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Committee and Party Council documents.
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One Step Forward, Two Steps Back: Part 1

Vladimir Lenin

One Step Forward, Two Steps Back
(The Crisis In Our Party)

Part 1

Preface

When a prolonged, stubborn and heated struggle isin progress, there usually begin to emerge after atime
the central 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 matters 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
reader's attention to two really central and fundamental points, points which are of tremendous interest,
of undoubted historical significance, and which are the most urgent political questions confronting our
Party today.

Thefirst question isthat of the political significance of the division of our Party into "majority” and
"minority" which took shape at the Second Party Congress and pushed all previous divisions among
Russian Social-Democrats far into the background.

The second question is that of the significance in principle of the new Iskra's position on organisational
guestions, insofar as this position isreally based on principle.

The first question concerns the starting-point of the struggle in our Party, its source, its causes, and its
fundamental political character. The second question concerns the ultimate outcome of the struggle, its
finale, the sum-total 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 struggle at the Party Congress; the answer to the second, by analysing what is new in the
principles of the new Iskra. Both these analyses, which make up nine-tenths of my pamphlet, lead to the
conclusion that the "majority" is the revolutionary, and the "minority" 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 the new Iskra the more it tries to lend profundity to its position, and the more that
position becomes cleared of squabbles about co-optation, is opportunism in matters of organisation.

The principal shortcoming of the existing literature on the crisisin our Party is, as far as the study and
elucidation of factsis concerned, the amost 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
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One Step Forward, Two Steps Back: Part 1

to analyse 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 whole "system" (insofar as one can speak here of a system) of
Iskra's present principles of organisation, on the other. The present editors of Iskra apparently do not
even notice this connection, although the importance of the controversy over Paragraph 1 has been
referred to again and again in the literature of the "mgjority”. 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 amatter of fact, the entire position of the opportunists in organisational questions
aready began to be revealed in the controversy over Paragraph 1: their advocacy of adiffuse, not
strongly welded, Party organisation; their hostility to the idea (the "bureaucratic" idea) of building the
Party from the top downwards, starting from the Party Congress and the bodies set up by it; their
tendency to proceed from the bottom upwards, allowing every professor, every high school student and
"every striker" to declare himself a member of the Party; their hostility to the "formalism" which
demands that a Party member should belong to one of the organisations recognised by the Party; their
|eaning towards the mentality of the bourgeoisintellectual, who is only prepared to "accept
organisational relations platonically"; their penchant for opportunist profundity and for anarchistic
phrases; their tendency towards autonomism as against centralism—in aword, all that is now blossoming
so luxuriantly in the new Iskra, and is helping more and more to reveal fully and graphically theinitial
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 too large an amount of too unpalatable truth. The minutes of the Party Congress present
apicture of the actual state of affairsin our Party that is unique of its kind and unparalleled for its
accuracy, completeness, comprehensiveness, richness and authenticity; a 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 of
the 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 to take an intelligent share in the affairs of his Party to make
acareful study of our Party Congress. | say study advisedly, for merely to read the mass of raw material
contained in the minutesis not enough to obtain a picture of the Congress. Only by careful 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 afull idea of the political complexion of each group of delegates to the Party Congress. If the
writer of these lines only succeeds in stimulating the reader to make a broad and independent 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 Social-Democracy. They gloat and grimace over our disputes; they
will, of course, try to pick isolated passages from my pamphlet, which deals with the failings and
shortcomings of our Party, and to use them for their own ends. The Russian Socia-Democrats are
aready steeled enough in battle not to be perturbed by these pinpricks and to continue, in spite of them,
their work of self-criticism and ruthless exposure of their own shortcomings, which will unquestionably
and inevitably be overcome as the working-class movement grows. As for our opponents, let them try to
give us apicture of the true state of affairsin their own "parties* even remotely approximating that given
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One Step Forward, Two Steps Back: Part 1
by the minutes of our Second Congress!

N .Lenin
May 1904

The Preparations For The Congress

Thereisasaying that everyoneis entitled to curse his judges for twenty-four hours. Our Party Congress,
like any congress of any party, was also the judge of certain persons, who laid claim to the position of
leaders but who met with discomfiture. Today these representatives of the "minority" are, with a naiveté
verging on the pathetic, "cursing their judges' and doing their best to discredit the Congress, to belittle its
importance and authority. This striving has been expressed most vividly, perhaps, in an articlein Iskra,
No. 57, by "Practical Worker",[Bl who feels out raged at the idea of the Congress being a sovereign
"divinity". Thisis so characteristic atrait of the new Iskra that it cannot be passed over in silence. The
editors, the majority of whom were rejected by the Congress, continue, on the one hand, to call
themselves a "Party" editorial board, while, on the other, they accept with open arms people who declare
that the Congress was not divine. Charming, isit not? To be sure, gentlemen, the Congress was not
divine; but what must we think of people who begin to "blackguard" the Congress after they have met
with defeat at it?

