimilatio in the Party
(Guses expression), was essential. THazhny Rabochgroup
bluntly declared that iidid not deem it necessaryo proclaim itself
dissolved and demanded tlittte Congress definitely pronounce its
opiniond, andpronounce ifimmediately: yes or o The Yuzhny
Rabochygroup openly invoked the sanfeontinuityd as the old
Iskra editorial boad began to invoke after it was dissolved!
fAlthough we are all individually members of one Partgpmrade
Egorov saidfit nevertheless consists of a number of organisations,
with which we have to reckon dsstorical entities... If such an
organisaibn is not detrimental to the Partyhere is no need to
dissolve itd

Thus an important question @kinciple was quite definitely
raised, and all theskra-istsi inasmuch as their own circle interests
had not yet come to the forefrdntook a decisivetand against the
unstable elements (the Bundists and two of Rladocheye Dyelo
ists had already withdrawn from the Congress; they would
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undoubtedly have been heart and soul in favouiredkoning with
historical entities). The result of the vote wahirty-one for, five
against and five abstentions (the four votes of .the members of the
Yuzhny Rabochgroup and one other, that of Byelov, most likely,
judging by his earlier pronouncements, p. 308). A groupmf/otes
distinctly opposed tdskrads consistent organisational plan and
defending the circle spirit as against the party spirit can be quite
definitely discerned here. During the debatel#kea-ists presented

the question precisely from the standpoint of principle (see l&ange
speech, p. H#), opposing parochial amateurishness and disunity,
refusing to pay heed to thasympathied of individual
organisations, and plainly declaring tlfitthe comrades oYuzhny
Rabochyhad adhered more strictly to principle earlier, a year or two
ago, the unity of the Party and the triumph of the programme
principles we have sanctioned here would have been achieved
sooned. Orlov, Gusev, Lyadov, Muravyov, Rusov, Pavlovich,
Glebov, and Gorin all spoke in this strain. And far from protesting
against these deiite and repeated references made at the Congress
to the lack of principle in the policy ariineod of Yuzhny Rabochy

of Makhov and of others, far from making any reservation on this
score, thelskra-ists of thefiminorityd, in the person of Deutsch,
vigorously associated themselves with these views, condemned
fichao®, and welcomed théblunt way the question was pup.

315) by that very same Comrade Rusov wdiothis same sitting

had the audacity oh, horror!i to fbluntly pup the question of the

old editorial board too on a purely Party basis (p. 325).

On the part of theYuzhny Rabochgroup the proposal to
dissolve it evoked violent indignation, traces of which are to be
found in the minutes (it should not be forgotten that the minutes
offer only apale reflection of the debates, for they do not give the
full speeches, but only very condensed summaries and extracts).
Comrade Egorov even described adied the bare mention of the
Rabochaya Myslgroug alongside of Yuzhny Rabochyi a
characteristic ample of the attitude that prevailed at the Congress
towards consistent Economism. Even much later, at the 37th sitting,
Egorov spoke of the dissolution ¥tizhny Rabochyith the utmost
irritation (p. 356), requesting to have it recorded in the mintinas
during the discussion oviuzhny Rabochihe members of the group
had not been asked either about publication funds or about control
by the Central Organ and the Central Committee. Comrade Popov
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hinted, during the debate dfuzhny Rabochyt a compaanajority
having predetermined the fate of the graiiyow,0 he said (p. 316),
fiafter the speeches of Comrades Gusev and Orlov, everything is
clear. i The meaning of these words is unmistakable: now, after the
Iskra-ists had stated their opinion and moved resolution,
everything was clear, i.e., it was clear tNaizhny Rabochwould

be dissolved, against its own wishes. Here Yuzhny Rabochy
spokesman himself drew a distinction between|gkea-ists (and,
moreover Iskra-ists like Gusev and Orlov) arids own supporters,

as representing differefilines of organisational policy. And when

the presentlay Iskra represents th&uzhny Rabochgroup (and
Makhov too, most likely?) asfitypical Iskra-ist, it only
demonstrates that the new editorial board faagotten the most
important (from this grou standpoint) events of the Congress and
is anxious to cover up the evidence showing what elements went to
form what is known as thminorityo.

Unfortunately, the question of a popular periodical was not
disaussed at the Congress. It was very actively discussed by all the
Iskra-ists both before the Congress and during the Congress itself,
outside the sittings, and they agreed that it would be highly
irrational at this moment in th®artyds life to launch sucha
publication or convert any of the existing ones for the purpose. The
anti-Iskra-ists expressed the opposite opinion at the Congress; so
did the Yuzhny Rabochgroup in their report; and the fact that a
motion to this effect, with ten signatures, wastatied can only be
attributed to chance, or to a disinclination to raiséhapeless
issue.
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Let us return to thehronological order of the Congress sittings.

We have now convincingly seen that even before the Congress
proceeded to discuss its actual business, there was clearly revealed
not only a perfectly definite group of a#hskra-ists (eight votes),
but also agroup of intermediate and unstable elements prepared to
support the eight antskra-ists and increase their votes to roughly
sixteen or eighteen.

The question of the position of the Bund in the Party, which
was discussed at the Congress in extreme, axeedstail, reduced
itself to deciding about the principle, while its practical decision
was postponed until the discussion on organisation. Since the points
involved had been given quite a lot of space in the press prior to the
Congress, the discussion the Congress produced relatively little
that was new. It must, however, be mentioned that the supporters of
Rabocheye DyeloMartynov, Akimov, and Brouckére), while
agreeing with Martods resolution, made the reservation that they
found it inadequate andisagreed with the conclusions drawn from
it (pp. 69, 73, 83 and 86).

After discussing the position of the Bund, the Congress passed
on to the programme. This discussion centred mainly around
amendments of detail which present but slight interest. The
oppasition of the antiskra-ists on matters of principle found
expression only in Comrade Martyr@svonslaught on the famous
presentation of the question of spontaneity and consciousness.
Martynov was, of course, backed by the Bundists Ratlocheye
Dyelo-ists to a man. The unsoundness of his objections was pointed
out, among otherdyy Martov and Plekhanov. It should be noted as
a curiosity that thelskra editorial board (on second thoughts,
apparently) have now gone over to Martyéoside and are saying
the opposite of what they said at the Congress! Presumably, this is
in accordance with the celebrated principléadntinuityo.... It only
remains for us to wait until the editorial board have thoroughly
cleared up the question and explain to us just howihigy agree
with Martynov, on what points exactly, and since when. Meanwhile,
we only ask: has anyone ever seepagty organ whose editorial
board said after a congress the very opposite of what they had said
at the congress?
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Passing over the argumentsoabthe adoption ofskra as the
Central Organ (we dealt with that above) and the beginning of the
debate on the Rules (which it will be more convenient to examine in
connection with the whole discussion of the Rules), let us consider
the shades of prindg revealed during the discussion of the
programme. First of all let us note one detail of a highly
characteristic nature, namely, the debate on proportional
representation. Comrade EgorovMaizhny Rabochgdvocated the
inclusion of this point in the progmme, and did so in a way that
called forth the justified remark from Posadovsky (gkra-ist of
the minority) that there was Bserious difference of opinidn
fiThere can be no doubtsaid Comrade Posadovskithat we do
not agree on the following fuadghental questionshould we
subordinate our future policy to certain fundamental democratic
principles and attribute absolute value to thewor should all
democratic principles be exclusively subordinated to the interests of
our Party? | am decidedly inviaur of the latte Plekhanowifully
associated himsélf with Posadovsky, objecting in even more
definite and emphatic terms fithe absolute value of democratic
principle® and to regarding theffiabstractly. fiHypotheticallyp he
said, fia case is conceible where we Sociidemocrats would
oppose universal suffrage. There was a time when the bourgeoisie
of the Italian republics deprived members of the nobility of political
rights. The revolutionary proletariat may restrict the political rights
of the uppe classes in the same way as the upper classes used to
restrict its political right® Plekhano® speech was greeted with
applause and hissing and when Plekhanov protested against
somebodgs Zwischenruf fivou should not hiss, and told the
comrades not to restrain their demonstrations, Comrade Egorov got
up and saidfiSince such speeches call forth applause, | am obliged
to hisso Together with Comrade Goldblatt (a Bund delegate),
Comrade Egorov challenged the views of Posadovand
Plekhanov. Unfortunately, the debate was closed, and this question
that had cropped up in it immediately vanished from the scene. But
it is useless for Comrade Martov to attempt now to belittle or even
altogether deny its significance by saying la# teague Congress:
fiThese words [Plekhan] aroused the indignation of some of the
delegates; this could easily have been avoided if Comrade

’ Interjection from the floori Ed.
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Plekhanov had added that it was of course impossible to imagine so
tragic a situation as that the proletariat,order to consolidate its
victory, should have to trample on such political rights as freedom
of the press.. (Plekhanovderci.§o (League Minutes, p. 58.) This
interpretation directly contradicts Comrade Posadovéky
categorical statemeant the Congessabout afserious difference of
opiniond and disagreement on ffiundamental questi@an On this
fundamental question, all thekra-ists at the Congresspposedhe
spokesmen of the arkra fiRightd (Goldblatt) and of the Congress
fiCentr® (Egorov). Ths is a fact, and one may safely assert that if
the fiCentr& (I hope this word will shock théofficiald supporters

of mildness less than any other. . .) had had occasion to speak
fiwithout restraintfi (through the mouth of Comrade Egorov or
Makhov) on thisor on analogous questions, the serious difference
of opinion would have been revealed at once.

It was revealed even more distinctly over the matter of
fliequality of languageés(Minutes, p. 171 et seq.). On this point it
was not so much the debate that waseloquent, but the voting:
counting up the times a vote was taken, we get the incredible
number ofsixteen! Over what? Over whether it was enough to
stipulate in the programme the equality of all citizens irrespective of
sex, etc.,and language or whether it was necessary to stipulate
fifreedom of language or fequality of languagés Comrade
Martov characterised this episode fairly accurately at the League
Congress when he said tHat trifling dispute over the formulation
of one point of thggrogramme became a matter of principle because
half the Congress was prepared to overthrow the Programme
Committe®. Precisely. The immediate cause of the conflict was

" Martov addedfiOn this occasion much harm was done by
Plekhano@ witticism about asses(When the question of freedom of
language was being discussed, a Bundist, | think it was, mentioned stud
farms among other institutions, whereupon Plekhanov said in a loud
undertonefHorses dod talk, but asses sometimes @jd.cannot, of
course, seergithing particularly mild, accommodating, tactful or
flexible about this witticism. But | find it strange that Martov, who
admitted that the dispute becammatter of principle made absolutely
no attempt to analyse what this principle was and what sledides
opinion found expression here, but confined himself to talking about
the fharmfulness of witticisms. This is indeed a bureaucratic and
formalistic attitude! It is true thdimuch harm was done at the
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indeed trifling, yet it did become a matter g@finciple and
consequently assumed téilyi bitter forms, even to the point of
attempts taoverthrowfi the Programme Committee, of suspecting
people of a desire tmislead the Congress(as Egorov suspected
Martov!), and of personal remarks of the mostbusive kind (p.
178). Even Comradedpov fiexpressed regret that mere trifles had
given rise tosuch an atmosphei@(my italics, p. 182) as prevailed
during the course of three sittings (the 16th, 17th and 18th).

All these expressions very definitely and categorically point to
the extremelymportant fact that the atmospherefisfispiciom and
of the most bitter forms of conflictigverthrowin@) i for which
later, at the League Congress, tisftra-ist majority were held
responsiblelil actually arosdong before we split into a majority
and ninority. | repeat, this is a fact of enormous importance, a
fundamental fact, and failure to understand it leads a great many
people to very thoughtless conclusions about the majority at the end
of the Congress having been artificial. From the presentt mdin
view of Comrade Martov, who asserts that ri@eths of the
Congress delegates welskra-ists, the fact thafimere trifle®, a
fitrivial 0 cause, could give rise to a conflict which becanfinatter
of principled and nearly led to the overthrow of a rigmess
commission is absolutely inexplicable and absurd. It would be
ridiculous to evade thisact with lamentations and regrets about
fiharmfub witticisms. No cutting witticisms could have made the
conflict a matter oprinciple; it could become that onlyecause of
the character of the political groupings at the Congress. It was not
cutting remarks and witticisms that gave rise to the coriflittey
were only ssymptonof the fact that the Congress political grouping
itself harboured dicontradictiom, that it harboured all the makings
of a conflict, that it harboured an internal heterogeneity which burst
forth with immanent force at the least causesn the most trifling

On the other hand, from the point of view from which | regard
the Congress, and wdh | deem it my duty to uphold as a definite
political interpretation of the events, even though this interpretation

Congres8 by cutting witticisms, levelled not onlgt the Bundists, but

also at those whom the Bundists sometimes supported and even saved
from defeat. However, once you admit that the incident involved
principles, you cannot confine yourself to phrases about the
fimpermissibilityd (League Minutes, p. 5&)f certain witticisms.
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may seem offensive to somie from this point of view the
desperately acute conflict giinciple that arose from ditriflingo
cause is qué explicable and inevitable. Since a struggle between
the Iskra-ists and the andiskra-ists went onall the timeat our
Congress, since between them stood unstable elements, and since
the latter, together with the axgkra-ists, controlled onghird of

the votes (8 + 10 = 18, out of 51, according to my calculation, an
approximate one, of course), it is perfectly clear and naturahtiyat
falling away from thdilskra frists of even a small minorityreated

the possibility of a victory for the anligkra trend and therefore
evoked affrenzied struggle. This was not the result of improper
cutting remarks and attacks, but of the political combination. It was
not cutting remarks that gave rise to the political conflict; it was the
existence of a politicalanflict in the very grouping at the Congress
that gave rise to cutting remarks and attatkghis contrast
expresses the cardinal disagreement in principle between Martov
and myself in appraising the political significance of the Congress
and its results.

In all, there were during the Congress three major cases of a
small number ofskra-ists falling away from thenajorityi over the
equality of languages question, over Paragraph 1 of the Rules, and
over the election$ and in all three cases a fierce stylegensued,
finally leading to the severe crisis we have in the Party today. For a
political understanding of this crisis and this struggle, we must not
confine ourselves to phrases about the impermissibility of
witticisms, but must examine the politicalogping of the shades
that clashed at the Congress. Thquality of languag@dncident is
therefore doubly interesting as far as ascertaining the causes of the
divergence is concerned, for here Martov was (still was!skira-
ist and fought the antskra-ists and theiCentr@® harder perhaps
than anybody else.

The war opened with an argument between Comrade Martov
and Comrade Lieber, the leader of the Bundists (pp-72J1
Martov argued that the demand féequality of citizené was
enough. iFreedom oflanguagé was rejected, bufiequality of
languages was forthwith proposed, and Comrade Egorov joined
Lieber in the fray. Martov declared that it wétishismfwhen
speakers insist that nationalities are equal and transfer inequality to
the sphere of langge, whereas the question should be examined
from just the opposite angle: inequality of nationalities exists, and
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one of its expressions is that people belonging to certain nations are
deprived of the right to use their mother tongye. 172). There
Martov was absolutely right. The totally baseless attempt of Lieber
and Egorov to insist on the correctness of their formulation and
make out that we were unwilling or unable to uphold the principle
of equality of nationalities was indeed a sort of fetishidatually,
they were, likefffetish-worshippers, defending the word and not
the principle, acting not from fear of committing an error of
principle, but from fear of what people might say. This shaky
mentality (what iffiother® blame us for this?) which we already
noted in connection with the Organising Committee incidlewas
quite clearly displayed here by our entii@entr@®. Another of its
spokesmen, the Mining Area delegate Lvov, who stood close to
Yuzhny Rabochydeclared thafihe question of theuppression of
languages which has been raised by the border districts is a very
serious one. It is important to include a pointlanguage in our
programme and thus obviate any possibility of the Social
Democrats being suspected of Russifying tendercies.
remarkable explanation of th#seriousnessof the question. It is
very seriousbecausepossible suspicions on the part of the border
districts must be obviated! The speaker says absolutely nothing on
the substance of the question, he does not relautchiarge of
fetishism but entirely confirms it, for he shows a complete lack of
arguments of his own and merely talks about what the border
districts may say. Everything theyaysay will beuntruehe is told.
But instead of examining whether it is truenmt, he repliestiThey
may suspecfi

Sucha presentation of the question, coupled with the claim that
it is serious and important, does indeed raise an issue of principle,
but by no means the one the Liebers, Egorovs, and Lvovs would
discern in it. Theprinciple involved is: should we leave it to the
organisations and members of the Party to apply the general and
fundamental theses of the programme to their specific conditions,
and to develop them for the purpose of such application, or are we,
merely ou of fear of suspicion, to fill the programme with petty
details, minutiae, repetitions, and casuistry? The principle involved
is: how can SociaDemocrats discerrfiguspedl) in a fight against
casuistry an attempt to restrict elementary democratic righds
liberties? When are we going to wean ourselves at last from this
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fetishist worship of casuistry? that was the thought that occurred
to us when watching this struggle ovianguagea

The grouping of the delegates in this struggle is made
particulaty clear by the abundant redall votes. There were as
many as three. All the time thekra core was solidly opposed by
the antilskra-ists (eight votes) and, with very slight fluctuations, by
the whole Centre (Makhov, Lvov, Egorov, Popov, Medvedev,
Ivanov, Tsaryov, and Byelov only the last two vacillated at first,
now abstaining, now voting with us, and it was only during the third
vote that their position became fully defined). Of tiskra-ists,
several fell awayi chiefly the Caucasians (thredtlwsix votes)i
and thanks to this th&fetishist trend ultimately gained the upper
hand. During the third vote, when the followers of both trends had
clarified their position most fullythe three Caucasians, with six
votes, broke away from the majoriskra-ists and went over to the
other side; two delegatés Posadovsky and Kostich with two
votes, fell away from the minoritiskra-ists. During the first two
votes, the following had gone over to the other side or abstained:
Lensky, Stepanov, and Gays of the Iskra-ist majority, and
Deutsch of the minorityThe falling away of eighfilskrad-ist votes
(out of a total of thirtythre€ gave the superiority to the coalition of
the antidlskrad-ists and the unstable elements was just this
fundamental dct of the Congress grouping that was repeated (only
with other Iskraists falling away) during the vote on Paragraph 1 of
the Rules and during the elections. It is not surprising that those
who were defeated in the elections now carefully close theirteyes
the political reasonsfor that defeat, to thatarting-points of that
conflict of shades which progressively revealed the unstable and
politically spineless elements and exposed them ever more
relentlessly in the eyes of the Party. The equality of Uaggs
incident shows us this conflict all the more clearly because at that
time Comrade Martov had not yet earned the praises and approval
of Akimov and Makhov.
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The inconsistency of principle of the afgkra-ists and the
fiCentré® was also clearly brought out by the debate on the agrarian
programme, which took up so much time at the Congress (see
Minutes, pp. 90-226) and raised quite a number of extremely
interesting points. As was to be expected, the campaign against the
programme was launched by Comrade Martynov (after some minor
remarks by Comrades Lieber and Egorov). He brought out the old
argument about dressing fithis particular historical injustice
whereby, he claimed, we were indirectRsanctifying other
historical injustices, and so on. He was joined by Comrade Egorov,
who even found thdithe significance of this programme is unclear.
Is it aprogramme for ourselves, that is, does it define our demands,
or do we want to make it populé@?!?) Comrade Lieber said he
fiwould like to make the same points as Comrade Egof@emrade
Makhov spoke up irhis usual positive manner and declared that
fithe majority [?] of the speakers positively cannot understand what
the programme submitted means and what its aime. diee
proposed programme, you séean hardly be considered a Social
Democratic agrarian programmeit... fismacks somewhat of a
game atredressing historical injustic&sit bears fthe trace of
demagogy and adventurismAs a theoretical justification of this
profundity came the caricature and ogénplification so customary
in vulgar Marxism: thdskra-ists, we were toldfiwant to treathe
peasants as something homogeneous in composition; but as the
peasantry split up into classes long ago [?], advancing a single
programme must inevitably render the whole programme
demagogic and make it adventurist when put into pracfre202).
Comrale Makhov herefblurted oud the real reason why our
agrarian programme meets with the disapproval of many Social
Democrats, who are prepared ficecognisé Iskra (as Makhov
himself did) but who have absolutely failed to grasp its trend, its
theoretical ad tactical position. It was the vulgarisation of Marxism
as applied to so complex and masiged a phenomenon as the
presemday system of Russian peasant economy, and not
differences over particulars, that was and is responsible for the
failure to understnd this programme. And on this vulgdarxist
standpoint the leaders of the alskra elements (Lieber and
Martynov) and of thé&Centr@ (Egorov and Makhov) quickly found
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themselves in harmony. Comrade Egorov gave frank expression
also to one of the chacteristic features ofuzhny Rabochgnd the
groups and circles gravitating towards it, namely, their failure to
grasp the importance of the peasant movement, their failure to grasp
that it was not overestimation, but, on the contrary, underestimation
of its importance (and a lack of forces to utilise it) that was the
weak side of our Sociddbemocrats at the time of the first famous
peasant revoltsil am far from sharing the infatuation of the
editorial board for the peasant movemesgid Comrade Egorov
fian infatuation to which many Social Democrats have succumbed
since the peasant disturbance®ut, unfortunately, Comrade
Egorov did not take the trouble to give the Congress any precise
idea of what this infatuation of theditorial boardconsisted inhe
did not take the trouble to make specific reference to any of the
material published bylskra. Moreover, he forgot thatll the
fundamental points of our agrarian programme had already been
developed byskrain its third issue, that is,long beforethe peasant
disturbances. Those whoseecognitiord of Iskra was not merely
verbal might well have given a little more attention to its theoretical
and tactical principles!

fiNo, we cannot do much among the peasan@Gbmrade
Egorov exclaimed, and he went & indicate that this exclamation
was not meant as a protest against any parti¢inéatuatiord, but
as a denial of our entire positiofit means that our slogan cannot
compete with the slogan of the adventurisfs. most characteristic
formulation ofan unprincipled attitude, which reduces everything to
ficompetitiod between the slogans of different parties! And this
was said after the speaker had pronounced hirfisatisfied with
the theoretical explanations, which pointed out that we strove for
lasting success in our agitation, undismayed by temporary failures,
and that lasting success (as against the resounding clamour of our
ficompetitors... for a short time) was impossible unless the
programme had a firm theoretical basis (p. 196). What comfusio
disclosed by this assurancefshtisfactio followed by a repetition
of the vulgar precepts inherited from the old Economism, for which
the ficompetition of slogamsdecided everything not only the
agrarian question, but the entire programme amtict of the

" See present edition, Vol. 4, pp. 428.7 Ed[fiThe WorkeréParty
and the Peasanfily
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economic and political strugglefYou will not induce the
agricultural laboure6, Comrade Egorov saidio fight side by side
with the rich peasant for the eaff lands, which to no small extent
are already in this rich peaséhand

There again you have the same osenplification,
undoubtedly akin to our opportunist Economism, which insisted that
it was impossible tdinduced the proletarian to fight for what was
to no small extent in the hands of the bourgeoisie and would fall
into itshands to an even larger extent in the future. There again you
have the vulgarisation that forgets the Russian peculiarities of the
generalcapitalist relations between the agricultural labourer and the
rich peasant. Actually, the coff lands today oppss the
agricultural laboureas wel| and he does not have to fieduced
to fight for emancipation from his state of servitude. It is certain
intellectuals who have to binduced i induced to take a wider
view of their tasks, induced to renounce stgneed formulas when
discussing specific questions, induced to take account of the
historical situation, which complicates and modifies our aims. It is
only the superstition that the muzhik is stupida superstition
which, as Comrade Martov rightly remadkép. 202), was to be
detected in the speeches of Comrade Makhov and the other
opponents of the agrarian programrmeonly this superstition
explains why these opponents forget our agricultural labéurer
actual conditions of life.

Having simplified the question into a naked contrast of worker
and capitalist, the spokesmen of ofi€entr® tried, as often
happens, to ascribe their own narroindedness to the muzhift
is precisely because | consider the muzhik, within the limitsiof
narrow class outlook, a clever fellanComrade Makhov remarked,
fithat | believe he will stand for the pethpurgeois ideal of seizure
and divisiond Two things are obviously confused here: the
definition of the class outlook of the muzhik as thataopetty
bourgeois,and the restriction the reduction ofthis outlook to
finarrow limit®. It is in this reduction that the mistake of the
Egorovs and Makhovs lies (just as the mistake of the Martynovs and
Akimovs lay in reducing the outlook of the prolesen to finarrow
limitsg). For both logic and history teach us that the pletiyrgeois
class outlook may be more or less narrow, and more or less
progressive, precisely because of the dual status of the petty
bourgeois. And far from dropping our hands &spair because of
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the narrowness figtupidityd) of the muzhik or because he is
governed byfiprejudice®, we must work unremittingly to widen his
outlook and help his reason to triumph over his prejudice.

The vulgaroMarxistd view of the Russian agrarian qties
found its culmination in the concluding words of Comrade
Makhows speech, in which that faithful champion of the Iskra
editorial board set forth his principles. It was not for nothing that
these words were greeted with applauseue, it was iraical
applausefi do not know, of course, what to call a misfortdresid
Comrade Makhov, outraged by Plekha@eostatement that we were
not at all alarmed by the movement for a General Redistrib(ition,
and that we would not be the ones to hold back ghigressive
(bourgeois progressive) movemeiiBut this revolution, if it can be
called such, would not be a revolutionary one. It would be truer to
call it, not revolution, but reactiota(ughter), a revolution that was
more like a riot.. Such a revaltion would throw us back, and it
would require a certain amount of time to get back to the position
we have today. Today we have far more than during the French
Revolution (ronical applause), we have a Sociddemocratic Party
(laughter)....0 Yes, a Soml-Democratic Party which reasoned like
Makhov, or which had central institutions of the Makhov
persuasion, would indeed only deserve to be laughed at

Thus we see that even on the purely theoretical questions raised
by the agrarian programme, th#ready familiar grouping at once
appeared. The arigkra-ists (eight votes) rushed into the fray on
behalf of vulgar Marxism, and the leaders of fi@entre®, the
Egorovs and Makhovs, trailed after them, constantly erring and
straying into the same nawooutlook. It is quite natural, therefore,
that the voting on certain points of the agrarian programme should
have resulted in thirty and thirfive votes in favour (pp. 225 and
226), that is, approximately the same figure as we observed in the
dispute oer the place of the Bund question on the agenda, in the
Organising Committee incident, and in the question of shutting
down Yuzhny RabochyAn issue had only to arise which did not
quite come within the already established and customary pattern,
and whichcalled for some independent application of Martheory
to peculiar and new (new to the Germans) social and economic
relations, andiskra-ists who proved equal to the problems only
made up thredifths of the vote, while the whol&Centré turned
and folowed the Liebers and Martynovs. Yet Comrade Martov
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strives to gloss over this obvious fact, fearfully avoiding all mention
of votes where the shades of opinion were clearly revealed!

It is clearly evident from the debate on the agrarian programme
that thelskra-ists had to fight against a goddo-fifths of the
Congress. On this question the Caucasian delegates took up an
absolutely correct stariddue largely, in all probability, to the fact
that firsthand knowledge of the forms taken by the numerous
remmants of feudalism in their localities kept them from the
schoolboyishly abstract and bare contrasts that satisfied the
Makhovs. Martynov and Lieber, Makhov and Egorov were
combated by Plekhanov, by Gusev (who declared that he had
fifrequently encountered o a pessimistic view of our work in the
countrysidé as Comrade Egords flamong the comrades active in
Russi@), by Kostrov? by Karsky and by Trotsky. The latter rightly
remarked that théwell-meant advice of the critics of the agrarian
programmefismadked too much ophilistinisnd. It should only be
said, since we are studying the political grouping at the Congress,
that he was hardly correct when in this part of his speech (p. 208) he
ranked Comrade Lange with Egorov and Makhov. Anyone who
reads the mmutes carefully will see that Lange and Gorin took quite
a different stand from Egorov and Makhov. Lange and Gorin did
not like the formulation of the point on the cut off lands; they fully
understood the idea of our agrarian programme, but tried to &pply
in a different way worked constructively to find what they
considered a more irreproachable formulation, and in submitting
their motions had in view either to convince the authors of the
programme or else to side with them against all thelskna-ists.

For example, one has only to compare Makkawotions to reject
the whole agrarian programme (p. 21@ne for, thirty-eight
against) or individual points in it (p. 216, etc.) with the position of
Lange, whomovedhis own formulation of the point on thet-off
lands (p. 225), to become convinced of the radical difference
between them.

Referring to the arguments which smackedfpilistinismo,
Comrade Trotsky pointed out th@h the approaching revolutionary
period we must link ourselves with the paaisyo.... filn face of this
task, the scepticism and politicdar-sightednessof Makhov and
Egorov are more harmful than any shsightednesé. Comrade

" Cf. Gorints speech, p. 213.
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Kostich, another minorityskra-ist, very aptly pointed to Comrade
Makhows funsureness of himsebf the stability of his principles

T a description that fits ouiiCentr@ to a tittle.filn his pessimism
Comrade Makhov is at one with Comrade Egorov, although they
differ in shade) Comrade Kostich continuediHe forgets that the
SocialDemocrats are andy working among the peasantry, are
already directing their movement as far as possible. And this
pessimism narrows the scope of our véoik 210).

To conclude our examination of the Congress discussion of the
programme, it is worth while mentioning thief debate on the
subject of supporting oppositional trends. Our programme clearly
states that the SociBlemocratic Party supporieveryoppositional
and revolutionary movemertirected against the existing social
and political order in Russia One would think that this last
reservation made it quite cleaxactly whichoppositional trends we
support. Nevertheless, the different shades that long ago developed
in our Party at once revealed themselere tog difficult as it was
to suppose that anfiperplexity or misunderstandingwas still
possible on a question which had been chewed over so thoroughly!
Evidently, it was not a matter of misunderstandings, bghafies
Makhov, Lieber, and Martynov at once sounded the alarm and again
proved to be in @ ficompacd a minority that Comrade Martov
would most likely have to attribute this too to intrigue, machination,
diplomacy, and the other nice things (see his speech at the League
Congress) to which people resort who are incapable of
understanding the pttal reasons for the formation éEompacd
groups of both minority and majority.

Makhov again began with a vulgar simplification of Marxism.
fiOur only revolutionary class is the proletagate declared, and
from this correct premise he forthwith drew incorrect conclusion:
fiThe rest are of no account, they are mere harayergeneral
laughtel).... Yes, they are mere hangems and only out to reap the
benefits. | am against supporting thenfp. 226). Comrade
Makhows inimitable formulation of his pgition embarrassed many
(of his supporters), but as a matter of fact Lieber and Martynov
agreed with him when they proposed deleting the word
floppositionad or restricting it by an addition:idemocratie
oppositionalb Plekhanov quite rightly took the field against this
amendment of Martynds. iWe must criticise the liberafshe said,
fliexpose their halheartedness. That is trueBut, while exposing
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the narrowness and limitations of all movements other than the
Sodal-Democratic, it is our duty to explain to the proletariat that
even a constitution which does not confer universal suffrage would
be a step forward compared with absolutism, and that therefore it
should not prefer the existing order to such a consiituti
Comrades Martynov, Lieber, and Makhov would not agree with this
and persisted in their position, which was attacked by Axelrod,
Starover, and Trotsky and once more by Plekhanov. Comrade
Makhov managed on this occasion to surpass himself. First he had
said that the other classes (other than the proletariat) fiwéneo
accound and that he wagiagainst supporting thein Then he
condescended to admit thawvhile essentially it is reactionary, the
bourgeoisie is often revolutionaily for example, in the teuggle
against feudalism and its survivalsBut there are some groups,

he continued, going from bad to wors&yhich are always [?]
reactionanyi such are the handicraftsmeérsuch were the gems of
theory arrived at by those very leaders of dQentr® who later
foamed at the mouth in defence of the old editorial ba@géen in
Western Europe, where the guild system was so strong, it was the
handicraftsmen, like the other petty bourgeois of the towns, who
displayed an exceptionally revolutionary spin the era of the fall

of absolutism. And it is particularly absurd of a Russian Social
Democrat to repeat without reflection what our Western comrades
say about the handicraftsmen of today, that is, of an era separated
by a century or half a century frothe fall of absolutism. To speak

of the handicraftsmen in Russia being politically reactionary as
compared with the bourgeoisie is merely to repeat a set phrase
learnt by rote.

Unfortunately, there is no record in the minutes of the number
of votes casfor the rejected amendments of Martynov, Makhov,
and Lieber on this question. All we can say is that, here too, the
leaders ,of the antskra elements and one of the leaders of the
fiCentr@® joined forces in the alread@miliar grouping against the

" Another leader of this same group, figentr®, ComradeEgorov,
spoke on the question of supporting the oppositional trends on a
different occasion, in connection with Axeli@desolution on the
SocialistRevolutionaries (p. 359). Comrade Egorov detected a
ficontradictiom between the demand in the programmestgpportof
every oppositional and revolutionary movement andhtitagonistic
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Iskra-ists. Summing up thevhole discussion on th@rogramme

one cannot help seeing that of the debates which were at all
animated and evoked general interest there neaonethat failed

to reveal the difference of shades which Comrade Martov and the
new Iskra editorial board now so carefully ignore.

attitude towards both the SocialRevolutionaries and the liberals. In
another form, and approaching the question from a somewhat different
angle, Comrade Egorov here reveltiee same narrow conception of
Marxism, and the same unstable, séwstile attitude towards the
position oflskra (which he hadrecognised?), as Comrades Makhov,
Lieber, and Martynov had done.
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G.THE PARTY RULES.
COMRADE MARTOVE DRAFT

From the programme, the Congress passed to the Party Rules
(we leave out the question of the Central Organ, already touched on
above, and the delegafeseports, which the majority of the
delegates were unfortunately unable to present in a satisfactory
form). Needless to say, the question of the Rules was of ndous
importance to all of us. After allskra had acted from the very
outset not only as a press organ but also a®rganisational
nucleus. In an editorial in its fourth issu#\(here To Begid) Iskra
had put forward a whole plan of organisatiomhich it pursued
systematically and steadily over a periodttuke yearsWhen the
Second Party Congress adoptskia as the Central Organ, two of
the three points of the preamble of the resolution on the subject (p.
147) were devotegrecisely to this orgasational plan and to
filskratsd organisational ideasits role in directingthe practical
work of the Party and the leading part it had played in the work of
attaining unity. It is quite natural, therefore, that the workskfa
and the entire work of oamising the Party, the entire work of
actually restoring the Partygould notbe regarded as finished until
definite ideas of organisation had been adopted by the whole Party
and formally enacted. This task was to be performed by the@arty
Rules of Orgaisation.

The principal ideas whiclskra strove to make the basis of the
Partyds organisation amounted essentially to the following two:
first, the idea of centralism, which defined in principle the method
of deciding all particular and detail questions arfjanisation;
second, the special function of an organ, a newspaper, for
ideological leadershig an idea which took into account the
temporary and special requirements of the Russian Social
Democratic workingclass movement in the existing conditions of

" In his speech on the adoptioniskraas the CentraDrgan, Comrade
Popov saidinter alia: fil recall the articlédVhere To Begifiin No. 3 or

No. 4 oflskra. Many of the comrades active in Russia found it a
tactless article; others thought this plan was fantastic, and the majority
[?7 probably the majoritaround Comrade Popov] attributed it solely

to ambitiord (p. 140). As the reader sees, it is no new thing for me to
hear my political views attributed to ambitioran explanation now

being rehashed by Comrade Axelrod and Comrade Martov.
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political slavery, with theinitial base of operations for the
revolutionary assault being set up abroad. The first idea, as the one
matter of principle, had to pervade the entire Rules; the second,
being a particular idea necessitated by temporary citeunoss of
place and mode of action, took the form ofeemingdeparture
from centralism in the proposal to set tyo centresa Central
Organ and a Central CommitteBoth these principdskraideas of
Party organisation had been developed by me irnstkra editorial

(No. 4) iWhere To Begid and inWhat Is To Be Donéo’?and,
finally, had been explained in detail, in a form that was practically a
finished set of Rules, iA Letter to a Comrad® Actually, all that
remained was the work of formulating tharagraphs of the Rules,
which were to embody just those ideas if the recognitiorskra

was not to be merely nominal, a mere conventional phrase. In the
preface to the new edition of nhgtter to a Comradéhave already
pointed out that a simple comEon of the Party Rules with that
pamphlet is enough to establish the complete identity of the ideas of
organisation contained in the two.

A propos of the work of formulating Iskrats ideas of
organisation in the Rules, | must deal with a certain incident
mentioned by Comrade Martovi...A statement of fadi, said
Martov at the League Congress (p. 58)ill show you how far my
lapse into opportunism on this paragraph [i.e., Paragidphas
unexpected by Lenin. About a month and a half or two months
before the Congress | showed Lenin my draft, in which Paragraph 1
was formulated just in the way | proposed it at the Congress. Lenin
objected to my draft on the ground that it was toaitkxl, and told
me that all he liked was the idea of Paragrafihtiie definition of
Party membership which he would incorporate in his Rules with
certain modifications, because he did not think my formulation was
a happy one. Thus, Lenin had long beaguainted with my
formulation, he knew my views on this subject. You thus see that |
came to the Congress with my visor up, that | did not conceal my
views. | warned him that | would oppose mutuatogation, the

" See present edtin, Vol. 5, pp. 124.7 Ed.

*See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 3829.7 Ed.

" See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 232.7 Ed.

$See pp. 1333 of this volumei Ed|[fiPreface to the PamphlAt
Letter to a Comraden Our Organisational TasRk
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principle of unanimity in cases of @ptdion to the Central
Committee and the Central Organ, and s@ on.

As regards the warning about opposing mutuabpttion, we
shall see in its proper place how matters really stood. At present let
us deal with thisiopen visod of Martovds Rules. At the Lague
Congress, recounting from memory this episode of his unhappy
draft (which he himself withdrew at the Congress because it was an
unhappy one, but after the Congress, with his characteristic
consistency, again brought out into the light of day), Marésvso
often happens, forgot a good deal and therefore again got things
muddled. One would have thought there had already been cases
enough to warn him against quoting private conversations and
relying on his memory (people involuntarily recall only whata
their advantage!) nevertheless, for want of any other, Comrade
Martov used unsound material. Today even Comrade Plekhanov is
beginning to imitate hirii evidently, a bad example is contagious.

| could not haveiikedo the fidead of Paragraph 1 of Martds
draft, for that draft containedo ideathat came up at the Congress.
His memory played him false. | have been fortunate enough to find
Martovés draft among my papers, and it fiParagraph 1 is
formulatednotin the way he propsed it at the CongreésSo much
for the fopen visod!

Paragraph 1 in Mart@s draft: fA member of the Russian
SociatDemocratic Labour Party is one who, accepting its
programme, works actively to accomplish its aims under the control
and direction of thergans §ic!] of the Partyo

Paragraph 1 in my draffiA member of the Party is one who
accepts its programme and who supports the Party both financially
and by personal participation in one of the Party organisadions.

Paragraph 1 as formulated by Martav the Congress and
adopted by the Congres$dA member of the Russian Social
Democratic Labour Party is one who accepts its programme,
supports the Party financially, and renders it regular personal
assistance under the direction of one of its organisadion

It is clearly evident from this juxtaposition that there isidea
in Martovs draft, but only arempty phraseThat Party members
must work under the control and direction of thgansof the Party
goes without sayingit cannot be otherwiseand oty those talk
about it who love to talk without saying anything, who love to
drown fiRule® in a flood of verbiage and bureaucratic formulas
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(that is, formulas useless for the work and supposed to be useful for
display). Theidea of Paragraph 1 appears omjren the question is
asked: can thergans of the Partyexerciseactual direction over
Party members whodo not belongto any of the Party
organisation® There is not even a trace of this idea in Comrade
Martov®s draft. Consequentlyl, could not have beeacquainted
with the fiviewsd of Comrade Martovfion this subjed; for in
Comrade Martods draft there arao viewson this subject. Comrade
Martov& statement of fact proves to benaddle

About Comrade Martov, on the other hand, it does have to be
said that from my drafthe knew my views on this subjé@nd did
not protest against them, did not reject them, either on the editorial
board, although my draft was shown to everyone two oe tiweeks
before the Congress, or in talking to the delegates, who were
acquaintecnly with my draft. More, evemt the Congresswhen |
moved mydraft Rules and defended thelyefore the election of the
Rules CommitteeComrade Martov distinctly statedl associate
myself with Comrade Lenis conclusionsOnly on two points do |
disagree with him (my italics)T on the mode of constituting the
Council and on unanimous -@ptation (p. 157)Not a word was yet
said about any differenasver Paragraph 1.