For indeed, let us recall the main factsin the history 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 drawn. Iskra endeavoured to make the Conference of 1902[€l a private
meeting and not a Party Congress.[ See Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 20.] Iskra acted with extreme
caution in the summer and autumn of 1902 when it re-established the Organising Committee elected at
that conference. At last the work of demarcation was finished—as we all acknowledged. The Organising
Committee was constituted at the very end of 1902. Iskra welcomed its firm establishment, and in an
editorial articlein its 32nd issue declared that the convocation of a Party Congress was a most urgent and
pressing necessity.[ See present edition, Val. 6, p. 309.—Ed.] Thus, the last thing we can 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 moral right to expect that after the cloth had
been cut our comrades would not start 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 endorsed them, stipulating among other things, in Point
18, that "all 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 whatever and
can be rescinded or amended only by the next Party Congress'.[ See Minutes of the Second Congress, pp.
22-23 and 380.] How innocent in themselves, are they not, are these words, accepted at the time without
amurmur, as something axiomatic; yet how strange they sound today—Ilike a verdict against the
"minority"! Why was this point included? Merely as aformality? 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 Congress. This provision in fact expressed the
free will of all the revolutionaries (which is now being talked about so much, and so irrelevantly, the term
"free" being euphemistically applied to what really deserves the epithet "capricious"). It was equivalent
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to aword of honour mutually pledged by all the Russian Social-Democrats. It was intended to guarantee
that al the tremendous effort, danger and expense entailed by the Congress should not be in vain, that the
Congress should not be turned into afarce. It in advance qualified any refusal to recognise the decisions
and elections at the Congress as a breach of faith.

Who isit, then, that the new Iskra is scoffing at when it makes the new discovery that the Congress was
not divine and its decisions are not sacrosanct? Does that discovery imply "new views on organisation”,
or only new attempts to cover up old tracks?

B. Significance of the Various 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 absolutely
binding found expression aso 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 areal party on the basis of the principles and
organisational ideas that had been advanced and elaborated by Iskra. That this was the direction in which
the Congress had to work was predetermined by the three years activities of 1skra and by the recognition
of the latter by the majority of the committees. Iskra's programme and trend were to become the
programme and trend of the Party; Iskra's 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, the participants included organisations which had
vigorously fought Iskra (the Bund and Rabocheye Dyelo ) and organisations which, while verbally
recognising Iskra as the leading organ, actually pursued plans of their own and were unstable in matters
of principle (the Yuzhny Rabochy group and delegates from some of the committees who were closely
associated with it). Under these circumstances, the Congress could not but become an arena of struggle
for the victory of the "Iskra " trend. That it did become such an arenawill at once be apparent to all who
peruse its minutes with any degree of attention. Our task now isto trace in detail the principal groupings
revealed at the Congress on various issues and to reconstruct, on the basis of the precise data of the
minutes, 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 of Iskra into asingle party?—that is
what we must show by analysing the debates and the voting. The elucidation of thisis 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 iswhy, in my speech at the League Congress and in my letter
to the editors of the new Iskra, | gave prime place to an analysis of the various groupings. My opponents
of the "minority" (headed by Martov) utterly failed to grasp the substance of the question. At the League
Congress they confined themselves to corrections of detail, trying to "vindicate" themselves from the
charge of having swung towards opportunism, but not even attempting to counter my picture of the
groupings at the Congress by drawing any different one. Now Martov triesin Iskra (No. 56) to represent
every attempt clearly to delimit the various political groups at the Congress as mere "circle politics'.
Strong language, Comrade Martov! But the strong language of the new Iskra has this peculiar quality:
one has only to reproduce all the stages of our divergence, from the Congress onwards, for all this strong
language to turn completely and primarily against the present editorial board. Take alook at yourselves,
you so-called Party editors who talk about circle politics!