In his pamphlet on the state of siege, Comrade Martov saw fit
to recall his Rules once more, and in great detail. He assures us
there that his Rules, to which, with the exception of certain minor
particulars, he would be prepared to subscribe even now (Fgbruar

’ Incidentally, the Minutes Committee, in Appendix XI, has published
the draft Rulesimoved at the Congress by Lem{p. 393). Here the
Minutes Committee has also muddled things a little. It has confused my
original draft (see present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 47& 1 Ed. [The

Second Congress of the R.S.D.]),Rvhich was shown to all the
delegates (and to many before the Congress), with thendoaitd at

the Congressandpublished the formaunder the guise of the latter. Of
course, | have no objection to my drafts being publisbeen in all

their stages of preparatigrbut there was no need to cause confusion.
And confusion has been caused, for Popov and Martow fgpand

157) criticised formulations in the draft | actually moved at the
Congressvhich are not in the draftublished by the Minutes
Committee (cf. p. 394, Paragraphs 7 and 11). With a little more care,
the mistake could easily have been detected silmplyomparing the
pages | mention
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19047 we cannot say how it will be three months henéglite
clearly expressed his disapproval of hypertrophy of central{pm
iv). The reason he did not submit this draft to the Congress,
Comrade Martov now explains, was, firstly, tifiats Iskra training
had imbued him with disdain for Rufie¢when it suits Comrade
Martov, the wordskra means for him, not a narrow circle spirit, but
the most steadfast of trends! It is a pity, however, that Comrade
Martovés Iskra training did not imbue him in thregears with
disdain for the anarchistic phrases by which the unstable mentality
of the intellectual is capable of justifying the violation of Rules
adopted by common consent). Secondly, that&dgou see, he,
Comrade Martov, wanted to avdithtroducingany dissonance into
the tactics of that basic organisational nucleus whiskra
constituted. Wonderfully consistent, igh it? On a question of
principle regarding an opportunist formulation of Paragraph 1 or
hypertrophy of centralism, Comrade Martov wasafraid of any
dissonance (which is terrible only from the narrowest circle point of
view) that he did not set forth his disagreement even to a nucleus
like the editorial board! On thepractical question of the
composition of the central bodies, Comradgrtov appealed for the
assistance of the Bund and tRabocheye Dyelist! against the
vote of the majority of thelskra organisation (that reabasic
organisational nucleug. The fidissonance in his phrases, which
smuggle in the circle spirit in defemof the quaseditorial board
only to repudiate thécircle spirib in the appraisal of the question
by those best qualified to juddgethis dissonance Comrade Martov
does not notice. To punish him, we shall quote his, draft Raoles
full, noting for ourpart what views and whatypertrophythey
reveal:

fiDraft of Party Rulesi I. Party membershig. 1) A member of
the Russian Sociddemocratic Labour Party is one who, accepting its
programme, works actively to accomplish its aims under the control
and drection of the organs of the Pariy.2) Expulsion of a member
from the Party for conduct incompatible with the interests of the Party
shall be decided by the Central Committee. [The sentence of expulsion,

" | might mention that unfortunately | could not find the first variant of
Comrade Martogs draft, which consisted of some foright

paragraphs and suffered even more finypertrophy of worthless
formalism
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giving the reasons, shall be preserved in theyPfdes and shall be
communicated, on request, to every Party committee. The Central
Committe@s decision to expel a member may be appealed against to
the Congress on the demand of two or more committeésshall
indicate by square brackets the provisiom Martows draft which are
obviouslymeaningless, failing to contain not oriiglea®, but even any
definite conditions or requiremeritdike the inimitable specification in

the fiRule as to where exactlya sentence of expulsion is to be
preserved, othe provision that the Central Commitfeelecision to
expel a member (and not all its decision in general?) may be appealed
against to the Congress. This, indeed, is hypertrophy of verbiage, or
real bureaucratic formalism, which frames superfluous, pgteseless

or redtapist, points and paragraplitl. Local Committeesi 3) In its

local work, the Party is represented by the Party commit{&esv new

and clever!) ) [As Party committees are recognised all those existing
at the time of the Secondo@gress and represented at the Congréss.]

5) New Party committees, in addition to those mentioned in Paragraph
4, shall be appointed by the Central Committee [which shall either
endorse as a committee the existing membership of the given local
organisatn, or shall set up a local committee by reforming the latter].

I 6) The committees may add to their membership by means-of co
optation.7 7) The Central Committee has the rigiot augment the
membership of a local committee with such numbers of comrades
(known to it) as shall not exceed etiérd of the total membership of
the committee A perfect sample of bureaucracy. Why not exceeding
onethird? What is the purpose of this? What is the sense of this
restriction which restricts nothing, seeing that #ugmentingmay be
repeated over and over agaiii® [In the event of a local committee
falling apart or being broken up by persecubiddoes this mean that

not all the members have been arrestddRg Central Committee shall
re-establish it.p (Without regard to Paragraph 7? Does not Comrade
Martov perceive a similarity between Paragraph 8 and those Russian
laws on orderly conduct which command citizens to work on weekdays
and rest on holidays?P) [A regular Party Congress may instruct the
Central Comritee to reform the composition of any local committee if
the activities of the latter are found incompatible with the interests of
the Party. In that event the existing committee shall be deemed
dissolved and the comrades in its area of operation exeropt f
subordinationto it.]o The provision contained in this paragraph is as

" We woud draw Comrade Axelrd® attention to this word. Why this
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highly useful as the provision contained to this day in the Russian law
which readsfiDrunkenness is forbidden to all and sundifi0) [The

local Party committees shall direct #ie propagandist, agitational, and
organisational activities of the Party in their localities and shall do all in
their power to assist the Central Committee and the Central Organs of
the Party in carrying out the general Party tasks entrusted to ¢hem.]
Phew! What in the name of all tlfatholy is the purpose of thig21)

[The internal arrangements of a local organisation, the mutual relations
between a committee and the groups subordinatedt@d you hear

that, Comrade Axelrod?)fiand the limits of he competence and
autonomy (are not the limits of competence the same as the limits of
autonomy?)fiof these groups shall be determined by the committee
itself and communicated to the Central Committee and the editorial
board of the Central Organd.{An omission: it is not stated where
these communications are to be filedlP) [All groups subordinate to
committees, and individual Party members, have the right to demand
that their opinions and recommendations on any subject be
communicated to the Centr@lommittee of the Party and its Central
Organs.]i 13) The local Party committees shall contribute from their
revenues to the funds of the Central Committee such sums as the
Central Committee shall assign to their shérdll. Organisations for

the Purposef Agitation in Languages Other than Russiari4) [For

the purpose of carrying on agitation in any fRussian language and

of organising the workers among whom such agitation is carried on,
separate organisations may be set up in places where suddispéc
agitation and the setting up of such organisations are deemed
necessary.] 15) The question as to whether such a necessity exists
shall be decided by the Central Committee of the Party, and in disputed
cases by the Party Congrésdhe first part of this paragraph is
superfluous in view of subsequent provisions in the Rules, and the
second part, concerning disputed cases, is simply ludicia@¥.[The

local organisations mentioned in Paragraph 14 shall be autonomous in
their special affairs but sfi act under the control of the local
committee and be subordinate to it, the forms of this control and the
character of the organisational relations between the committee and the
special organisation being determined by the local comnut{&éell,

thank God! It is now quite clear that this whole spate of empty words
was superfluous.jin respect of the general affairs of the Party, such

is terrible! Here are the roots of thi@acobinism which goes to the
length even. even of altering the composition of an editorial board
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organisations shall act as part of the committee organisaiioh?])

[The local organisations mentioned in Paragraph 14 may form
autonomous leagues for the effective performance of their special tasks.
These leagues may have their own special press and administrative
bodies both being under the direct control of thet@iCommittee of

the Party. The Rules of these leagues shall be drawn up by themselves,
but shall be subject to endorsement by the Central Committee of the
Party.]7 18) [The autonomous leagues mentioned in Paragraph 17 may
include local Party committeég by reason of local conditions, these
devote themselves mainly to agitation in the given langubigee

While forming part of the autonomous league, such a committee does
not cease to be a committee of the PaitfThis entire paragraph is
extremely seful and wonderfully clever, the note even more &t9)

[The relations of local organisations belonging to an autonomous
league with the central bodies of that league shall be controlled by the
local committees.] 20) [The central press and administratbodies of

the autonomous leagues shall stand in the same relation to the Central
Committee of the Party as the local Party committeied\]. Central
Committee and Press Organs of the Part31) [The Party as a whole
shall be represented by its CaftCommittee and its press organs,
political and theoreticall] 22) The functions of the Central Committee
shall be: to exercise general direction of all the practical activities of
the Party; to ensure the proper utilisation and allocation of all ikesor

to exercise control over the activities of all sections of the Party, to
supply the local organisations with literature; to organise the technical
apparatus of the Party, to convene Party congresse®3) The
functions of the press organs of the Rashall be: to exercise
ideological direction of Party life, to conduct propaganda for the Party
programme, and to carry out theoretical and popular elaboration of the
world outlook of SociaDemocracyi 24) All local Party committees

and autonomous leags shall maintain direct communication both with
the Central Committee of the Party and with the editorial board of the
Party organs and shall keep them periodically informed of the progress
of the movement and of organisational work in their localitie&5)

The editorial board of the Party press organs shall be appointed at Party
congresses and shall function until the next congresg6) [The
editorial board shall be autonomous in its internal affairs] and may in
the interval between congresses augmentalter its membership,
informing the Central Committee in each case27) All statements
issued by the Central Committee or receiving its sanction shall on the
demand of the Central Committee, be published in the Reaggn.i

28) The Central Commitee by agreement with the editorial board of
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the Party organs, shall set up special wriigrsups for various forms

of literary work.1 29) The Central Committee shall be appointed at
Party congresses and shall function until the next congress. ThelCentra
Committee may augment its membership by means efptation,
without restriction as to numbers, in each case informing the editorial
board of the Central Organs of the Paity/. The Party Organisation
Abroad.i 30) The Party organisation abroad slealiry on propaganda
among Russians living abroad and organise the socialist elements
among them. It shall be headed by an elected administrative body.
31) The autonomous leagues belonging to the Party may maintain
branches abroad to assist in carrying their special tasks. These
branches shall constitute autonomous groups within the general
organisation abroad. VI. Party Congresse$. 32) The supreme Party
authority is the Congress.33) [The Party Congress shall lay down the
Programme, Rules and iding principles of the activities of the Party,

it shall control the work of all Party bodies and settle disputes arising
between them.] 34) The right to be represented at congresses shall be
enjoyed by: a) all local Party committees; b) the centralimidtmative
bodies of all the autonomous leagues belonging to the Party, c) the
Central Committee of the Party and the editorial board of its Central
Organs; d) the Party organisation abroad35) Mandates may be
entrusted to proxies, but no delegate Ishald more than three valid
mandates. A mandate may be divided between two representatives.
Binding instructions are forbiddei.36) The Central Committee shall

be empowered to invite to the congress in a deliberative capacity
comrades whose presence niay useful.i 37) Amendments to the
Programme or Rules of the Party shall require attirnls majority;

other questions shall be decided by a simple majdri88) A congress

shall be deemed properly constituted if more than half the Party
committees esting at the time of it are representéd39) Congresses
shall, as far as possible, be convened once every two years [If for
reasons beyond the control of the Central Committee a congress cannot
be convened within this period, the Central Committee simails own
responsibility postpone it]

Any reader who, by way of an exception, has had the patience
to read these scalled Rules to the end assuredly will not expect me
to give special reasons for the following conclusions. First
conclusion: the Rulesuffer from almost incurable dropsy. Second
conclusion: it is impossible to discover in these Rules any special
shade of organisational views evincing a disapproval of hypertrophy
of centralism. Third conclusion: Comrade Martov acted very wisely
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indeed in oncealing from the eyes of the world (and withholding
from discussion at the Congress) more ti3&i39 of his Rules.
Only it is rather odd tha propsof this concealment he should talk
about an open visor.
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H. DISCUSSION ON CENTRALISMPRIORTO THE
SPLIT AMONG THEISKRAISTS

Before passing to the really interesting question of the
formulation of Paragraph 1 of the Rules, question which
undoubtedly disclosed the existence of different shades of opinion,
let us dwell a little on that brief general discussion of the Rules
which occupied the 14th and part of the 15th Congress sittings. This
discussion is of some significanceasmuch as iprecededthe
complete divergence within thdskra organisation over the
composition of the central bodies, whereas the subsequent debate on
the Rules in general, and on-optation in particular, took place
after this divergence in thiskra organisation. Naturallyheforethe
divergence we were able to express our views more impartially, in
the sense that they were more independent of views about the
personal composition of the Central Committee, which became such
a keen issue with us all. @wade Martov, as | have already
remarked, associated himself(p. 157) with my views on
organisation, only making the reservation that he differed on two
points of detail. Both the antiskra-ists and thefiCentre, on the
contrary, at once took the field @gst bothfundamentaldeas of
the wholelskra organisational plan (and, consequently, against the
Rules in their entirety): against centralism and agdingd centres
Comrade Lieber referred to my Rules f@sganised distruétand
discerneddecentralisn in the proposal for two centres (as did
Comrades Popov and Egorov). Comrade Akimov wanted to broaden
the jurisdiction of the local committees, and, in particular, to grant
them themselvedihe right to alter their composition AiThey
should be allowed gater freedom of action. The local
committees should be elected by the active workers in their
localities, just as the Central Committee is elected by the
representatives of all the active organisations in Russia. And if even
this cannot be allowed, I¢he number of members that the Central
Committee may appoint to local committees be limitédp. 158).
Comrade Akimov, as you see, suggested an argument against
fihypertrophy of centralist) but Comrade Martov remained deaf to
these weighty argumentsptnyet having been induced by his defeat
over the composition of the central bodiesfollow in Akimovés
wake. He remained deaf even when Comrade Akimov suggested to
him thef idead of his own Rule¢Paragraph 7 restriction of the
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Central Committe@ right to appoint members to the committees)!
At that time Comrade Martov still did not want afgissonance

with us, and for that reason tolerated a dissonance both with
Comrade Akimov and with himself At that time the only
opponents ofimonstrous entralisnd were those to whonskrads
centralism was clearlgisadvantageoust was opposed by Akimov,
Lieber, and Goldblattfollowed cautiously and circumspectly (so
that they could always turn back), by Egorov (see pp. 156 and 276)
and such like. Athat time it was still clear to the vast majority of
the Party that it was the parochial, circle interests of the Bund,
Yuzhny Rabochyetc., that evoked the protest against centralism.
For that matter, now too it is clear to the majority of the Partyithat

is the circle interests of the oldkra editorial board that cause it to
protest against centralism

Take, for example, Comrade Goldbéatspeech (pp. 1661).

He inveighs against mfimonstroué centralism and claims that it
would lead to thédestuctiord of the lower organisations, that it is
fipermeated through and through with the desire to give the centre
unrestricted powers and the unrestricted right to interfere in
everything, that it allows the organisatiorf®nly one righti to
submit withait a murmur to orders from abdyeetc. fiThe centre
proposed by the draft would find itself in a vacuum, it would have
no peripheral organisations around it, but only an amorphous mass
in which its executive agents would mo¥gvhy, this is exactly the

kind of false phrasemongeringto which the Martovs and Axelrods
proceeded to treat us after their defeat at the Congress. The Bund
was laughed at when it fougbtir centralism while grantindgs own
central bodyeven more definitenrestricted rights (e.gto appoint

and expel members, and even to refuse to admit delegates to
congresses). And when people sort things out, the howls of the
minority will also be laughed at, for they cried out against
centralism and against the Rules when they were in the tyinori
but lost no time in taking advantage of the Rules once they had
managed to make themselves the majority.

Over the question of two centres, the grouping was also clearly
evident:all the Iskra-ists were opposed by Lieber, by Akimov (the
first to strikeup the now favourite Axelredartov tune about the
Central Organ predominating over the Central Committee on the
Council), by Popov, and by Egorov. From the ideas of organisation
which theold Iskra had always advocated (and which the Popovs
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and Egorovshad verbally approved!), the plan for two centres
followed of itself. The policy of theld Iskracut across the plans of
Yuzhny Rabochyhe plans to create a parallel popular organ and to
convert it virtually into the dominant organ. There lies the ot
the paradox, so strange at first glance, that all thelgira-ists and

the entire Marsh were in favour of one central body, thabfis,
seemingly greater centralisf®f course, there were some delegates
(especially among the Marsh) who probably dat have a clear
idea where the organisational plansyaizhny Rabochyould lead,

and were bound to lead in the nature of things, but they were
impelled to follow the antlskra-ists by their very irresoluteness
and unsureness of themselves.

Of the speechgby Iskra-ists duringthis debate on the Rules
(the one preceding the split among trekra-ists), particularly
noteworthy were those of Comrades MartBasgociation with my
ideas of organisation) and Trotsky. Every word of the answer the
latter gave Corades Akimov and Lieber exposes the utter falsity of
the fiminority@sd postCongress conduct and theori@ghe Rules,
he [Comrade Akimov] said, do not define the jurisdiction of the
Central Committee with enough precision. | cannot agree with him.
On thecontrary, this definition is precise and means that inasmuch
as the Party is one whole, it must be ensured control over the local
committees. Comrade Lieber said, borrowing my expression, that
the Rules weraprganised distruét That is true. But | usechis
expression in reference to the Rules proposed by the Bund
spokesmen, which represented organised distrust on the part of a
section of the Party towards the whole Party. Our Rules, on the
other hand (at that time, before the defeat over the composition
the central bodies, the Rules wéicair!), firepresent the organised
distrust of the Party towards all its sections, that is, control over all
local, district, national, and other organisatid(s. 158). Yespur
Rules arehere correctly described,ral we would advise those to
bear this more constantly in mind who are now assuring us with an
easy conscience that it was the intriguing majority who conceived
and introduced the system fdrganised distrustor, which is the
same thing, thdistate of siged. One has only to compare this
speech with the speeches at the Congress of the League Abroad to
get a specimen of political spinelessness, a specimen of how the
views of Martov and Co. changed depending on whether the matter
concerned their own group aflower order or someone dise
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I. PARAGRAPH ONE OF THE RULES

We have already cited the different formulations around which
an interestinglebate flared up at the Congress. This debate took up
nearly two sittings and ended wittvo roll-call votes (during the
entire Congress there were, if | am not mistaken, only eightadll
votes, which were resorted to only in very important cases becau
of the great loss of time they involved). The question at issue was
undoubtedly one of principle. The interest of the Congress in the
debate was tremendousll the delegates votéda rare occurrence
at our Congress (as at any big congress) and tloaie likewise
testifies to the interest displayed by the disputants.

What, then, was the substance of the matter in dispute? |
already said at the Congress, and have since repeated it time and
again, thafil by no means consider our difference [over Papligr
1] so vital as to be a matter of life or death to the Party. We shall
certainly not perish because of an unfortunate clause in the &ules!
(p. 250.) Taken by itself, this difference, although it did reveal
shades of principle, could never have caliedh that divergence
(actually, to speak unreservedly, that split) which took place after
the Congress. But evelitle difference may becomelsg one if it
is insisted on, if it is put into the foreground, if peopkt about
searching for all the rostand branches of the difference. Every
little difference may assunteemendousmportance if it serves as
the startingpoint for aswingtowards definite mistaken views, and
if these mistakenviews are combined, by virtue of new and
additional divergenceswith anarchistic actions which bring the
Party to the point of a split.

And that is just what happened in the present case. The
comparatively slight difference over Paragraph 1 has now acquired
tremendous importance, because it was this that startesiving
towards the opportunist profundities and anarchistic phrase
mongering of the minority (especially at the League Congress, and
subsequently in the columns of the niskra as well). It was this
thatmarked the beginningf the coalition of thdskra-ist minority
with the antilskra-ists and the Marsh, which assumed final and
definite shape by the time of the elections, and without

" See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 501Ed.[The Second Congress of the
R.S.D.L.F.
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understanding whiclit is impossible to understanithe major and
fundamental divergence over the composition of the celobdiks.

The slight mistake of Martov and Axelrod over Paragraph 1 was a
slight crack in our pot (as | put it at the League Congress). The pot
could be bound tight with laard knot (and not a hangmémnknot, as

it was misunderstood by Martov, who during theague Congress
was in a state bordering on hysteria)atrefforts could be directed
towards widening the crack and breaking the pot in two. And that is
what happened, thanks to the boycott and similar anarchistic moves
of the zealous Martovites. Thdifference over Paragraph 1 played
no small part in the elections to the central bodies, and Martov
defeat in the elections led him intdistruggle over principl@swith

the use of grossly mechanical and even brawling methods (such as
his speeches at d@h Congress of the League of Russian
Revolutionary SociaDemocracy Abroad).

Now, after all these happenings, the question of Paragraph 1
has thus assumetlemendous importanceand we must clearly
realise both the character of the Congress groupings irothmg on
this paragraph and far more important stili the real nature of
those shades of opinionwhich revealed or began to reveal
themselves over ParagraphNow, after the events with which the
reader is familiar, the questiostandsas follows: Did Martovs
formulation, which was supported by Axelrod, reflect his (or their)
instability, vacillation, and political vagueness, as | expressed it at
the Party Congress (p. 333), his (or their) deviation towards
Jaurésism and anarchism, as Plekhanogestgd at the League
Congress (League Minutes, p. 102 and elsewhere)? Or did my
formulation, which was supported by Plekhanov, reflect a wrong,
bureaucratic, formalistic, Jadk-office, unSocialDemocratic
conception of centralism?Opportunism and anaréém, or
bureaucracy and formalis®i that is the way the questistands
now when the little difference has become a big one. And when
discussing the pros and cons of my formulationtheir merits we
mustbear in mindjust this presentation of the quést, which has
been forced upon us all by the events, or, | would say if it did not
sound too pompous, has been evolved by history.

Let us begin the examination of these pros and cons with an
analysis of the Congress debate. The first speech, that of @@mra
Egorov, is interesting only for the fact that his attituden(liquet it
is not yet clear to me, | do not yet know where the truth lies) was
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very characteristic of the attitude of many delegates, who found it
difficult to grasp the rights and wrong$this really new and fairly
complex and detailed question. The next speech, that of Comrade
Axelrod, at once made the issue one of principle. This was the first
speech Comrade Axelrod made at the Congress on questions of
principle, one might even say tliest speech he made at all, and it
can scarcely be claimed that his debut with the celebrated
fiprofessod was particularly fortunatdil think,0 Comrade Axelrod
said, fithat we must draw a distinction between the concepts party
and organisation. These twoncepts are being confused here. And
the confusion is dangeroosihat was the first argument against my
formulation. Examine it more closely. When | say that the Party
should be thesum (and not the mere arithmetical sum, but a
complex) oforganisations does that mean thatficonfus® the
concepts party and organisation? Of course not. | thereby express
clearly and precisely my wish, my demand, that the Party, as the
vanguard of the class, should beasganisedas possible, that the
Party should admito its ranks only such elemerds allow of at
least a minimum of organisatiotMy opponent, on the contrary,
lumps togetheiin the Party organised and unorganised elements,
those who lend themselves to direction and those who do not, the
advanced and thencorrigibly backwardi for the corrigibly

" The wordforganisation is commonly employed in two senses, a
broad and a narrow one. In the narrow sense it signifies an individual
nucleus of a collective of peoplgth at least a minimum degree of
coherent form. In the broad sense it signifies the sum of such nuclei
united into a whole. For example, the navy, the army, or the state is at
one and the same time a sum of organisations (in the narrow sense of
the word)and a variety of social organisation (in the broad sense of the
word). The Department of Education is an organisation (in the broad
sense of the word) and consists of a number of organisations (in the
narrow sense of the word). Similarly, the Party ioeganisation,

should bean organisation (in the broad sense of the word); at the same
time, the Party should consist of a whole number of diversified
organisations (in the narrow sense of the word). Therefore, when he
spoke of drawing a distinction between the concepts party and
organisation, Comrade Axelrod, firstly, did not take account of the
difference between the broad and the narrow sense of the word
florganisation, and, secondly, did not observe that he was himself
confusingorganised and unorganised elements.
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backward can join an organisatioifhis confusionis indeed
dangerous Comrade Axelrod further cited thistrictly secret and
centralised organisations of the pgagZemlya i Volyd and
Narodnaya Volyd): around them, he saidiwere grouped a large
number of people who did not belong to the organisation but who
helped it in one way or another and who were regarded as Party
members.. This principle should be even more strictly observed in
the SocialDenocratic organisatiod.Here we come to one of the
key points of the matter: isfthis principl® really a Social
Democratic ond this principle which allows people who do not
belong to any of the organisations of the Party, but dnélp it in

one way oranotheo, to call themselves Party members? And
Plekhanov gave the only possible reply to this question when he
said:iAxelrod was wrong in citing the seventies. At that time there
was a welorganised and splendidly disciplined centre; around it
there wee the organisations of various categories, which it had
created; and what remained outside these organisations was chaos,
anarchy. The component elements of this chaos called themselves
Party members, but this harmed rather than benefited the cause. We
shauld not imitate the anarchy of the seventies, but avadrtus

fithis principle®, which Comrade Axelrod wanted to pass off as a
SociatDemocratic one, is in reality aanarchistic principle. To
refute this, one would have to show that control, directan]
disciplineare possibleoutside an organisation, and that conferring
the title of Party members drelements of chadss necessaryThe
supporters of Comrade Martisv formulation did not show, and
could not showeither of these things. Comrade Axett took as an
examplefia professor who regards himself as a Se&inocrat and
declares himself suéh To complete the thought contained in this
example, Comrade Axelrod should have gone on to tell us whether
the organised Socidemocrats themselves redahis professor as

a SocialDemocrat. By failing to raise this further question,
Comrade Axelrod abandoned his argument-waly. After all, one
thing or the other. Either the organised SeBiemocrats regard the
professor in question as a Sodi@mocat, in which case why
should they not enrol him in one of the SodiEmocratic
organisations? For only if the professor is thus enrolled will his
fideclaratio® answer to his actions, and not be empty talk (as
professorial declarations all too frequenthke) Or the organised
SocialDemocrats dmot regard the professor as a Sodismocrat,
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in which case it would be absurd, senseless harthful to allow

him the right to bear the honourable and responsible title of Party
member. The matter therefore redscitself to the alternative:
consistent application of the principle of organisation, or the
sanctification of disunity and anarchy? Are we to build the Party on
the basis of that already formed and welded coreSotiat
Democratswhich brought about th@arty Congress, for instance,
and which should enlarge and multiply Party organisations of all
kinds; or are we to content ourselves with the sootphmgsethat

all who helpare Party members®@f we adopt Lenigs formulad
Comrade Axelrod continuediwe shall be throwing overboard a
section of those who, even if they cannot be directly admitted to an
organisation, are nevertheless Party membéfke confusion of
concepts of which Comrade Axelrod wanted to accuse me stands
out here quite clearly in hisam case: he already takes it for granted
that all who helgare Party members, whereas that is what the whole
argument is about and our opponents have stillptove the
necessity and value of such an interpretation. What is the meaning
of the phrasdithrowing overboard, which at first glance seems so
terrible? Even if onlymembers of organisations recognised as Party
organisations are regarded as Party members, people who cannot
fidirectlyd join any Party organisation can still work in an
organisation whichdoes not belong to the Party but is associated
with it. Consequently, there can be no talk of throwing anyone
overboard in the sense of preventing them from working, from
taking part in the movement. On the contrary, the stronger our Party
organisations, consisting of real SocialDemocrats, the less
wavering and instability there igithin the Party, the broader, more
varied, richer, and more fruitful will be the Pdgyinfluence on the
elements of the workinglassmassesurrounding it and guided by

it. The Party, as the vanguard of the working class, must not be
confused, after all, with the entire class. And Comrade Axelrod is
guilty of just this confusion (which is characteristic of our
opportunist Economism in general) when he say&rst and
foremcst we are, of course, creating an organisation of the most
active elements of the Party, an organisation of revolutionaries; but
since we are the Party of a class, we must take care not to leave
outside the Party ranks people who consciously, though pertwdp
very actively, associate themselves with that Parfjrstly, the
active elements of the SociBemocratic workineclass party will
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include not only organisations of revolutionaries, butwhole
numberof workergorganisations recognised as Pantyamisations.
Secondly, how, by what logic, does the fact that we are the party of
a class warrant the conclusion that it is unnecessary to make a
distinction between those whmelongto the Party and those who
associatethemselves with itJust the contrg: precisely because
there are differences in degree of consciousness and degree of
activity, a distinction must be made in degree of proximity to the
Party. We are the party of a class, and thereddmeost the entire
class(and in times of war, in a ped of civil war, the entire class)
should act under the leadership of our Party, should adhere to our
Party as closely as possible. But it would be ManiloVtsmdfiail-
ismoO to think that the entire class, or almost the entire class, can
ever rise, unde capitalism, to the level of consciousness and
activity of its vanguard, of its Soci@lemocratic Party. No sensible
SocialDemocrat has ever doubted that under capitalism even the
trade unionorganisations (which are more primitive and more
comprehensil@d to the undeveloped sections) are incapable of
embracing the entire, or almost the entire, working class. To forget
the distinction between the vanguard and the whole of the masses
gravitating towards it, to forget the vangu@rconstant duty of
raising ever wider sections to its own advanced level, means simply
to deceive oneself, to shut daeeyes to the immensity of our tasks,
and to narrow down these tasks. And it is just such a shutting of
onds eyes, it is just such forgetfulness, to obliteratedifference
between those who associate themselves and those who belong,
those who are conscious and active and those who only help.

To argue that we are the party of a clasgustification of
organisational loosenesis, justification of confusing orgaisation
with disorganisation, is to repeat the mistake of Nadezhdin, who
confusedfithe philosophical and sociblstorical question of the
aepttd of the dootd of the movement with the technical and
organisational question(What Is To Be Dong®d. 91). It is this
confusion, wrought by the deft hand of Comrade Axelrod, that was
then repeated dozens of times by the speakers who defended
Comrade Martofs formulation.fiThe more widespread the title of
Party member, the bettér,said Martov, without, however
explaining the benefit of a widespreditle which did not

" See presergdition, Vol. 5, p. 461i Ed
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correspond to fact. Can it be denied that control over Party members
who do not belong to a Party organisation is a mere fiction? A
widespread fiction is not beneficial, but harmfii¥We could oty
rejoice if every striker, every demonstrator, answering for his
actions, could proclaim himself a Party mentbfy. 239). Is that
so?Every strikershould have the rigtto proclaim himself a Party
membe? In this statement Comrade Martov instantly ieariis
mistake to the point of absurdity, gwering SociatDemocracy to
the level of mere strikenaking, thereby repeating the
misadventures of the Akimovs. We could only rejoice if the Secial
Democrats succeeded in directing every strike, for it ig fhlain
and unquestionable duty to direct every manifestation of the class
struggle of the proletariat, and strikes are one of the most profound
and most powerful manifestations of tisuggle. But we should be
tail-enders if we were tadentify this pimary form of struggle,
which ipso factois no more than a trade unionist form, with the all
round and conscious Sociakemocratic struggle. We should be
opportunisticallyegitimising a patent falsehodtiwe were to allow
every striker the right téprodaim himself a Party memb&rfor in
the majority of casesuch afiproclamatio® would befalse We
should be indulging in complacent daydreaming if we tried to
assure ourselves and others tleaery strikercan be a Social
Democrat and a member of the Sodmocratic Party, in face of
that infinite disunity, oppression, and stultification which under
capitalism is bound to weigh down upon such very wide sections of
the funtrained, unskilled workers. This exampta the fistriker i
brings out with particular clarity the difference between the
revolutionary strivingto directeverystrike in a SociaDemocratic
way and theopportunist phrasenongeringwhich proclaims every
striker a Party member. We are the Partg @afass inasmuch as we
in factdirect almost the entire, or even the entire, proletarian class
in a SocialDemocratic way; but only Akimovs can conclude from
this that we musih word identify the Party and the class.

fil am not afraid of a conspiratoriatganisation) said Comrade
Martov in this same speech; but, he addial, me a conspiratorial
organisation has meaning only when it is enveloped by a broad
SociatDemocratic workineclass party (p. 239). To be exact he
should have said: when it is envednl by a broad Social
Democratic workingclass movement And in that form Comrade
Martous proposition would have been not only indisputable, but a
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plain truism. | dwell on this point only because subsequent speakers
turned Comrade Martd@s truism into thevery prevalent and very
vulgar argument that Lenin wanfto confine the surotal of Party
members to the swtotal of conspiratos This conclusion, which
can only provoke a smile, was drawn both by Comrade Posadovsky
and by Comrade Popov; and whewds taken up by Martynov and
Akimov, its true character of an opportunist phrase became
altogether manifest. Today Comrade Axelrod is developing this
same argument in the ndekra by way of acquainting the reading
public with the new editorial boafsl newviews on organisation.
Already at the Congress, at the very first sitting where Paragraph 1
was discussed, | noticed that our opponents wanted to avalil
themselves of this cheap weapon, and therefore warned in my
speech (p. 240¥it should not be imaginethat Party organisations
must consist solely of professional revolutionaries. We need the
most diverse organisations of all types, ranks, and shades, beginning
with extremely limited and secret and ending with very broad, free,
lose Organisationen This is such an obvious and selfident truth
that | did not think it necessary to dwell on it. But today, when we
have been dragged back in so many respects, one Ahapéat old
lessone on this subject too. In order to do so, | shall quote certain
passages frotvhat Is To Be Done2ndA Letter to a Comrade

f...A circle of leaders of the type of Alexeyev and Myshkin, of
Khalturin and Zhelyabov, is capable of coping with political tasks in
the genuine and most practical sense of the term, for thenreasl
to the extent that their impassioned propaganda meets with response
among the spontaneously awakening masses, and their sparkling
energy is answered and supported by the energy of the
revolutionary class. In order to be a Sociddemocraticparty, we
must win thesupportprecisely of theclass It is not that the Party
should envelop the conspiratorial organisation, as Comrade Martov
thought, but that the revolutionary class, the proletariat, should
envelop the Party, the latter to include both pinagorial and non
conspiratorial organisations.

f...The worker8organisations for the economic struggle should
be trade union organisations. Every Scé€laimocratic worker
should as far as possible assist and actively work in these
organisations. But it is certainly not in our interest to demand that

" See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 447Ed.
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only SocialDemocrats should be eligible for membership in the
trade unions since that would only narrow the scope of our
influence upon the masses. Let every worker who understands the
need to unite forhe, struggle against the employers and the
government join the trade unions. The very aim of the trade unions
would be impossible of achievement if they did not unite all who
have attained at least this elementary degree of understanding
they were notvery broad organisations. The broader these
organisations, the broader will be our influence over tliean
influence due, not only to thépontaneowsdevelopment of the
economic struggle, but to the direct and conscious effort of the
socialist trade upn members to influence their comradés. 86).
Incidentally, the example of the trade unions is particularly
significant for an assessment of the controversial question of
Paragraph 1. That these unigiouldwork fiunder the control and
directiord of the SocialDemocratic organisations, of that there can
be no two opinions among SociaémocratsBut on those grounds

to confer on all members of trade unions the righfigooclaim
themselved members of the Soci@emocratic Party would be an
obvious aBurdity and would constitute a double danger: on the one
hand, ofnarrowing the dimensions of the trade union movement
and thus weakening the solidarity of the workers; and, on the other,
of opening the door of the SoclBemocratic Party to vagueness
and vacillation. The German Soci@lemocrats had occasion to
solve a similar problem in a practical instance, in the celebrated
case of the Hamburg bricklayers working on piece r&téhe
SociatDemocrats did not hesitate for a moment to proclstirike-
breaking dishonourable in Soci@aemocratic eyes, that is, to
acknowledge that to direct and support strikes thag own vital
concern; but at the same time they just as resolutely rejected the
demand for identifying the interests of the Partyhwite interests of

the trade unions, fomaking the Party responsibler individual

acts of individual trade unions. The Party should and will strive to
imbue the trade unions with its spirit and bring them under its
influence; but precisely in order toodso it must distinguish the
fully SociatDemocratic elements in these unions (the elements
belonging to the Socidbemocratic Party) from those which are not

" See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 454Ed.
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fully classconscious and politically active, and not confuse the two,
as Comrade Axelrod wouldalee us do.

f...Centralisation of the most secret functions in an organisation
of revolutionaries will not diminish, but rather increase the extent
and enhance the quality of the activitiya large number of other
organisations that are intended for a lorpablic and are therefore
as loose and as naecret as possible, such as woréerade
unions; worker8 selfeducation circles and circles for reading
illegal literature; and socialist, as well as democratic, circles among
all other sections of the pofation; etc., etc. We must have such
circles, trade unions, and organisations everywherasitarge a
number as possibland with the widest variety of functions; but it
would be absurd and harmful teonfound them with the
organisation ofrevolutionaries to efface the borddine between
them..0 (p. 96). This quotation shows how out of place it was for
Comrade Martov to remind me that the organisation of
revolutionaries should benvelopedby broad organisations of
workers. | had already pointed thistdn What Is To Be DoneP
and inA Letter to a Comradedeveloped this idea more concretely.
Factory circles, | wrote ther@are particularly important to us: the
main strength of the movement lies in the organisation of the
workers at thelarge factoiies, for the large factories (and mills)
contain not only the predominant part of the working class, as
regards numbers, but even more as regards influence, development,
and fighting capacity. Every factory must be our fortres$he
factory subcommitteeshould endeavour to embrace the whole
factory, the largest possible number of the workers, with a network
of all kinds of circles (or agents) All groups, circles,
subcommittees, etc., should enjoy the status of committee
institutions or branches of @mmittee. Some of them will openly
declare their wish to join the Russian So&&mocratic Labour
Party andif endorseddy the committee, will join the Party, and will
assume definite functions (on the instructions of, or in agreement
with, the committe), will undertake to obey the orders of the Party
organs,receive the same rights as all Party mempeasd be
regarded as immediate candidates for membership of the committee,
etc. Otherswill not join the R.S.D.L.P., and will have the status of
circles formed by Party members, or associated with one Party

" See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 466=d.
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group or another, etz(pp. 17-18).* The words | have underlined
make it particularly clear that thddea of my formulation of
Paragraph 1 was already fully expressed ibetter to a Comrade

The condtions for joining the Party are directly indicated there,
namely: 1) a certain degree of organisation, and 2) endorsement by
a Party committee. A page later | roughly indicate also what groups
and organisations should (or should not) be admitted to ttg, Pa
and for what reasongThe distributing groups should belong to the
R.S.D.L.P. and know a certain number of its members and
functionaries. The groups for studying labour conditions and
drawing up trade union demands need not necessarily belong to the
R.S.D.L.P. Groups of students, officers, or office employees
engaged in sekducationin conjunction withone or two Party
members should in some cases not even be aware that these belong
to the Party, eto.(pp. 1819).

There you have additional matdran the subject of théopen
visord! Whereas the formula of Comrade Mardewraft does not
even touch on relations between the Party and the organisations, |
pointed out nearly a year before the Congress that some
organisations should belong to the Pa#yd others not. IA Letter
to a Comradethe idea | advocated at the Congress was already
clearly outlined. The matter might be put graphically in the
following way. Depending on degree of organisation in general and
of secrecy of organisation in partlay, roughly the following
categories may be distinguished: 1) organisations of revolutionaries;
2) organisations of workers, as broad and as varied as possible (I
confine myself to the working class, taking it as -ssfdent that,
under certain conditia®) certain elements of other classes will also
be included here). These two categories constitute the Party.
Further, 3) worke® organisations associated with the Party; 4)
workers organisations not associated with the Party but actually
under its contrband direction; 5) unorganised elements of the
working class, who in part also come under the direction of the
SociatDemocratic Party, at any rate during big manifestations of
the class struggle. That, approximately, is how the matter presents
itself tome. As Comrade Martov sees it, on toatrary, the border
line of the Party remains absolutely vague, fievery striked can

" See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 243, 245, 24Bd.
"See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 247Ed.
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fiproclaim himself a Party memherWhat benefit is there in this
looseness? A widespredititled. Its harm is that it introduces
disorganisingdea, the confusing of class and party.

In illustration of the general propositions we have adduled,
us take a cursory glance at the further discussion of Paragraph 1 at
the Congress. Comrade Brouckére (to the great glee of Comrade
Martov) pronounced in favour of my formulation, bhis alliance
with me, unlike Comrade Akimd@s with Martov, turned out to be
based on a misunderstanding. Comrade Brouckérdiit agree
with the Rules as a whole, with their entire spiiip. 239), and
defended my formulatioras the basis of the democraahich the
supporters ofRabocheye Dyeldesired. Comrade Brouckere had
not yet risen to the view that in a political struggle it is sometimes
necessary to choose thesser evil Comrade Brouckere did not
realise that it was useless to advocate democracy at a Congress like
ours. Comrade Akimov was more perspicacious. He put the
guestion quite rightly when he stated tli@omrades Martov and
Lenin are arguing as to which [formuta] will best achieve their
common aind (p. 252);Brouckére and & he continuedfwant to
choose the onehich will least achieve that ainfFrom this angle |
choose Martods formulationd And Comrade Akimov frankly
explained that he considerétheir vay aino (that is, the aim of
Plekhanov, Martov, and myself the creation of a directing
organisation of revolutjonaries) to Ifignpracticable and harmfil
like Comrade Martynov,he advocated the Economist idea tfieat
organisation b revolutionarieé was unnecessary. He was
ficonfident that in the end the realities of life will force their way
into our Party organisation, whether you bar their path with

" Comrade Martynov, it is true, wanted to be different from Comrade
Akimov, he wanted to show that conspiratorial did not mean secret, that
behind the two different words were two different concepts. What the
difference is, neither Comrade Martynov nor Comrade Axelrod, who is
now following in his footsteps, ever did explain. Comrade Martynov
fiacted as if | had not for example inWhat Is To Be Done(as well

as in theTaskgsee present edition, Vol. 2, pp. 383.1 Ed. [AiThe

Tasks of the Russian Soclakmocraté]) 1 resolutely opposed
ficonfiningthe political struggle to conspiracyComrade Martynov

was anxious to have his hearwgyetthat the people | had been

fighting had not seeany necessity for aprganisation of
revolutionaries just as Comrade Akimov did not see it now.
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Martovs formulation or with Leniéso. It would not be worth while
dwelling on thisfitail-istd concepibn of thefrealities of lifed if we

did not encounter it in the case of Comrade Martov too. In general,
Comrade Martofs second speech (p. 245) is so interesting that it
deserves to be examined in detail.

Comrade Martos first argument: control by the Ra
organisations over Party members not belonging to thiigm
practicable, inasmuch as, having assigned a function to someone,
the committee will be able to watch oved (p. 245). This thesis is
remarkably characteristic, forfibetray®, if one may s@ut it, who
needs Martofs formulation and whom it will servie actual facti
freellance intellectuals or workéggroups and the worker masses.
The fact is that there are two possible interpretations of Martov
formulation: 1) that anyone who renders the Party regular personal
assistance under the direction of one of its organisations is entitled
to fiproclaim himselffi (Comrade Martofs own words) a Party
member; 2) that a Party organisatioreiditled to regad as a Party
member anyone who renders it regular personal assistance under its
direction. It is only the first interpretation that really givids/ery
strikeid the opportunity to call himself a Party member, and
accordinglyit alone immediately won the éarts of the Liebers,
Akimovs, and Martynovs. But this interpretation is manifestly no
more than a phrase, because it would apply to the entire working
class, and the distinction between Party and class would be
obliterated; control over and direction figvery striked can only be
spoken of fisymbolicallyo. That is why, in his second speech,
Comrade Martov at once slipped into the second interpretation
(even though, be it said in parenthesisyas directly rejected by
the Congressvhen it turned down KowthéG resolutioni p. 255),
namely, that a committee would assign functions and watch over
their fulfilment. Such special assignments will never, of course, be
made to themassof the workers, to thé¢housandf proletarians
(of whom Comrade Axelrod andoBirade Martynov spoké) they
will frequently be given precisely to thosprofessors whom
Comrade Axelrod mentioned, to thoshigh-school studentdor
whom Comrade Lieber and Comrade Popov were so concerned (p.
241), and to theevolutionary youthto whom Comrade Axelrod
referred in his second speech (p. 242). In a word, Comrade
Martové formula will either remain a dead letter, an empty phrase,
or it will be of benefit mainly and almost exclusively to
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fintellectuals who are thoroughly imbued with bourgeois
individualismd and do not wish to join an organisatidn. words
Martous formulation defends the interests of the broad strata of the
proletariat, butin fact it serves the interests of theourgeois
intellectuals who fight shy of proletarian discipin and
organisation. No one will venture to deny tlfa intelligentsiaas
a special stratunof modern capitalist society, is characterised, by
and large precisely by individualisnand incapacity for discipline
and organisation (cf., for example, Kaut&weltknown articles
on the intelligentsia). This, incidentally, is a feature which
unfavourably distinguishes this social stratum from the proletariat;
it is one of the reasons for the flabbiness and instability of the
intellectual, which the proletati@o often feels; and this trait of the
intelligentsia is intimately bound up with its customary mode of life,
its mode of earning a livelihood, which in a great many respects
approximates to thpetty-bourgeois mode of existenfgorking in
isolation or h very small groups, etc.). Nor is it fortuitous, lastly,
that the defenders of Comrade Mad@¥ormulation were the ones
who had to cite the example of professors and high school students!
It was not champions of a broad proletarian struggle who, in the
controversy over Paragraph 1, took the field against champions of a
radically conspiratorial organisation, as Comrades Martynov and
Axelrod thought, but the supporters dfourgeoisintellectual
individualism who clashed with the supporters @foletarian
organisation and discipline

Comrade Popov saidiEverywhere, in St. Petersburg as in
Nikolayev or Odessa, as the representatives from these towns
testify, there are dozens of workers who are distributing literature
and carrying on wordf-mouth agitation bt who cannot be
members of an organisation. They can be attached to an
organisation, but not regarded as membdps 241). Why they
cannot be members of an organisatiemained Comrade Popisv
secret. | have already quoted the passage fforhetter to a
Comradeshowing that the admission of all such workers (by the
hundred, not the dozen) to an organisation is both possible and
necessary, and, moreover, that a great many of these organisations
can and should belong to the Party.

Comrade Martofs second gument:Aln Leninds opinion there
should be no organisations in the Party other than Party
organisations..0 Quite true!fin my opinion, on the contrary, such
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organisations should exist. Life creates and breeds organisations
faster than we can includeetim in the hierarchy of our militant
organisation of professional revolutionaried That is untrue in
two respects: 1) the number of effective organisations of
revolutionaries thafiifed breeds is far less than we need, than the
working-class movement eguires; 2) our Party should be a
hierarchy not only of organisations of revolutionaries, but of a mass
of worker® organisations as well. fiLenin thinks that the Central
Committee will confer the title of Party organisations only on such
as are fully réable in the matter of principles. But Comrade
Brouckere understands very well that ligéc]] will assert itself and
that the Central Committee, in order not to leave a multitude of
organisations outside the Party, will have to legitimise them despite
their not quite reliable character; that is why Comrade Brouckere
associates himself with Lenind What a truly taiist conception of
flifed! Of course, if the Central Committee hawkcessarilyto
consist of people who were not guided by their own opsiidut

by what others might sayifle the Organising Committee incident),
thenfiife © would fiassert itseff in the sense that the most backward
elements in the Party would gain the upper haasl Has in fact
happened now when the backward elements h&ea tshape as the
Party fiminorityd ). But nointelligent reason can be given which
would induce asensibleCentral Committee to admiunreliablé
elements to the Party. By this referencefiteo, which fbreeds
unreliable elements, Comrade Martov patently revealed the
opportunist character of his plan of organisationi for my part
think,0 he continuedfithat if such an organisation [one that is not
quite reliable] is prepared to accept the Party programmdeParty
control, we may admit it to the Party, withahereby making it a
Party organisation. | would consider it a great triumph for our Party
if, for example, some union a@independentswere to declare that
they accepted the views of Soeidé¢mocracyand its programme
and were joining the Party; which does not, however, mean that we
would include the union in the Party organisatiol Such is the
muddle Marto@ formulation leads to: neRarty organisations
belonging to the Party! Just imagimmés scheme: the Party = 1)
organisations of revolutionaries, + 2) worlé&rerganisations
recognised as Party organisations, + 3) wotkerganisations not
recognised as Party organisations (consisting principally of
findependenty, + 4) individuals performingzarious functionsi
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professors, higischool students, etc., + b5ievery strikeo.
Alongside of this remarkable plan one can only put the words of
Comrade LieberiiOur task is not only to organise an organisation
['; we can and should organise a par{p. 241). Yes, of course,
we can and should do that, but what it requires is not meaningless
words about florganising organisations but the unequivocal
demandthat Party members should work to createoeganisation
in fact. He who talks abouforganisinga party and yet defends
using the word party to cover disorganisation and disunity of every
kind is just indulging in empty words.

fOur formulationd) Comrade Martov saidexpresses the desire
to have a series of organisations between the organisation of
revolutionaries and the masse$t does not. This truly essential
desire is just what Martds formulationdoes not expresdor it
does not offer an incentive to organises not contain a demand
for organisation, does not separate organised from anised. All
it offers is atitle, and in this connection we cannot but recall

" At the League Congress, Comrade Martov adduced one more
argument in support of his formulation an argument that deserves to be
laughed atfiwe might point out) he saidfthat, taken literally Leniés
formulation excludes thagents of the Central Committem the

Party, for they do not constitute an organisaiifm 59). Even at the
League Congress this argument was greetedlathter, asthe

minutes record. Comrade Martov supposes thaffdtitculty 6 he
mentions can only be solved by including the Central Committee
agents irfthe organisation of the Central CommitieBut that is not

the point. The point is, that Comrade Maii®mexampe saliently
demonstrates thdie completely fails to understand the idea of
Paragraph 1 it was a sheer specimen of pedantic criticism that did
indeed deserve to be laughedrairmally speakingall that would be
required would be to form arganisatio of Central Committee
agents pass aesolutionto include it in the Party, and tifidifficulty o
which caused Comrade Martov so much biraicking would
immediately vanish. Theleaof Paragraph 1 as formulated by me
consists in théncentiveto organiseijt consists irguaranteeing actual
control and directionEssentially the very question whether the Central
Committee agents will belong to the Party is ridiculousaftual

control over them is fully and absolutely guarantbgdhe very fact
thatthey have been appointed ageatsl that they are kept on as
agents. Consequently, here there can be no question of any confusion of
organised and unorganised (which is the root mistake in Comrade
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Comrade Axelro& words:fiNo decree can forbid them [circles of
revolutionary youth and the like] or individuals to call themselves
SocialDemocrats [true enough!] and even é&gard themselves as
part of the Pariyi now that isnot true at all It is impossible and
pointlessto forbid anyone to call himself a Soeclaémocrat, for in

its direct sense this word only signifies a system of convictions, and
not definite organisatiai relations. But as to forbidding various
circles and persons fsegard themselves as part of the Rartiyat

can and should be done if these circles and persons injure the Party,
corrupt or disorganise it. It would be absurd to speak oPtrey as

of a whole, as of a political entity, if it could nidy decree forbid

a circle tofiregard itself as paytof the whole! What in that case
would be the point of defining the procedure and conditions of
expulsion from the Party? Comrade Axelrod reduced @der
Martou®s fundamental mistake to an obvious absurdity; he even
elevated this mistake to apportunist theorywhen he addediAs
formulated by Lenin, Paragraph 1 directly conflicts in principle with
the very nature [!!] and aims of the SoeiaémocraticParty of the
proletariad (p. 243). This means nothing less than that making
higher demands of the Party than of the class conflicts in principle
with the very nature of the aims of the proletariat. It is not
surprising that Akimov was heart and soul mvdur of such a
theory.

It should be said in fairness that Comrade Axelragho now
wants to convert this mistaken formulation, one obviously tending
towards opportunism, into the germrewviewsi at the Congress,
on the contrary, expressed a readirtesdbargair, saying:fiBut |
observe that | am knocking at an open ddérobserve this in the
newlskratoo), fbecause Comrade Lenin, with his peripheral circles
which are to be regarded as part of the Party organisation, goes out
to meet my demand(And not only with the peripheral circles, but
with every kind of worke@union: cf. p. 242 of the Minutes, the
speech of Comrade Strakhov, and the passagesvifioat Is To Be

Martovis formulation). Why Comrade Mart&/formulation isno good
is that it allows anyone, any opportunist, any windbag,fangfessoo,
and anyfhigh-school studeritto proclaim himsel& Party member. It is
in vain for Comrade Martov to try tialk away this Achilles heelff his
formulation by examples in wtt there can be no question of people
arbitrarily styling or proclaiming themselves members.
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Done? and A Letter to a Comradejuoted above.fiThere still
remain the individals, but here, too, we could bargaihreplied to
Comrade Axelrod that, generally speaking, | was not averse to
bargaining, and | must now explain in what sense this was meant.
As regards the individual$ all those professors, higthool
students, etc’ | would least of all have agreed to make
concessions; but if doubts had been aroused as to the workers
organisations, | would have agreed (despite the utter groundlessness
of such doubts, as | have proved above) to add to my Paragraph 1 a
note to thefollowing effect: iwWorker® organisations which accept

the Programme and Rules of the Russian S@pahocratic Labour
Party should be included in the largest possible numbers among the
Party organisationg Strictly speaking, of course, the place for such

a recommendation is not in the Rules, which should be confined to
statutory definitions, but in explanatory commentaries and
pamphlets (and | have already pointed out that | gave such
explanations in my pamphlets long before the Rules were drawn
up); butat least such a note would not contain even a shadow of
wrong ideas capable of leading to disorganisation, not a shadow of
the opportunistarguments and fianarchistic conceptioristhat are
undoubtedly inherent in Comrade Mar@e¥ormulation.

" To this category of arguments, which inevitably crop up when
attempts are made to justify Martisformulation belongs, in

particular, Comrade Trotsky statemein(pp. 248 and 346) that
flopportunism is produced by more complex [or: is determined by
deeper] causes than one or another clause in the Rules; it is brought
about by the relative level of development of bourgeois democracy and
the proletariat..0 The pont is not that clauses in the Rules may

produce opportunism, but that with their help a more or a less trenchant
weapon against opportunism can be forged. The deeper its causes, the
more trenchant should this weapon be. Thereforestdy a
formulationwhich opens the door to opportunism on the grounds that
opportunism hasédeep causeéss taitism of the first water. When
Comrade Trotsky was opposed to Comrade Lieber, he understood that
the Rules constitute tH®rganised distruétof the whole towardthe

part, of the vanguard towards the backward contingent, but when
Comrade Trotsky came to be on Comrade Liébside, he forgot this

and even began to justify tieeaknessnd instability ofour

organisation of this distrust (distrust of opportunism}ddiing about
ficomplex causés theflevel of development of the proletadatetc.
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This last expession, given by me in quotation marks, is that of
Comrade Pavlovich, who quite justly characterisedraschisnthe
recognition of firresponsible and selfenrolled Party members
fiTranslated into simple terndssaid Comrade Pavlovich, explaining
my formulation to comrade Liebefit means:Gf you want to be a
Party member, your acceptance of organisational relations too must
be not merely platond@ Simple as thigtranslatiom was, it seems
it was not superfluous (as events since the Congress have shown)
not only for various dubious professors and ksghool students,
but for honesto-goodness Party members, for people at the.top

Here is another of Comrade Trotgkyrgumentsit is much easier for
the intellectual youth, organised in one way or anothesnter
themselvefmy italics] on therolls of the Partyd Just so. That is why it
is the formulation by which even unorganised elementspragiaim
themselve®arty members that suffers from intellectualist vagueness,
and not my formulation, whicbbviatesthe right tofienteroneseldon
therolls. Comrade Trotsky said that if the Central Commifredused

to recogniséan organisation of opportunists, it would only be because
of the character of certain individuals, and that since these individuals
would be known, as political personaliti¢key would not be
dangerous and could be removed by a general Party boycott. This is
only, true of cases when people have togmoved from the Partjand
only half true at that, because an organised parthyovesnembers by

a vote and not by a boycatt} is absolutely untrue of the far more
frequent cases wheemovalwould be absurd, and when all that is
required iscontrol. For purposes of control, the Central Committee
might, on certain conditionsleliberatelyadmit to the Party an
organisation with was not quite reliable but which was capable of
working; it might do so with the object of testing it, of tryingdicect it
on to the right pathof correcting its partial aberrations by guidance
etc. This would not be dangeraifisn generafselfenteringd on the

Party rolls were not allowed. It would often be useful for an open and
responsiblecontrolled expression (and discussion) of mistaken views
and mistaken tacticéBut if statutory definitions are to correspond to
actual relations, Comradesnind formulation must be rejectédsaid
Comrade Trotsky, and again he spoke like an opportunist. Actual
relations are not a dead thing, they live and develop. Statutory
definitions may correspond to the progressive development of those
relations, but they may also (if the definitions aael lones)
ficorrespondto retrogression or stagnation. The latter case is the
ficas® of Comrade Martov.
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With no less justice, Comrade Pavlovich imged to the
contradiction between Comrade Mardevformulation and the
indisputable precept of scientific socialism which Comrade Martov
quoted so unhappilyiOur Party is the conscious spokesman of an
unconscious processtExactly. And for that very reas it is wrong

to want fievery striked to have the right to call himself a Party
member, for if fievery strik® were not only a spontaneous
expression of the powerful class instinct and of the class struggle
which is leading inevitably to the social revadut, but aconscious
expressiorof that process, thenthen the general strike would not
be an anarchist phrase, then our Party would forthwith and at once
embracethe whole working class, and, consequently, would at once
put an end tdourgeois societys a wholelf it is to be a conscious
spokesmain fact, the Party must be able to work out organisational
relations that willensure a definite levebf consciousness and
systematically raise this levdilf we are to go the way of Martay.
Comrade Pavhdgch said,fiwe should first of all delete the clause on
accepting theorogramme for before a programme can be accepted
it must be mastered and understoodAcceptance of the
programme presupposes a fairly high level of political
consciousnes3We shallnever allowsupportof SociatDemocracy,
participationin the struggle it directs, to be artificialtgstrictedby

any requirements (mastery, understanding, etc.), for this
participationitself, the very fact of itpromotesboth consciousness
and the istinct for organisation; but since we hgemed together

in a partyto carry on systematic work, we must see to it that it is
systematic.

That Comrade Pavloviés warning regarding the programme
was not superfluous became appaerince duringthatvery same
sitting. Comrades Akimov and Lieber, weecured the adoption of
Comrade Marto§s formulation, at oncebetrayed their true nature

" The vote was twentgight for and twentywo against. Of the eight
antklskra-ists, seven were for Martov and one for me. Without the aid
of theopportunists, Comrade Martov would not have secured adoption
of his opportunist formulation. (At the League Congress Comrade
Martov tried very unsuccessfully to refute this undoubted fact, for some
reason mentioning only the votes of the Bundists and tiimgeabout
Comrade Akimov and his friendsor rather remembering theomly
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by demanding (pp. 2585) that in the case of the programme too
only platonic acceptance, acceptance only ofiitssic principles,
should be required (fofimembership in the Party).fiComrade
Akimov&s proposal is quite logical from Comrade Magov
standpointy Comrade Pavlovich remarked. Unfortunately, we
cannot see from the minutd®ow manyvotes this proposal of
Akimové&s secured in all probability, not less than seven (five
Bundists, Akimov, and Brouckére). And it was the withdrawal of
sevendelegates from the Congress that converted fdampact
majorityd (antiIskra-ists, iCentr®, and Martovites) which begaa t
form over Paragraph 1 of the Rules into a compact minority! It was
the withdrawal ofsevendelegates that resulted in the defeat of the
motion to endorse the old editorial bodrdhat supposed howling
violation of ficontinuityd in the Iskra editorship! Acurioussevenit
was that constituted the sole salvation and guarantebsko&
ficontinuityd: the Bundists, Akimov and Brouckere, that is, the very
delegates who voted against tmetivesfor adoptinglskra as the
Central Organ, the very delegates whosppastunism was
acknowledged dozens of times by the Congress, and acknowledged
in particular by Martov and Plekhanov in the mattetoofing down
Paragraph 1 in reference to the programme. idumtinuityd of
Iskra guarded by the antskra-ists!i this brings us to thetarting
pointof the postCongress tragicomedy.

* * *

The grouping of votes over Paragraph 1 of the Rules revealed a
phenomenon of exactly the same type as the equality of languages
incident: the falling away of orguarter (appoximately) of the
Iskra majority made possible the victory of the alskra-ists, who
were backed by thé&Centr®. Of course, here too there were
individual votes which disturbed the full symmetry of the picture
in so large an assembly as our Congthese are bound to be some
fistray® who shift quite fortuitously from one side to the other,
especially on a question like Paragraph 1, where the true character
of the divergence was only beginning to emerge and many delegates
had simply not yet found thei bearings (considering that the
question had not been discussed beforehand in the press). Five votes

when it could serve against me: Comrade Broudk&greement with
me.)



70 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

fell away from the majorityskra-ists (Rusov and Karsky with two
votes each, and Lensky with one); on the other hand, they were
joined by one antiskra-ist (Brouckére) and by three from the
Centre (Medvedev, Egorov and Tsaryov); the result was a total of
twentythree votes (24 5 + 4), one vote less than in the final
grouping in the electiondt was the antdlskrad-ists who gave
Martov his majority seven of them voting for him and one for me
(of the fiCentré® too, seven voted for Martov, and three for me).
That coalition of the minorityskra-ists with the antiskra-ists and

the AiCentr@ which formed a compact minority at the end of the
Congress andfter the Congreswas beginning to take shap€he
political error of Martov and Axelrod, whendoubtedly took a step
towards opportunism and anarchistic individualisin their
formulation of Paragraph 1, and especially in their defence of that
formulation was revealed at once and very clearly thanks to the free
and open arena offered by the Congress; it was revealed in the fact
that the least stable elements, the least steadfast in principle, at once
employed all their forces to widen the fissure, theabhe that
appeared in the views of the revolutionary Sebemocrats.
Working together at the Congress were people who in matters of
organisation frankly pursuedifferent aims(see Akimows speech)

T a circumstance which at once induced those who ingrgnciple
opposed to our organisational plan and our Rules to support the
error of Comrades Martov and Axelrod. Ths#ra-ists who on this
guestion too remained faithful to the views of revolutionary Secial
Democracy found themselvas the minority Thisis a point ofthe
utmost importance for unless it is grasped it is absolutely
impossible to understand eithtre struggle over the details of the
Rules or the struggle over the personal composition of the Central
Organ and the Central Committee.
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J.INNOCENT VICTIMS OF A FALSE ACCUSATION
OF OPPORTUNISM

Before passing on to the subsequent discussion of the Rules, it
is necessary, in order &ucidate our difference over the personal
composition of the central institutions, to touch on tfirvate
meetings of théskra organisation during the Congress. The last and
most important of these four meetings was he#d afterthe vote
on Paragraphl of the Rulesi and thus the split in théskra
organisation which took place at this meeting was in point of both
time and logic a prelude to the subsequent struggle.

The Iskra organisation began to hold private meetingson
after the OrganisingCommittee incident, which gave rise to a
discussion of possible candidates for the Central Committee. It
stands to reason that, since binding instructions had been abolished,
these meetings were purely in the nature of consultations and their
decisions weg not binding on any one; but their importance was
nevertheless immense. The, selection of candidates for the Central
Committee was a matter of considerable difficulty to delegates who
were acquaint ed neither with the secret names nor with the inner
work of the Iskra organisation, the organisation that had brought
about actual Party unity and whose leadership of the practical
movement was one of the motives for the official adoptiolskif.

We have already seen that, united, Ilea-ists were fully assred

a big majority at the Congress, as much as tfifins, and all the
delegates realised this very well. All thekra-ists, in fact, expected

the fAlskrad organisationto make definite recommendations as to
the personal composition of the Central Cottesi, and not one
member of that organisation raised any objection to a preliminary
discussion of the Central Commitéeecomposition within it; not

one of them so much as hinted at endorsing the entire membership
of the Organising Committee that is cortireg that body into the
Central Committee, oeven at conferringwith the Organising

" have already tried at the League Congress to give an account of what
took place at the private meetinggeping to the barest essentials in

order to avoid hopeless arguments. The principal facts are also set out
in my Letter to the Editors dhiskrad (p. 4 [fiWhy | Resigned from the
Iskra Editorial Boardi. ComradeMartov did not challenge them in his
Reply
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Committee as a whole regarding candidates for the Central
Committee. This circumstance is also highly significant, and it is
extremely important to bear it in mind, foow, after the eventthe
Martovites are zealously defending the Organising Committee,
thereby only proving their political spinelessness for the hundredth
and thousandth timeUntil the split over the composition of the
central bodies led Martov to joinrizes with the Akimovs, everyone

at the Congress clearly realised what any impartial person may
easily ascertain from the Congress minutes and from the entire
history ofIskra, namely, that the Organising Committee waanly

a commission set up to convertee Congress, a commission
deliberately composed of representatives of different shades,
including even the Bundistayhile the real work ofcreating the
organised unity of the Party was done entirely by thlera
organisation. (It should be rememberedbatlsat quite by chance
several Iskraists on the Organising Committee were absent from
the Congress, either because they had been arrested or for other
reasons fbeyond their contral) The members of thdskra
organisation present at the Congress havadyréeen enumerated

in Comrade Pavlovids pamphlet (see hiketter on the Second
Congressp. 13)"

The ultimate result of the heated debates in thkra
organisation was the two votes | have already mentioned in my
Letter to the EditorsThe first vote:fby nine votes tdour, with
three abstentions, one of the candidates supported by Martov was
rejectedd What could be simpler and more natural, one would
think, than such a fact: by the common consent of all the sixteen
Iskra organisatio members at the Congress, the possible candidates
are discussed, and one of Comrade Mdst@andidates is rejected
by the majority (it was Comrade Stein, as Comrade Martov himself

" Just reflect on thifipicture of moralé: thedelegatefrom thelskra
organisation conferat the Congreswith it aloneanddoes not hint

even, at conferring with the Organising Committee. &ter he is
defeated both in this organisation and at the Congress, he begins to
regretthat the Organising Committee way not endorsed, to extol it
retrospectively, and loftily to ignore the organisation that gave him his
mandate! It may safely be vouchiédt no analogous instance will be
found in the history of any really SociBemocratic and really
working-class party.
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has now blurted olit State of Siegep. 69). After all, one of the
reasos why we assembled at the Party Congress was to discuss and
decide to whom to entrust tfieonductoés batod i and it was the
common duty of us all as Party members to give this item on the
agenda the most serious attention, to decide this question tieom t
standpoint of theinterests of the workand not offphilistine
sentimentality, as Comrade Rusov quite rightly expressed it later.
Of course, in discussing candidatdshe Congressve were bound

to touch upon certain personal qualities, were boonekpress our
approval or disapproval.especially at an unofficial and intimate
meeting.And | have already pointed out at the League Congress
that it is absurd to think that a candidatédssgraced when he is

not approved (League Minutes, p. 49), allsto make afiscené

and go into hysterics over what forms part of a Party me@mber
direct duty to select officials conscientiously and judiciously. And
yet this was what put the fat in the fire as far as our minority are
concerned, and they begafier the Congresso clamour about
fidestroying reputatiods(League Minutes, p. 70) and to asstire
broad public in printhat Comrade Stein had been fiohief figured

on the former Organising Committee and that he had been
groundlessly accused dtliabolical schemes (State of Siegep.

69). Is it not hysterics to shout abdidestroying reputatiomdsin
connection with the approval or disapproval of candidates? Is it not
squabbling when people who have been defeated both at a private
meeting of thelskra organisation and at the official supreme
assembly of the Party, the Congress, begin to complain to all and

" Comrade Martov bitterly complained at the League of the vehemence
of my disapproval, failing to see that his complaint turned into an
argument against himself. Lenin behaveid use his own expressién
frenziedly (League Minutes, p. 63). That is so. He banged the door.
True. His conduct (at the second or third meeting ofskiea

organisation) aroused the indignation of the membersemained at

the meeting. It did. But what follows? Only that my arguments on the
substance of the questions in dispute were convincing and were borne
out by the course of the Congress. For if, in fact, nine of the sixteen
members of théskra organisation in the end sided with me, clearly this
was sonotwithstandingandin spite ofmy reprehensible vehemence.
Hence, had it not been for thigehemencg perhaps even more than
nine would have sided with me. The mdiedignatiord my arguments

ard facts had to overcome, the more convincing they must have been.
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sundry and recommend rejected candidates to the worthy public as
fichief figure®, and when they then try to force their candidates
upon the Party bgausing a split and demandiog-optatior? In our
musty émigré atmosphere political concepts have become so
confused that Comrade Martov is no longer able to distinguish Party
duty from personal and circle allegiance! It is bureaucracy and
formalism, we a& to believe, to think it proper to discuss and decide
upon candidateonly at congresses, where delegates assemble
primarily for the discussion of important questions of principle,
where representatives of the movement assemble who are able to
treat the gestion of personalities impartially, and who are able (and
in duty bound) todemandand gather all necessary information
about the candidates before casting their decisive votes, and where
the assignment of a certain place to arguments over the corductor
baton is natural and essential. Instead of this bureaucratic and
formal view, new usages and customs have now become the thing:
we are, after congresses, to talk right and left about the political
burial of Ivan Ivanovich or the destroyed reputation wénl
Nikiforovich; writers are to recommend candidates in pamphlets,
the while beating their breasts and hypocritically asseriinhis is

not a circle, it is a party.0 Those of the reading public who have a
taste for scandal will eagerly savour the ssional news that, on

the assurance of Martov himsel§o-andso was the chief figure on

the Organising Committee. This reading public is far more
competent to discuss and decide the question than formalistic
institutions like congresses, with their gsgsmechanical decisions

by majority vote... Yes, there are still veritable Augean stables of
émigré squabbling for our real Party workers to clean up!

Second vote of théskra organisation:fby ten votes to two,
with four abstentions, a list of five gadidates for the Central

"1, too, like Martov, tried in théskra organisation to get a certain
candidate nominated to the Central Committee and failed, a candidate
of whose splendid reputation before and at thggriveng of the

Congress, as borne out by outstanding facts, | too could speak. But it
has never entered my head. This comtzaesufficient selfespect not

to allowanybody, after the Congress, to nominate him in print or to
complain about political buals, destroyed reputations, etc.
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Committee] was adopted which, on my proposal, included one
leader of the notskra-ist elements and one leader of tBkra-ist
minority.0 This vote is of the utmost importance, for it clearly and
irrefutably proves the utter ity of the fables which were built up
later, in the atmosphere of squabbling, to the effect that we wanted
to eject the notiskra-ists from the Party or set them aside, that what
the majority did was to pick candidates from only one half of the
Congress fad have them elected by that half, etc. All this is sheer
falsehood. The vote | have cited shows that we did not exclude the
nortiskra-ists even from the Central Committee, let alone the Party,
and that we allowed our opponents a very substaniiadrity. The
whole point is that theyanted to have a majorityand when this
modest wish was not gratified, they starteda and refused to be
represented on the central bodies at all. That such was the case,
Comrade Martofs assertions at the League notwitimgling, is
shown by the followingletter which the minority of thelskra
organisation addressed to us, the majority oflshea-ists (and the
majority at the Congress after the withdrawal of the seven), shortly
after the Congress adopted Paragraph 1 ®fRtles (it should be
noted that thdskra organisation meeting | have been speaking of
was thelast after it, the organisatioactually broke up and each
side tried to convince the other Congress delegates that it was in the
right).

Here is the text otie letter:

fiHaving heard the explanation of delegates Sorokin and sHblina
regarding the wish of the majority of the editorial board and the
Emancipation of Labour group to attend the meeting [on such and such
a datel and having with the help of theselefgates established that at

" See p. 121 of this volume.Ed. [iWhy | Resigned from thiskra

Editorial Boardi.

LlAccording to my reckoning, the date mentioned in the letter was a
Tuesday. Theneeting took place on Tuesday evening, thatfigrthe

28th sitting of the Congress. This chronological point is very important.
It is adocumentary refutatioof Comrade Martods opinion that we

parted company over the organisation of the central bpdie not

over their personal composition. Itdscumentary proadf the

correctness of my statement of the case at the League Congress and in
the Letter to the EditorsAfter the 28ttsitting of the Congress

Comrades Martov and Starover had a greattdesdy about a false
accusation of opportunism, bdid not say a wor@bout the differences
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the previous meeting a list of Central Committee candidates was read
which was supposed to have come from us, and which was used to
misrepresent our wholpolitical position; and bearing in mind also
that, firstly, this list wasattributed to us without any attempt to
ascertain its real origin; that, secondly, this circumstance is
undoubtedly connected with the accusation of opportunism openly
circulated against the majority of thekra editorial board and of the
Emancipation of.abour group, and that, thirdly, this accusation is, as is
perfectly clear to us, connected with a quite definite plachtmge the
composition of thedskrad editorial board i we consider that the
explanation given us of the reasons for excluding us fiee meeting
is unsatisfactory, and that the refusal to admit us to the meeting is proof
of not wanting to give us the opportunity to refute the aboeationed
false accusations.

fiAs to the possibility of our reaching agreement on a joint list of
candidaes for the Central Committee, we declare that the only list we
can accept as the basis for agreement is: Popov, Trotsky, and Glebov.
Furthermore, we emphasise that this iscenpromiselist, since the
inclusion of Comrade Glebov is to be viewed only aacession to
the wishes of the majority; for now that the role he has played at the
Congress is clear to usie do not consider Comrade Glebaperson
satisfying the requirements that should be made of a candidate for the
Central Committee.

fAt the sametime, we stress that our entering into negotiations
regarding the candidates for the Central Committee has no bearing
whatever on the question of the composition of the editorial board of
the Central Organ, as on this question (the composition of theiatito
board) we are not prepared to enter into any negotiations.

fiOn behalf of the Comrades,
fiMartov and Staroveér

This letter, which accurately reproduces the frame of mind of
the disputing sides and the state of the dispute, takes us at once to
the fiheatd of the incipient split and reveals its real causes. The
minority of thelskra organisation, having refused to agree with the
majority and preferred freedom of agitation at the Congress (to
which they were, of course, fully entitled), nevertheless ttaed
induce theidelegated of the majority to admit them to their private
meeting! Naturally, this amusing demand only met with a smile and

over the composition of the Council or overaptation to the central
bodies (which we argued about at the 25th, 26th, and 27th sittings).
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a shrug at our meeting (where the letter was of course read), and the
outcry, bordering on hysterics, abouifalse acusations of
opportunisnd evoked outright laughter. But let us first examine
Martovs and Starovés bitter complaints point by point.

The list had been wrongly attributed to them; their political
position was being misrepresentédBut, as Martov himselhas
admitted (League Minutes, p. 64), it never occurred to me to doubt
the truth of his statement that he was not the author of the list. In
general, the authorship of the list has nothing to do with the case,
and whether the list was drawn up by solslga-ist or by some
representative of thaCentre@, etc., is of absolutely no importance.
The important thing is that this list, which consisted entirely of
members of the present minority, circulated at the Congress, if only
as a mere guess or conjecturastly, the most important thing of
all is that at the Congress Comrade Martaas obligedto
dissociate himself with the utmost vehemence fsucha list, a list
which he nowwould be boundo greet with delight. Nothing could
more saliently exemplify irtability in the evaluation of people and
shades than this riglatboutface in the course of a couple of months
from howling aboutidefamatory rumoudsto forcing on the Party
central body the very candidates who figure in this supposedly
defamatory list!

This list, Comrade Martov said at the League Congress,
fipolitically implied a coalition between us alvdizhny Rabochyn
the one hand, and the Bund, on the otheqadition in the sense of
a direct agreemerdt(p. 64). That is not true, for, firstly, the Bund
would never have entered into @agreemerit about a list which
did not include a single Bundist; and, secondly, thereamadscould
have been no questioof a direct agreement (which was what
Martov thoudnt disgraceful) even with théuzhny Rabochgroup,
let alone the Bund. It was not an agreement but a coalition that was
in question; not that Comrade Martov had made a deal, but that he
was bound to have the suppart those very aniskra-ists and
unstdle elements whom he had fought during the first half of the
Congress and who had seized upon his error over Paragraph 1 of the

" These lines were @ady set up when we received news of the
incident of Comrade Gusev and Comrade Deutsch. We shall examine
this incident separately in @ppendix (See pp. 4125 of this volume.

i Ed)
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Rules. The letter | have quoted proves incontrovertibly thatabie
of the figrievanceé lay in theopen and moreover falseaccusation
of opportunismThis fiaccusation which put the fat in the fire, and
which Comrade Martomowso carefully steers clear of, in spite of
my reminder in thelLetter to the Editorswas twofold. Firstly,
during the discussion of Paragraph 1 of theeRurlekhanov bluntly
declared that Paragraph 1 was a questidgkedping awagfrom us
fievery kind of representative of opportun&rand that my draft, as
a bulwark against their invading the Paifighould, if only for that
reason, receive the votesalf enemies of opportunisiiCongress
Minutes, p. 246). These vigorous words, even though | softened
them down a little (p. 250)caused a sensation, which was clearly
expressed in the speeches of Comrades Rusov (p. 247), Trotsky (p.
248), and Akimov (p253). In theflobbyd of our Aparliamend,
Plekhano@ thesis was keenly commented on and varied in a
thousand ways in endless arguments over Paragraph 1. But instead
of defending their case on its merits, our dear comrades assumed a
ludicrous air of injuryand even went to the length of complaining in
writing about afifalse accusation of opportunisém

Their narrow circle mentality and astonishing immaturity as
Party members, which cannot stand the fresh breeze of open
controversy in the presence of all,hisre clearly revealed. It is the
mentality so familiar to the Russian, as expressed in the old saying:
either coats off, or 1& haveyour hand! These people are so
accustomed to the bglr seclusion of an intimate and snug little
circle that they almddainted as soon as a person spoke up in a free
and open arena on his own responsibility. Accusations of
opportunismii against whom? Against the Emancipation of Labour
group, and its majority at that can you imagine anything more
terrible? Either split the Party on account of this ineffaceable insult,
or hush up thisfidomestic unpleasantnéssy restoring the
ficontinuityd of the belljari this alternative is already pretty clearly
indicated in the Iléér we are examining. Intellectualist
individualism and the circle mentality had come into conflict with
the requirement of open speaking before the Party. Can you imagine
such an absurdity, such a squabble, such a complaint &fatae
accusations of omptunisn®d in the German party? There,

" See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 502.7 Ed. [The Second Congress
of the R.S.D.L.P.
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proletarian organisation and discipline weaned them from such
intellectualist flabbiness long ago. Nobody has anything but the
profoundest respect for Liebknecht, let us say; but how they would
have laughed over theet complaintsthat he (together with Bebel)
wasfopenly accused of opportuniérat the 1895 Congress, when,
on the agrarian question, he found himself in the bad company of
the notorious opportunist Vollmar and his friends. Liebknéscht
name is inseparablpound up with the history of the German
working-class movement not, of course, because he happened to
stray into opportunism on such a comparatively minor and specific
question, but in spite of it. And similarly, in spite of all the
acrimony of the strudg, the name of Comrade Axelrod, say,
inspires respect in every Russian Se€iamocrat, and always will;
but not because Comrade Axelrod happened to defend an
opportunist idea at the Second Congress of our Party, happened to
dig out old anarchistic rubbisat the Second Congress of the
League, but in spite of it. Only the most hidebound circle mentality,
with its logic of fieither coats off, or I& have your harg could
give rise to hysterics, squabbles, and a Party split because of a
fifalse accusation foopportunism against the majority of the
Emancipation of Labour groop

The other element of this terrible accusation is intimately
connected with the preceding (Comrade Martov tried in vain at the
League Congress [p. 63] to evade and huslonpside of this
incident). It relates in fact to thabalition of the antilskra-ist and
wavering elements with Comrade Martov whilgan to emergia
connection with Paragraph 1 of the Rules. Naturally, there was no
agreement, direct or indirect, between Comradartd¥ and the
antiIskra-ists, nor could there have been, and nobody suspected
him of it: it only seemed so to him in his fright. Balitically his
error was revealed in the fact that people who undoubtedly
gravitated towards opportunism began to forwuad him an ever
more solid andficompacd majority (which has now become a
minority only because of théfaccidentad withdrawal of seven
delegates). We pointed to thiisoalitiond, also openly of course,
immediately after the matter of Paragraph loth at the Congress
(see Comrade Pavloviéh remark already quoted: Congress
Minutes, p. 255) and in théskra organisation (Plekhanov, as |
recall, pointed to it in particular). It is literally the same point and
the same jibe as was addressed by Clara ZdtkiBebel and
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Liebknecht in 1895, when she safiEs tut mir in der Seele weh,
dass ich dich in der Gesellschaft sgHfit cuts me to the quick to
see you [i.e., Bebel] in such company [i.e., of Vollmar anddrdt]

is strange, to be sure, that Belagld Liebknecht did not send a
hysterical message to Kautsky and Zetkin complaining of a false
accusation of opportunism

As to the list of candidates for the Central Committee, this letter
shows that Comrade Martov was mistaken in declaring at the
League that the refusal to come to an agreement with us was not yet
final T another example of how unwise it is in a political struggle to
attempt to reproduce thgpoken wordfrom memory, instead of
relying on documents. Actually, tHeninorityd were so rodest as
to present thdimajorityd with an ultimatum: take two from the
fiminorityd and one (by way of compromise armhly as a
concession, properly speaking!) from thenajorityd. This is
monstrous, but it is a fact. And this fact clearly shows how absurd
are the fables now being spread to the effect thafittegorityd
picked representatives of only one half of the Congress and got
them elected by that one halfust the oppositethe Martovites
offered us one out of three only as a concession, conseguentl
the event of our not agreeirtg this uniqueficoncessiog, they
wanted to getll the seats filled by their own candidates! At our
private meeting we had a good laugh at the Marto¥itesdesty
and drew up a list of our own: Glebdvavinsky (subsegntly
elected to the Central Committe@ppov For the latter we then
substituted (also at a private meeting of the twémty) Comrade
Vasilyev (subsequently elected to the Central Committady
becauseComrade Popov refused, first in private convéesatnd
then openly at the Congress (p. 338), to be included in our list.