Martov now finds the facts of our struggle at the Congress so unpleasant that he triesto slur over them
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altogether. "An Iskra-ist," he says, "is one who, at the Party Congress and prior to it, expressed his
complete solidarity with Iskra, advocated its programme and its views on organisation and supported its
organisational policy. There were over forty such Iskra-ists at the Congress—that was the number of
votes cast for Iskra's programme and for the resolution adopting Iskra as the Central Organ of the Party."
Open the Congress Minutes, 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
Brouckere, and Martynov demonstrated their "complete solidarity" with Iskra and advocated its views on
organisation! Thisisridiculous. The fact that after the Congress all who took part became equal
members of the Party (and not even all, for the Bundists had withdrawn) is here jumbled with the
guestion of the grouping that evoked the struggle at the Congress. Instead of a study of the elements that
went to make up the "majority” and the "minority" after the Congress, we get the official phrase,
"recognised the programme'!

Take the voting on the adoption of Iskra as the Central Organ. Y ou will see that it was Martynov—whom
Comrade Martov, with a courage worthy of a better cause, now credits with having advocated Iskra's
organisational views and organisational policy—who insisted on separating the two parts of the
resolution: the bare adoption of Iskra as the Central Organ, and the recognition of its services. When the
first part of the resolution (recognising the services of Iskra, expressing solidarity with it) was put to the
vote, only thirty five votes were cast in favour; there were 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 Plekhanov's one). Consequently, the anti-l1skra group (five Bundists and
three Rabocheye Dyel 0-ists) is quite apparent in this instance also, one most advantageous to Martov's
present views and chosen by himself. Take the voting on the second part of the resol ution—adopting
Iskra as the Central Organ without any statement of motives or expression of solidarity (Minutes, p.

147): forty-four votesin favour, which the Martov of today classes as Iskra-ist. The total number of votes
to be cast was fifty-one; subtracting the five votes of the editors, who abstained, we get forty-six; two
voted against (Akimov and Brouckeére); consequently, the remaining forty-four include all five Bundists.
And so, the Bundists at the Congress "expressed complete solidarity with Iskra"—thisis how official
history iswritten by the official Iskral Running ahead somewhat, we will explain to the reader the real
reasons for this official truth: the present editorial board of Iskra could and would have been areal Party
editorial board (and not a quasi-Party one, as it istoday) if the Bundists and the " Rabocheye Dyelo"-ists
had not withdrawn from the Congress; that is why these trusty guardians of the present, so called Party
editorial board had to be proclaimed Iskra-ists. But | shall speak of thisin greater detail |ater.

The next question is: if the Congress was a struggle between the Iskra-ist and the anti-1skra-ist e ements,
were there no intermediate, unstable elements who vacillated between the two? Anyone at all familiar
with our Party and with the picture generally presented by congresses of every kind will beinclined a
priori to answer the question in the affirmative. Comrade Martov is now very reluctant to recall these
unstable elements, so he represents the Yuzhny Rabochy group and the delegates who gravitated towards
it astypical 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 question—a question of fact,
of course—on the basis of documentary evidence. What 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.

Without an analysis of the political groupings, without having a picture of the Congress as a struggle
between definite shades, the divergence between us cannot be understood at all. Martov's attempt to gloss
over the different shades by ranking even the Bundists with the Iskra-istsis simply an evasion of the
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guestion. Even a priori, on the basis of the history of the Russian Social-Democratic movement before
the Congress, three main groups are to be noted (for subsequent verification and detailed study): the
Iskra-ists, the anti-l1skra-ists, and the unstable, vacillating, wavering elements.

C. Beginning of the Congress. The 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 together closely allied questions or similar groupings. For the sake of impartiality, we shall
endeavour to mention al the more important votes, omitting, of course, the innumerable votes on minor
Issues, which took up an inordinate amount of time at our Congress (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 differences of shades was whether first place
should be given (on the Congress "order of business®) to the item: "Position of the Bund in the Party”
(Minutes, pp. 29-33). From the standpoint of the Iskra-ists, which was advocated by Plekhanov, Martov,

Trotsky, and myself, there could be no doubt on this score. The Bund's 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 with Iskra, it was useless and senseless to "make 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 the 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).

Evasivein their entire policy, the Bundists wanted to be evasive here too and postpone the matter. They
were joined by Comrade Akimov, who, evidently on behalf of all the followers of Rabocheye Dyelo, at
once brought up the differences with Iskra over questions of organisation (Minutes, p. 31). The Bund and
Rabocheye Dyelo were supported by Comrade Makhov (representing the two votes of the Nikolayev
Committee—which shortly before had expressed its solidarity with Iskra!). To Comrade Makhov the
matter was altogether unclear, and another "sore spot”, he considered, was "the question of a democratic
system or, on the contrary [mark this!], centralism"—exactly like the majority of our present "Party"
editorial board, who at the Congress had not yet noticed this " sore spot"!