That is how matters really stood

The modestiminorityd modestly wished to be in the majority.
When this modest wish was not met, finginorityd were pleased to
decline altogether ahto start a row. Yet there are people who now
talk pontifically about théintransigence of thefimajorityo!

Entering the fray in the arena of free agitation at the Congress,
the fiminorityd presented th@majorityd with amusing ultimatums.
Having suffered defeabur heroes burst into tears and began to cry
out about a state of siegéoila tout

The terrible accusation that we intended to change the
composition of the editorial board was also greeted with a satile (
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our private meeting of the twenfgur): from the very beginning of

the Congress, and even before the Congress, everybody had known
perfectly well of the plan taeconstitutethe editorial board by
electing an initial trio (I shall speak of this in greradetail when |
come to the election of the editorial board at the Congress). That the
fiminorityd took fright at this planafter they saw its correctness
splendidly confirmed by their coalition with the afgkra-ists did

not surprise u$ it was quitenatural. Of course, we could not take
seriously the proposal that we should of our own free will, without a
fight at the Congress, convert ourselves into a minority; nor could
we take seriously this whole letter, the authors of which had reached
such an ioredible state of exasperation as to speakifafse
accusations of opportunigmWe confidently hoped that their sense

of Party duty would very soon get the better of the natural desire to
fivent their spleen
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K. CONTINUATION OF THE DEBATE ON THE
RULES.COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL

The succeeding clauses of the Rules aroused far more
controversy over details than overinciples of organisation. The
24th sitting of the Congress was entirely devoted to the question of
representation at Party congresses, and again a decided and definite
struggle against the common plans of all lblga-ists was waged
only by the Bundists(Goldblatt and Lieber, pp. 2589) and
Comrade Akimov, who with praiseworthy frankness admitted his
role at the Congres&Every time | speak, | do so fully realising that
my arguments will not influence the comrades, but will on the
contrary damage theojmt | am trying to defenal(p. 261). Coming
just after Paragraph 1 of the Rules, this apt remark was particularly
appropriate; only the worddon the contrary were not quite in
order here, for Comrade Akimov was able not only to damage
various points, buat the same time, and by so doingfitdluence
the comrades.. those very inconsistenskra-ists who inclined
towards opportunist phraseongering.

Well, in the upshot Paragraph 3 of the Rules, which defines the
conditions of representation atongresses, was adopted by a
majority with seven abstentions (p. 263nti-Iskra-ists, evidently.

The arguments over the composition of the Council, which took
up the greater part of the 25th Congress sitting, revealed an
extraordinary number of groupisground a multitude of proposals.
Abramson and Tsaryov rejected the plan for a Council altogether.
Panin insisted on making the Council a court of arbitration
exclusively, and therefore quite consistently moved to delete the
definition that the Council ithe supreme ingtitution and that it may
be summoned by any two of its memberslertz2® and Rusov
advocated differing methods of constituting the Councigddition
to the three methods proposed by thwe members of the Rules
Committee.

" Apparently, Comrade Starover also inclined to the view of Comrade
Panin, only with the difference that the latter knew what he wanted and
quite consistently moved relsitions aimed at converting the Council

into a pure arbitration or conciliation body, whereas Comrade Starover
did not know what he wanted when he said that according to the draft
the Council could mednly on the wish of the partié¢p. 266). That
wasquite incorrect.
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The questionsin dispute reduced themselves primarily to
definition of the Councik functions: whether it was to be a court of
arbitration or the supreme institution of the Party. Comrade Panin,
as | have said, was consistently in favour of the former. But he
stood alme. Comrade Martov vigorously opposed tliispropose
that the motion to delete the word¥he Council is the supreme
institutiony be rejected. Our formulation [i.e., the formulation of the
Councilts functions that we had agreed on in the Rules Conehitte
deliberately leaves open the possibility of the Council developing
into the supreme Party institution. For us, the Council is not merely
a conciliation board. Yet the composition of the Council as
proposed by Comrade Martov was solely and exclusively of a
ficonciliation board or court of arbitration: two members from each
of the central bodies and a fifth to be invited by these four. Not only
such a composition of the Council, but even that adopted by the
Congress on the motion of Comrades Rusod Eiertz (the fifth
memberto be appointed by the Congress), answers the sole purpose
of conciliation or mediation. Between such a composition of the
Council and its mission of becoming the supreme Party institution
there is an irreconcilable contradictiomhe composition of the
supreme Party institution should be constant, and not dependent on
chance changes (sometimes owing to arrests) in the composition of
the central bodies. The supreme institution should stand in direct
relation to the Party Congresgceiving its powers from the latter,
and not from two other Party institutions subordinate to the
Congress. The supreme institution should consist of persons known
to the Party Congress. Lastly, thepremadnstitution should not be
organisedin a way th& makesits very existencalependent on
chancei the two bodies fail to agree on the selection of the fifth
member, and the Party is left without a supreme institution! To this
it was objected: 1) that if one of the five were to abstain and the
remaining bur were to divide equally, the position might also prove
a hopeless one (Egorov). This objection is unfounded, for the
impossibility ofadopting a decisiois something that is inevitable
at times in the casaf any body, but that is quite different frothe
impossibility of forming the body. Second objectionif an
institution like the Council proves incapable of selecting the fifth
member, it will mean that it is ineffectual in genéréfasulich).

But the point here is not that it will be ineffectuailit that there will
be nosupremanstitution at all: without the fifth membethere will
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be no Councjlthere will beno finstitution i, and the question of
whether it is effectual or not will not even arise. Lastly, if the
trouble were that it might ndde possible to form some Party body
over which stood another, higher, body, that would be remediable,
for in urgent cases the higher body could fill the gap in one way or
another. But there isw0 body above the Council except the
Congress, and therefore frame the Rules in such a way that it
might not even be possible to fothe Council would obviously be
illogical.

Both my brief speeches at the Congress on this question were
devoted to an examination (pp. 267 and 268)y of these two
wrong objectionswhich Martov and other comrades adduced in
defence of his proposal. As to the question of the Central Organ or
the Central Committee predominating on the Couhdiigl not even
touch on it This question was brought up, as early as the 14th
sitting of the Congress (p. 157), kyomrade Akimavhe being the
first to talk of the danger of the Central Organ predominating; and
Comrades Martov, Axelrod, and otheedter the Congresswere
only following in Akimovs footsteps when they invented the absurd
and d@magogic story that thémajorityd wanted to convert the
Central Committee into a tool of the editorial board. When he dealt
with this question in hiState of SiegeComrade Martov modestly
avoided mentioning its real initiator!

Anybody who cares to acquh himself with the entire
treatment at the Party Congress of the question of the Central Organ
predominating over the Central Committee, and is not content with
isolated quotations torn from their context, will easily perceive how
Comrade Martov has dmted the matterlt was none other than
Comrade Popowho, as early as the 14th sitting, started a polemic
against the views of Comrade Akimavho wantedfihe Gstrictest
centralisatiod at the top of the Partyn order to weakenthe
influence of the Cerdl Organo (p. 154; my italics)fiwhich in fact
is the whole meaning of this [Akim@s] systemd AFar from
defending such centralisationComrade Popov addedi am
prepared to combat it with every means in my power, because it is
the banner obpportunisnd There you have thmot of the famous
question of the Central Organ predominating over the Central
Committee, and it is not surprising that Comrade Martov is now
obligedto pass over the true origin of the question in sileBsen
Comrade Ppov could not fail to discern thepportunistcharacter
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of Akimovés talk about the predominance of the Central OFgan,
and in order thoroughly to dissociate himself from Comrade
Akimov, Comrade PopowategoricallydeclaredfiLet there be three
members fronthe editorial board on this central body [the Council]
and two from the Central CommitteEhat is a secondary question
[My italics.] The important thing is that the leadership, the supreme
leadership of the Party, should proceed from one sofpel55.
Comrade Akimov objectediUnder the draft, the Central Organ is
ensured predominance on the Council if only because the
composition of the editorial board is constant whereas that of the
Central Committee is changeablép. 157)7 an argument which
only relates toficonstancy of leadership in matters gdrinciple
(which is a normal and desirable thing), and certainly not to
fipredominancé in the sense of interference or encroachment on
independence. And Comrade Popov, who at that time did not yet
belongto a fAiminorityd which masks its dissatisfaction with the
composition of the central bodies by spreading tales of the Central
Committeés lack of independence, told Comrade Akimov quite
logically: fil propose that it [the Council] be regarded as the
directing centre of the Party, in which ca#ewill be entirely
unimportant whether there are more representatives on the Council
from the Central Organ or from the Central Commibtéep. 157
58; my italics).

When the discussion of the composition of the Couweis
resumed at the 25th sitting, Comrade Pavlovich, continuing the old
debate, pronounced in favour of the predominance of the Central

" Neither Comrade Popov nor Comrade Martov hesitated to call
Comrade Akimov an opportunist, they only began to take exception
and grow indignant when this appellation was appiethem and

applied justly, in connection witfiequality d language8or Paragraph

1. Comrade Akimov, in whose footsteps Comrade Martov has
followed, was however able to conduct himself with greater dignity and
manhood at the Party Congress than Comrade Martov and Co. at the
League Congres§il have been calledn opportunist heresaid

Comrade Akimov at the Party Congrefispersonally consider this an
abusive and offensive term and believe that | have done nothing to
deserve it. However, | am not protesti{@. 296). Can it be that
Comrades Martov and Starover invited Comrade Akimov to subscribe
to their protest against the false accusation of opportunism, but that
Comrade Akimov declined?



86 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

Organ over the Central Committein view of the formeis
stabilityd (p. 264). It was stability in matters pfinciple that he had

in mind, and that was how he was understood by Comrade Martov,
who, speaking immediately after Comrade Pavlovich, considered it
unnecessary tdfix the preponderance of one institution over the
otheb and pointed to the possibility of one ofethCentral
Committee members residing abrodidhereby the stability of the
Central Committee in matters of principle would to some extent be
preserved (p. 264). Here there is not yet even a trace of the
demagogicconfusionof stability in matters ofprinciple, and its
preservation, with the preservation of the independence and
initiative of the Central Committedt the Congresthis confusion,
which since the Congresshas practically become Comrade
Martovs trump card, was furtheraxhly by Comrade Akimowho
already at that timespoke of theiArakcheyev® spirit of the Rule

(p. 268), and said thdif three members of the Party Council were
to be from the Central Orgarthe Central Committee would be
converted into a mere tool of the editorial boalidy italics.] Three
persons residing abroad would obtain the unrestricted [!] right to
order the work of the entire [!/] Party. Their security would be
guaranteed, and their power would therefore be lifaigpg268). It

was with this absolutely absurd cardemagogic talk, in which
ideological leadership is called interference in the work of the
entire Party(and which after the Congress provided a cheap slogan
for Comrade Axelrod with his talk abofitheocracy) i it waswith

this that Comrade Pavlovich am took issue when he stressed that
he stoodifor the stability and purity of the principles represented by
Iskra. By giving preponderance to the editorial board of the Central
Organ | want to fortify these principl@§p. 268).

That is how the celebratefliestion of the predominance of the
Central Organ over the Central Committee really stands. This
famousfdifference of principlé on the part of Comrades Axelrod
and Martov is nothing but repetition of the opportunist and
demagogic talk of Comrade Akimdhe true character of which was
clearly detected even by Comrade Popov, in the days when he had
not yet suffered defeat over the composition of the central bodies!

* * *

To sum up the question of the composition of the Council:
despite Comrad®lartovs attempts in hisState of Siegéo prove
that my statement of the case in thetter to the Editorsis
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contradictory and incorrect, the minutes of the Congress clearly
show that,in comparisonwith Paragraph 1, this question was
indeed only adetal, and that the assertion in the arti¢i®ur
Congress (Iskra, No. 53) that we argued@almost exclusively
about the organisation of the Pdstycentral institutions is a
complete distortionlt is a distortion all the more outrageous since
the author ofthe article entirely ignores the controversy over
Paragraph 1 Further, that there was no definite grouping of the
Iskrarists over the composition of the Council is also borne out by
the minutes: there were no ralhll votes; Martov differed with
Panin; Ifound common ground with Popov; Egorov and Gusev took
up a separate stand, and so on. Finally, my last statement (at the
Congress of the League of Russian Revolutionary Social
Democracy Abroad), to the effect that the Marto\dtamlition with

the antilskraists grew steadily strongeis also borne outby
Comrade Martofs and Comrade Axelrdsl swing towards Comrade
Akimov i now apparent to everyofieon this question as well.
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L. CONCLUSION OF THE DEBATE ON THE RULES.
CO-OPTATION TO THE CENTRAL BODIES.
WITHDRAWAL OF THERABOCHEYE DYELO
DELEGATES

Of the subsequent debate on the Rules (26th sitting of the
Congress), only thquestion of restricting the powers of the Central
Committee is worth mentioning, for it throws lighih the character
of the attacks the Martovites an®w making on hypercentralism.
Comrades Egorov and Popov strove for the restriction of centralism
with rather more conviction, irrespective of their own candidature
or that of those they supported. When the question was still in the
Rules Commission, they moved that the right of the Central
Committee to dissolve local committees be made contingent on the
corsent of the Council and, in addition, be limited to cases specially
enumerated (p. 272, note 1). This was opposed by three members of
the Rules Commission (Glebov, Martov, and myself), and at the
Congress Comrade Martov upheld our view (p. 273) and andwere
Egorov and Popov by saying thidhe Central Committee would in
any case deliberate before deciding on so serious a step as the
dissolution of an organisationAs you seeat that timeComrade
Martov still turned a deaf ear ®veryanticentralist schee, and
the Congress rejected the proposal of Egorov and Popomy
unfortunately the minutes do not tell us by how many votes.

At the Party Congress, Comrade Martov was dlagainst
substituting the wordéndorse8 for the word drganises [the
CentralCommittee organises committees, ét®aragraph 6 of the
Party Rules]. It must be given the right to organise asaEflat is
what Comrade Martov saidhen not having yet hit on the
wonderful idea that the concepgbrganis® does not include
endorsemet, which he discovered only at the League Congress.

Apart from these two points, the debate over Paragrajitisdb
the Rules (Minutes, pp. 278) is hardly of any interest, being
confined to quite minor arguments over details. Then came
Paragraph 12 the question of coptation to all Party bodies in
general and to the central bodies in particular. The commission
proposed raising the majority required for-aotation from twe
thirds to fourfifths. Glebov, who presented its report, moved that
decisionsto co-opt to the Central Committee must beanimous
Comrade Egorov, while acknowledgirdissonancesundesirable,
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stood for a simple majority in the absence of a reasoned veto.
Comrade Popov agreed neither with the commission nor with
Comrade Egorov andethanded either a simple majority (without
the right of veto) or unanimity. Comrade Martagreed neither
with the commission, nor with Glebov, nor with Egorov, nor with
Popov, declaring against unanimity, against ffiftins (in favour of
two-thirds), andagainstfimutual ceoptationf, that is the right of
the editorial board of the Central Organ to protest aamiation to
the Central Committee and vice vef$the right of mutual control
over cooptatior).

As the reader sees, the groupings were highlyegated and
the differences so numerous as almost to Rmdquenessto the
views of each delegate!

Comrade Martov saidil admit the psychological impossibility
of working with unpleasant persons. But it is also important for our
organisation to bevirile and effectual.. The right of the Central
Committee and the editorial board of the Central Organ to mutual
control in cases of coptation is unnecessary. It is not because |
think that one is not competent in the sphere of the other that | am
aganst it. No! The editorial board of the Central Organ, for
instance, might give the Central Committee sound advice as to
whether Mr. Nadezhdin, say, should be admitted to the Central
Committee. | object because | do not want to create mutually
exasperatinged taped

| objected:fiThere are two questions here. The first is that of the
required majority, and | am against lowering it from fdifths to
two-thirds. The stipulation for a reasoned protest is not expedient,
and | am against it. Incomparably moraportant is the second
question, the right of the Central Committee and the Central Organ
to mutual control over coptation. The mutual consent of the two
central bodies is an essential condition for harmony. What is
involved here is a possible rupturetween the two central bodies.
Whoever does not want a split should be concerned to safeguard
harmony. We know from the history of the Party that there have
been people who caused splits. It is a question of principle, a very
important question, one on whiche whole future of the Party may
depend (pp. 27677). That is the full text of the summary of my
speech as recorded at the Congress, a speech to which Comrade
Martov attaches particularly serious importance. Unfortunately,
although attaching serious jortance to it, he did not take the
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trouble to consider it in connection with the whole delzatd the
whole political situation at the Congress at the moment it was made.

The first question that arises is why, in my original draft (see p.
394, Paragraphl), | stipulated a majority of only twithirds and
did not demand mutual control over-optation to the central
bodies. Comrade Trotsky, who spoke after me (p. 277), did in fact
at once raise this question.

The answer to it is given in my speech at teague Congress
and in Comrade Pavlovigh letter on the Second Congress.
Paragraph 1 of the Ruldbroke the pai and it had to be bound
tight with afidouble knod 7 | said at the League Congress. That
meant, firstly, that on a purely theoretical questidartov had
proved to be an opportunist, and his mistake had bpéeldby
Lieber and Akimov. It meant, secondly, that the coalition of the
Martovites (that is, an insignificant minority of thekra-ists) with
the antiiskra-ists ensured thera majority & the Congressn the
voting on the personal composition of the central bodies. And it was
about thepersonal compositiorof the central bodies that | was
speaking here, emphasising the need for harmony vearding
againstfipeople who cause splif§ This warning was indeed of
important significance in principle, for théskra organisation
(which was undoubtedly best qualified to judge about the personal
composition of the central bodies, having as it did the closest
practical acquaintance with all affaissid with all the candidates)
had already made its recommendations on this subject and had
taken the decision we know regarding the candidates who aroused
its misgivings. Both morally and on its merits (that is, its
competence to judge), thskra organisabn should have had the
decisive say in this delicate matter. Bigrmally speaking of
course, Comrade Martov had every right to appeal to the Liebers
and Akimovsagainstthe majority of thdskra organisation. And in
his brilliant speech on ParagraphClgmrade Akimov had said with
remarkable explicitness and sagacity that whenever he perceived a
difference among thiskra-ists over the methods of achieving their
commonlskra aim, he consciously and deliberatelgted for the
worse method because hisAkimovss, aims were diametrically
opposed to those of thHekra-ists. There could not be thgightest

™" See present edition, Vol, 6, p. 477Ed. [The Second Congress of
the R.S.D.L.R.
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doubttherefore that, quite irrespective of the wishes and intentions
of Comrade Martovjt was the worse composition of the central
bodiesthat would olain the support of the Liebers and Akimovs.
They could vote they were bound to vote (judging by thdeeds

by their vote on Paragraph 1, and not by their words) precisely for
that list which would promise the presencefipéople who cause
split®d, andwould do soin order toficause splits Is it surprising,

in view of this situation, that | said that it was an important question
of principle (harmony between the two central bodies), one on
which the whole future of the Party might depend?

No SocialDenocrat at all acquainted with thekra ideas and
plans and with the history of the movement, and at all earnest in
sharing those ideas, could doubt for a moment that while formally it
was quite right and proper for the dispute within thskra
organisationover the composition of the central bodies to be
decided by the Liebers and Akimovs, this would ensurewkest
possible results. It was imperative fight to avertthese worst
possible results.

How were we to fight them? We did not fight by hysterind a
rows, of course, but by methods which werdte loyal and quite
legitimate perceiving that we were in the minority (as on the
question of Paragraph I)e appealed to the Congress to protect
the rights of the minorityGreater strictness as regards thajority
required for adoption of members (fdiifths instead of twethirds),
the requirement of unanimity for amptation, mutual control over
co-optation to the central bodidsall this we began to advocate
when we found ourselves in the minority the question of the
personal composition of the central bodidhis fact is constantly
ignored by the Ivans and Peters who are so ready to give opinions
on the Congress lightly, after a couple of chats with friends, without
seriously studyingall the mindes and all theitestimony of the
persons concerned. Yet anybody who cares to make a conscientious
study of these minutes and this testimony will inevitably encounter
the fact | have mentioned, namely, that thet of the disputeat
that moment of the @gress was the personal composition of the
central bodiesand that we strove for stricter conditions of control
just because we were in the minority and wariizdouble knot to
bind tight the pai broken by Martov amid the jubilation and with
the jubilant assistance of the Liebers and the Akimovs.



92 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

filf it were not sa) Comrade Pavlovich says, speaking of this
moment of the Congresipne would have to assume that in moving
the point about unanimityn cases of cptation, we were
concerned for the interests of our adversaries; for to the side which
predominates in any institution unanimity is unnecessary and even
disadvantageous(Letter on the Second Congreps 14.) But today
the chronological gpect of the events is all too often forgotten; it is
forgotten that there was whole period at the Congresgen the
present minority was the majority (thanks to the participation of the
Liebers and Akimovs), and that it was precisely at this period that
the controversy over eoptation to the central bodies took place,
the underlying reason for which was the difference withiniskea
organisation over the personal composition of the central bodies.
Whoever grasps this fact will understand the pasdian arked
our debates and will not be surprised by seemingparadox that
petty differences over details gave rise to really important issues of
principle.

Comrade Deutsch, speaking at this same sitting (p. 277), was in
many respects right when he safihis motion is undoubtedly
designed for thegiven momend Yes, indeed, it is only when we
have understood the given moment, in all its complexity, that we
can understand the true meaning of the controversy. And it is highly
important to bear in mind thavhen we were in the minority, we
defended the rights of the minority Isuch methodss will be
acknowledged legitimate and permissible by any European Social
Democrat, namely, by appealing to the Congress for stricter control
over the personal compositi of the central bodies. Similarly,
Comrade Egorov was in many respects right when he said at the
Congress, but at a different sittin: am exceedingly surprised to
hear reference to principles again being made in the debate. [This
was said in referend® the elections to the Central Committee, at
the 31st sitting of the Congress, that is, if | am not mistaken, on
Thursdaymorning, whereas the 26th sitting, of which we are now
speaking, was held on Monday evening.] | think it is clear to
everyone that uring the last few days the debate has not revolved
around any question of principle, but exclusively around securing or
preventing the inclusion of one or another person in the central
institutions. Let us acknowledge that principles have been lost at
this Congress long since, and call a spade a sp#&kme(al
laughter Muravyov d request to have it recorded in the minutes
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that Comrade Martov smil@d (p. 337). It is not surprising that
Comrade Martov, like the rest of us, laughed at Comrade Eggorov
complaints, which were indeed ludicrous. Yaduring the last few
days i a very great deal didrevolve around the personal
composition of the central bodies. That is true. That was indeed
clear to everyoneat the Congress (and it is onhow that the
minority is trying to obscurethis clear fact). And it is true, lastly,
that a spade should be called a spade. But, fots&ake, where is
the floss of principled here? After all, we assembled at the
Congressin order, in the first days(see p. 101 theCongress
agenda), to discuss the programme, tactics, and Rules and to decide
the questions relating to them, andhe last daygltems 18 and 19
of the agenda) to discuss the personal composition of the central
bodies and to decid¢hose questions. Whenthe last days of
congresses are devoted to a struggle over the conéubtion, that
is natural and absolutely legitimate. (But when a fight over the
conductoés baton is wagedfter congresseghat is squabbling.) If
someone suffers defeasit the congess over the personal
composition of the central bodies (as Comrade Egorov did), it is
simply ludicrousof him, after that to speak ofioss of principles.
It is therefore understandable why everybody laughed at Comrade
Egorov. And it is also understariila why Comrade Muravyov
requested to have it recorded in the minutes that Comrade Martov
shared in the laughtein laughing at Comrade EgorpwComrade
Martov was laughing at himself

In addition to Comrade Muravyé irony, it will not be
superfluous perhaps, to mention the following fact. As we know,
after the Congres€omrade Martov asserted right and left that it
was the question of egptation to the central bodies that played the
cardinal role in our divergencand thatfthe majority of the old
editorial board was emphatically opposed to mutual control over
co-optation to the central bodieBefore the Congresswhen
accepting my plan to elect two trios, with mutualagdation by a
two-thirds majority, Comrade Martowrote to me on the subject
filn adopting this form of mutual eaptation it should be stressed
that after the Congress additions to each body will be effected on
somewhat different linesl (vould advise the followingeach body
co-opts new members, informing the other body ofritention;the
latter may enter a protesin which case the dispute shall be settled
by the Council To avoid delays, this procedure should be followed
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in relationto candidates nominated in advaricat least in the case
of the Central Committee from whose number the additions may
then be made more expeditiously.) In order to stress that subsequent
co-optation will be effected in the manner provided Qy the Party
Rules, the following words should be added to Item: Z2.by
which the decisions takenust be endorséd (My italics.)

Comment is superfluous.

Having explained the significance of the moment when the
controversy over coptation to the central bodies took place, we
must dwell a little on theotingson the subject it is unnecessary
to dwell on thediscussionas the speeches of Comrade Martov and
myself, already quoted, were followed only by brief interchanges in
which very few of the delegates took part (see Minutes, pp8RY.7
In relation to the voting, Comrade Martov asserted atlibague
Congress that in my account of the matter | was guiltyitbé
greatest distortialn (League Minutes, p. 60jin representing the
struggle around the Rules [Comrade Martov unwittingtered a
profound truth: after Paragraph 1, the heated dispumége indeed
around the Rules] as a struggle dgkra against the Martovites
joined in coalition with the Bund.

Let us examine this interestirfigreatest distortiam Comrade
Martov added together the votings on the composition of the
Council and the vatigs on ceoptation and listectight in all: 1)
election to the Council of two members each from the Central
Organ and.the Central Committée27 for (M), 16 against (L), 7
abstentions. (Let me say parenthetically that the number of
abstentions is shown ithe Minutesi p. 2707 as 8, but that is a

" The reference is to my original draft of thagesordnungagenda
Ed.) of the Congress and my commentary to it, with which all the
delegates were familiar. Item 22 of this diafvvided for the election
of two triosi to the Central Organ and to the Central Committee
fimutual ceoptatiord by these six by a twthirds majority, the
endorsement of this mutual-optation by the Congress, and
subsequent coptation by the Centrali@an and the Central
Committee separately.

"The letters M and L in parentheses indicate which side | (L) and
which side Martov (M) was on.
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detail.) 2) election of the fifth Council member by the Congiess
23 for (L), 18 against (M), 7 abstentions. 3) replacement of lapsed
Council members by the Council itsél23 against (M), 16 for (L),
12 abstetions. 4) unanimity for ceptation to the Central
Committeei 25 for (L), 19 against (M), 7 abstentions. 5) the
stipulation foronereasoned protest for narw-optationi 21 for (L),

19 against (M), 11 abstentions. 6) unanimity foroptation to the
Central Organi 23 for (L), 21 against (M), 7 abstentions. 7)
votability of a motion giving the Council the right to annul a Central
Organ or Central Committee decision not teogh a new membér

25 for (M), 19 against (L), 7 abstentions. 8) this moiiselfi 24

for (M), 23 against (L), 4 abstention@-ere, evidentlydo Comrade
Martov concluded (League Minutes, p. 6fhne Bund delegate
voted for the motion while the rest abstaigily italics.)

Why, may one ask, did Comrade Martov considewitient that
the Bundist had votefibr him, Martov, when there were no retiall
votes?

Because he counted thumber of votes castind when it
indicated that the Buntad taken parin the voting, he, Comrade
Martov, did not doubt that it had been lois, Martovds, side.

Where, then, is thBgreatest distortiaimon my part?

The total votes were 51, without the Bundists 46, without the
Rabocheye Dyelsts 43. Insevenof the eight votings mentioned
by Comrade Martov, 43, 41, 39, 44, 40, 44, dAddelegates tk
part; in ong 47 delegates (or rather votes), and here Comrade
Martov himself admitted that he was supported by a Bundist. We
thus find that the picture sketched by Martov (and sketched
incompletely, as we shall soon se&gj)ly confirms and strengthens
my account of the strugdl&Ve find that in a great many cases the
number of abstentions wagry high this points to the slight
relatively slight 7 interest shown by the Congress as a whole in
certainminor points and to the absence of any definiteugrimg of
the Iskra-ists on these questions. Marfevstatement that the
Bundistsfimanifestly helped Lenin by abstaininf.eague Minutes,

p. 62)in fact speaks against Martoit means that it wasnly when

the Bundists were absent or abstained tltaiuld sometimes count
upon victory. But whenever the Bundisteught it worth whileto
intervene in the struggle, they supported Comrade Martov; and the
abovementioned case when 47 delegates voted madsthe only
time they intervened. Whoever cares tefar to the Congress
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Minutes will noticea very strange incompleteness Comrade
Martovés picture. Comrade Martaimply omitted three casesen
the Bunddid take partin the voting, andt goes without sayinthat

in all these case€omrade Martov wase victor. Here are the three
cases: 1) adoption of Comrade Foéeiramendment to lower the
required majority from foufifths to two-thirdst 27 for, 21 against
(p. 278), that is, 48 votes. 2) adoption of Comrade Mé&stawtion

to delete mutual coptationi 26 for, 24 against (p. 279), that is, 50
votes. Lastly, 3) rejection of my motion to permitaatation to the
Central Organ or the Central Committee only with the consent of all
members of the Council (p. 280)27 against, 22 for (there was
even a r-call vote, of which, unfortunately, there is no record in
the minutes), that is, 49 votes.

To sum up: on the question of-optation to the central bodies
the Bundists took paiih only four votings(the three | have just
mentioned, with 48, 50, and 4f#tes, and the one mentioned by
Comrade Martov, with 47 votes)n all these votingsComrade
Martov was the victorMy statement of the case proves to be right
in every particular in declaring that there was a coalition with the
Bund, in noting the relately minor character of the questio(es
large number of abstentions in very many cases), and in pointing to
the absence of any definite grouping of thkra-ists (no rolicall
votes; very few speakers in the debates).

Comrade Martods attempt to detect aontradiction in my
statement of the case turns out to have been made with unsound
means, for he tore isolated words from their context and did not
trouble to reconstruct the complete picture.

The last paragraph of the Rules, dealing with the organisati
abroad, again gave rise to debates and votings which were highly
significant from the point of view of the groupings at the Congress.
The question at issue was recognition of the League as the Party
organisation abroad. Comrade Akimov, of course, a¢ oase up in
arms, reminding the Congress of the Union Abroad, which had been
endorsed by the First Congress, and pointing out that the question
was one of principlefiLet me first make the reservatiorhe said,
fithat | do not attach any particulpractical significance to which
way the question is decided. The ideological struggle which has
been going on in our Party is undoubtedly not over yet; but it will
be continued on a different plane and with a different alignment of
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forces... Paragraph 18f the Rules once more reflects, and in a very
marked way, the tendency to convert our Congress from a Party
congress into a factional congress. Instead of causing all Social
Democrats in Russia to defer to the decisions of the Party Congress
in the name bParty unity, by uniting all Party organisations, it is
proposed that the Congress should destroy the organisation of the
minority and make the minority disappear from the so¢pe281).
As the reader sees, thHeontinuityd which became so dear to
Comrale Martov after his defeat over the composition of the central
bodies was no less dear to Comrade Akimov. But at the Congress
these people who apply different standards to themselves and to
others rose up in heated protest against Comrade Akimov. Although
the programme had been adopteskra endorsed, and nearly the
entire Rules passed, thafprincipled which fin principled
distinguished the League from the Union was brought to the fore.
filf Comrade Akimov is anxious to make ttssue one of principle,
exclaimed Comrade Martoviwe have nothing against it; especially
since Comrade Akimov has spoken of possible combinations in a
struggle with two trends.The victory of one trend must be
sanctionedthis, mark, was said at tf#¥th sitting of the Congress!]
not in the sense that we make another boigkm, but in the sense
that we bow a last farewell to all the possible combinations
Comrade Akimov spoke d{p. 282; my italics).

What a picture! When all the Congress arguments regarding the
programmenere dready over Comrade Martov continued bow a
last farewellto all possible combinationsuntil he suffered defeat
over the composition of the central bodies! Comrade Martov
fbowed a last farewell at the Congress to thapossible
ficombinatio® which hecheerfully brought to fruitioron the very
morrow of the Congres8ut Comrade Akimov proveeven thero
be much more fasighted than Comrade Martov; Comrade Akimov
referred to the five yeadsvork of fian old Party organisation which,
by the will of theFirst Congress, bears the name of a comndittee
and concluded with a most venomous gmdscientstab: fiAs to
Comrade Martods opinion that my hopes of a new trend appearing
in our Party are in vain, let me say tleaen he himself inspires me
with such lope® (p. 283; my italics).

Yes, it must be confessed, Comrade Martov has fully justified
Comrade Akimo@ hopes!
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Comrade Martov became convinced that Comrade Akimov was
right, and joined him, after thicontinuityd had been broken of an
old Party body deemed to have been working for three years.
Comrade Akimog victory did not cost him much effort.

But at the Congress Comrade Akimov was backednd
backed consistently only by Comrades Martynov and Brouckere
andthe Bundists (eight votes). Comrade Egorov, like the real leader
of the iiCentr@ that he is, adhered to the golden mean: he agreed
with the Iskrarists, you see, hésympathised with them (p. 282),
and proved his sympathy by theroposal (p. 283) to avoidthe
question of principle altogether arsdy nothingabout either the
League or the Union. The proposal was rejected by twsstgn
votes to fifteen. Apparently, in addition to the dskra-ists (eight),
nearly the entirgiCentr® (ten) voted with Comide Egorov (the
total vote was fortytwo, so that a large number abstainedvere
absent as often happened during votes which were uninteresting or
whose result was foregone conclusio. Whenever the question
aroseof carrying out theflskra fi principles in practice it turned
out that thefisympathy of the iCentré® was purelywerbal and we
secured only thirty votes or a little over. This was to be seen even
more graphically in the debate and votes on R@&sowotion (to
recognise the League as gweorganisation abroad). Here the anti
Iskrarists and théiMarshd took up an outright position qirinciple,
and its champions, Comrades Lieber and Egorov, declared Comrade
Rusovs motion unvotable, impermissibléit slaughters all the
other organisationsbaoad (Egorov). And, not desiring to have any
part infislaughtering organisatiosthe speaker not only refused to
vote, but even left the hall. But the leader of fi@entre® must be
given his due: he displayed ten times more political manhood and
strergth of conviction (in his mistaken principles) than did Comrade
Martov and Co., for he stood up for an organisation being
fislaughtered not only when that organisation was his own circle
defeated in open combat.

Comrade Rusd® motion was deemed votablg fiventy seven
votes to fifteen, and was then adopted by twenty five votes to
seventeen. If we add to these seventeen the absent Comrade Egorov,
we getthe full complemenfeighteen) of the antiolskrao-ists and
theiCentre.

As a whole Paragraph 13 ofethRules, dealing with the
organisation abroad, was adopted by dhisty-one voteso twelve,
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with six abstentions. This figure, thirgne © showing the
approximate number d$kra-ists at the Congress, that is, of people
who consistently advocatetbkrats views and applied therm
practicei we are now encountering for no less thansitéh timein

our analysis of the voting at the Congress (place of the Bund
qguestion on the agenda, the Organising Committee incident, the
dissolution of theYuzhnyRabochygroup, and two votes on the
agrarian programme). Yet Comrade Martov seriously wants to
assure us that there are no grounds for picking out séichreowo
group oflskra-ists!

Nor can we omit to mention that the adoption of Paragraph 13
of the Ruls evoked an extremely characteristitscussion in
connection with a statement by Comrades Akimov and Martynov
that theyfirefused to take part in the voti(p. 288). The Bureau of
the Congress discussed this statement and faumdth every
reasoni thatnot even the direct closing down of the Union would
entitle its delegates to refuse to take part in the Congress
proceedings. Refusal to vote is absolutely abnormal and
impermissiblegl such was the view of the Bureau, which was shared
by the whole Congresincluding thdskra-ists of the minority, who
at the 28th sittinghotly condemned what they themselves were
guilty of at the 31$twhen Comrade Martynov proceeded to defend
his statement (p. 291), he was opposed alike by Pavlovich, by
Trotsky, by Karsky and by Martov. Comrade Martov was
particularly clear on the duties of a dissatisfied minority (until he
found himself in the minority!) and held forth on the subject in a
very didactic mannefiEither you are delegates to the Congreiss,
told ComradesAkimov and Martynov,fin which case younust
take part imall its proceedings [my italics; Comrade Martov did not
yet perceive any formalism and bureaucracy in subordination of the
minority to the majority!]; or you are not delegates, in which case
you camot remain at the sitting. The statement of the Union
delegates compels me to ask two questions: are they members of the
Party, and are they delegates to the CongiéBs292.)

Comrade Martov instructing Comrade Akimov in the duties of a
Party membeérBut it was not without reason that Comrade Akimov
had said that he had some hopes in Comrade Marfbivese hopes
were to come true, however, ordfter Martov was defeated in the
elections. When the matter did not concern himself, but others,
Comrade Mrtov was deaf even to the terrible catchword
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fiemergency lag; first launched(if | am not mistaken) b omrade
Martynov fiThe explanation given wsComrade Martynov replied
to those who urged him to withdraw his statemémés not made it
clear whetheithe decision was one of principle or amergency
measureagainst the Union. If the latter, we consider that the Union
has been insulted. Comrade Egorov got the same impression as we
did, namely, that it was aemergency layjmy italics] against the
Union, and therefore even left the hHallp. 295). Both Comrade
Martov and Comrade Trotsky protested vigorously, along with
Plekhanov, against the absutrily absurd idea of regarding a vote
of the Congress as dansult and Comrade Trotsky, defending a
resolution adopted by the Congress on his motion (that Comrades
Akimov and Martynov could consider that full satisfaction had been
given them), declared théthe resolution is one of principle, not a
philistine one, andt is no business of ours if anybody takes offence
at ito (p. 296). But it very soon became apparent that the circle
mentality and the philistine outlook are still all too strong in our
Party, and the proud words | have italicised proved to be merely a
high-sounding phrase.

Comrades Akimov and Martynov refused to withdraw their
statement, and walked out of the Congress, amidst the del@gates
general cryfiAbsolutely unwarranted!
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After adopting the Rules, the Congress passed a resolution on
district organisations and a number of resolutions on particular
Party organisations, and, following tegtremely instructive debate
on the Yuzhny Rabochyroup which | have analysed above,
proceeded to discuss the election of the Badgntral institutions.

We already know that thiskra organisation, from which the
entire Congress had expected an authtive recommendation, had
split over this question, for thminority of the organisation wanted
to test in free and open combat whether it could not wirapority
at the Congress. We also know that a plan was known long before
the Congres$ and to all he delegates at the Congress itselbr
reconstitutingthe editorial board by the election of two trios, one to
the Central Organ and one to the Central Committee. Let us dwell
on this plan in greater detail in order to throw light on the Congress
debate

Here is the exact text of my commentary to the draft
Tagesordnungf the Congress where this plan was set forifihe
Congress shall elect three persons to the editorial board of the
Central Organ and three to the Central Committee. These six
personsin conjunctionshall, if necessary, eopt by a twethirds
majority vote additional members to the editorial board of the
Central Organ and to the Central Committee and report to this effect
to the Congress. After the report has been endorsed by the
Congress subsequent eoptation shall be effected by the editorial
board of the Central Organ and by the Central Committee
separately

The plan stands out in this text quite definitely and
unambiguously: it implies aeconstitutionof the editorial board,
effectedwith the participationof the most influential leaders of the
practical work. Both the features of this plan which | have
emphasised are apparent at once to anyone who takes the trouble to
read the text at all attentively. But nowadays one hastdp and
explain the most elementary things. It was precisegcanstitution
of the editorial board that the plan impli€édnot necessarily an
enlargement and not necessarily a reduction of its membership, but

" See myLetter to the Editors dflskrad [fiWhy | Resigned from the
Iskra Editorial Boardi, p. 5, and the League Minutes, p. 53.
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its reconstitution; for the question of agsthle enlargement or
reduction was leftopen : co-optation was provided for onlf
necessaryAmong the suggestions for such reconstitution made by
various people, some provided for a possible reduction of the
number of editors, and some for increasingpiseven (I personally
had always regarded seven as far preferable to six), and even to
eleven (I considered this possible in the event of peaceful union
with all SociatDemocratic organisations in general and with the
Bund and the Polish SociBlemocras in particular). But what is
most important, and this is usually overlooked by people talking
about thefitriod, is thatthe matter of further coptation to the
Central Organ was to be decided with the participation of the
members of the Central Committédot one comrade of all the
fiminorityd members of the organisation or Congress delegates, who
knew of this plan and approved it (either explicitly or tacitly), has
taken the trouble to explain the meaning of this point. Firstly, why
was a trio, and only ario, taken as the startiqgpint for
reconstituting the editorial board? Obviously, this would have been
absolutely senselestthe sole or at least the main, purpose had
been toenlarge the board, and if that board had really been
considered afharmoriousd one. If the purpose is to enlarge a
fiharmonious body, it would be strange w&art, not with the whole
body, but with onlya part. Obviously,not all members of the board
were considered quite suitable for discussing dediding the
matter of recostituting it, of converting the old editorial circle into
a Party institution. Obviously, even those who personally desired
the reconstitution to be an enlargement recognised that the old
composition of the board was not harmonious and did not answer to
the ideal of a Party institution, for otherwise there would be no
reasorfirst to reduce the six tthreein order to enlarge it. | repeat,
this is selfevident, and only the temporary confusion of the issue by
fipersonalitied could have caused it to be forgotten.

Secondly, it will be seen from the abegeoted text that even
the agreement of all three members of the Central Ovgauid not
by itself be enough for the enlargement of the trio. This, too, is
always lost sight ofTwo-thirds ofsix, that isfour votes, were to be
required for ceoptation; hence it would only be necessary for the
three members elected to the Central Committee to exercise their
veto, andho enlargement of the trio would be possil@@enversely,
evenif two of the three members of the editorial board of the
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Central Organ were opposed to further-omation, it would
nevertheless be possible if all three members of the Central
Committee were in favour of it. It is thus obvious that the intention
was, h converting the old circle into a Party institution, to grant the
decidingvoice to the Congressected leaders of the practical work.
Which comrades we roughly had in mind may be seen from the fact
that prior to the Congress the editorial board unansiyoelected
Comrade Pavlovich a seventh member of their body, in case it
should be necessary to make a statement at the Congress on behalf
of the board; in addition to Comrade Pavlovich, a certain old
member of thelskra organisation and member of the Ongang
Committee, who was subsequently elected to the Central
Committeewas proposed for the seventh place.

Thus the plan for the election of two trios was obviously
designed: 1) to reconstitute the editorial board; 2) to rid it of certain
elements of theold circle spirit, which is out of place in a Party
institution (if there had been nothing to gt of there would have
been no point in the idea of an initial trio!); and, lastly, 3) to get rid
of thefitheocrati® features of a body of writers (gettimigl of them
by enlisting the services of prominent practical workerdeciding
the question of enlarging the trio). This plan, with which all the
editors were acquainted, was, clearly, based tluee yearé
experienceof work and fully accorded with theprinciples of
revolutionary organisation that we were consistently introducing. In
the period ofisunityin which Iskra entered the arena, groups were
often formed haphazardly and spontaneously, and inevitably
suffered from certain pernicious manifestag of the circle spirit.
The creation of a Party presupposed and demanded the elimination
of these features; the participation of prominent practical workers in
this elimination wasessentigl for certain members of the editorial
board hacalwaysdealt wih organisational affairs, and the body to
enter the system of Party institutions was to be a body not merely of
writers, but of political leaders. It was likewise natural, from the
standpoint of the policyskra had always pursued, to leave the
selectionof the initial trio to the Congress: we had observed the
greatestcaution in preparing for the Congress, waiting until all
controversial questions of principle relating to programme, tactics,
and organisation had bedully clarified; we hadho doubtthatthe
Congress would bean Alskrad-ist one in the sense that its
overwhelming majority would be solid on these fundamental
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questions (this was also indicated in part by the resolutions
recognisingskra as the leading organ); weere boundherefore to
leaveit to the comrades who had borne the whole brunt of the work
of disseminatindskra és ideas and preparing for its conversion into
a party to decidefor themselveswho were the most suitable
candidates for the new Party institution. Itosly by the factthat

this plan forfitwo trio® was a natural onanly by the fact that it
fully accordedwith Iskra & whole policy and with every thing
known aboutskrato people at all closely acquainted with the work,
that the general approval of this plan and theeace of any rival
planis to be explained.

And so, at the Congress, Comrade Rusov first of all moved the
election oftwo trios. It never even occurretd the followers of
Martov, who had informed us in writing that thiplan was
connected with the falseccusation of opportunismo reduce the
dispute over a board of six or three to the question whether this
accusation was right or wronfjlot one of them even hinted at it!
None of them ventured to say a single watsbut the differing
shades of principlénvolved in the dispute over six or three. They
preferred a commoner and cheaper method, namely, to @ityke
to speak opossible injured feelinggo pretend thathe question of
the editorial board had already been settl®dappointinglskra the
Cental Organ. This last argument, adduced by Comrade Koltsov
against Comrade Rusov, was a piecedofvnright falsity. Two
separate items were includédhot fortuitously, of coursé in the
Congress agenda (see Minutes, p. 10): Itemi€entral Organ of
the Partyd, and Item 18 fElection of the Central Committee and
the editorial board of the Central OrgaiThat in the first place. In
the second place, when the Central Organ was being appdailited,
the delegates categorically declared that this ] mean the
endorsement of the editorial board, but only of the tresignot a
single protestvas raised against these declarations.

" See Minutes, p. 14@kimové speechil..| am told that we shall

discuss the election of the Central Organ at thé&,évidravyovés

speech against Akimofiwho takeshe question of the future editorial
board of the Central Organ very much to higst 141);Pavlovich&G
speech to the effect that, having appointed the organ, we had obtained
fithe concrete material on which to perform the operations Comrade
Akimov is somuch concerned abaytand that there could not be a
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Thus the statement that by endorsing a definite organ the
Congress had in effect endorsed the editorial bbvaadstatement
many times reiterated by the adherents of the minority (by Koltsov,
p. 321, by Posadovsky, p. 321, by Popov, p. 322, and by many
others)i was simply untrue in factlt was a perfectly obvious
manoeuvreto cover aretreat from the position held at the time
when the question of the composition of the central bodies could
still be regardedn a really dispassionate light by allhe retreat
could not be justified either by motives of principle (for to raise the
guestion of thetalse accusation of opportuniérat the Congress
was too much to the disadvantage of the minority, and digeyot
even hintat it), or by a reference to tliactual data showing which
was actually more effectuélsix or three (for the mere mention of
these facts would have produced eap of arguments against the
minority). They had to try to burke the issue talk about a
fisymmetrical wholg, about a fiharmonious teady about a
fisymmetrical and crystahtegral entity, and so on. It is not
surprising that these arguments were immedjatalled by their
true name:fiwretched wordgi (p. 328). The very plan for a trio
clearly testified to a lack oftharmony, and the impressions
obtained by the delegates during a month and more of working
together obviously afforded a mass of materiaktable them to
judge for themselvesWhen Comrade Posadovsky hinted at this
material (incautiously and injudiciously from his own standpoint:
see pp. 321 and 325 regarding fhealified sens&in which he had
used the word fidissonancey, Comrade Muravyo bluntly
declaredfin my opinion it is now quite clear to the majority of the
Congress that suchdissonances undoubtedly do eaigp. 321).

shadow of doubt abolgkra & fisubmittingd to fithe decisions of the
Partyo (p. 142),Trotsky& speechfiSince we are not endorsing the
editorial board, what is it that we are endorsintskra?... Not the

name, but the trendnot the name, but the banaé€p. 142),Martynov

& speechil..Like many other comrades, | consider that while
discussing the adoption tdkra, as a newspaper of a definite trend, as
our Central Organ, we should not at tjiscture discuss the method of
electing or endorsing its editorial board, we shall discuss that later in its
proper order on the agenddi (p. 143).

" What fidissonancesexactly Comrade Posadovsky had in mind the
Congress never did learn. Comrade Murawyor his part, stated at

this same sitting (p. 322) that his meaning had been misrepresented,
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The minority chose to construe the wditissonancas(which was
given currency by Posadovsky, not Muravyovipurely personal
sense, not daring to take up the gauntlet flung down by Comrade
Muravyov, not daring to bring forward in defence of the board of
six asingle argumenton the actual merits of the casEhe result
was a dispute which for its sterility wasore than comic: the
majority (through the mouth of Comrade Muravyov) declared that
the true significance of the ste-three issue wasjuite clearto
them, but the minoritypersistently refused to listen and affirmed
that fiwe arenot in a positiorto exanine itd. The majority not only
considered themselves in a position to examine it, but had
fiexamined i already and announced that the results of the
examination wereuite clearto them, but the minority apparently
feared an examinatiorand took cover behd mere fwretched
word. The majority urged us tébear in mind that our Central
Organ is something more than a literary gmyuphe majority
fiwanted the Central Organ to be headedjbiye definite persons
persons known to the Congrepsrsons meetinthe requirements
have mentionetl(that is, not only literary requirements; Comrade
Langds speech, p. 327). Again the minority did not dare to take up
the gauntlet and did not say a word as to who, in their opinion, was
suitable for what was more than a literary body, as to who was a
figure of afquite definit® magnitudefknown to the Congres.

The minority continued to take shelter behind their celebrated
fiharmony. Nor was this all. The minority even introduced into the
debate arguments which were absolutely false in principle and
which therefore quite rightly evoked a sharp rebufiThe
Congress) dond you seefhas neither the moral nor the political
right to refashion the editorial boardTrotsky, p. 326);fit is too
delicate §ic!] a questiow (Trotsky again);fhow will the editors
who are not reelected feel about the fact that thegGess does not
want to see them on the board any mor@saryov, p. 324.)

and when the minutes were being endorsed he plainly declared that he
fwas referring to the dissonances which had been revealed in the
Congress debates on vargopoints, dissonances over principle, whose
existence is nhow unfortunately a fact that nobody will @gpy 353),

" Cf. Comrade Posadovsisyspeechii. . . By electing three of the six
members of the old editorial board, you pronounce the other three to b
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Such arguments simply put the whole guestion on the plane of
pity and injured feelingsand were a direct admission of bankruptcy
as regards real arguments of principle, real jgaliarguments. And
the majority immediately gave this attitude itsue name:
philistinism (Comrade Rusov)iWWe are hearing strange speeches
from the lips of revolutionarie3,Comrade Rusov justly remarked,
fispeeches that are in marked disharmony withctireeepts Party
work, Party ethics. The principal argument on which the opponents
of electing trios take their stand amounts faugely philistine view
of Party affairs [my italics throughout].. If we adopt this
standpoint, which is philistineand nota Party standpoint, we shall
at every election have to consider: will not Petrov be offended if
Ivanov is elected and not he, will not some member of the
Organising Committee be offended if another member, and not he,
is elected to the Central Committé&/here is this going to land us,
comrades? If we have gathered here for the purpose of creating a
Party, andnot of indulging in mutual compliments and philistine
sentimentality then we can never agree to such a view. We are
about to elect officials and here can be no talk of lack of
confidence in any person not electedr only consideration should
be the interests of the work and a peosuitability for the post to
which he is being electéd(p. 325).

We would advise all who want to make amdependent
examination of the reasons for the Party split and to dig down to the
roots of it at the Congress to read this speech of Comrade Busov
over and over againhis arguments were not even contested by the
minority, let alone refuted. And indeeldetre is no contesting such
elementary, rudimentary truths, which were forgotten only because
of finervous excitemenfi as Comrade Rusov himself rightly
explained. And this is really the explanation least discreditable to
the minority of how they cquld desethe Party standpoint for a
philistine and circle standpoint.

unnecessary and superfluous. And you have neither any right nor any
grounds to do thai.

" In his State of SieggComrade Martov treats this question just as he
does all the others he touches upon. He does not trouble to give a
complete picture of theontroversy. He very modestly evades the only
real issue oprinciple that arose in this controversy: philistine
sentimentality or the election of officials, the Party standpoint, or the
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But the minority were so totally unable to find sensible and
businesdike arguments against election that, in addition to
introducing philistinism into Party affairs, they resorted to

injured feelings of the Ivan lvanoviches? Here, too, Comrade Martov
confines himself to plucking out isolated bits and pieces of what
happened and adding all sorts of abusive remarks at my expengs. That
not quite enough, Comrade Martov!

Comrade Martov particularly pestereewith the questionvhy
Comrades Axelrod, Zatich, and Starover were not elected at the
Congress. The philistine attitude he has adopted prevents him from
seeing howinseemlyhese questions are (why doédme ask his
colleague on the editorial board, Comrade Plekhanov?). He detects a
contradictionin the fact that | regard the behaviour of the minority at
the Congress on the question of the six as tacdtlges at the same time
demand Party publicity. There is no contradiction here, as Martov
himself could easily have seen if he had taken thebtean give a
connected account of tieholematter, and not merely fragments of it.

It was tactless to treat the question from a philistine standpoint and
appeal to pity and consideration for injured feelings; the interests of
Party publicity demanded than estimation be givan point of factof

the advantages of six as compared with three, an estimation of the
candidates for the posts, an estimation of the different shinges;
minority gave not a hint of any of this at the Congress.

By carefully studing the minutes, Comrade Martov would have found
in the delegatéspeeches whole serie®f arguments against the

board of six. Here is a selection from these speeches: firstly, that
dissonances, in the sense of different shades of principle, werg clearl
apparent in the old six; secondly, that a technical simplification of the
editorial work was desirable; thirdly, that the interests of the work came
before philistine sentimentality, and only election could ensure that the
persons chosen were suited floeir posts; fourthly, that the right of the
Congress to choose must not be restricted; fifthly, that the Party now
needed something more than a literary group on the Central Organ, that
the Central Organ needed not only writers, but administrators gs well
sixthly, that the Central Organ must consist of quite definite persons,
persons known to théongressseventhly, that a board of six was often
ineffectual, and the boai&lwork had been accomplishedt thanks to

its abnormal constitutiorut in spiteof it; eighthly, that the conduct of

a newspaper was a party (not a circle) affair, etc. Let Comrade Martov,
if he is so interested in the reasons for the-alection of these
personspenetrateinto the meaning of each of these considerations and
refutea single onef them.
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downright scandalous practicedndeed, what other name can we
give to the action of Comrade Popov when he advised Comrade
Muravyov finot to undertake delicammmissions (p. 322)? What
is this butfigetting personal as Comrade Sorokin rightly put it (p.
328)?What is it but speculating offpersonalitiesi, in the absence
of political arguments? Was Comrade Sorokin right or wrong when
he said thatwe have always protested against such pradfices
fwas it permissible for Comrade Deutdohtry demonstrativelyat
pillory comrades who did not agree with hisn?P. 328.)

Let us sum up the debate on the editorial board. The minority
did not refute (nor even try to refute) the majdstynumerous
statements that the plan for a trio was known todegatest the
very beginning of the Congreasd prior to the Congressind that,
consequently, this plan was based ansiderations and facts
which had no relation to the events and disputes at the Condess.
defending the board of six, the minority took up a pasitichich
waswrong and impermissible in principl®ne based ophilistine
considerations. The minority displayed an utter forgetfulness of the
Party attitude towards the election officials, not even attempting
to give anestimationof each candidate foa post and of his
suitability or unsuitability for the functions it involved. The
minority evadeda discussion of the question on its merits and talked
instead of their celebrated harmonyishedding tears and

" That is the way Comrade Sorokat,this same sittingunderstood
Comrade Deutsdh words (cf. p. 324 fisharp interchange with

Orlovg). Comrade Deutsch explained (p. 351) that hefsadl nothing
like ito, butin the same breathdmitted that he had said something
very, very muchflike ito. fl did not sayawho dare§o Comrade

Deutsch explainedjwhat | said wasd would be interested to see the
people who would daresicl i Comrade Deutsch fell out of the frying
pan into the fie!] to support such a criminaif!] proposal as the
election of a board of thréefp. 351). Comrade Deutsch did not refute,
but confirmedComrade Sorokiis words. Comrade Deutsch only
confirmed the truth of Comrade Soro&reproach thatall concepts

are here muddlédin the minoritys arguments in favour of six).
Comrade Deutsch only confirmed the pertinence of Comrade Sé&okin
reminder of theelementantruth thatfwe are Party members and
should be guided exclusively by political consideratioi® cry that
election wasriminal was to sink not only to philistinism, but to
practices that were downrightandalous
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findulging in pathod (Langds speech, p. 327 as though
fisomebody was being murdeéedin their state offinervous
excitementil (p. 325) the minority even went to the length of
figetting personaf, of howling that election waégcriminalo, and
similarimpermissiblepractices.

The battle over six ottee at the 30th sitting of our Congress
was a battle betweephilistinism and theparty spirit, between
fipersonalitiesfi of the worst kind andoolitical considerations
betweenwretched wordsand the most elementary conception of
revolutionary duty.

And at the 31st sitting, when the Congress, by a majority of
nineteen to seventeen with three abstentions, fegetted the
motion to endorse the old editorial board as a whole (see p. 330 and
the errata), and when thdormer editorshad returned to the hall,
Comrade Martov in higistatement on behalf of the majority of the
former editorial board (pp. 33031) displayed this same shakiness
and instability of political position angolitical conceptd4o an even
greater degree. Let us examine in detail each pdbititis collective
statemenand my reply (pp. 3333).

fiFrom now o) Comrade Martov said when the old editorial
board was not endorsefithe oldIskra does not exist, and it would
be more consistent to change its hame. At any rate, we see in the
new resglution of the Congress a substantial limitation of the vote of
confidence inlskra which was passed at one of the first Congress
sittingso

Comrade Martov and his colleagues raised a truly interesting
and in many respects instructive questiompalitical consistencyl
have already replied to this by referring to weegryonesaid when
Iskrawas being endorsed (Minutes, p. 349, cf. above, p. 8#at
we have here is unquestionably a crying instance of political
inconsistency, but whether on the part tbk majority of the
Congress or of the majority of the old editorial board we shall leave
the reader to judge. And there are two other questions very
pertinently raised by Comrade Martov and his colleagues which we
shall likewise leave the reader to dexid) Did the desire to detect
a Alimitation of the vote of confidence itskrad in the Congress
decision toelect officials to the editorial board of the Central
Organ betray aphilistine or a Party attitude? 2) Whatid the old

" See pp311-12 of this volumei Ed.
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filskrad really cease to esti starting from No. 46, when the two
of us, Plekhanov and |, began to conduct it, or from No. 53, when
the majority of the old editorial board took it over? If the first
guestion is a most interestingiestion of principlethe second is a
most interesng question of fact.

fiSince it has now been decide@Comrade Martov continued,
fito elect an editorial board of three, | must declare on my own
behalf and that of the three other comrades that none of us will sit
on this new editorial board. For mysdlfnust add that if it be true
that certain comrades wanted to include my name in the list of
candidates for thigtrio§ | must regard it as an insult which | have
done nothing to deservesi§l]. | say this in view of the
circumstances under which it hd®en decided to change the
editorial board.This decision was taken on the grounds of some
kind of driction§ of the former editorial board having been
ineffectual; moreover, the Congress decided the matter along
definite lines without questioning the itatial board about this
friction or even appointing a commission to report whether it had
been ineffectual. [Strange that it never occurred to any member of
the minority to propose to the Congressfituestion the editorial
board or appoint a commissiorWas it not because it would have
been useless after the split in fiskra organisation and the failure
of the negotiations Comrades Martov and Starover wrote about?]
Under the circumstances, | must regard the assumption of certain

" Comrade Martov was probably referring to Comrade Posad&/sky
expressioridissonances | repat that Comrade Posadovsky never did
explain to the Congress what meant, while Comrade Muravyov, who
had likewise used the expression, explained that he meant dissonances
overprinciple, asrevealed in the Congress debat€ke reader will

recall that he solereal debate oveasrinciplesin which four of the

editors (Plekhanov, Martov, Axelrod, and I) took part was in
connection with Paragraph 1 of the rules, and that Comrades Martov
and Starover complainéd writing of afifalse accusation of
opportunisnd as being one of the arguments fiohanging the

editorial boardIn this letter Comrade Martov had detectedlaar
connection betweefopportunisnd and the plan to change the editorial
board, butat the Congreske confined himself to hintg hazily at

fisome kind of frictiorfi. Theffalse accusation of opportunistad
already been forgotten!
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comrades that | wouldgaee to sit on an editorial board reformed in
this manner as a slur on my political reputatian

| have purposely quoted this argument in full to acquaint the
reader with a specimen and with the beginning of what has
blossomed out so profusedince he Congresand whichcannot be
called by any other name thaquabblingl have already employed
this expression in mietter to the Editors diilskrad, and in spite of
the editordannoyance | am obliged to repeat it, for its correctness is
beyond dispud. It is a mistake to think that squabbling presupposes
fisordid motivesd (as the editors of the neigskra conclude): any
revolutionary at all acquainted with our colonies of exiles and
political émigrés will have witnessed dozens of cases of squabbling
in which the most absurd accusations, suspicionsaselisations,
fipersonalitieg, etc., were levelled and harped upon owing to
finervous excitemeatand abnormal, stagnant conditions of life. No
sensible person will necessarily seek for songidtivesin these
squabbleshowever sordid their manifestations may Bed it is
only to finervous excitemeatthat we can attribute that tangled
skein of absurdities, personalities, fantastic horrors, and imaginary
insults and slurs which is contained in the abqueted passage
from Comrade Marto# speech. Stagnant conditions of life breed
such squabbles among us by the hundred, and a political party

" Comrade Martov further adde®yazanov might agree to such a

role, but not the Martov whom, | think, you know by his work.
Inasmuch as this waspersonalattack on Ryazanov, Comrade Martov
withdrew the remark. But it was not because of Ryazémpersonal
qualities (to refer to them would have been out of place) that his name
figured at the Congress as a byword; it was because pbtitieal
complexiorof the Borba grouj its political mistakesComrade

Martov does well to withdraw real or assumed personal insults, but this
should not lead us to forgpolitical mistakeswhich should serve as a
lesson to the PartyThe Borba group was accuksat our Congress of
causingfiorganisational chagésandfdisunity not justified by any
considerations of principtg(Comrade Marto§s speech, p. 38guch
political conduct does indeed deserve censure, and not only when seen
in a small group prior to thealty Congress, during the period of
generalchaos, but also when we seafiterthe Party Congress, in the
period when the chaos has been abolished, even if indulgediiheby
majority of thelskra editorial board and the majority of the
Emancipation of.abour group.
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would be unworthy of respect if it did not have the courage to
designate its malady by its true name, to make a mghdegnosis
and search for a cure.

Insofar as anything relating to principles can be extracted at all
from this tangled skein, one is l@kevitablyto the conclusion that
fielections have nothing to do with any slurs on political
reputations, thatfto deny the right of the Congress to hold new
elections, make new appointments of any kind, and change the
composition of its authorised boaddis to confusethe issue, and
thatiComrade Martods views on the permissibility of electing part
of the old boaraeflect anextreme gonfusion of political ideagas |
expressed it at the Congress, p. 332).

| shall omit Comrade Martdg fipersonad remark as to who
initiated the plan for the trio, and shall pass to RAmliticald
characterisation of the significancattaching to the non
endorsement of the old editorial boafd:. What has now taken
place is the last act of the struggle which has raged during the
second half of the Congress. [Quite right! And this second half of
the Congress began when Martov feltoirthe tight clutches of
Comrade Akimov over Paragraph 1 of the Rules.] It is an open
secret that in this reform it is not a question of bé&gfectua but
of a struggle for influence on the Central Committee. [Firstly, it is
an open secret thatvitasa question of being effectuas well asof
a divergence over treompositiorof the Central Committee, for the
plan of thefireformd was proposed at a time when that divergence
was nowhere in sighand when Comrade Martov joined us in
electing Comrade R&vich a seventh member of the editorial
board] Secondly, we have already showndmgumentaryproofs
that it was a question of thgersonal compositionf the Central
Committee, thatd la fin des finsthe matter came down to a
difference of lists: GleboiravinskyPopov or Glebovirotsky
Popov.] The majority of the editorial board showed that they did not
want the Central Committee to be converted into a tool of the
editorial board. [That is Akimdg refrain: the question of the
influence for which everynajority fights at any and every party
congress so as then ¢onsolidateit with the help of anajority on
the central institutions is transferred to the planeopbortunist

" See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 506.7 Ed. [The Second Congress
of the R.S.D.L.P.
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slanders about afitoold of the editorial board about afimere
appendage of the editorial board, as Comrade Martov himself put
it somewhat later, p. 334.] That is why it was found necessary to
reduce the number of members of the editorial board [!!]. And that
is why | cannot join such an editorial board. [Just examingithég
is whyo a little more carefully. Hownightthe editorial board have
converted the Central Committee into an appendage or @oyAf
it had had three votes on the Council and &lawkedts superiority.
Is that not clear? And is it not likewise clethiat, having been
elected the third member, Comrade Martov could always have
prevented such an abuse amdhis vote alondnave destroyed all
superiority of the editorial board on the Council? Consequently, the
whole matter boils down to the personal cosipjon of the Central
Committee, and it is at once clear that the talk about a tool and an
appendage isslander] Together with the majority of the old
editorial board, | thought that the Congress would put an end to the
Gstate of sieg@in the Party and wauld establish a normal state of
affairs. But as a matter of fact the state of siege, with its emergency
laws against particular groups, still continues, and has even become
more acute. Only if the old editorial board remains in its entirety
can we guaraee that the rights conferred on the editorial board by
the Rules will not be used to the detriment of the Padty

There you have the whole passage from Comrade Martov
speech in whiclne first advanced the notorious wery of afistate
of sieg®. And now look at my reply to him:

f...However, in correcting Martds statement about the private
character of the plan for two trios, | have no intention of denying
Martov® assertion of théolitical significancéof the step we took
in not endorsing the oldditorial board. On the contrary, | fully and
unreservedly agree with Comrade Martov that this step is of great
political significancei only not the significance which Martov
ascribes to it. He said that it was an act in a struggle for influence on
the Ceatral Committee in Russia. | go farther than Martov. The
whole activity of Iskra as a separate group has hitherto been a
struggle for influence; but now it is a matter of something more,
namely, the organisational consolidation of this influence, and not
only a struggle for it. How profoundly Comrade Martov and | differ
politically on this point is shown by the fact that he blames me for
this wish to influence the Central Committee, whereas | count it to
my credit that | strove and still strive to consota#his influence
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by organisational means. It appears that we are even talking in
different languages! What would be the point of all our work, of all
our efforts, if they ended in the same old struggle for influence, and
not in its complete acquisition dnconsolidation? Yes, Comrade
Martov is absolutely right: the step we have taken is undoubtedly a
major political step showing that one of the trends now to be
observed has been chosen for the future work of our Partlyl am

not at all frightened by thdreadful wordsta state of siege in the
Partyg cemergency laws against particular individuals and grdups
etc.We not only can but we must creatéstate of sieg&n relation

to unstable and vacillating elements, and all our Party Rules, the
whole system of centralism now endorsed by the Congress are
nothing but afstate of sieg&in respect to the numerous sources of
political vagueness. It is special laws, evethey are emergency
laws, that are needed as measures against vagueness, and the step
taken by the Congress has correctly indicated the political direction
to be followed, by having created a firm basis for such laws and
such measures.

| have italicisedn this summary of my speech at the Congress
the sentence which Comrade Martov preferred to omit ini8iate
of Siegef (p. 16). It is not surprising that he did not like this
sentence and did not choose to understand its obvious meaning.

What does theexpressionfidreadful wordé imply, Comrade
Martov?

It implies mockery mockery of those who give big names to
little things, who confuse a simple question by pretentious phrase
mongering.

The little and simple fact whichlone could have given, and
actualy did give, Comrade Martov cause farervous excitemeat
was nothing buthis defeat at the Congressver the personal
composition of the central bodi€Bhe political significance of this
simple fact was that, having won, the majority of the Party Cosgres
consolidated their influence by establishing their majority in the
Party leadership as well, by creating an organisational basis for a
struggle, with the help of the Rules, against what this majority

: T o A
considered to be vacillation, instability, and vagesnero make

" See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 508.7 Ed.
"How was the instability, vacillation, andgueness of thiskra-ist
minority manifested at the Congress? Firstly, by their opportunist
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this an occasion for talking offstruggle for influence@with horror
in onds eyes and complaining offatate of siegewas nothing but
pretentious phrasenongering dreadful words.

Comrade Martov does not agree with this? Then perhaps he
will try to prove to us that a party congress has ever existed, or is in
general conceivable, where the majority would not proceed to
consolidate the influence they had gained: 1) by securing aitpajor
on the central bodies, and 2) by endowing it with powers to
counteract vacillation, instability, and vagueness.

Before the elections, our Congress had to decide whether to
give onethird of the votes on the Central Organ and on the Central
Committee tahe Party majority or the Party minority. The board of
six and Comrade Martdw list meant giving onthird to us and
two-thirds to his followers. A trio on the Central Organ and our list
meant twethirds for us and onthird for Comrade Martoi
followers. Comrade Martov refused to make terms with us or yield,
and challenged um writing to a battle at the Congress. Having
suffered defeat at the Congress, he began to weep and to complain
of a fistate of siegé Well, isnd that squabbling? I€hit a new
manifestation of the wishyashiness of the intellectual?

One cannot help recalling in this connection the brilliant social
and psychological characterisation of this latter quality recently
given by Karl Kautsky. The Social Democratic parties of different
countries suffer not infrequently nowadays from similar maladies,
and it would be very, very useful for us to learn from more
experienced comrades the correct diagnosis and the correct cure.
Karl Kautsky®s characterisation of certain intellectuals will
therefore be only a seeming digression from our theme.

fiThe problem. that again interests us so keenly today is the
antagonism between the intelligenisiand the proletariat. My

phrasemongering over Paragraph 1 of the Rules; secondly, by their
coalition with Comrades Akimov and Lieber, which during the second
half of the Congress rapidirew more pronounced; thirdly, by their
readiness to degrade the question of electing officials to the Central
Organ to the level of philistinism, of wretched words and even of
getting personal. After the Congress all these lovely attributes
developed fron mere buds into blossoms and fruit.

" | use the words intellectual and intelligentsia to translate the German
Literat andLiteratentum which include not only writers but in general
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colleagues [Kautsky is himself an intellectual, a writer and editor] will
mogly be indignant that | admit this antagonism. But it actually exists,
and, as in other cases, it would be the most inexpedient tactics to try to
overcome the fact by denying it. This antagonism is a social one, it
relates to classes, not to individualteTindividual intellectual, like the
individual capitalist, may identify himself with the proletariat in its
class struggle. When he does, he changes his charaatdr is notthis
type of intellectual, who is still an exception among his class, that we
shall mainly speak of in what follows. Unless otherwise stdtetall
use the word intellectual to mean only the common run of intellectual
who takes the stand of bourgeois sogietyd who is characteristic of
the intelligentsia as elass.This classstands in a certa@ntagonisnto
the proletariat.

fAThis antagonism differs, however, from the antagonism between
labour and capital. The intellectual is not a capitalist. True, his standard
of life is bourgeois, and he must maintain it if he is not toobex a
pauper; but at the same time he is compelled to sell the product of his
labour, and often his laboyower, and is himself often enough
exploited and humiliated by the capitalist. Hence the intellectual does
not stand in any economic antagonism te pinoletariat. But his status
of life and his conditions of labour are not proletarian, and this gives
rise to a certain antagonism in sentiments and ideas.

fAs an isolated individual, the proletarian is nothing. His whole
strength, his whole progress, ki hopes and expectations are derived
from organisation from systematic action in conjunction with his
fellows. He feels big and strong when he forms part of a big and strong
organism. This organism is the main thing for him; the individual in
comparism means very little. The proletarian fights with the utmost
devotion as part of the anonymous mass, without prospect of personal
advantage or personal glory, doing his duty in any post he is assigned
to with a voluntary discipline which pervades all hieliegs and
thoughts.

fiQuite different is the case of the intellectual. He does not fight by
means of power, but by argument. His weapons are his personal
knowledge, his personal ability, his personal convictions. He can attain
to any position at all onlyhtough his personal qualities. Hence the
freest play for his individuality seems to him the prime condition for
successful activity. It is only with difficulty that he submits to being a

all educated people, the members of the liberal professions, the brain
workers, as the English call them, as distinct from manual workers.
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part subordinate to a whole, and then only from necessity, not from
inclination. He recognises the need of discipline only for the mass, not
for the elect minds. And of course he counts himself among the .latter

fiNietzschés philosophy, with its cult of the superman, for whom
the fulfilment of his own individuality is erything and any
subordination of that individuality to a great social aim is vulgar and
despicable, is the real philosophy of the intellectual, and it renders him
totally unfit to take part in the class struggle of the proletariat.

fiNext to Nietzschethe most outstanding exponent of a philosophy

answering to the sentiments of the intelligentsia is probably Ibsen. His
Doctor Stockmann (ilAn Enemy of the Peoplés not a socialist as
many have thought, but the type of the intellectual, who is bound to
come into conflict with the proletarian movement, and with any
movement of the people generally, as soon as he attempts to work
within it. For the basis of the proletarian movement, as of every
democratic movement, is respect for the majority of émdelows.
The typical intellectuad la Stockmann regards@ompact majoritgas
a monster that must be overthrawn

fiAn ideal example of an intellectual who had become thoroughly
imbued with the sentiments of the proletariat, and who, although he
was a biliant writer, had quite lost the specific mentality of the
intellectual, marched cheerfully with the rank and file, worked in any
post he was assigned to subordinated himself wihedgtedly to our
great cause, and despised the feeble whinimgjchlichesGewinse]
about the suppression of his individuality which the intellectual trained
on Ibsen and Nietzsche is prone to indulge in when he happens to be in
the minorityi an ideal example of the kind of intellectual the socialist
movement needs was Lieblaie. We may also mention Marx, who
never forced himself to the forefront and whose party discipline in the
International, where he often found himself in the minority, was
exemplaryd*

Just such feeble whining of intellectuals who happened to find
themseles in the minority, and nothing more, was the refusal of

"It is extremely characteristic of the confusion brought by our
Martovites into all questions of organisation that, though they have
swung towards Akimov andraisplaceddemocracy, thegre at the

same timancensed at the democratic election of the editorial bpisd
election atthe Congressas planned in advance by everybody! Perhaps
that is youmrinciple, gentlemen?

"Karl Kautsky,fiFranz Mehring, Neue ZeitXXIl, I, S. 1013-03,1903,

No. 4.
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Martov and his friends to be named for office merely because the
old circle had not been endorsed, as were their complaints of a state
of siege and emergency laviisgainst particular groups which
Martov cared nothing about wh&fuzhny Rabochgnd Rabocheye
Dyelo were dissolved, but only came to care about when his group
was dissolved.

Just such feeble whining of intellectuals who happened to find
themselves in the minority was that endless torrérdomplaints,
reproaches, hints, accusations, slanders, and insinuations regarding
the ficompact majority which was started by Martov and which
poured out in such a flood at our Party Congréssd even more so
after).

The minority bitterly complained thathe compact majority
held private meetings. Well, the minority had to do something to
conceal the unpleasant fact that the delegates it invited to its own
private meetings refused to attend, while those who would willingly
have attended (the Egorovs, Ntak's, and Brouckéres) the minority
could not invite after all the fighting it had done with them at the
Congress.

The minority bitterly complained of théfalse accusation of
opportunismd. Well, it had to do something to concetile
unpleasant fact that ivas opportunists who in most cases had
followed the antiskra-ists i and partly these anlskra-ists
themselves that made up the compact minority, seizing with both
hands on the championship of the circle spirit in Party institutions,
opportunism inarguments, philistinism in Party affairs, and the
instability and wishywashiness of the intellectual.

We shall show in the next section what is the explanation of the
highly interestingpolitical fact that a ficompact majority was
formed towards the end the Congress, and why, in spite of every
challenge, the minority so very, very wardyadeshe reasonsfor
its formation and ithistory.But let us first finish our analysis of the
Congress debates.

During the elections to the Central Committee, Catara
Martov moved a highly characteristic resolution (p. 336), the three
main features of which | have on occasion referred tonzste in
three move& Here they are: 1) to balldists of candidates for the
Central Committee, and not the candidates indiily; 2) after the

" See pp. 337, 338, 340, 352, etc., of the Congress Minutes.
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lists had been announced, to allow two sittings to elapse (for
discussion, evidently); 3) in the absence of an absolute majority, a
second ballot to be regarded as final. This resolution was a most
carefully conceived stratagem (we mugve the adversary his
due!), with which Comrade Egorov did not agree (p. 337), but
which would most certainlyhave assured a complete victory for
Martov if the seven Bundists aritRabocheye Dyetsists had not

quit the CongressThe reason for this stegem was that thiskra-

ist minority did not have and could not have hada fdirect
agreemerit (such as there was among tlskra-ist majority) even

with the Egorovs and Makhqgust alone the Bund and Brouckere.