Thus the Iskra-ists were opposed by the Bund, Rabocheye Dyelo and Comrade Makhov, who together
controlled the ten votes which were cast against us (p. 33). Thirty votes were cast in favour—thisisthe
figure, as we shall seelater, around which the votes of the Iskra-ists often fluctuated. Eleven abstained,
apparently not taking the side of either of the contending "parties'. It isinteresting to note that when we
took the vote on Paragraph 2 of the Rules of the Bund (it was the regjection of this Paragraph 2 that
caused the Bund to withdraw from the Party), the votes in favour of it and the abstentions also amounted
to ten (Minutes, p. 289), the abstainers being the three Rabocheye Dyel o-ists (Brouckére, Martynov, and
Akimov) and Comrade Makhov. Clearly, the grouping in the vote on the place of the Bund item on the
agenda was not fortuitous. Clearly, all these comrades differed with Iskra not only on the technical
guestion of the order of discussion, but in essence as well. In the case of Rabocheye Dyelo, this

difference in essenceis clear to everyone, while Comrade Makhov gave an inimitable description of his
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attitude in the speech he made on the withdrawal of the Bund (Minutes, pp. 289-90). It is worth while
dwelling on this speech. Comrade Makhov said that after the resolution rejecting federation, "the position
of the Bund in the R.S.D.L.P. ceased to be for me a question of principle and became a question of
practical politicsin relation to an historically evolved national organisation”. "Here," the speaker
continued, "1 could not but take into account all the consequences that might follow from our vote, and
would therefore have voted for Paragraph 2 in its entirety." Comrade Makhov has admirably imbibed the
spirit of "practical politics': in principle he had already rejected federation, and therefore in practice he
would have voted for including in the Rules a point that signified federation! And this "practical"
comrade explained his profound position of principle in the following words: "But [the famous
Shchedrin "but"!] since my voting one way or the other would only have significance 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 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
insisted.” Can you make head or tail of it? A man of principle abstains from loudly saying "Y es" because
practicaly it is useless when everybody else says "No".

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 interesting grouping and was closely bound up with the
"sorest” 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
accordance with a twice-adopted decision of the Organising Committee (see Minutes, pp. 383 and 375)
and the report of the latter's representatives on this committee (p. 35).

Thereupon Comrade Egorov, a member of the Organising Committee, declared that "the question of
Borba" (mark, of Borba, not of some particular member of it) was "new to him", 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 remains a mystery. 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 theOrganising Committee, old members of the Iskra
organisation, were not at the Congress).[Concerning this meeting, see the "Letter" of Pavlovich,[Bl who
was a member of the Organising Committee and who before the Congress was unanimously elected as
the editorial board's trusted representative, its seventh member (League Minutes, p. 44).] Then began a
debate about Borba. The Rabocheye Dyel o-ists spoke in favour (Martynov, Akimov, and Brouckére—pp.
36-38), the Iskra-ists (Pavlovich, Sorokin, Lange,[El Trotsky, Martov, and others)—against. Again the
Congress split up into the grouping with which we are already familiar. The struggle over Borbawas a
stubborn one, and Comrade Martov made a very circumstantial (p. 38) and "militant” speech, in which he
rightly referred to "inequality of representation” of the groups in Russia and abroad, and said that it
would hardly be "well" to allow aforeign group any "privilege" (golden words, particularly edifying
today, in the light of the events since the Congress!), and that we should not encourage "the
organisational chaos in the Party that was characterised by a disunity not justified by any considerations
of principle" (oneright intheeyefor .. . the"minority" at our Party Congress!). Except for the followers
of Rabocheye Dyelo, nobody came 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, frankly said what they wanted.
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After the list of speakers had been closed, when it was already out of order to speak on the issue itself,
Comrade Egorov "insistently demanded that a decision just adopted by the Organising Committee be
heard". It is not surprising that the delegates were outraged at this manoeuvre, and Comrade Plekhanov,
the chairman, expressed his "astonishment that Comrade Egorov should insist upon his demand". One
thing or the other, one would think: either take an open and definite stand before the whole Congress on
the question at issue, or say nothing at al. But to alow the list of speakersto be closed and then, under
the guise of a"reply to the debate", confront the Congress with a new decision of the Organising
Committee on the very subject that 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 waive "formalities"
and resort to the last method, adopted at congresses only in extreme cases, viz., "comradely explanation”.
The spokesman of the Organising Committee, Popov, announced the committee's decision, which had
been adopted by all its members against one, Pavlovich (p. 43), and which recommended the Congress to
invite Ryazanov.

Pavlovich declared that he had challenged and continued to challenge the lawfulness of the Organising
Committee meeting, and that the Committee's new decision "contradictsits earlier decision”. This
statement caused an uproar. Comrade Egorov, also an Organising Committee member and a member of
the Yuzhny Rabochy group, 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 (1), for,
having heard his protest, the Organising Committee had decided "not to lay Pavlovich's dissenting
opinion before the Congress'. The debate shifted to the question of Party discipline, and Plekhanov, amid
the loud applause of the delegates, explained for the edification of Comrade Egorov that "we have no
such thing as binding instructions" (p. 42; cf. p. 379, Regulations for the Congress, Point 7: "The powers
of delegates must not be restricted by binding instructions. In the exercise of their powers, delegates are
absolutely free and independent™). "The Congressis the supreme Party authority”, and, consequently, he
violates Party discipline and the Congress Regulations who in any way restricts any delegate in taking
directly to the Congress any question of Party life whatsoever. The issue thus 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 were al lower bodies and old groups to be completely,
and not nominally 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 outset (the third 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 (such as Yuzhny Rabochy) and the renascent Party. And the
anti-lskra groups at once revea ed themselves: the Bundist Abramson, Comrade Martynov, that ardent
aly of the present Iskra editorial board, and our friend Cornrade Makhov all sided with Egorov and the
Yuzhny Rabochy group against Pavlovich. Comrade Martynov, who now vies with Martov and Axelrod
in sporting "democracy” in organisation, even cited the example of . . . the army, where an appeal to a
superior authority can only be made through alower one!! The true meaning of this"compact" anti-Iskra
opposition was quite clear to 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
aways realised by all of its representatives, and sometimes pursued by force of 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 the Iskra principles.

It was precisely from this angle that the question was approached by Comrade Martov, who had not yet
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joined forces with Martynov. Comrade Martov vigorously took the field, and rightly so, against those
whose "notion of Party discipline does not go beyond arevolutionary's duty to the particular group of a
lower order to which he belongs'. "No compulsory [Martov'sitalics] grouping can be tolerated within a
united Party," he explained to the champions of the circle mentality, not foreseeing what aflail these
words would be for his own political conduct at the end of the 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
centre, but Martov defends it the moment he finds himself dissatisfied with the composition of the centre.

It isinteresting to note that in his speech Comrade Martov laid particular stress not only on Comrade
Egorov's "profound error*, but also on the political instability the Organising Committee had displayed.
"A recommendation has been submitted on behalf of the Organising Committee," he exclaimed in just
indignation, "which runs counter to the committee report [based, we will add, on the report of members
of the Organising Committee—p. 43, Koltsov's remarks] and to the Organising Committee's own earlier
recommendations." (My italics.) Aswe see, at that time, before his "swing-over", Martov clearly realised
that substituting Ryazanov for Borba in no way removed the utter contradictoriness and inconsistency of
the Organising Committee's actions (Party members may learn from the League Congress Minutes, p. 57,
how Martov conceived the matter after his swing-over). Martov did not confine himself then to analysing
the issue of discipline; he bluntly asked the Organising Committee: "What new circumstance has arisen
to necessitate the change?' (My italics.) And, indeed, when the Organ ising Committee made its
recommendation, it did not even have the courage to defend 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 recommendation, did not say a word
about the motives (Party Congress Minutes, p. 41). Egorov shifted the issue to one of discipline, and all
he said on the question itself was: "The Organising Committee may have had new reasons [but whether it
did, and what those new reasons were, is unknown]; it could have forgotten to nominate somebody, and
so on. [This"and so on" was the speaker's sole refuge, for the Organising Committee could not have
forgotten about Borba, which it had discussed twice before the Congress and once in the committee.] The
Organising 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 Party's future central
organisation at the very outset of its activities." Thisisnot areason, but an evasion of areason. Every
sincere Social-Democrat (and we do not entertain the least doubt about the sincerity of any Congress
delegate) is concerned to remove what he considers to be sunken rocks, and to remove them by those
methods which he considers advisable. Giving reasons means explicitly stating and explaining one's view
of things, and not making shift with truisms. And they could not give a reason without "changing their
attitude towards Borba", because in its earlier and contrary decisions the Organising Committee had also
been concerned to remove sunken rocks, but it had then regarded the very opposite as "rocks’. And
Comrade Martov very severely and very rightly attacked this argument, saying that it was "petty" and
inspired by awish to "burke the issue", and advising the Organising Committee "not to be afraid of what
people will say". These words characterise perfectly the essential nature of the political shade which
played so large a part at the Congress and which is distinguished precisely by its want of independence,
Its pettiness, its lack of aline of its own, its fear of what people will say, its constant vacillation between
the two definite sides, itsfear of plainly stating its credo—in aword, by all the features of a
"Marsh".[There are people in our Party today who are horrified when they hear thisword, and raise an
outcry about uncomradely methods of controversy. A strange perversion of sensibility dueto. .. a
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misapplied sense of official form! Thereis scarcely apolitical party acquainted with internal struggles
that has managed to do without this term, by which the unstable elements who vacillate between the
contending sides have aways been designated. Even the Germans, who know how to keep their internal
struggles within very definite bounds indeed, are not offended by the word versumpft (sunk in the
marsh—Ed.) are not horrified, and do not display ridiculous official prudery.]