Remember that at the League Congress Comrade Martov
complained that théfalse accusation of opportuniémresumed a
direct agreement between him and the Bund. | repeat, this only
seemed so to Comrade Martov in his fright, #md very refusal of
ComradeEgorov to agree to the balloting of lisf€omrade Egorov
fihad not yet lost his principles presumably the principles that
made him join forces with Goldblatt in appraising the absolute
importance of democratic guarantegggphically demonstrates the
highly important fact thathere could be no question affidirect
agreement even with EgorovBut a coalition there could be, and
was, both with Egorov and with Brouckere, a coalition in the sense
that the Martovitesvere sureof their support every timéhey, the
Martovites, came into serious conflict with us and Akimov and his
friends had to choose thesser evil.There was not and is not the
slightest doubt thaComrades Akimov and Lieber would certainly
have voted both for the board of six on the @drbrgan and for
Martovés list for the Central Committeas beinghe lesser evijlas
being what would least achieve thdskrad aims (see Akimows
speech on Paragraph 1 and fiileope® he placed in Martov).
Balloting of lists, allowing two sittings tol&pse, and a rballot
were designed to achieve this very result with almost mechanical
certainty without a direct agreement.

But since our compact majority remained a compact majority,
Comrade Martofs flank movement would only have meant delay,
and we wee bound to reject it. The minority poured forth their
complaints on this score in a written statement (p. 341) and,
following the example of Martynov and Akimosfused to votén
the elections to the Central Committéie, view of the conditions in
which they were heldl Since the Congress, such complaints of
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abnormal conditions at the elections (State of Siegep. 31) have
been poured right and left into the ears of hundreds of Party gossips.
But in what did thisabnormality consist? In the secrefaliot i

which had been stipulated beforehand in the Standing Orders of the
Congress (Point 6, Minutes, p. 11), and in which it was absard
detect anyhypocrisy or finjusticed? In the formation of a compact
majority 1 that fimonsteo in the eyes of wisitwashy intellectuals?

Or in theabnormaldesire of these worthy intellectualsviolate the
pledge they had given before the Congress that they would
recognise all its elections (p. 380, Point 18 of the Congress
Regulations)?

Comrade Poposubtly hinted at this desire when he asked
outright at the Congress on the day of the electifiissthe Bureau
certain that the decision of the Congress is valid and in order when
half the delegates refused to vateThe Bureau of course replied
that it was cdain, and recalled the incident of Comrades Akimov
and Martynov Comrade Martov agreed with the Bureau and
explicitly declared that Comrade Popov was mistaken anditiat
decisions of the Congress are vaiidp. 343). Now let the reader
form his own opiion of the political consistencly highly normal,
we must supposeé revealed by a comparison tfis declaration
made by him in the hearing of the Pawith his behaviour after the
Congress and with the phrase in 8iate of Siegaboutfithe revolt
of hdf the Party which already began at the Congrd$s. 20). The
hopes which Comrade Akimov had placed in Comrade Martov
outweighed the ephemeral good intentions of Martov himself.

fiYou have conquerdd Comrade Akimov!

* * *

Certain features, seengly petty but actually very important, of
the endof the Congress, the part ofafter the elections, may serve
to show how pure and simplefdreadful wor@d was the famous
phrase about #state of siegg which has now for ever acquired a
tragicomical meaning. Comrade Martov is how making great play
with this tragicomicalfistate of siege seriously assuring both
himself and his readers that this bogey of his own invention implied

" P. 342. This refers to the election of the fifth member of the Council.
Twenty-four ballots (out of a total of fortjour votes) were cast, two of
which were blank.
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some sort of abnormal geecution, hounding, bullying of the
fiminorityo by thefimajorityd. We shall presently show how matters
stoodafter the Congress. But take even the end of the Congress, and
you will find that after the electionsfar from persecuting the
unhappy Martoviteswho are supposed to have been bullied, ill
treated, and led to the slaughter, theompact majority itself
offered them (through Lyadov)wo seats out of threen the
Minutes Committee (p. 354). Take the resolutions on tactical and
other questions (p. 35et seq.), and you will find that they were
discussed on their merits in a purely busidégsway, and that the
signatories to many of the resolutions included both representatives
of the monstrous compaciimajoritydo and followers of the
fhumiliated andnsulted fiminorityo (Minutes, pp. 355, 357, 363,
365 and 367). This looks likéshutting out from work and
fibullyingoin general, does it not?

The only interestingi but, unfortunately, all too briei
controversy on the substance of a question aroseninection with
Staroveés resolution on the liberals. As one can see from the
signatures to it (pp. 357 and 358), it was adopted by the Congress
because three of the supporters offitmajorityd (Braun, Orlov, and
OsipoV’) voted bothfor it and for Plekanows resolution, not
perceiving the irreconcilable contradiction between the two. No
irreconcilable contradiction is apparent at first glance, because
Plekhano@ resolution lays down a general principle, outlines a
definite attitude, as regards prinlgp and tactics, towards
bourgeois liberalism in Russiawhereas Starovés attempts to
define theconcrete conditions in whichtemporary agreemerts
would be permissiblevith fliberal or liberaldemocratic trends
The subjects of the two resolutions afiéferent. But Staroves
suffers from political vaguenessand is consequently petty and
shallow. Itdoes not define the class content of Russian liberalism
does not indicate thelefinite political trends in which this is
expressed, does not explainth@ proletariat therincipal tasks of
propaganda and agitation in relation to these definite trends; it
confuses (owing to its vagueness) such different things as the
student movement andOsvobozhdeniye it too pettily and
casuistically prescribeghree concrete conditions under which
ftemporary agreemeritsvould be permissible. Here too, as in many
other cases, political vagueness leads to casuistry. The absence of
any general principle and the attempt to enumefatadition®
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result in a petty and, sttly speaking,incorrect specification of
these conditions. Just examine Star@vehree conditions: 1) the
fliberal or liberaldemocratic trends shall fclearly and
unambiguously declare that in their struggle against the autocratic
government they willresolutely side with the Russian Soeial
Democrats. What is the difference between the liberal and liberal
democratic trends? The resolution furnishes no material for a reply
to this question. Is it not that the liberal trends speak for the
politically least progressive sections of the bourgeoisie, and the
liberakdemocratici for the more progressive sections of the
bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie? If that is so, can Comrade
Starover possibly think that the sections of the bourgeoisie which
are leastprogressive (but progressive nevertheless, for otherwise
there could be no talk of liberalism) céiresolutely side with the
SociatDemocrate?? That is absurd, and even if the spokesmen of
such a trend were tideclare it clearly and unambiguousiy(an
absolutely impossible assumption), we, the party of the proletariat,
would be obliged not to beliewbeir declarations. To be a liberal
and resolutely side with the Soeclaemocratsi the one excludes
the other.

Further, let us assume a case whéliberal or liberal
democratic trendsclearly and unambiguously declare that in their
struggle against the autocracy they will resolutely side with the
SocialistRevolutionariesSuch an assumption is far less unlikely
than Comrade Starowisr(owing to thebourgeoisdemocratic nature
of the SocialisiRevolutionary trend). From his resolution, because
of its vagueness and casuistry, it would appear ithat case like
this temporary agreementswith such liberals would be
impermissible But this conclusion, Wich follows inevitably from
Comrade Starovés resolution, is anabsolutely false one.
Temporary agreements are permissible with the Soeialist
Revolutionaries (see the Congress resolution on the latter), and,
consequently with liberals who side with theSocialist
Revolutionaries.

Second condition: these trendshall not include in their
programmes any demands running counter to the interests of the
working class or the democracy generally, or obscuring their
political consciousness Here we have the sammistake again:
there never have been, nor can there be, lHakmalocratic trends
which did not include in their programmes demands running



124 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

counter to the interests of the working class and obscuring its (the
proletariafs) political consciousness. Eveane of the most
democratic sections of our liberdémocratic trend, the Sociakist
Revolutionaries, put forward in their programin@ muddled one,

like all liberal programmed demands that run counter to the
interests of the working class and obscure elitical
consciousness. The conclusion to be drawn from this fact is that it is
essentiato fiexpose the limitations and inadequacy of the bourgeois
emancipation movemedtbut not that temporary agreements are
impermissible.

Lastly, in the general forrm which it is presented, Comrade
Staroveés third iconditiord (that the liberademocrats should make
universal, equal, secret, and direct suffrage the slogan of their
struggle) is likewiseincorrect it would be unwiseto declare
impermissible in all cas temporary and partial agreements with
liberakdemocratic trends whose slogan was a constitution with a
qualified suffrage, or dicurtailed constitution generally. As a
matter of fact, theDsvobozhdeniyétrendd would fit into just this
category, but itwould be political shorsightedness incompatible
with the principles of Marxism to tie ofehands by forbidding in
advance ftemporary agreemenitswith even the most timorous
liberals.

To sum up: Comrade Staro@mesolution, which was signed
also by Conrades Martov and Axelrod, ismaistake and the Third
Congress would be wise to rescind it. It suffers frpgiitical
vaguenesén its theoretical and tactical position, from casuistry in
the practicaficondition® it stipulates. lttonfuses two question)
the exposure of theflantirevolutionary and arvproletariam
features ofall liberakdemocratic trends, and the needctmbat
these features, and 2) tlemnditions for temporary and partial
agreementsvith any of these trends. It does not give wihahould
(an analysis of the class content of liberalism), and gives what it
should not (prescription dicondition®). It is absurd in general to
draw up detailedicondition® for temporary agreements at a party
congress, when there is not even a defipartner to such possible
agreements in view; and even if there were such a definite partner in
view, it would be a hundred times more rational to leave the
definition of the ficondition® for a temporary agreement to the
Partys central institutions, athé Congress did in relation to the
SocialistRevolutionaryfitrend (see Plekhandg modification of
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the end of Comrade Axelr@sl resolutioni Minutes, pp. 362 and
15).

As to the objections of thefiminorityd to Plekhanots
resolution, Comrade Martéy only argument was: Plekhan@v
resolutionfiends with the paltry conclusion that a particular writer
should be exposed. Would this not &sing a sledgammer to
kill a fly62 (P. 358.) This argument, whose emptiness is concealed
by a smart phrask fipaltry caclusiord i provides a new specimen
of pompous phrasmongering. Firstly, Plekhanév resolution
speaks ofiexposing in the eyes of the proletariat the limitations and
inadequacy of the bourgeois emancipation movement wherever
these limitations and inadegey manifest themselvaés Hence
Comrade Martods assertion (at the League Congress; Minutes, p.
88) thatfiall attention is to be directed only to Struve, only to one
liberald is the sheerest nonsense. Secondly, to compare Mr. Struve
to afiflyo when the possibility of temporary agreements with the
Russian liberals is in question, is to sacrifice an elementary and
manifest political fact for a smart phrase. No, Mr. Struve is not a
fly, but a political magnitude, and not because he personallicts s
a big figure, but because of his position as the sole representative of
Russian liberalisnii of at all effectual and organised liberali$nn
the illegal world. Therefore, to talk of the Russian liberals, and of
what our Part§s attitude towards thershould be, without having
precisely Mr. Struve an@svobozhdeniyimm mind is to talk without
saying anything. Or perhaps Comrade Martov will showeusn
one singlefiiberal or liberaldemocratic trendl in Russia which
could compare even remotely todaywiheOsvobozhdeniygend?

It would be interesting to see him try!

" At the Leage Congress Comrade Martov also adduced the following
argument against Comrade PlekhaisaesolutionfiThe chief

objection to it, the chief defect of this resolution, is that it totally
ignores the fact that it is our duty, in the struggle against theraiciy

not to shun alliance with liberalemocratic elements. Comrade Lenin
would call this a Martynov tendency. This tendency is already being
manifested in the nevskra (p. 88)

For the wealth ofigem® it contains, this passage is indeed rare. 1) The
phrase abouglliancewith the liberals is a sheer muddle. Nobody
mentioned alliance, Comrade Martov, but only temporary or partial
agreements. That is an entirely different thing. 2) If Plekh&nov
resolution ignores an incredibfiallianced and speaks onlgf fisuppord
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fiStruves name means nothing to the work&isaid Comrade
Kostrov, supporting Comrade Martov. | hope Comrade Kostrov and
Comrade Martov will not be offendédbut that argument is fullin
the Akimov style. It is like the argument about the proletariat in the
genitive case®

Who are the workers to whom Stridgename (and the name of
Osvobozhdeniyementioned in Comrade Plekhaidevresolution
alongside of Mr. Struvejimeans nothing? Thog who know very
little, or nothing at all, of théliberal and liberademocratic trends
in Russia. One asks, what should be the attitude of our Party
Congress to such workers: should it instruct Party members to
acquaint these workers with the only déériberal trend in Russia;
or should itrefrain from mentioning name with which the workers
are little acquainted because of their little acquaintance with
politics? If Comrade Kostrov, having taken one step in the wake of
Comrade Akimov, does not watd take another, he will answer
this question in the former sense. And having answered it in the
former sense, he will see how groundless his argumentAvasy
rate, the wordsfiStruved and fiOsvobozhdeniyé in Plekhano@
resolutionare likely to be ofnuch more valuéo the workers than
the words fliberal and liberademocratic trendl in Starovefs
resolution.

Except throughOsvobozhdeniyghe Russian worker cannot at
the present time acquaint himself in practice with anything like a
frank expressiorof the political tendencies of our liberalism. The
legal liberal literature is unsuitable for this purpose because it is so
nebulous. And we must as assiduously as possible (and among the
broadest possible masses of workedgect the weapon of our
criticism against th€®svobozhdeniygentry, so that when the future
revolution breaks out, the Russian proletariat may, with the real
criticism of weapons? paralyse the inevitable attempts of the

in general, that is one of its merits, not a defect. 3) Perhaps Comrade
Martov will take the trouble to explain what in general characterises
fiMartynov tendencig® Perhaps he will tell us what is the relation
between these tendencies and opportunism? Perhaps he will trace the
relation of these tendencies to Paragraph 1 of the Rules? 4) | am just
burning with impatience to hear from Comrade Martov liiMartynov
tendencie® were manifested in thnewo Iskra. Please, Comrade

Martov, relieve me of the torments of suspense!
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Osvobozhdeniygentry to curtail the democratic character o th
revolution.

Apart from Comrade Egords fiperplexityd, mentioned above,
over the question of ourfisupporting the oppositional and
revolutionary movement, the debate on the resolutidiesed little
of interest; in fact, there was hardly any debatdlat

The Congress ended with a brief reminder from the chairman
that its decisions were binding on all Party members.
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N. GENERALPICTURE OF THE STRUGGLE AT THE
CONGRESS. THE REVOLUTIONARY AND
OPPORTUNISTWINGS OF THE PARTY

Having finished our analysis of the Congress debates and
voting, we must now sum up, so that we may, on the basis of the
entire Congress material, answer the question: what elements,
groups, and shades went to make up the final majority and minority
which we saw in the elections and which were destined for a time to
become the main division in our Party? A summary must be made
of al the material relating to shades of principle, theoretical and
tactical, which the minutes of the Congress provide in such
abundance. Without a genefbsum®, without a general picture
of the Congress as a whole, and of all the principal groupingsgdur
the voting, this material is too disjointed, too disconnected, so that
at first sight the individual groupings seem accidental, especially to
one who does not take the trouble to make an independent and
comprehensivestudy of the Congress Minutes (aridow many
readers have taken that trouble?).

In English parliamentary reports we often meet the
characteristic wordidivisiond. The Housedidividedd into such and
such a majority and minority, it is said when an issue is voted. The
fidivisiono of our SocialDemocratic House on the various issues
discussed at the Congress presents a picture of the struggle within
the Party, of its shades of opinion and groups, thahigue of its
kind and unparalleled for its completeness and accur@ioymake
the picture agraphic one, to obtain a regicture instead of a heap
of disconnected, disjointed, and isolated facts and incidents, to put a
stop to the endless and senseless arguments over particular votings
(who voted for whom and who supported whom?), | have decided
to try to depictall the basictypesof fdivision at our Congress in
the form of adiagram. This will probably seem strange to a great
many people, but | doubt whether any other method can be found
that would really generalise and summarise the resulise most
complete and accurate manner possible. Which way a particular
delegate voted can be ascertained with absolute accuracy in cases
when a rolicall vote was taken; and in certain important cases when
no roll-call vote was taken it can be deterniinfieom the minutes
with a very high degree of probability, with a sufficient degree of
approximation to the truth. And if we take into accoaihtthe rolk
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call votes and all the other votes on issues of any importance (as
judged, for example, by the thamghness and warmth of the
debates), we shall obtain the most objective picture of our inner
Party struggle that the material at our disposal permits. In doing so,
instead of giving a photograph, i.e., an image of each voting
separately, we shall try to @ga picture, i.e., to present all the main
types of voting, ignoring relatively unimportant exceptions and
variations which would only confuse matters. In any case, anybody
will be able with the aid of the minutes to check every detail of our
picture, to anplify it with any particular voting he likes, in short, to
criticise it not only by arguing, expressing doubts, and making
references to isolated incidents, but by drawingjfeerent picture

on the basis of the same material.

In marking on the diagram ela delegate who took part in the
voting, we shall indicate by special shading the four main groups
which we have traced in detail through the whole of the Congress
debates, viz., 1) thiskra-ists of the majority; 2) théskra-ists of the
minority; 3) thefiCentr@®, and 4) the antiskra-ists. We have seen
the difference in shades of principle between these grouphadsta
of instancesand if anyone does not like timamesof the groups,
which remind lovers of zigzags too much of tekra organisation
and the Iskra trend, we can tell them that it is not the name that
matters. Now that we have traced the shades thrallighe debates
at the Congress, it is easy to substitute for the already established
and familiar Party appellations (which jar on the eafrsome) a
characterisation of thessence of the shades between the groups.
Were thissubstitution made, we would obtain the following names
for these same four groups: 1) consistent revolutionary Social
Democrats; 2) minor opportunists; 3) middling ogpaists; and 4)
major opportunists (major by our Russian standards). Let us hope
that these names will be less shocking to those who have latterly
taken to assuring themselves and others llat-ist is a name
which only denotes g&circled, and not drend.

Let us now explain in detail the types of votifgnapped on
this diagram (see diagram: General Picture of the Struggle at the
Congress p. 129).

The first type of voting (A) covers the cases whenfiBentre®
joined with thelskra-ists against the anlkra-ists or a part of
them. It includes the vote on the programme as a whole (Comrade
Akimov alone abstained, all the others voted for); the wotehe
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resolution condemning federation in principle (all voted for except
the five Bundists); the vote on Paragraph 2 of the Bund Rules (the
five Bundists voted against us; five abstained, viz.: Martynov,
Akimov, Brouckére, and Makhov with his two votelse rest were
with us);it is this vote that is represented in diagramF@rther, the
threevotes on the question of endorsisgra as the Paris Central
Organ were also of this type: the editors (five votes) abstained; in
all three cases there were tweotes against (Akimov and
Brouckére), and, in addition, when the vote on thetives for
endorsing Iskra was taken, the five Bundists and Comrade
Martynov abstained.

This type of voting provides the answer to a very interesting
and important question, meely, when did the CongresEentre®
vote with thelskra-ists? It was either whethe antiolskrao-ists
too, were with us with a few exceptions (adoption of the
programme, or endorsement Iskra without motives stated), or
else when it was a question tbie sort of statementvhich was not
in itself a direct committal to a definite political position
(recognition of Iskra & organising work was not in itself a
committal to carry out its organisational policy in relation to
particular groups; rejection dhe principle of federation did not
preclude abstention from voting on a specific scheme of federation,
as we have seen in the case of Comrade Makhov). We have already
seen, when speaking of the significance of the groupings at the
Congress in general, hofalsely this matter is put in the official
account of the official Iskra, which (through the mouth of Comrade
Martov) slurs and glosses ovére difference between thgkra-ists
and the fiCentr®, between consistent revolutionary Social
Democrats and oppimnists, by citingcases when the andilskrad-
ists, too, voted with us Even the mostfiRight-wingd of the
opportunists in the German and French SelBnocratic parties

"~ Why was the vote on Paragraph 2 of the Bund Rules taken for
depiction in the diagram? Because the votes on enddssirgwere

not as full, whik the votes on the programme and on the question of
federation referred to political decisions of a less definite and specific
character. Speaking generally, the choice of one or another of a number
of votesof the same typwill not in the least affect thmain features of

the picture, as anyone may easily see by making the corresponding
changes.
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never vote against such pointstae adoption of the programme as
a whole.
GENERALPICTURE OF THE STRUGGLE
AT THE CONGRESS

The plus and minus signs

indicate the total number of Name of graup.
votes cast for and against on

a imrliculnr issue, The figures Dlﬂlu— ISTS OF THE MAJORITY
below the strips indicate the =

number of voles cast by each ISN}M‘ISIS SE.Tom tunomTY
of the Emu;_ groups. The =TT

character o the  wvolings

covered by each of the types -ANTH i

A to E isexplained in the text.

The second type of voting (B) covers the cases whetskina
ists, consistent and inconsistent, voted together against all the anti
Iskrarists and the entiréiCentré. These were mostly cases that
involved giving effect to definite and specific plans of tihekra
policy, that is, endorsingskra in fact and not only in wordlhey
include the Organising Committee inciderthe question of making

"It is this vote that is depicted in Diagram B; thkra-ists secured
thirty-two votes, the Bundist resolution sixteen. It should be pointed out
that of thevotes of this typ@ot one was by rol¢all. The way the

individual delegates voted can only be establishbdt with a very

high degree of probability by two sets of evidence: 1) in the debate

the speakers of both groupslsira-ists spoke in favouhbse of the
antklskra-ists and théiCentr® against; 2) the number of votes camst
favourwas always very close to thirtiiree. Nor should it be forgotten
that when analysing the Congress debates we pointed out, quite apart
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the position of the Bund in the Party the first item on the agenda;
the dissolution of thevuzhny Rabochgroup; two votes on the
agrarian programme, and, sixthly and lastly, the \againstthe
Union of Russian Socidbemocrats Abroad Rabocheye Dyejp

that is, the recognition of thHeeague as the only Party organisation
abroad. The old, pfrParty, circle spirit, the interests of opportunist
organisations or groups, the narrow conception of Marxism were
fighting here against the strictly consistent and principled policy of
revolutionary SociaDemocracy; thdskra-ists ofthe minority still
sided with us in quite a number of cases, in a number of
exceedingly important votes (important from the standpoint of the
Organising CommitteeYuzhny Rabochyand Rabocheye Dye)a.

until their owncircle spirit and their own inconsistency came into
guestion. Thddivision of this type bring out with graphic clarity
that on a number of issues involving the practical application of our
principles, the Centre joined forces with the adtskrad-ists
displaying a much greater kinship with them than with us, a much
greater leaningn practicetowards theopportunistthan towards the
revolutionary wing of SocialDemocracy. Those who wetskra-

ists in namebut were ashamed to bskra-ists revealed theitrue
nature, and the struggle that inevitably ensued caused no little
acrimony, which obscured from the less thoughtful and more
impressionable the significance of the shades of principle disclosed
in that struggle. But now that the ardour of battle sasewhat
abated and the minutes remain as a dispassionate extract of a series
of heated encounters, only those who wilfully close their eyes can
fail to perceive that the alliance of the Makhovs and Egorovs with
the Akimovs and Liebers was not, and couid Ibe, fortuitous. The
only thing Martov and Axelrod can do is keep well away from a
comprehensive and accurate analysis of the minutes, or try at this
late date toundo their behaviour at the Congress by all sorts of
expressions ofegret. As if regrets an remove differences of views
and differences of policy! As if the present alliance of Martov and
Axelrod with Akimov, Brouckére, and Martynov can cause our
Party, restored at the Second Congress, to forget the struggle which

from the votinga numbernf cases when th@Centre sided with the
antiIskra-ists (the opportunists) against us. Some of these issues were:
the absolute value of democratic demands, whether we should support
the oppositional elements, restriction of centralism, etc.
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the Iskra-ists waged with thantkiIskra-ists almost throughout the
Congress!

The distinguishing feature of the third type of voting at the
Congress, represented by the three remaining parts of the diagram
(C, D, and E), is thad small section of th&lskrao-ists broke away
and wentover to the antdlskrad-ists who accordingly gained the
victory (as long as they remained at the Congress). In order to trace
with complete accuracy the development of this celebiaiatition
of the Iskra-ist minority with the antiskra-ists, the meremention
of which drove Martov to write hysterical epistles at the Congress,
we have reproduced all the three main kindsalii-call votes of
this type. C is the vote on equality of languages (the last of the three
roll-call votes on this question is giveit being the fullest). All the
antiIskra-ists and the whole Centre stand solid against us; from the
Iskra-ists a part of the majority and a part of the minority break
away. It is not yet clear which of thélskrad-ists are capable of
forming a definite and lasting coalition with the opporturfiRight
wingo of the CongresfNext comes type D the vote on Paragraph
1 of the Rules (of the two votes, we have taken the one which was
more clearcut, that is, in whichhtere were no abstentiondjhe
coalition stands out more saliently and assumes firmer shatle
the Iskra-ists of the minority are now on the side of Akimov and
Lieber, but only a very small number skra-ists of the majority,
these counterbalancingrée of thefiCentre@ and one antiskra-ist
who have come over to our side. A mere glance at the diagram
suffices to show which elements shifted from side to side casually
and temporarily and whictwere drawn with irresistible force
towardsa lasting coaliibpn with the AkimovsThe last vote (B
elections to the Central Organ, the Central Committee, and the Party
Council), which in fact represents the final division into majority

" Judging by alindications four other votes on the Rulegre of the
same type: p. 27827 for Fomin, as against 21 for us; p. 2726 for
Martov, as against 24 for us; p. 28@7 against me, 22 for; and, on the
same page, 24 for Martov, as against 23 for us. Témesthe votes on
the question of c@ptation to the central bodies, which | have already
dealt with. No rolicall votes are available (there was one, but the
record of it has been lost). The Bundists (all or part) evidesathed
Martov. Martos erroneoustatements (at the League) concerning
these votes have been corrected above.
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and minority clearly reveals the complete fusion of ts&ra-ist
minority with the entire iCentr® and theremnantsof the anti
Iskra-ists. By this time, of the eight afikraists, only Comrade
Brouckéere remained at the Congress (Comrade Akimov had already
explained his mistake to him and he had takerphiper place in

the ranks of theMartoviteg. The withdrawal of the sevemost
fiRightwingo of the opportunistslecided the issue of the elections
against Martov.

And now, with the aid of the objective evidence of votes of
every typelet us sum up the results of the Congress.

There has been much talk to the effect that the majority at our
Congress wasgaccidentalfi. This, in fact, was Comrade Martisv
sole consolation in hi©nce More in the MinorityThe diagram
clearly shows that imne sensebut in only one, the majorityocild
be called accidental, viz., in the sense that the withdrawal of the
seven most opportunist delegates ofiiReghtiiwasi supposedly
a matter ofaccident.To the extenthat this withdrawal was an
accident (and no more), our majority was accidertahere glance
at the diagram will show better than any long arguments, on whose
side these seven would have besare bound to have beerBut
the question is: how far was the withdrawal of the seven really an
accident? That is a question which those wdilk so freely about
the flaccidentad character of the majority do not like to ask
themselves. It is an unpleasant question for them. Was it an accident
that the most extreme representatives of Right and not of the
Left wing of our Party were the onds withdraw? Was it an
accident that it waspportunistswho withdrew, and not consistent
revolutionary SociaDemocrat® Is there no connection between
this flaccidentad withdrawal and the struggle against the opportunist

" The seven opportunists who withdrew from the Second Congress
were the five Bundists (the Bund withdrew from the Party after the
Second Congress rejected the principléederation) and two
Rabocheye Dyelsts, Comrade Martynov and Comrade Akimov.
These latter left the Congress after $laa-ist League was recognised
as the only Party organisation abroad, i.e., afteRtiteocheye Dyelo
ist Union of Russian Sociddemocats Abroad was dissolved.
(Authorés footnote to the 1907 edition.Ed.)

"We shall see later thafterthe Congress both Comrade Akimov and
the Voronezh Committee, which has the clokasthipwith Comrade
Akimov, explicitly expressed their sympathyttvthefiminority fi.
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wing which was waged throughotite Congress and which stands
out so graphically in our diagram?

One has only to ask these questions, which are so unpleasant to
the minority, to realise what fact all this tadlbout the accidental
character of the majority is intended toonceal. It is the
unquestionable and incontrovertible fact titae minority was
formed of those in our Party who gravitate most towards
opportunism.The minority was formed of those elements in the
Partywho are least stablén theory,least steadfast in matters of
principle. It was from theRight wingof the Party that the minority
was formed. The division into majority and minority is a dirzod
inevitable continuation of that division of the Sodimocrats into
a revolutionary and an opportunist wing, into awitain and a
Gironde? which did not appear only yesterday, nor in the Russian
workers® party alone, and which no doubt will not disappear
tomorrow.

This fact is of cardinal importance for elucidating the causes
and the various stages of our disagreemeafvhoever tries tevade
the fact by denying or glossing over the struggle at the Congress
and the shades of principle that it revealed, simply testifies to his
own intellectual and political poverty. And in orderdprovethe
fact, it would have to bshown,in the first place that the general
picture of the voting andidivision® at our Party Congress was
different from the one | have drawn; amthe second plagéhat it
was the most consistent revolutionary Sefamocrats, those who
in Russiahave adopted the name Iskra-ists, who were in the

" Note for Comrade Martds benefit. If Comrade Martov has now
forgotten that the termiskrad-ist impliesthe follower of a trenénd

nota member of a circleve would advise him to read in the Congress
Minutes the explanation Comradieotsky gave Comrade Akimov on
this point. There were thrdskra-ist circles(in relation to the Party) at
the Congress: the Emancipation of Labour grouplsk editorial
board, and théskra organisation. Two of these three circles had the
good sens to dissolve themselves; the third did not display enough
Party spirit to do so, and was dissolved by the Congress. The broadest
of thelskre-ist circles, thdskra organisation (which included the
editorial board and the EmancipatiohL@abour group), hé sixteen
members present at the Congress in all, of wbhaly eleverwere
entitled to votelskra-istsby trend on the other hand, not by
membership in aniskra-ist fcircled, numbered, by my calculation,
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wrong on the substana# all those issues over which the Congress
fdividedd. Well, just try to show that, gentlemen!

Incidentally, the fact that the minority was formed of the most
opportunist, the lest stable and consistent elements of the Party
provides an answer to those numerous objections and expressions of
doubt which are addressed to the majority by people who are
imperfectly acquainted with the matter, or have not given it
sufficient thought. 3 it not petty, we are told, to account for the
divergenceby a minor mistake of Comrade Martov and Comrade
Axelrod? Yes, gentlemen, Comrade Maf®wmistake was a minor
one (and | said so even at the Congress, in the heat of the struggle);
but this minormistakecould (and dig cause a lot of harm because
Comrade Martov was pulled over to the side of delegates who had
made a whole series of mistakehad manifested an inclination
towards opportunism and inconsistency of principle on a whole
series of quegins. That Comrade Martov and Comrade Axelrod
should have displayed instability was an unimportant fact
concerning individuals; it was not an individual fact, however, but a
Party fact, and anot altogether unimportant onehat a very
considerable minomt should have been formed afl the least
stable elements, @ll who either rejectedskra & trend altogether
and openly opposed it, or paid lip service to it but actually sided
time and again with the aAgkra-ists.

Is it not absurd t@ccountfor the divergence by the prevalence
of an inveterate circle spirit and revolutionary philistinism in the
small circle comprised by the olgkra editorial board? No, it is not
absurd, becausal those in our Partywho all through the Congress
had foughtfor every kind of circleall thosewho were generally
incapable of risingabove revolutionary philistinism, all those who
talked about théhistoricab character of the philistine and circle
spirit in order to justify and preserve that ewilse upin suppot of
this particular circle. The fact that narrow circle interests prevailed
over the Party interest in the one little circle of thkra editorial
board might, perhaps, be regarded as an accident; but it was no
accident that in staunch support of thieckd rose up the Akimovs
and Brouckeres, who attached no less (if not more) value to the
fihistorical continuitp of the celebrated Voronezh Committee and

twentysevenwith thirty-three votesHence less than halbf thelskra-
ists at the Congress belongedskra-ist circles.
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the notorious St. Petersbur§Worker® Organisation™; the
Egorovs, who lamented thémurded of Rabaheye Dyeloas
bitterly as thefimurdeD of the old editorial board (if not more so);
the Makhovs, etc., etc. You can tell a man by his friehdke
proverb says. And you can tell a n@political complexiorby his
political allies, by the people who vdiar him.

The minor mistake committed by Comrade Martov and
Comrade Axelrod was, and might have remainedjreor one until
it became the startingoint for adurable alliancebetween them
and the whole opportunist wing of our Party, until it led, assalt
of that alliance, to aecrudescencef opportunism, to the exaction
of revengeby all whom Iskra had fought and who were now
overjoyed at a chance aofenting their spleeron the consistent
adherents of revolutionary Sociaemocracy. And as a resulf the
postCongress events, what we are witnessing in the Iskra is
precisely a recrudescence of opportunism, the revenge of the
Akimovs and Brouckeres (see the leaflet issued by the Voronezh
Committee), and the glee of the Martynovs, who have at (@t
last!) been allowed, in the detestéskra, to have a kick at the
detestedienemy for each and every former grievance. This makes
it particularly clear how essential it was firestorelskra & old
editorial board (we are quoting from Comrade Sizerts
ultimatum of November 3, 1903) in order to preseingira
ficontinuityo....

Taken by itself, there was nothing dreadful, nor critical, nor
even anything abnormal in the fact that the Congress (and the Party)
divided into a Left and a Right, a revdanary and an opportunist
wing. On the contrary, the whole past decade in the history of the
Russian (and not only the Russian) SeElamocratic movement
had been leading inevitably and inexorably to such a division. The
fact that the division took placever a number of very minor
mistakes of the Right wing, of (relatively) very unimportant
differences (a fact which seems shocking to the superficial observer
and to the philistine mind), markedbig step forward for our Party
as a wholeFormerly we usedo differ over major issues, such as
might in some cases even justify a split; now we have reached
agreement on athajor and important points, and are only divided
by shadesabout which we magnd shouldargue, but over which it

" See pp40809o0f this volumei Ed.
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would be absurd and chith to part company (as Comrade
Plekhanov has quite rightly said in his interesting artfdi¢hat
Should Not Be Dong to which we shall revertiNow when the
anarchistic behaviouof the minoritysince the Congredsas almost
brought the Party to a split, one may often hear wiseacres saying:
Was it worth while fighting at the Congress over such trifles as the
Organising Committee incident, the dissolution of tiazhny
Rabochy group or Rabocheye DyeJoor Paragraph ,l1or the
dissplution of the old editorial board, etc.? Those who argue in this
way are in fact introducing the circle standpoint into Party affairs:
a struggle oshadesn the Party ignevitable and essentiahs long

as it does not lead to anarchy asplits, as long as it is confined
within boundsapproved by the common consent of all comrades
and Party members. Aralr struggleagainst the Right wing of the
Partyat the Congressagainst Akimov and Axelrod, Martynov and
Martov, in no way exceeded thmboundsOne need only recall two
facts which incontrovertibly prove this: 1) when Comrades
Martynov and Akimov were about to quit the Congregs were all
preparedto do everything to obliterate the idea of finsultd; we

all adopted (by thirty-two votes) Comrade Trotsky motion
inviting these comrades to regard the explanations as satisfactory
and withdraw their statement; 2) when it came to the election of the
central bodies, we were prepared to allow the minority (or the
opportunist wing) of the Caressa minority on both central
bodies Martov onthe Central Organ and Popov on the Central
Committee. Wecould notact otherwise from the Party standpoint,

" I cannot help recalling in this connection a conversation | happened to
have at the Congress with one of fi@entre delegatesfiHow

oppressive the atmosphere is at our CongbdmstomplainediT his

bitter fighting, this agitation one against the other, this biting
controversy, this uncomradely attitudéi fiwhat a splendid thing our
Congress igl | replied.fiA free and open struggl®©pinions have been
stated. The shades have been revealed. The groups have taken shape.
Hands have been raised. A decision has been taken. A stage has been
passed. Forward! Thatthe stuff for me! Thés life! Thats not like the
endless, tedious worchopping of your intellectuals, which stops not
because the question has been settled, but because they are too tired to
talk any more..0

The comrade of theCentre stared at me in perplexity and shrugged

his shoulders. We were talking different languages
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since even before the Congress we had decided to elect twadftrios.
the difference of shades maled at the Congress was not great
neither was thepractical conclusion we drew from the struggle
between these shades: the conclusion amowsaledy to this, that
two-thirds of the seats on both bodies of three ought to be given to
themajority at theParty Congress.

It was only therefusalof the minority at the Party Congress to
be aminority on the central bodiethat led first to thefifeeble
whiningd of defeated intellectuals, and thenawarchistic talkand
anarchistic actions.

In conclusion, leus take one more glance at the diagram from
the standpoint of the composition of the central bodies. Quite
naturally,in additionto the question of shades, the delegates were
faced during the elections with the question of thatability,
efficiency, etc, of one or anotheperson.The minority are now
very prone to confuse these two questions. Yet that they are
different questions is se#fvident, and this can be seen from the
simple fact, for instance, that the election ofimitial trio for the
Centrd Organ had been planned evmfore the Congresat a time
when no one could have foreseen the alliance of Martov and
Axelrod with Martynov and Akimov. Different questions have to be
answered in different ways: the answer to the question of shades
must ke sought for in theminutes of the Congresén the open
discussions and voting on each and every issue. As to the question
of the suitability ofpersons everybody at the Congress had decided
that it should be settled bgecret ballot. Why did the whole
Congress unanimouslyake that decision? The question is so
elementary that it would be odd to dwell on it. But (since their
defeat at the ballébox) the minority have begun to forget even
elementary things. We have heard torrents of ardent, passionate
speeches, heated almost to the point of irresponsibility, in defence
of the old editorial board, but we have heaifusolutely nothing
about the shadest the Congresthat were involved in the struggle
over a board of six or three. We hear talk and gossipllosides
about the ineffectualness, the unsuitability, the evil designs, etc., of
the persons elected to the Central Committee, but we hear
absolutely nothingbout the shadest the Congresthat fought for
predominance on the Central Committee. To m&eéms indecent
and discreditable to go about talking and gossipiugside the
Congressabout the qualities and actions of individuals (for in
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ninetynine cases out of a hundred these actions are an
organisational secret, which can only be divulged tosilygreme
authority of the Party). To fightutside the Congredsy means of
such gossipvould, in my opinion, bescandalmongering.And the

only public reply | could make to all this talk would be to point to
the struggle at the Congress: You say thatGkatral Committee
was elected by a narrow majority. That is true. But this narrow
majority consisted of all who had most consistently fought, not in
words but in actual fact, for the realisation of tlsikra plans.
Consequently, thenoral prestige of thismajority should be even
higheri incomparably sé than itsformal prestigei higher in the
eyes of all who value the continuity of thekra trendabove the
continuity of a particulatskra circle.Who wasmore competent to
judge the suitability of particular persons to carry out thekra
policy i those who fought for that pol icy at the Congress, or those
who in no few cases fought against that policy and defended
everything retrograde, every kind of old rubbish, every kind of
circle mentality?
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O. AFTER THE CONGRESS.
TWO METHODS OF STRUGGLE

The analysis of the debates and voting at the Congress, which
we have nowconcluded, actually explain® nuce (in embryo)
everything that has happened since the Congrasd we can be
brief in outlining the subsequent stages of our Party crisis.

The refusal of Martov and Popov to stand for election
immediately introduced an rabsphere okquabblinginto a Party
struggle between Party shades. On the very next day after the
Congress, Comrade Glebov, thinking it incredible that the unelected
editors could seriously have decidedsteing towardsAkimov and
Martynov, and attributinghe whole thing primarily to irritation,
suggested to Plekhanov and me that the matter should be ended
peaceably and that all four should fim-opted on condition that
proper representation of the editorial board on the Council was
guaranteed (i.e., thaf the two representatives, one was definitely
drawn from theParty majority). This condition seemed sound to
Plekhanov and me, for its acceptance would inaplgcit admission
of the mistake at the Congressdesire for peace instead of war, a
desire © be closer to Plekhanov and me than to Akimov and
Martynov, Egorov and Makhov. The concession as regérds
optatiord thus became personalone, and it was not worth while
refusing to make a personal concession which should clear away the
irritation andrestore peace. Plekhanov and | therefore consented.
But the editorial majority rejected the conditioBlebov left. We
began to wait and see what would happen next: whether Martov
would adhere to the loyal stand he had taken up at the Congress
(against Comrade Popov, the representative of the Centre), or
whether the unstable elements who inclined towards a split, and in
whose wake he had followed, would gain the upper hand.

We were faced with the question: would Comrade Martov
choose to regard his Congremalitiond as an isolated political
fact (just assi licet parva componere magniBebets coalition
with Vollmar in 1895 was an isolated case), or would he want to
conlidate this coalition, exert himself to prove that it was
Plekhanov and ivho were mistaken at the Congress, and become
the actual leader of the opportunist wing of our Party? This question

" If little things may be compared to bigEd.
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might be formulated otherwise as follows: a squabble or a @ilitic
Party struggle? Of the three of us who on the day after the Congress
were the sole available members of the central institutions, Glebov
inclined most to the former answer and made the most efforts to
reconcile the children who had fallen out. Comradekifanov
inclined most to the latter answer and was, as the saying goes,
neither to hold nor to bind. | on this occasion acted the part of
fiCentr®, or fiMarshd, and endeavoured to employ persuasion. To
try at this date to recall the spoken attempts atuasisn would be

a hopelessly muddled business, and | shall not follow the bad
example of Comrade Martov and Comrade Plekhanov. But | do
consider it necessary to reproduce certain pas$agaone written
attempt at persuasion which | addressed to ondefirhinorityd
Iskra-ists:

f.. The refusal of Martov to serve on the editorial board, his
refusal and that of other Party writers to collaborate, the refusal of a
number of persons to work on the Central Committee, and the
propaganda of a boycott or passmasistance are bound to lead,
even if against the wishes of Martov and his friends, to a split in the
Party. Even if Martov adheres to a loyal stand (which he took up so
resolutely at the Congress), others will not, and the outcome | have
mentioned will k8 inevitable...

fiAnd so | ask myself: over what, in point of fact, would we be
parting company? | go over all the events and impressions of the
Congress; | realise that | often behaved and acted in a state of
frightful irritation, drenziedhd | am qute willing to admit this fault
of mine to anyone, if that can be called a fault which was a natural
product of the atmosphere, the reactions, the interjections, the
struggle, etc. But examining now, quite unfrenziedly, the results
attained, the outcome lsieved by frenzied struggle, | can detect
nothing, absolutely nothing in these results that is injurious to the
Party, and absolutely nothing that is an affront or insult to the
minority.

fOf course, the very fact of finding oneself in the minority
could ot but be vexatious, but | categorically protest against the
idea that wedcast sluré on anybody, that wevantedto insult or
humiliate anybody. Nothing of the kind. And one should not allow
political differences to lead to an interpretation of eventgdan
accusing the other side of unscrupulousness, chicanery, intrigue,
and the other nice things we are hearing mentioned more and more
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often in this atmosphere of an impending split. This should not be
allowed, for it is, to say the least, thec plus lira of irrationality.

fiMartov and | have had a political (and organisational)
difference, as we had dozens of times before. Defeated over
Paragraph 1 of the Rules, | could not but strive with all my might
for revanchen what remained to me (and to then@eess). | could
not but strive, on the one hand, for a strictbkra-ist Central
Committee, and, on the other, for a trio on the editorial board
consider this triothe only one capable of being an official
institution, instead of a body basediodulgence and slackness, the
only one to be a real centre, each member of which would always
state and defend his Party viewpoint, not one grain more, and
irrespective of all personal considerations and all fear of giving
offence, of resignations, and sn.

firhis trio, after what had occurred at the Congress,
undoubtedly meant legitimising a political and organisational line in
one respect directed against Martov. Undoubtedly. Cause a rupture
on that account? Break up the Party because of it?? Did ned\WMar
and Plekhanov oppose me over the question of demonstrations?
And did not Martov and | oppose Plekhanov over the question of
the programme? Is not one side of every trio always up against the
other two? If the majority of thdskra-ists, both in thelskra
organisation and at the Congress, found this particular shade of
Martovs line organisationally and politically mistaken, is it not
really senseless to attempt to attribute this datrigued
dncitemen§ and so forth? Would it not be senseless tadrialk
away this fact byabusingthe majority and calling theuiffraff &2

fil repeat that, like the majority of thsekra-ists at the Congress,
I am profoundly convinced that the line Martov adopted was wrong,
and that he had to be corrected. To takerafé at this correction, to
regard it as an insult, etc., is unreasonable. We have not cast, and
are not casting, angluron anyone, nor are we excluding anyone
from work.And to cause a split because someone has been excluded
from a central bodgeemdo me a piece of inconceivable folly.

" This letter (to A. N. Potresov, of August 31 [September 13], 1903
Ed.) was written inSeptembe{New Style). | have only omitted what
seemed to me irrelevant to the matter in hand. If the addressee
considers what | have omitted important, he can easily repair the
omission. Incidentally, let me take this opportunity to say that any of
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| have thought it necessary to recall these written statements of
mine now, because thepnclusivelyprove that the majority wanted
to draw a definite lineat oncebetween possible (and in a heated
struggle inevithle) personalgrievances and personal irritations
caused by biting antfrenzied attacks, etc., on the one hand, and a
definite political mistake, a definite political line (coalition with the
Right wing), on the other.

These statements prove that thassive resistanceof the
minority began immediately after the Congressl at once evoked
from us the warning that it wasstep towards splitting the Party
the warning that it ran directly counter to theieclarations of
loyalty at the Congresghat thesplit would be solely ovethe fact
of exclusion from the central institutiorfthat is, norelection to
them), for nobody ever thought of excluding any Party member
from work and that our political difference (an inevitable
difference, inasmuch as it hambt yet been elucidated and settled
which line at the Congress was mistaken, Magoar ours) was
being perverted more and more into a squabldecompanied by
abuse, suspicions, and so on and so forth.

But the warnings were in vain. The behaviour of thi@ority
showed that the least stable elements among them, thoskeagto
valued the Party were gaining the upper hand. This compelled
Plekhanov and me to withdraw the consent we had given to
Glebows proposal. For if the minority were demonstratingHosir
deedstheir political instability not only as regards principles, but
even as regardslementary Party loyaltywhat value could be
attached to theitalk about this celebrateficontinuityd? Nobody
scoffed more wittily than Plekhanov at the utter tadgy of
demanding thefico-optatiord to the Party editorial board of a
majority consisting of people who frankly proclaimed their new and
growing differences of opinion! Has there ever been a case in the
world of a party majority on the central institutconverting itself
into a minority of its own accordprior to the airing of new
differences in the press, in full view of the Party? Let the
differences first be stated, let the Party judge how profound and
important they were, let the Party itself @t the mistake it had
made at the Second Congress, should it be shown that it had made a

my opponents may publish any of my private letters should they think a
useful purpose will be served by it.
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mistake! The very fact that such a demand was madée pleaof
differences still unknown demonstrated the utter instability of those
who made it, the complete subrsion of political differences by
squabbling, and their entire disrespkoth for the Party as a whole
and for their own convictions. Never have there been, nor will there
be, persons otonvinced principlewho refuse to try taonvince
before they secer(privately) a majority in the institution they want

to bring round to their standpoint.

Finally, on October 4, Comrade Plekhanov announced that he
would make alast attempt to put an end to this absurd state of
affairs. A meeting was called of all thexamembers of the old
editorial board, attended by a new member of the Central
Committee. Comrade Plekhanov spent three whole hours proving
how unreasonable it was to demafimb-optatiord of four of the
fiminorityd to two of thefimajorityd. He proposeao-opting two of
them so as, on the one hand, to remove all fears that we wanted to
fbully, suppress, besiege, behead or bury anyone, and, on the other,
to safeguard the rights and position of the Pamgjorityd. The ce
optation of two was likewisejected.

On October 6, Plekhanov and | wrote the following official
letter to all the old editors dékra and to Comrade Trotsky, one of
its contributors:

fiDear Comrades,

fiThe editorial board of the Central Organ considers it its duty
officially to express its regret at your withdrawal from participation
in IskraandZarya.In spite of the repeated invitations to collaborate
which we made to you immediately following the Second Party
Congress and several times after, we have not received a single
contribution from you. The editors of the Central Organ declare that
your withdrawal from participation is not justified by anything they
have done. No personal irritation should serve, of course, as an
obstacle to your working on the Central Organ of the Pditypnl
the other hand, your withdrawal is due to any differences of opinion
with us, we would consider it of the greatest benefit to the Party if
you were to set forth these differences at length. More, we would

" This Central Committee memb&rarranged, in addition, a number of
private and collective talks with the minority, in which he refuted the
preposterous tales that were being spread and appealed to their sense of
Party duty.
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consider it highly desirable for the naturedadepth of these
differences to be explainad the whole Party as early as possible in
the columns of the publications of which we are the eddors.

As the reader sees, it was still quite unclear to us whether the
actions of thefiminorityd were principdly governed by personal
irritation or by a desire to steer the organ (and the Party) along a
new courseand if so, what course exactly. | think that if we were
even now to set seventy wise men to elucidate this question with the
help of any literature oany testimony you like, they too could
make nothing of this tangle. | doubt whether a sguabble can ever be
disentangled: you have either to cut it, or set it aside.

Axelrod, Zasulich, Starover, Trotsky, and Koltsov sent a couple
of lines in reply to tt8 letter of October 6, to the effect that the
undersigned were taking no partlgkra since its passage into the
hands of the new editorial board. Comrade Martov was more
communicative and honoured us with the following reply:
fiTo the Editorial Board otte Central Organ of the R.S.D.L.P.

fiDear Comrades,

filn reply to your letter of October 6 | wish to state the following: |
consider all our discussions on the subject of working together on one
organ at an end after the conference which took place inrésemqce of
a Central Committee member on October 4, and at which you refused
to state the reasons that induced you to withdraw your proposal to us
that Axelrod, Zasulich, Starover, and | should join the editorial board
on condition that we undertook to eie Comrade Lenin our
Gepresentativ®on the Council. After you repeatedly evaded at this
conference formulating the statements you had yourselves made in the
presence of witnesses, | do not think it necessary to explain in a letter to
you my motives forefusing to work oriskraunder present conditions.
Should the need arise, | shall explain them in detail to the whole Party,

" The letter to Comrade Martov contaihia addition a reference to a
certain pamphlet and the following senterfiteastly, we once more
inform you, in the interests of the work, that we are still prepared-to co
opt you to the editorial board of the Central Organ, in order to give you
every opprtunity officially to state and defend your views in the
supreme institution of the Pardy.

"Comrade Plekhanov would probably addr satisfyeach and every
claim of the initiators of the squablileWe shall see why this was
impossible.
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which will already be able to learn from the minutes of the Second
Congress why | rejected the proposal, which you now repeatl that
accept a seat on the editorial board and on the Cauncil

fiL. Martovo

This letter, in conjunction with the previous documents,
clarifies beyond any possible dispute that question of boycott,
disorganisation, anarchy, and preparations for a split which
Comrade Martov (with the help of exclamation marks and rows of
dots) so assiduously evades in 8iate of Siegé the question of
loyal and disloyal methods of struggle.

Comrade Martov and the others amneited to set forth their
differences, they araskedto tell us plainly what the trouble is all
about and what their intentions are, they asdortedto stop
sulking and to analyse calmly the mistake made over Paragraph 1
(which is intimately connected with their mistake in swinging to the
Right) 7 but Comrade Martov and Coefuse to talkand cry:fiwe
are being besieged! We are being bulliethe jibe aboufdreadful
words has not cooled the ardour of these comical outcries.

How is it possible tdbesiegesomeone whaefuses to work
together with yo@i we asked Comrade Martov. How is it possible
to ill-treat, fbullyd, and oppress a minority whidlefuses to be a
minority? Being in the minority necessarily and inevitably involves
certain disadvantages. These disadvantages are that you either have
to join a body which will outvote you on certain questions, or you
stay outside that body and attack it, and consequently come under
the fire of wellmounted batteries.

Did Comrade Martods cries about éstate of sieggmean that
those in the minority were being fought or governed unfairly and
unloyally?Only such an assertion could have contained even a grain
of sense (in Marta® eyes), for, | repeat, being in the minority
necessarily and inevitably involves certairsadivantages. But the
whole comedy of the matter is that Comrade Maxtould not be
fought at allas long as he refused to talk! The minodbuld not be
governed at alis long as they refused to be a minority!

Comrade Martov could not cite single factto show that the
editorial board of the Central Organ had exceeded or abused its
powers while Plekhanov and | were on it. Nor could the practical

" | omit whatMartov replied in reference to his pamphlet, then being
republished.
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workers of the minority cita single facof a like kind with regard

to the Central Committee. However CokhgaMartov may now
twist and turn in hisState of Siegeit remains absolutely
incontrovertible thathe outcries about a state of siege were nothing
but fifeeble whiningi.

How utterly Comrade Martov and Co. lackeskensible
arguments against the editoriadard appointed by the Congress is
best of all shown by their own catchwofifVe are not serfé!(State
of Siege p. 34.) The mentality of the bourgeois intellectual, who
counts himself among thé@elect mindé standing above mass
organisation and mass digline, is expressed here with remarkable
clarity. To explaintheir refusal to work in the Party by saying that
they fiare not serfs is to give themselves away completely
confess to a total lack of arguments, an utter inability to furnish any
motives, ay sensible reasons for dissatisfaction. Plekhanov and |
declare that their refusal is not justified by anything we have done;
we request them to set forth their differences; and all they reply is:
fiwe are not serés(adding that no bargain has yet beesched on
the subject of captation).

To the individualism of the intellectual, which already
manifested itself in the controversy over Paragraph 1, revealing its
tendency to opportunist argument and anarchistic phrase
mongering,all proletarian organisain and discipline seems to be
serfdomThe reading public will soon learn that in the eyes of these
fiParty membesand Partyfofficialsd even a newParty Congress
is a serf institution that is terrible and abhorrent to ifleéect
mind.... This finstitutiond is indeed terrible to people who are not
averse to making use of the Party title but are conscious that this
title of theirsdoes not accordvith the interests and will of the
Party.

The committee resolutions enumerated in my letter to the
editors of the newskra, and published by Comrade Martov in his
State of Siegeshow with facts that the behaviour of the minority
amounted all along to shedrsobedienceof the decisions of the
Congress andisorganisatiorof positive practical work. Corsting
of opportunists and people who detestglda, the minority strove
to rend the Partyand damaged and disorganised its work, thirsting
to avenge their defeat at the Congress and sensing thHainapgt
and loyal means (by explaining their case in theegs or at a
congress) they wouldeversucceed in refuting the accusation of
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opportunism and intellectualist instability which at the Second
Congress had been levelled against theealising that they could

not convincethe Party, they tried to gain the&inds bydisorganising

the Party anchampering all its workThey were reproached with
having (by their mistakes at the Congress) caused a crack in our pot;
they replied to the reproach by tryimgth all their mightto smash

the potaltogether.

So distoted had their ideas become that boycott and refusal to
work were proclaimed to bdhonest methods of struggle.
Comrade Martov is now wriggling all around this delicate point.
Comrade Martov is such @man of principl® that he defends
boycott.. when practised by the minority, but condemns boycott
when, his side happening to have become the majority, it threatens
Martov himself!

We need not, | think, go into the question whether this is a
squabble or afdifference of principleé as to what are honest
methods of struggle in a Soci@lemocratic workei@party.

After the unsuccessful attempts (of October 4 and 6) to obtain
an explanation from the comrades who had startetctireptatiord
row, nothing remained for the central institutions but to waitsa®l
what would come of their verbal assurances that they would adhere
to loyal methods of struggle. On October 10, the Central Committee
addressed a circular letter to the League (see League Minutes, pp. 3
5), announcing that it was engaged in draftingeRdbr the League
and inviting the League members to assist. The Administration of
the League had at that time decided against a congress of that body
(by two votes to onejbid., p. 20). The replies received from
minority supporters to this circular shodveat once that the
celebrated promise to be loyal and abide by the decisions of the
Congress was just talk, and that, as a matter of fact, the minority
had positively decidediot to obeythe central institutions of the
Party, replying to their appeals tollaborate withevasive excuses
full of sophistry andanarchisticphrasemongering. In reply to the
famous open letter of Deutsch, a member of the Administration (p.
10), Plekhanov, myself, and other supporters of the majority
expressed our vigorouprotest against the gross violations of Party
discipline by which an official of the League permits himself to

’ Mining Area resolution$tate of Siege. 38).
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hamper the organisational activities of a Party institution and calls
upon other comrades likewise to violate discipline and the Rules.
Remarks suchsad do not consider myself at liberty to take part in
such work on the invitation of the Central Commifie®r,
Comrades, we must on no account allow it [The Central
Committee] to draw up new Rules for the Leayuetc., are
agitational methods of arl that can only arouse disgust in anyone
who has the slightest conception of the meaning of the words party,
organisation, and party discipline. Such methods are all the more
disgraceful for the fact that they are being used against a newly
created Partynstitution and are therefore an undoubted attempt to
undermine confidence in it among Party comrades, and that,
moreover, they are being employed under the cachet of a member of
the League Administration and behind the back of the Central
Committeed (P.17.)

Under such conditions, the League Congress promised to be
nothing but a brawl.

From the outset, Comrade Martov continued his Congress
tactics offigetting personal this time with Comrade Plekhanov, by
distorting private conversations. Comrade Plekivaprotested, and
Comrade Martov was obliged to withdraw his accusations (League
Minutes, pp. 39 and 134), which were a product of either
irresponsibility or resentment.

The time for the report arrived. | had been the Le&ue
delegate at the Party Congseé mere reference to the summary of
my report (p. 43 et seq.will show the reader that | gave a rough
outline of that analysis of the voting at the Congress which, in
greater detail, forms the contents of the present pamphlet. The
central feature of # report was precisely the proof that, owing to
their mistakes, Martov and Co. had landed in the opportunist wing
of our Party. Although this report was made to an audience whose
majority consisted of violent opponents, they could discover
absolutely nothig in it which departed from loyal methods of Party
struggle and controversy.

Martovés report, on the contrary, apart from minor
ficorrections to particular points of my account (the incorrectness

" See pp. 7B3 of this volumei Ed. [Second Congress of the League
of RussiarRevolutionary SociaDemocracy Abroad
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of these corrections we have shown above), was nothing but
product of disordered nerves.

No wonder that the majority refused to carry on the fight in this
atmosphere. Comrade Plekhanov entered a protest against the
fiscené (p. 68)1 it was indeed a reguldiscenefl i and withdrew
from the Congress without stating the objections he had already
prepared on the substance of the report. Nearly all the other
supporters of the majority also withdrew from the Congress, after
filing a written protest against théunworthy behgiourd of
Comrade Martov (League Minutes, p. 75).

The methods of struggle employed by the minority became
perfectly clear to all. We had accused the minority of committing a
political mistake at the Congress, of having swung towards
opportunism, of havindormed a coalition with the Bundists, the
Akimovs, the Brouckeres, the Egorovs, and the Makhovs. The
minority had been defeated at the Congress, and they had now
fiworked oub two methods of struggle, embracing all their endless
variety of sorties, assaultattacks, etc.

First methodi disorganising all the activity of the Party,
damaging the work, hampering all and everythifigithout
statement of reasons .

Second method makingfisceneg, and so on and so forth.

This fisecond method of struggleis also aparent in the
Leaguds famous resolutions dlprincipled, in the discussion of
which thefimajorityd, of course, took no part. Let us examine these
resolutions, which Comrade Martov has reproduced irSkage of
Siege.

The first resolution, signed by Coattes Trotsky, Fomin,
Deutsch, and others, contains two theses directed against the
fimajorityd of the Party Congress: ¥)The League expresses its
profound regret that, owing to the manifestation at the Congress of
tendencies which essentialtyn counter @ the earlier policy of

" I have already pointed out that it would be unwise to attribute to

sordid motives even the most sordid manifestations of the squabbling
that is so habitual in the atmosphere of émigré and exile colonies. It is a
sat of epidemic disease engendered by abnormal conditions of life,
disordered nerves, and so ohaldto give a true picture of this system

of struggle here, because Comrade Martovegasn resorted to it in its

full scope in higi State of Siegé.



152 ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPSBACK

Iskra, due care was not given in drafting the Party Rules to
providing sufficient safeguards of the independence and authority of
the Central Committee(League Minutes, p. 83.)

As we have already seen, this thesigyrincipled amounts to
nothing butAkimovphrasemongering, theopportunistcharacter of
which was exposed at the Party Congeanby Comrade Popov!

In point of fact, the claim that thémajorityd did not mean to
safeguard the independence and authority of thér&@e@ommittee
was never anything bgiossip.It need only be mentioned that when
Plekhanov and | were on the editorial boatltere was on the
Council no predominancef the Central Organ over the Central
Committee, but when the Martovites joined the @i board, the
Central Orgarsecuredpredominance over the Central Committee
on the Councill When we were on the editorial bogndctical
workers in Russia predominatedn the Council over writers
residing abroad; since the Martovites took over, thetraoy has
been the case. When we were on the editorial board, the Council
never oncettempted to interfere in arpractical matter; since the
unanimous captationsuch interference has beguas the reading
public will learn in detail in the near future

Next thesis of the resolution we are examinirig.when
constituting the official central bodies of the Party, the Congress
ignored the need for maintaining continuity with the actually
existing central bodies.d

This thesis boils down to nothing btihe question of the
personal composition of the central bodies. Tha@minorityd
preferred to evade the fact that at the Congress the old central
bodies had proved their unfithess and committed a number of
mistakes. But most comical of all is the referenedéidontinuityd
with respect to the Organising Committee. At the Congress, as we
have seen, nobody even hinted that the entire membership of the
Organising Committee should be endorsed. At the Congress,
Martov actually cried in a frenzy that a list contamithree
members of the Organising Committee was defamatory to him. At
the Congress, thénal list proposed by théminorityd contained
one member of the Organising Committe®opoy Glebov or
Fomin, and Trotsky), whereas the list th@ajorityd put throwgh
containediwo members of the Organising Committee out of three
(Travinsky Vasilyey and Glebov). We ask, can this reference to
ficontinuityo really be consideredfaifference of principlé?
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Let us pass to the other resolution, which was signed by four
members of the old editorial board, headed by Comrade Axelrod.
Here we find all those major accusations againstfthajorityd
which have subsequently been repeated many times in the press.
They can most conveniently be examined as formulated by the
members of the editorial circle. The accusations are levelled against
fithe system of autocratic and bureaucratic government of the
Partyo, againstfibureaucratic centralisin which, as distinct from
figenuinely SociaDemaocratic centralism is defined as follows: it
fiplaces in the forefront, not internal union, but external, formal
unity, achieved and maintained by purely mechanical means, by the
systematic suppression of individual initiative and iretetent
social activity; it is thereforefiby its very nature incapable of
organically uniting the component elements of sodiety

What fisocietyp Comrade Axelrod and Co. are here referring to,
heaven alone knows. Apparently, Comrade Axelrod was not quite
clear himself whether he was penning a Zemstvo address on the
subject of desirable government reforms, or pouring forth the
complaints of the fiminorityd. What is the implication of
flautocracy in the Party, about which the dissatisfiédditor®
clamour? Aubcracy means the supreme, uncontrolled, -non
accountable, noeelective rule of one individual. We know very
well from the literature of th@minorityo that by autocrat they mean
me and no one else. When the resolution in question was being
drafted and addpd, | was on the Central Organ together with
Plekhanov. Consequently, Comrade Axelrod and Co. were
expressing the conviction that Plekhanov and all the members of the
Central Committedigoverned the Panby not in accordance with
their own views of whathie interests of the work required, but in
accordance with theiill of the autocrat Lenin. This accusation of
autocratic government necessarily and inevitably implies
pronouncing all members of the governing body except the autocrat
to be mere tools in thieands of another, mere pawns and agents of
anotheés will. And once again we ask, is thigsally afdifference of
principled on the part of the highly respected Comrade Axelrod?

Further, what external, formal unity are they here talking about,
our fiParty members just returned from a Party Congress whose
decisions they have solemnly acknowledged valid? Do they know
of any other method of achieving unity in a party organised on any
at all durable basis, except a party congress? If they do, why have
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they notthe courage to declare frankly that they no longer regard
the Second Congress as valid? Why do they not try to tell us their
new ideas and new methods of achieving unity in a supposedly
organised party?

Further, whatfisuppression of individual initiatiéeare they
talking about, our individualist intellectuals whom the Central
Organ of the Party has just beexhorting to set forth their
differences, but whinsteadhave engaged in bargaining abéod-
optatiord? And, in general, how could Plekhanov andoi, the
Central Committee, have suppressed the initiative and independent
activity of people who refused to engage any factivityo in
conjunction with us? How can anyone Beuppressead in an
institution or body in which heefuses to have any p&rtHowcould
the unelected editors complain ofigystem of governmeatvhen
they refused tdgibe governed? Wecould nothave committecany
errors in directing our comrades for the simple reason that they
never worked under our direction at all.

It is clear, | think, that the cries about this celebrated
bureaucracy are just a screen for dissatisfaction with the personal
composition of the central bodies, a -Faf to cover up the
violation of a pledge solemnly given at the Congress. You are a
bureaucrat because you were appointed by the Congress not in
accordance with my wishes, but against them; you are a formalist
because you take your stand on the formal decisions of the
Congress, and not on my consent; you are acting in a grossly
mechanical wg because you cite tH@mechanical majority at the
Party Congress and pay no heed to my wish to bapted; you are
an autocrat because you refuse to hand over the power to the old
snug little band who insist on their cirdfieontinuityo all the more
beause they do not like the explicit disapproval of this circle spirit
by the Congress.

These cries about bureaugracy have never haceahgneaning
except the one | have indicatednd this method of struggle only
proves once again the intellectualisttaislity of the minority. They
wanted to convince the Party that the selection of the central bodies
was unfortunate. And how did they go about it? By criticism of

"It is enough to point out that Comrade Plekhanov ceased to be a
supporter ofbureaucratic centralisirin the eyes of the minority once
he put through the beneficent-optation.
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Iskraas conducted by Plekhanov and me? No, that they were unable
to offer. The method theysed consisted in the refusal of a section
of the Party to work under the direction of the hated central bodies.
But no central institution of any party in the world can ever prove
its ability to direct people who refuse to accept its direction. Refusal
to accept the direction of the central bodies is tantamount to
refusing to remain in the Party, it is tantamount to disrupting the
Party; it is a method oflestroying not of convincing. And these
efforts to destroy instead of convince show their lack obisbant
principles, lack of faith in their own ideas.

They talk of bureaucracy. The word bureaucracy might be
translated into Russian as concentration on place and position.
Bureaucracy means subordinating the interests ofvthré to the
interests of on& owncareer, it means focusing attention qtaces
and ignoring the work itself; it means wrangling oweroptation
instead of fighting forideas. That bureaucracy of this kind is
undesirable and detrimental to the Party is unquestionably true, and
I cansafely leave it to the reader to judge which of the two sides
now contending in our Party is guilty of such bureaucracyhey
talk about grossly mechanical methods of achieving unity.
Unquestionably, grossly mechanical methods are detrimental; but |
acain leave it to the reader to judge whether a grosser and more
mechanical method of struggle of a new trend against an old one
can be imagined than installing people in Party institutions before
the Party has been convinced of the correctness of theivieais,
and before these views have even been set forth to the Party.

But perhaps the catchwords of the minority do mean something
in principle, perhaps they do express some spgc@lp of ideas,
irrespective of the petty and particular cause which urigadlp
started thaswingd in the present case? Perhaps if we were to set
aside the wrangling ovéo-optatiord, these catchwords might turn
out to be an expression of a different system of views?

Let us examine the matter from this angle. Before doingveo,
must place on record that the first to attempt such an examination
was Comrade Plekhanov at the League, who pointed out the
minorityés swing towardsanarchismand opportunism and that
Comrade Martov (who is now highly offended because not
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everyone isready to admit that his position is one of princ?p)le
preferredcompletely to ignor¢his incident in hisState of Siege.

At the League Congress the general question was raised as to
whether Rules that the League or a committee may draw up for
itself arevalid without the Central Committée endorsement, and
even if the Central Committee refuses to endorse them. Nothing
could be clearer, one would think: Rules are a formal expression of
organisation, and, according to Paragraph 6 of our Party Rules, the
right to organise committees is explicitly vested in the Central
Committee; Rules define the limits of a commiéeeautonomy, and
the decisive voice in defining those limits belongs to the central and
not to a local institution of the Partyhat is elemeastry, and it was
sheer childishness to argue with such an air of profundity that
florganising does not always implyiendorsing Rules (as if the
League itself had natf its own accord expressed the wish to be
organised on the basis of formal Rules). ButmCade Martov has
forgotten (temporarily, let us hope) even the ABC of Secial
Democracy. In his opinion, the demand that Rules should be
endorsed only indicated thatthe earlier, revolutionaryiskra
centralism is being replaced by bureaucratic centralidmeague
Minutes, p. 95), and there, in fdcComrade Martov declared in the
same speech lay the fiprincipled at issue (p. 96) a principle
which he preferred to ignore in Higate of Siede

Comrade Plekhanov answered Martov at once, requesting that
expressions like bureaucracy, Jaeioffice, etc., be refrained from

’ Nothing could be more comical than the niskrads grievancehat

Lenin refuses to see any differences of principle, or denies them. If
your attitude had been based more on principle, you would the sooner
have examined my repeated statements that you have swung towards
opportunism. If your position had been basedaran principle, you

could not well have degraded an ideological struggle to a squabble over
places. You have only yourselves to blame, for lyaveyourselves

done everything to make it impossible to regard you as men of
principle. Take Comrade Martov,rfexample: when speaking in his
State of Siegef the League Congress, he says nothing about the
dispute with Plekhanov over anarchism, but instead informs us that
Lenin is a supecentre, that Lenin has only to wink his eye to have the
centre issue ordsrthat the Central Committee rode rotgliod over

the League, etc. | have no doubt that by picking his topic in this way,
Comrade Martov displayed the profundity of his ideals and principles.
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as fdetracting from the dignity of the Congrésp. 96). There
followed an interchange with Comrade Martov, who regarded these
expressions aga characterisation of a certain trend from the
standpoint of principl@ At that time Comrade Plekhanov, like all

the other supporters of the majority, took these expressions at their
real value, clearly realising that they related exgkly to the
realm, if we may so put it, dico-optatiord, and not of principle.
However, he deferred to the insistence of the Martovs and
Deutsches (pp. 987) and proceeded to examine their supposed
principlesfrom the standpoint of principléif that were saj said he

(that is, if the committees were autonomous in shaping their
organisation, in drawing up their Rulesfithey would be
autonomous in relation to the whole, to the Party. That is not even a
Bundist view, it is a downright anarchistic viewhat is just how

the anarchists argue: the rights of individuals are unlimited; they
may conflict; every individual determines the limits of his rights for
himself. The limits of autonomy should be determined not by the
group itself, but by the whole of wdh it forms a part. The Bund
was a striking instance of the violation of this principle. Hence, the
limits of autonomy are determined by the Congress, or by the
highest body set up by the Congress. The authority of the central
institution should rest on mal and intellectual prestige. There I, of
course, agree. Every representative of the organisation must be
concerned for the moral prestige of its institution. But it does not
follow that, while prestige in necessary, authority is..nofo
counteropposehe power of authority to the power of ideas is
anarchistic talk, which should have no place bdppe 98). These
propositions are as elementary as can be, they are in fact axioms,
which it was strange even to put to the vote (p. 102), and which
were callel in question only becaus&oncepts have now been
confuse® (loc. cit.). But the minoritgs intellectualist individualism
had, inevitably, driven them to the point of wanting to sabotage the
Congress, to refuse to submit to the majority; and that wishd cou
not be justified except bgnarchistic talk It is very amusing to note
that the minority had nothing to offer in reply to Plekhanov but
complaintsof his use of excessively strong words, like opportunism,
anarchism, and so forth. Plekhanov quite rigiptbked fun at these
complaints by asking whiithe words Jaurésism and anarchism are
not permissible, and the wortlsemajestéand Jackn-office are.

No answer was given. This quaint sortcpfid pro quois always
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happening to Comrades Martov, Axelrodnd Co.: their new
catchwords clearly bear the stamp of vexation; any reference to the
fact offends theni they are, you see, men of principle; but, they are
told, if you denyon principle that the part should submit to the
whole, you are anarchists, aradjain they are offended! the
expression is too strong! In other words, they want to give battle to
Plekhanov, but only on condition that he does not hit back in
earnest!

How many times Comrade Martov and various other
fiMenshevike have convicted me, no less childishly, of the
following Acontradictiod. They quote a passage fravhat Is To
Be Done?or A Letter to a Comradevhich speaks of ideological
influence, a struggle for influence, etc., and contrast it to the
fbureaucratio method of influencing by means of the Rules, to the
flautocratio tendency to rely on authority, and the like. How naive
they are! They have already forgotten thegviouslyour Party was
not a formally organised whole, but merely a sum of separate
groups, ad therefore no other relations except those of ideological
influence were possible between these grougew we have
become an organised Party, and this implies the establishment of
authority, the transformation of the power of ideas into the power of
auhority, the subordination of lower Party bodies to higher ones.
Why, it positively makes one uncomfortable to have to chew over
such elementary things for the benefit of old associates, especially
when one feels that at the bottom of it all is simply theomity&s
refusal to submit to the majority in the matter of the elections! But
from the standpoint of principl¢hese endless exposures of my
contradictions boil down tonothing but anarchistic phrase
mongering. The newviskra is not averse to enjoying théle and
rights of a Party institution, but it does not want to submit to the
majority of the Party:

If the talk about bureaucracy contains any principle at all, if it is
not just an anarchistic denial of the duty of the part to submit to the
whole, thenwhat we have here is therinciple of opportunism
which seeks to lessen the responsibility of individual intellectuals to
the party of the proletariat, to lessen the influence of the central
institutions, to enlarge the autonomy of the least steadfasteelts

" From the Russiamenshinstvé fiminorityd, asfiBolshevild comes
from bolshinstvd fimajorityd. i Trans.



O. AFTER THECONGRESS TWO METHODS OFSTRUGGLE 159

in the Party, to reduce organisational relations to a purely platonic
and verbal acceptance of them. We saw this at the Party Congress,
where the Akimovs and Liebers made exactly the same sort of
speeches abouimonstrous centralism as poured frothe lips of
Martov and Co. at the League Congress. That opportunism leads to
the Martov and Axelrodiviewsd on organisation by its very nature,
and not by chance, and not in Russia alone but the world over, we
shall see later, when examining Comrade Adgaarticle in the
newlskra.



160

P.LITTLE ANNOYANCES SHOULD NOT STANDIN
THE WAY OF A BIG PLEASURE

The Leagués rejection of the resolution declaring that its Rules
must be endorsed by the Central Committee (League Minutes, p.
105) was, as the Party Congress majority at once unanimously
noted, aficrying violation of the Party Rulg® Regarded as the act
of men of principle, this violation was sheer anarchism; while in the
atmosphere of the pe&tongress struggle, it inevitably created the
impression that the Party minority were trying fieettle scores
with the Party majority (LeaguMinutes, p. 112); it meant that they
did not wish to obey the Party or to remain within the Party. And
when the League refused to adopt a resolution on the Central
Committee statement calling for changes in its Rules (pp-2524
it inevitably followed that this assembly, which wanted tm
countedan assembly of a Party organisation but at the same time
not to obey the Parfy central institution, had to be pronounced
unlawful Accordingly, the followers of the Party majority at once
withdrew from thisquasiParty assembly, so as not to have any
share in an indecent farce.

The individualism of the intellectual, with its platonic
acceptance of organisational relations, which was revealed in the
lack of steadfastness over Paragraph 1 of the Rules thuadticp
reached the logical end | had predicted even in September, that is, a
month and a half before, namely, the poindaruptingthe Party
organisation. And at that moment, on the evening of the day the
League Congress ended, Comrade Plekhanov aneduto his
colleagues on both the Paiycentral institutions that he could not
bear tofffire on his comrades that firather than have a split, it is
better to put a bullet in o brair, and that, to avert a greater evil,
it was necessary to make theximum personal concessions, over
which, in point of fact (much more than over the principles to be
discerned in the incorrect position on Paragraph 1), this destructive
struggle was being waged. In order to give a more accurate
characterisation of Comradelekhano® rightaboutface, which
has acquired a certain general Party significance, | consider it
advisable to rely not on private conversations, nor on private letters
(that last resort in extremity), but on Plekhafsogwn statement of
the case to twhole Party, namely, his artici®vhat Should Not
Be Don@ in No. 52 oflskra, which was written just after the
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League Congress, after | had resigned from the editorial board of
the Central Organ (November 1, 1903), and before theptation
of the Marbvites (November 26, 1903).

The fundamental idea d¥Vhat Should Not Be Donds that in
politics one must not be too stiffecked, too harsh and unyielding;
that it is sometimes necessary, to avoid a split, to yield even to
revisionists (among those mogintowards us or among the
inconsistents) and to anarchistic individualists. It was only natural
that these abstract generalities should arouse universal perplexity
amonglskra readers. One cannot help laughing when reading the
proud and majestic statementsf Comrade Plekhanov (in
subsequent articles) that he had not been understood because of the
novelty of his ideas and because people lacked a knowledge of
dialectics.In reality, iWhat Should Not Be Dorecould only be
understood, at the time it was weitt, by some dozen people living
in two Geneva suburbs whose names both begin with the same
letter”® Comrade Plekhands misfortune was that he put into
circulation among some ten thousand readers an agglomeration of
hints, reproaches, algebraical symbadsid riddles which were
intended only for these dozen or so people who had taken part in all
the developments of the peSbngress struggle with the minority.
This misfortune befell Comrade Plekhanov because he violated a
basic principle of that dialectia® which he so unluckily referred,
namely, that there is no abstract truth, that truth is always concrete.
That is why it was out of place to lend an abstract form to the
perfectly concrete idea of yielding to the Martovites after the
League Congress.

Yielding T which Comrade Plekhanov advocated as a new war
cry T is legitimate and essential in two cases: when the yielder is
convinced that those who are striving to make him yield are in the
right (in which case, honest political leaders frankly and openly
admit their mistake), or when an irrational and harmful demand is
yielded to in order to avert a greater evil. It is perfectly clear from
the article in question that it is the latter case the author has in mind:
he speaks plainly of yielding to revisiotsis and anarchistic
individualists (that is, to the Martovites, as every Party member now
knows from the League Minutes), and says that it is essential in
order to avert a split. As we see, Comrade Plekh@nswpposedly
novel idea amounts to no more thdre thot very novel piece of
commonplace wisdom that little annoyances should not be allowed
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to stand in the way of a big pleasure, that a little opportunist folly
and a little anarchistic talk is better than a big Partjt.sfyhen
Comrade Plekhanov wrotdi$ article he clearly realised that the
minority representethe opportunist wing of our Party and that they
were fighting with anarchistic weapons. Comrade Plekhanov came
forward with the plan to combat this minority by means of personal
concessionsjust as (agairsi licet parva componere maghithe
German SociaDemocrats combated Bernstein. Bebel publicly
declared at congresses of his Party that he did not know anyone who
was so susceptible to the influence of environment as Comrade
Bernstein (notMr. Bernstein, as Comrade Plekhanov was once so
fond of calling him, but Comrade Bernstein): let us take him into
our environment, let us make him a member of the Reichstag, let us
combat revisionism, not by inappropriate harshness I¢
SobakevicHParvus) towards the revisionist, but bikilling him

with kindnessi as Comrade M. Beer, | recall, put it at a meeting of
English SociaDemocrats when defending German conciliatoriness,
peaceableness, mildness, flexibility, and caution against the attack
of the English Sobakevichi Hyndman. And in just the same way,
Comrade Plekhanov wanted tdkill with kindnes® the little
anarchism and the little opportunism of Comrades Axelrod and
Martov. True while hinting quite plainly at théanarchistic
individualist®, Comrade Plekhanov expressed himself in a
deliberately vague way about the revisionists; he did so in a manner
to create the impression that he was referring toRhbocheye
Dyeloists, who were swinging from opportunism towards
orthodoxy, and not to Axedd and Martov, who had begun to swing
from orthodgxy towards revisionisrBut this was only an innocent
military ruse, a feeble bulwarkhat was incapable of withstanding
the artillery fire of Party publicity.

" There was never any question after the Party Congress of making
concessions to Comrades Martynov, Akimov, and Brouckére. | am not
aware that they too demand@mb-optatiord. | even doubt whether
Comrade Staver or Comrade Martov consulted Comrade Brouckére
when they sent us their epistles dndte®? in the name dihalf the
Party.... At the League Congress Comrade Martov rejected, with the
profound indignation of an unbending political stalwart the véegiof
afunion with Ryazanov or Martynay of the possibility of ddeab

with them, or even of joinfiservice to the Pardy(as an editor; League
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And anyone who acquaints himself with the uattstate of
affairs at the political juncture we are describing, anyone who gains
an insight into Comrade Plekharisvmentality, will realise that |
could not have acted in this instance otherwise than | did. | say this
for the benefit of those supporterf the majority who have
reproached me for surrendering the editorial board. When Comrade
Plekhanov swung round after the League Congress and from being
a supporter of the majority became a supporter of reconciliation at
all costs, | was obliged to putehvery best interpretation on it.
Perhaps Comrade Plekhanov wanted in his article to put forward a
programme for an amicable and honest peace? Any such
programme boils down to a sincere admission of mistakes by both
sides. What was the mistake Comrade Réslov laid at the door of
the majority? An inappropriate, Sobakeddte, harshness towards
the revisionists. We do not know what Comrade Plekhanov had in
mind by that: his witticism about the asses, or his extremely
incautious’ in Axelrodss presencé reference to anarchism and
opportunism. Comrade Plekhanov preferred to express himself
fiabstractly, and, moreover, with a hint at the other fellow. That is a
matter of taste, of course. But, after all, | had admitted my personal
harshness openly both inethetter to thdskra-ist and at the League
Congress. How then could | refuse to admit that the majority were
guilty of such aimistak&? As to the minority, Comrade Plekhanov
pointed to their mistake quite clearly, namely, revisionism (cf. his
remarks abot opportunism at the Party Congress and about
Jaurésism at the League Congress) and anarchism which had led to
the verge of a split. Could | obstruct an attempt to secure an
acknowledgement of these mistakes and undo their harm by means
of personal concefons andkindness in general? Could | obstruct
such an attempt when Comrade PlekhanaW¥hat Should Not Be
Doned directly appealed to us fspare the adversarigsamong the

Minutes, p. 53). At the League Congress Comrade Martov sternly
condemnediMartynov tendencigs(p. 88), and when Comrade
Orthodox* subtly hinted that Axelrod and Martov no doiibbnsider

that Comrades Akimov, Martynov, and others also have the right to get
together, draw up Rules fdigmselves, and act in accordance with

them as they seedi(p. 99), the Martovites denied it, as Peter denied
Christ (p. 100fiComrade Orthodd® fear® fregarding the Akimovs,
Martynovs, et@, fhave no foundatiaj).
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revisionists who were revisionistBonly because of a certain
inconsistency? And if | did not believen this attempt, could | do
otherwise than make a personal concession regarding the Central
Organ and move over to the Central Committee in order to defend
the position of the majority?l could not absolutely deny the
feasibility of such attempts and take upon myself the full onus for
the threatening split, if only because | had myself been inclined, in
the letter of October 6, to attribute the wrangle ffmersonal
irritationo. But | did consider, and still consider, it my paél duty

to defend the position of the majority. To rely in this on Comrade
Plekhanov would have been difficult and risky, for everything went
to show that he was prepared to interpret his dictuntfihbtader of

the proletariat has no right to give reim his warlike inclinations
when they run counter to political good semido interpret it in a
dialectical way to mean that if you had to fire, then it was better
sense (considering the state of the weather in Geneva in November)
to fire at the majority.. To defend the majoritg position was
essential, because, when dealing with the question of the free (?)
will of a revolutionary, Comrade Plekhandv in defiance of
dialectics, which demands a concrete and comprehensive
examinationi modestly evadedhe question ofconfidence in a
revolutionary of confidence in &leader of the proletariatvho was

" Comrade Martov put it very aptly veh he said that | had moved over
avec armes et bagagesomrade Martov is very fond of military
metaphors: campaign against the League, engagement, incurable
wounds, etc., etc. To tell the truth, | too have a great weakness for
military metaphors especigljust now, when one follows the news
from the Pacific with such eager interest. But, Comrade Martov, if we
are to use military language, the story goes like this. We capture two
forts at the Party Congress. You attack them at the League Congress.
After the first brief interchange of shots, my colleague, the
commandant of one of the forts, opens the gates to the enemy.
Naturally, | gather together the little artillery I have and move into the
other fort, which is practically unfortified, in order fistandsieg®

against the enendy overwhelming numbers. | even make an offer of
peace for what chance do | stand against two powers? But in reply to
my offer, the new allies bombard my last fort. | return the fire.
Whereupon my former colleagiighe commandarit exclaims in
magnificent indignationfiust look, good people, how bellicose this
Chamberlain i)
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leading a definite wing of the Party. When speaking of anarchistic
individualism and advising us to close our ey@d time® to
violations ofdiscipline and to yield fisometimes to intellectualist
license, whichfiis rooted in a sentiment that has nothing to do with
devotion to the revolutionary idéaComrade Plekhanov apparently
forgot that we must also reckon with the free will of the majority of
the Pan, and that it must be lefto the practical workergo
determine thextentof the concessions to be made to the anarchistic
individualists. Easy as it is to fight childish anarchistic nonsense on
the literary plane, it is very difficult to carry on prigetl work in the
same organisation with an anarchistic individualfstwriter who

took it upon himself to determine the extent of the concessions that
might be made to anarchism in practice would only be betraying his
inordinate and truly doctrinaire litgry conceit. Comrade Plekhanov
majestically remarked (for the sake of importance, as BaZarov
used to say) that if a new split were to occur the workers would
cease to understand us; yet at the same time he initiated an endless
stream of articles in theewIskrawhose real and concrete meaning
was bound to be incomprehensible not only to the workers, but to
the world at large. It is not surprising that when a member of the
Central Committee read the proofsff¥hat Should Not Be Dorie

he warned Comradddkhanov that his plan to somewhat curtail the
size of a certain publication (the minutes of the Party Congress and
the League Congress) would be defeated by this very article, which
would excite curiosity, offer for the judgement of the man in the
street something that was piquant and at the same time quite
incomprehensible to him,and inevitably cause people to ask in
perplexity: iWhat has happenedift is not surprising that owing to

the abstractness of its arguments and the vagueness of its hints, this

" We are having a heated and passionate argument in private. Suddenly
one of us jumps up, flings open the window, and begins to clamour
against Sobakevicheanarchistic individualists, revisionists, etc.
Naturally, a crowd of curious idlers gathers in the street and our
enemies rub their hands in glee. Other of the disputants go to the
window too and want to give a coherent account of the whole matter,
without hinting at things nobody knows anything about. Thereupon the
window is banged to on the plea that it is not worth while discussing
squabbleglskra, No. 53, p. 8, col. 2, line 24 up). It was not worth

while beginning infi Iskrad on a discussion disqualble, Comrade
Plekhanof® i that would be nearer the truth!
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article of Comrade Plekhan@s caused jubilation in the ranks of the
enemies of SocidDemocracyi the dancing of theancanin the
columns ofRevolutsionaya Rossiyand ecstatic praises from the
consistent revisionists i@svobozhdeniyeThe source of hthese
comical and sad misunderstandings, from which Comrade
Plekhanov later tried so comically and so sadly to extricate himself,
lay precisely in the violation of that basic principle of dialectics:
concrete questions should be examined in all theicredeness.
The delight of Mr. Struve, in particular, was quite natural: he was
not in the least interested in thgood aims (killing with kindness)
which Comrade Plekhanov pursued (but might not achieve); Mr.
Struve welcomed, and could not but welcome, gwaihg towards

the opportunist wing of our Partwhich had begun in the new
Iskra, as everybody can now plainly s€ehe Russian bourgeois
democrats are not the only ones to welcome every swing towards
opportunism, even the slightest and most temporary, in any Social
Democratic party. The estimate of a shrewd enemy is very rarely
based on sheer misunderstanding: youtedira mai@s mistakes by

the people who praise him. And it is in vain that Comrade
Plekhanov hopes the reader will be inattentive and tries to make out
that the majority unconditionally objected to a personal concession
in the matter of cepptation, and nioto a desertion from the Left
wing of the Party to the Right. The point is not that Comrade
Plekhanov made a personal concession in order to avert a split (that
was very praiseworthy), but that, though fully realising the need to
join issue with the incomistent revisionists and anarchistic
individualists, he chose instead to join issue with the majority, with
whom he parted compargver the extenof the possible practical
concessions to anarchism. The point is not that Comrade Plekhanov
changed the persal composition of the editorial board, but that he
betrayed his position of opposing revisionism and anarchism and
ceased to defend that position in the Central Organ of the Party.

As to the Central Committee, whickt this timewas the sole
organised regesentative of the majority, Comrade Plekhanov parted
company with it thenexclusively over the possible extent of
practical concessions to anarchisiNearly a month had elapsed
since November 1, when my resignation had given a free hand to
the policy of Kkling with kindness. Comrade Plekhanov had had
every opportunity, through all sorts of contacts, to test the
expedience of this policy. Comrade Plekhanov had in this period
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published his articl@What Should Not Be Dorewhich was' and
remainsi the Matovite® sole ticket of admittance, so to speak, to
the editorial board. The watchwords revisionism (which we
should contend with, but sparing the adversary) and anarchistic
individualism (which should be courted and killed with kindnéss)
were printedon this ticket in imposing italics. Do come in,
gentlemen, please, | will kill you with kindnesds what Comrade
Plekhanov said by this invitation card to his new colleagues on the
editorial board. Naturally, all that remained to the Central
Committee wa to say its last word (that is what ultimatum means

a last word as to a possible peace) about what, in its opinion, was
the permissible extent of practical concessions to anarchistic
individualism. Either you want peadein which case here are a
certan number of seats to prove our kindness, peaceableness,
readiness to make concessions, etc. (we cannot allow you any more
if peace is to be guaranteed in the Party, peace not in the sense of an
absence of controversy, but in the sense that the Party atilben
destroyed by anarchistic individualism); take these seats and swing
back again little by little from Akimov to Plekhanov. Or else you
want to maintain and develop your point of view, to swing over
altogether to Akimov (if only in the realm of orgaai®nal
guestions), and to convince the Party that you, not Plekhanov, are
right 7 in which case form a writedggroup of your own, secure
representation at the next Congress, and set about winning a
majority by an honest struggle, by open controversy.s Thi
alternative, which was quite explicitly submitted to the Martovites
in the Central Committee ultimatum of November 25, 1903 (see
State of Siege and Commentary on the League Minutwsas in

" | shall not, of course, go into the tangle Martov created over this
Central Committee ultimatum in h&tate of Siegby quoting pivate
conversations and so on. This is fisecond method of strugglé
described in the previous section, which only a specialist in nervous
disorders could hope to disentangle. It is enough to say that Comrade
Martov insists that there was an agreement with the Central Committee
not to publish the negotiations, which agmeent has not been
discovered to this day in spite of a most assiduous search. Comrade
Travinsky, who conducted the negotiations on behalf of the Central
Committee, informed me in writing that he considered me entitled to
publish my letter to the editorsitside ofiskra.
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full harmony with the letter Plekhanov and | had sent to thado
editors on October 6, 1908ither it is a matter of personal irritation

(in which caseif the worst comes to the woyste might everiico-

opt), or it is a matter of a difference of principle (in which case you
mustfirst convince the Party, and gnthen talk about changing the
personal composition of the central bodies). The Central Committee
could the more readily leave it to the Martovites to make this
delicate choice for themselves sinat this very timeComrade
Martov in hisprofession de fo{Once More in the Minorifywrote

the following:

fiThe minority lay claim to only one honguramely, to be the
first in the history of our Party to show that one caniefeated
and yet not form a new partyhis position of the minority follows
from all their views on the organisational development of the Party;
it follows from the consciousness of their strong ties with the
Partyss earlier work. The minority do not believe in the mystic
power ofdpaper revolution and see in thdeep rootswhich their
endeavours havén life a guarantee thaby purely ideological
propaganda within the Party they will secure the triumph of their
principles of organisatio (My italics.)

What proud and magnificent words! And how bitter it was to be
taught by events thdhey werei merely words.. | hope you will
forgive me, Comrade Martov, but nolwclaim on behalf of the
majority this fihonoud which you have not deservedhe honour

But there was one phrase of Comrade Magdkat | particularly liked.
That was the phras@onapartism of the worst typel find that

Comrade Martov has brought in this category very appropriately. Let us
examine dispassionately whaetboncept implies. In my opinion, it
implies acquiring power bformally legal means, buctuallyin

defiance of the will of the people (or of a party). Is that not so Comrade
Martov? And if it is, then | may safely leave it to the public to judge
who hasheen guilty of thigBonapartism of the worst typel.enin and
Comrade Y2’ who might have availed themselves of tHeimal right

not to admit the Martovites, bdid not avail themselvesf it, though in
doing so they would have been backed by theafithe Second

Congres$ or those who occupied the editorial boarddynally

legitimate mean§iunanimous cepptatiord), but who knew that

actually this was not in accordance with the will of the Second
Congressand who are afraid to have this will tegtat the Third

Congress.
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will indeed be a great one, one worth fighting for, for the circles
have left us theradition of an extraordinarily ligFhearted attitude
towards splits and an extraordinarily zealous application of the
maxim: fieither coats off, or I& have your hand!

The big pleasure (of having a united Party) was bound to
outweigh, and didutweigh, the little annoyances (in the shape of
the squabbling over eoptation). | resigned from the Central Organ,
and Comrade Y (who had been delegated by Plekhanov and myself
to the Party Council on behalf of the editorial board of the Central
Organ)resigned from the Council. The Martovites replied to the
Central Committe&s last word as to peace with a letter (see
publications mentioned) which was tantamount to a declaration of
war. Then, and only then, did | write my letter to the editorial board
(Iskra, No. 53) on the subject of publicitylf it comes to talking
about revisionism and discussing inconsistency, anarchistic
individualism, and the defeat of various leaders, then, gentlemen, let
us tell all that occurred, without reservatibrihat wasthe gist of
this letter about publicity. The editorial board replied with angry
abuse and the lordly admonition: do not dare to stfithip pettiness
and squabbling of circle lifé@ (Iskra, No. 53). Is that so, | thought
to myself: fithe pettiness andquabbling of circle life?... Well, es
ist mir recht gentlemen, there | agree with you. Why, that means
that you directly class all this fuss ovéto-optatiord as circle
squabbling That is true. But what discord is this™ the editorial
of this sameissue, No. 53, this same editorial board (we must
suppose) talks about bureaucracy, formalism, and the Bxstnot
dare to raise the question of the fight foragation to the Central
Organ, for that would be squabbling. But we will raise the question
of co-optation to the Central Committee, and will not call it
squabbling, but a difference of principle on the subject of

" See pp. 1188 of this volumei Ed. [fiLetter tolskra].

"As it subsequently turned out, thgiscord was explained very

simplyT it was a discord among the editors of the Central Organ. It was
Plekhanov who wrote abofisquabbling (see his admission A Sad
Misunderstanding No. 57), while the editoriafOur Congress was
written by Martov Gtate of Siege. 84). They were gging in

different directions.
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fiformalismd. No, dear comrades, | said to myself, permit me not to
permit you that. You want to fire at my fort, and yet demand Ithat
surrender my artillery. What jokers you are! And so | wrote and
published outside dskra my Letter to the EditorgWhy | Resigned
from thefilskrad Editorial Board), briefly relating what had really
occurred, and asking yet again whether peace wapassible on

the basis of the following division: you take the Central Organ, we
take the Central Committee. Neither side will then fégiend in

the Party, and we will argue about the swing towards opportunism,
first in the press, and then, perhapshatThird Party Congress.

In reply to this mention of peace the enemy opened fire with all
his batteries, including even the Council. Shells rained on my head.
Autocrat, Schweitze? bureaucrat, formalist, supercentre, one
sided, stiffnecked, obstinate, amrowminded, suspicious,
quarrelsome.. Very well, my friends! Have you finished? You
have nothing more in reserve? Poor ammunition, | must say

Now comes my turn. Let us examine tbententof the new
Iskra & new views on organisation and the relation of these views
to that division of our Party intémajorityd and fiminorityo the true
character of which we have shown by our analysis of the debates
and voting at the Second Congress.

" See pp. 1125 of this volumei Ed.
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Q. THE NEWISKRA OPPORTUNISM INQUESTIONS
OF ORGANISATION

As the basis for an analysis of the principles of the fekna
we should unquestionablyake the two articles of Comrade
Axelrod. The concrete meaning of some of his favourite
catchwords has already been shown at length. Wewnust try to
leave their concrete meaning on one side and delve down to the line
of thought that caused theninorityd to arrive (in connection with
this or that minor and petty matter) at these particular slogans rather
than any others, must examine the principles behind these slogans,
irrespective of their origin, irrespective of the questionfiod-
optatiord. Conces®ns are all the fashion nowadays, so let us make
a concession to Comrade Axelrod and takeithieonyo fiserious|y.

Comrade Axelro& basic thesidgkra, No 57) is thafifrom the
very outset our movement harboured two opposite trends, whose
mutual antageism could not fail to develop and to affect the
movement parallel with its own developmento be specificiin
principle, the proletarian aim of the movement [in Russia] is the
same as that of western Sodi@mocracyo But in our country the
masses ofhe workers are influencetby a social element alien to
thend, namely, the radical intelligentsia. And so, Comrade Axelrod
establishes the existence of an antagonism between the proletarian
and the radicaintellectual trend in our Party.

In this ComradeAxelrod is undoubtedly right. The existence of
such an antagonism (and not in the Russian SBa&alocratic
Party alone) is beyond question. What is more, everyone knows that
it is this antagonism that largely accounts for the division of
presemday SocikDemocracy into revolutionary (also known as
orthodox) and opportunist (revisionist, ministerialist, reformist)
SocialDemocracy, which during the past ten years of our
movement has become fully apparent in Russia too. Everyone also
knows that the prolet&@an trend of the movement is expressed by
orthodox SociaDemocracy, while the trend of the democratic
intelligentsia is expressed by opportunist SeBiamocracy.

” These articles were included in the collectidskrad over Two
Years Part Il, p. 122 et seq. (St. Petersburg, 1906). (Adhwote to
1907 editioni Ed.)
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But, after so closely approaching this piece of common
knowledge, Comrade Axelrod beginmiily to back away from it.
He does not makthe slightest attempb analyse how this division
manifested itself in the history of Russian Sce&amocracy in
general, and at our Party Congress in particular, although it is about
the Congress that he igiting! Like all the other editors of the new
Iskra, Comrade Axelrod displays mortal fearof the minutes of
this Congress. This should not surprise us after all that has been said
above, but in ditheoreticia® who claims to be investigating the
different trends in our movement it is certainly a queer case of
truth-phobia Backing away, because of this malady, from the latest
and most accurate material on the trends in our movement, Comrade
Axelrod seeks salvatn in the sphere of pleasant daydreaming. He
writes: fiHas not legal Marxism, or sefMarxism, provided our
liberals with a literary leader? Why should not prankish history
provide revolutionary bourgeois democracy with a leader from the
school of orthodoxtevolutionary Marxism@ All we can say about
this daydream which Comrade Axelrod finds so pleasant is that if
history does sometimes play pranks, that is no excugerdoks of
thoughton the part of people who undertake to analyse history.
When the libeal peeped out from under the cloak of the leader of
semiMarxism, those who wishedarid were ablg to trace his
fitrendd did not allude to possible pranks of history, but pointed to
tens and hundreds of instances of that |gad®aentality and logic,
to al those characteristics of his literary malke which betrayed
the reflection of Marxism in bourgeois literatiffeAnd if Comrade
Axelrod, setting out to analysi@he generatevolutionary ad the
proletarian trend in our movemeéntcould producenothing
absolutely nothingin proof or evidence that certain representatives
of that orthodox wing of the Party which he so detests showed such
and such a trend, he thereby issaefbrmal certificae of his own
poverty Comrade Axelro& case must be weak indeed if all he can
do is allude to possible pranks of history!

Comrade Axelro& other allusiori to thefJacobind i is still
more revealing. Comrade Axelrod is probably aware that the
division of preseniday SocialDemocracy into revolutionary and
opportunist has long since given riseand not only in Russié to
fihistorical parallels with the era of the great French Revolation
Comrade Axelrod is probably aware that tBieondists of present
day SocialDemocracyeverywhere and always resort to the terms
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fiJacobinism, fBlanquisnd, and so on to describe their opponents.
Let us then not imitate Comrade Axelésdtruthphobia, let us
consult the minutes of our Congress and see whether theyaaffer
material for an analysis and examination of the trends we are
considering and the parallels we are discussing.

First example: the Party Congress debate on the programme.
Comrade Akimov fifully agreein@ with Comrade Martynov) says:
fiThe clause on theapture of political power [the dictatorship of the
proletariat] has been formulated in such a \vaas compared with
the programmes of all other Soelaémocratic parties that it may
be interpreted, and actually has been interpreted by Plekhanov, to
meanthat the role of the leading organisation will relegate to the
background the class it is leading and separate the former from the
latter. Consequently, the formulation of our political tasks is exactly
the same as in the case Marodnaya Volya (Minutes, p. 124.)
Comrade Plekhanov and othiskra-ists take issue with Comrade
Akimov and accuse him of opportunism. Does not Comrade
Axelrod find that this dispute shows us (in actual fact, and not in the
imaginary pranks of history) the antagonism betweenptiesent
day Jacobinsand the presertay Girondistsof SociatDemocracy?

And was it not because he found himself in the company of the
Girondists of SociatDemocracy (owing to the mistakes he
committed) that Comrade Axelrod began talking about Jacobins?

Second example: Comrade Posadovsky declares that there is a
fiserious difference of opinigrover thefifundamental questi@nof
fithe absolute value of democratic princigl€p. 169). Together
with Plekhanov, he denies their absolute value. The leadel® of t
fiCentr@® or Marsh (Egorov) and of the a#iikra-ists (Goldblatt)
vehemently oppose this view and accuse Plekhandinufating
bourgeois tactias(p. 170).This is exactly Comrade Axelr@didea
of a connection between orthodoxy and the bourgeoid tréme
only difference being that in Axelr@sl case it is vague and general,
whereas Goldblatt linked it up with specific issues. Again we ask:
does not Comrade Axelrod find that this dispute, too, shows us
palpably, at our Party Congress, the antagoniseiween the
Jacobins and the Girondists of preseay SocialDemocracy? Is it
not because he finds himself in the company of the Gironitiats
Comrade Axelrod raises this outcry against the Jacobins?

Third example: the debate on Paragraph 1 of the Rdlbs.is
it that defendsithe proletarian trend in our movemefi? Who is it
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that insists that the worker is not afraid of organisation, that the
proletarian has no sympathy for anarchy, that he values the
incentive to organise? Who is it that warns us ragiahe bourgeois
intelligentsia, permeated through and through with opportunism?
The Jacobins of Socidemocracy And who is it that tries to
smuggle radical intellectuals into the Party? Who is it that is
concerned about professors, higthoolstudents, free lances, the
radical youth?The Girondist Axelrod together with the Girondist
Lieber.

How clumsily Comrade Axelrod defends himself against the
fifalse accusation of opportuniérthat at our Party Congress was
openly levelled at the majority ahe Emancipation of Labour
group! By taking up the hackneyed Bernsteinian refrain about
Jacobinism, Blanquism, and so on, he defends himself in a manner
that only bears out the accusation! He shouts about the menace of
the radical intellectuals in ordeo drown out his own speeches at
the Party Congress, which were full of concern for these
intellectuals.

These fidreadful wordé T Jacobinism and the rest are
expressive obpportunismand nothing else. A Jacobin who wholly
identifies himself with theorganisation of the proletariati a
proletariat consciousof its class interest§ is a revolutionary
SocialDemocrat A Girondist who sighs after professors and high
school students, who is afraid of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
and who yearns for thebsolute value of democratic demands is an
opportunist. It is onlyopportunistswho can still detect a danger in
conspiratorial organisations today, when the idea of confining the
political struggle to conspiracy has been refuted thousands of times
in the press and has long been refuted and swept aside by the
realities of life, and when the cardinal importance of mass political
agitation has been elucidated and reiterated to the point of nausea.
The real basis of this fear of conspiracy, of Blanquism otsamy
feature to be found in the practical movement (as Bernstein and Co.
have long, and vainly, bednying to make out), but the Girondist
timidity of the bourgeois intellectual, whose mentality so often
shows itself among the Socidkemocrats of todayNothing could
be more comical than these laborious efforts of the tskna to
utter anew wordof warning (uttered hundreds of times before)
against the tactics of the French conspirator revolutionaries of the
forties and sixties (No. 62, editoridlIn the next issue dékra, the



Q. THE NEW ISKRA. OPPORTUNISM INORGANISATION 175

Girondists of presernday SocialDemocracy will no doubt show us

a group of French conspirators of the forties for whom the
importance of political agitation among the working masses, the
importance of the labour press as gmcipal means by which the
party influences the class, was an elementary truth they had learned
and assimilated long ago.

However, the tendency of the ndskra to repeat the elements
and go back to the ABC while pretending to be uttering something
newis not fortuitous; it is an inevitable consequence of the situation
Axelrod and Martov find themselves in, now that they have landed
in the opportunist wing of our Party. There is nothing for it. They
have to repeat the opportunist phrases, they hawgo toack in
order to try to find in theemote passome sort of justification for
their position, which is indefensible from the point of view of the
struggle at the Congress and of the shades and divisions in the Party
that took shape thereTo the Akimovie profundities about
Jacobinism and Blanquism, Comrade Axelrod adds Akimovite
lamentations to the effect that not only tfieconomists, but the
fipoliticiangd as well, werefionesided, excessivelyfinfatuatea,
and so on and so forth. Reading tigh-flown disquisitions on this
subject in the neviskra, which conceitedly claims to be above all
this onesidedness and infatuation, one asks in perplexity: whose
portrait is it they are painting? where is it that they hear such Plalk?
Who does not kne that the division of the Russian Soeial
Democrats into Economists and politicians has long been obsolete?
Go through the files dikrafor the last year or two before the Party
Congress, and you will find that the fight agaifgconomisnd
subsided andtame to an end altogether as far back as 1902; you
will find, for example, that in July 1903 (No. 43jthe times of
Economisnd are spoken of abeingfidefinitely oveb, Economism
is considerediidead and burigil and any infatuations of the
politicians areregarded as obvious atavism. Why, then, do the new
editors oflskrarevert to this dead and buried division? Did we fight
the Akimovs at the Congress on account of the mistakes they made
in Rabocheye Dyeltwo years ago? If we had, we should have been
sheer idiots. But everyone knows that we did not, that it was not for
their old, dead and buried mistakes Rabocheye Dyelthat we
fought the Akimovs at the Congress, but for tiev mistakethey
committed in their arguments and their voting at the Cosgrés
was not by their stand iRabocheye Dye|dut by their stand at the
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Congress, that we judged which mistakes were really a thing of the
past and which still lived and called for controversy. By the time of
the Congress the old division into Economisind politicians no
longer existed; but various opportunist trends continued to exist.
They found expression in the debates and voting on a number of
issues, and finally led to a new division of the Party fimt@jorityd
andfiminorityd. The whole point ishat the new editors d$kraare,
for obvious reasons, trying to gloss over the connection between
this new division andontemporaryopportunism in our Party, and
are, in consequence, compelled to go back from the new division to
the old one. Their inality to explain the political origin of the new
division (or their desire, in order to prove how accommodating they
are, to cast a veibver its origin) compels them to keep harping on
a division that has long been obsolete. Everyone knows that the new
division is based on a difference over question®mfanisation
which began with the controversy over principles of organisation
(Paragraph 1 of the Rules) and ended up withractice worthy of
anarchists. The old division into Economists and politicians was
based mainly on a difference over questionsctics

In its efforts to justify this retreat from the more complex, truly
topical and burning issues of Party life to issues lilage long been
settled and have now been dug up artificially, the felna resorts
to an amusing display of profundity for which there can be no other
name than tailsm. Started by Comrade Axelrod, there runs like a
crimson thread through all the writird) the newiskra the profound
fidead that content is more important than form, that programme
and tactics are more important than organisation fthatvitality of

" See Plekhands article orfiEconomisndin No. 53 ofiskra. The

subtitle of the article appears to contain a slight misprint. Instead of
fiReflections on the Second Party Congéeiisshould apparently read,
fion theLeagueCongress, or everfion Co-optationfi. However
appropriate concessions to personal claims may be under certain
circumstances, it is quite inadmissible (from the Party, not the philistine
standpoint) to confuse the issues that are agitating the Party and to
substitute for the new mistake of Martov and kad, who have begun
to swing from orthodoxy towards opportunism, the old mistake (never
recalled today by anyone except the riskva) of the Martynovs and
Akimovs, who perhaps may now be prepared to swing from
opportunism towards orthodoxy on many quassiof programme and
tactics.
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an organisation is in direct proportion to the volume and value of
the content it puts o the movement that centralism is not an
fiend in itseld, not anfall-saving talismaf, etc., etc. Great and
profound truths! The programme is indeed more important than
tactics, and tactics more important than organisation. The alphabet
is more importat than etymology, and etymology more important
than syntaXx but what would we say of people who, after failing in
an examination in syntax, went about pluming and priding
themselves on being left in a lower cléd@sanother year? Comrade
Axelrod arguedabout principles of organisation like an opportunist
(Paragraph 1), and behaved inside the organisation like an anarchist
(League Congressj and now he is trying to render Soeial
Democracy more profound. Sour grapes! What is organisation,
properly speakig? Why, it is only a form. What is centralism?
After all, it is not a talisman. What is syntax? Why, it is less
important than etymology; it is only the form of combining the
elements of etymology. iWill not Comrade Alexandrov agree
with usp the new edors of Iskra triumphantly askfwhen we say
that the Congress did much more for the centralisation of Party
work by drawing up a Party programme than by adopting Rules,
however perfect the latter may se@r(io. 56, Supplement.) It is to
be hoped that th classical utterance will acquire a historic fame no
less wide and no less lasting than Comrade Krichésstgiebrated
remark thaSociatDemocracy, like mankind, always sets itself only
such tasks as it can perform. For the nkskra & piece of
profurdity is of exactly the same stamp. Why was Comrade
Krichevskys phrase held up to derision? Because he tried to justify
the mistake of a section of the Sodimocrats in matters of
tactics i their inability to set correct political tasks by a
commonplae which he wanted to palm off as philosophy. In
exactly the same way the ndgkra tries to justify the mistake of a
section of the Sociddemocrats in matters of organisationthe
intellectualist instability of certain comrades, which has led them to
the point of anarchistic phraseongeringi by the commonplace
that the programme is more important than the Rules, that questions
of programme are more important than questions of organisation!
What is this but tailsm? What is it but pluming oneself onvireg
been left in a lower class for another year?

The adoption of a programme contributes more to the
centralisation of the work than the adoption of Rules. How this
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commonplace, palmed off as philosophy, reeks of the mentality of
the radical intellectualwho has much more in common with
bourgeois decadence than with Sofl@mocracy! Why, the word
centralisation is used in this famous phrase in a sense that is nothing
but symbolical If the authors of the phrase are unable or disinclined
to think, they mght at least have recalled the simple fact that the
adoption of a programme together with the Bundists, far from
leading to the centralisation of our common work, did not even save
us from a split. Unity on questions of programme and tactics is an
essentibbut by no means a sufficient condition for Party unity, for
the centralisation of Party work (good God, what elementary things
one has to spell out nowadays, when all concepts have been
confused!). The latter requires, in addition, unity of organisation,
which, in a party that has grown to be anything more than a mere
family circle, is inconceivable without formal Rules, without the
subordination of the minority to the majority and of the part to the
whole. As long as we had no unity on the fundamentastipns of
programme and tactics, we bluntly admitted that we were living in a
period of disunity and separate circles, we bluntly declared that
before we could unite, lines of demarcation must be drawn; we did
not even talk of the forms of a joimrganisation, but exclusively
discussed the new (at that time they really were new) problems of
fighting opportunism on programme and tactics. At present, as we
all agree, this fight has already produced a sufficient degree of
unity, as formulated in the dfty programme and the Party
resolutions on tactics; we had to take the next step, and, by common
consent, we did take it, working out therms of a united
organisation that would merge all the circles together. But now
these forms have been half destiyend we have been dragged
back, dragged back to anarchistic conduct, to anarchistic phrases, to
the revival of a circle in place of a Party editorial board. And this
step back is being justified on the plea that the alphabet is more
helpful to literate spech than a knowledge of syntax!

The philosophy of tailsm, which flourished three years ago in
guestions of tactics, is being resurrected today in relation to
questions of organisation. Take the following argument of the new
editors.AiThe militant SociaDemocratic trend in the Parfysays
Comrade Alexandrovfishould be maintained not only by an
ideological struggle, but by definite forms of organisation.
Whereupon the editors edifyingly remarkiNot bad, this
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juxtaposition of ideological struggle andrins of organisation. The
ideological struggle is a process, whereas the forms of organisation
are only.. forms [believe it or not, that is what they sayo. 56,
Supplement, p. 4, bottom of col. 1!] designed to clothe a fluid and
developing contenit the developing practical work of the Padty.
That is positively in the style of the joke about a canbalhbeing a
cannonrball and a bomb a bomb! The ideological struggle is a
process, whereas the forms of organisation are only forms clothing
the contentThe point at issue is whether our ideological struggle is
to have formsof a higher typeto clothe it, the forms of a party
organisation, binding on all, or the forms of the old disunity and the
old circles. We have been dragged back from higher to more
primitive forms, and this is being justified on the plea that the
ideological struggle is a process, whereas fornase only forms.
That is just how Comrade Krichevsky in bygone days tried to drag
us back from tactieasa-plan to tacticsasa-process.

Takethe newlskra & pompous talk about thiself-training of
the proletariad, directed against those who are supposed to be in
danger of missing the content because of the form (No. 58,
editorial). Is this not Akimovism No. 2? Akimovism No. 1 justified
the backwardness of a section of the Sc&almocratic
intelligentsia in formulating tactical tasks by talking about the more
fiprofound content of fithe proletarian struggie and the self
training of the proletariat. Akimovism No. 2 justifies the
backwardnessf a section of the Soci@emocratic intelligentsia in
the theory and practice of organisation by equally profound talk
about organisation being merely a form and thetsaifing of the
proletariat the important thing. Let me tell you gentlemen who are
so solicitous about the younger brother that the proletariat is not
afraid of organisation and discipline! The proletariat will do nothing
to have the worthy professors and hagthool students who do not
want to join an organisation recognised as Partynbggs merely
because they work under the control of an organisation. The
proletariat is trained for organisation by its whole life, far more
radically than many an intellectual prig. Having gained some
understanding of our programme and our tactics, tbketariat will
not start justifying backwardness in organisation by arguing that the
form is less important than the content. It is not the proletariat, but
certain intellectualsn our Party who laclselftraining in the spirit
of organisation and discipk, in the spirit of hostility and contempt
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for anarchistic talk. When they say that it is not ripe for
organisation, the Akimovs No. 2 libel the proletariat just as the
Akimovs No. 1 libelled it when they said that it was not ripe for the
political strugyle. The proletarian who has become a conscious
SociatDemocrat and feels himself a member of the Party will reject
tail-ism in matters of organisation with the same contempt as he
rejected taiism in matters of tactics.

Finally, consider the profound vdem of the newiskra G
fiPractical Worked. fiProperly understood he saysfihe idea of a
dmilitantd centralist organisation uniting and centralising the
revolutionaried activities [the italics are to make it look more
profound] can only materialise na#lly if such activitiesexist[both
new and clever!]; organisatidtself, being a form [mark that!], can
only growsimultaneouslythe italics are the auth@, as throughout
this quotation] with the growth of the revolutionary work which is
its conten (No. 57.) Does not this remind you very much of the
character in the folktale who, on seeing a funeral, criidthny
happy returns of the day | am sure there is not a practical worker
(in the genuine sense of the term) in our Party who does not
undersand that it is precisely the form of our activities (i.e., our
organisation) that has long been lagging, and lagging desperately,
behind their content, and that only the Simple Simons in the Party
could shout to people who are laggiriteep in line; dod run
aheadb Compare our Party, let ys say, with the Bund. There can be
no question but that theontent of the work of our Party is
immeasurably richer, more varied, broader, and deeper than is the
case with the Bund. The scope of our theoretical viswgder, our
programme more developed, our influence among the mass of the
workers (and not merely among the organised artisans) broader and
deeper, our propaganda and agitation more varied; the pulse of the
political work of both leaders and rank and fidemore lively, the

"I leave quite aside the fact that tententof our Party work was
mapped out at the Congress (in the programme, etc.) in the spirit of
revolutionary SociaDemocracy onlat the cost of a struggle

struggle against thoseery antilskra-ists and that very Marsh whose
representatives numerically predominate in fainorityd. On this
question oficontend it would be interesting also to compare, let us
say, six issues of the oldkra (Nos. 4651) with twelve issues of the
newlskra (Nos. 5263). But that will have to wait for some other time.
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popularmovements during demonstrations and general strikes more
impressive, and our work among the faoletarian strata more
energetic. But théformd? Compared with the Buidg] thefformo

of our work is lagging unpardonably, laggiso that it is an eyesore
and brings a blush of shame to the cheeks of anyone who does not
merelyfipick his teetb when contemplating the affairs of his Party.
The fact that the organisation of our work lags behind its content is
our weak point, and it veaour weak point long before the Congress,
long before the Organising Committee was formed. The lame and
undeveloped character of the form makes any serious step in the
further developmentf the content impossible; it causes a shameful
stagnation, leadsota waste of energy, to a discrepancy between
word and deed. We have all been suffering wretchedly from this
discrepancy, yet along come the Axelrods @Rdactical Workers

of the newlskra with their profound precept: the form must grow
naturally, only smultaneously with the content!

That is where a small mistake on the question of organisation
(Paragraph 1) will lead you if you try tend profundityto nonsense
and to find philosophical justification for opportunist talk. Marching
slowly, in timid zigzagst* i we have heard this refrain in relation to
questions of tactics; we are hearing it again in relation to questions
of organisation.Tail-ism in questions of organisatids a natural
and inevitable product of the mentality of thenarchistic
individualist when he starts to elevate his anarchistic deviations
(which at the outset may have been accidental) to a system of views,
to specialdifferences of principle At the League Congress we
witnessed the beginnings of this anarchism; in the sk we are
witnessing attempts to elevate it to a system of views. These
attempts strikingly confirm what was already said at the Party
Congress about the difference between the points of view of the
bourgeois intellectual who attaches himself to the $ocia
Democratic movement and the proletarian who has become
conscious of his class interests. For instance, this simaetical
Workem of the newlskra with whose profundity we are already
familiar denounces me for visualising the Paiias an immense
factayo headed by a director in the shape of the Central Committee
(No. 57, Supplement)iPractical Worked never guesses that this
dreadful word of his immediately betrays the mentality of the
bourgeois intellectual unfamiliar with either the practice or the
theory of proletarian organisation. For the factory, which seems