A consequence of this political spinelessness of the unstable group was, incidentally, that no one except
the Bundist Yudin (p. 53) did put before the Congress a resolution to invite one of the members of the
Borba group. Y udin's resolution received five votes—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 Y udin on this question: the Iskra-ist received thirty-two votes
(p. 47), the Bundist received sixteen, that is, in addition to the eight anti-lskra-ist votes, the two votes of
Comrade Makhov (cf. p. 46), the four votes of the members of the Yuzhny Rabochy group, and two
others. We shall show in amoment that this alignment can by no means be regarded as accidental; but
first let us briefly note Martov's present opinion of this Organising Committee incident. Martov
maintained at the League that "Pavlovich and others fanned passions'. One has 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 the "blame" on Pavlovich he
only demonstrates his own instability: 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
of "fanning passions'. Thisis ludicrous.

Martov waxesironical in Iskra (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 such an "important” question asinviting X or Y on to the Central Committee or
the Central Organ. It is unseemly to measure with two different yardsticks, depending on whether the
matter concerns your own "group of alower order” (relative to the Party) or someone else's. Thisis
precisely a philistine and circle, not a Party attitude. A simple comparison of Martov's speech at the
League (p. 57) with his speech at the Congress (p. 44) sufficiently demonstrates this. "I can not
understand," Martov said, inter alia, at the League, "how people can insist on calling themselves
Iskra-ists and at the same time be ashamed of being Iskra-ists." A strange failure to understand the
difference between "calling oneself" and "being"—between word and deed. Martov himself, at the
Congress, called himself an opponent of compulsory groupings, yet, after the Congress, came to be a
supporter of them. . . .

D. Dissolution of the Yuzhny Rabochy Group

The aignment of the delegates over the Organising Committee question 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
closely connected with the one just discussed. This incident was the dissolution of the Yuzhny Rabochy
group. The organisational trend of |skra—complete amalgamation of the Party forces and removal of the
chaos dividing them—came into conflict here with the interests 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 Rabochy group was entitled no less
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than the old Iskra editorial board to lay claim to "continuity” and inviolability. But in the interests of the
Party, it wasits duty to submit to the transfer of its forces to "the appropriate Party organisations” (p.
313, end of resolution adopted by the Congress). From the standpoint of circle interests and
"philistinism", the dissolution of a useful group, which no more desired it than did the old I skra editorial
board, could not but seem a "ticklish matter" (the expression used by Comrade Rusov and Comrade
Deutsch). But from the standpoint of the interests of the Party, its dissolution, its "assimilation” in the
Party (Gusev's expression), was essential. The Yuzhny Rabochy group bluntly declared that it "did not
deem it necessary" to proclaim itself dissolved and demanded that "the Congress definitely pronounce its
opinion”, and pronounce it "immediately: yes or no". The Yuzhny Rabochy group openly invoked the
same "continuity" asthe old Iskra editorial board began to invoke. . . after it was dissolved! "Although
we are all individually members of one Party,” Comrade Egorov said, "it nevertheless consists of a
number of organisations, with which we have to reckon as historical entities. . . . If such an organisation
IS not detrimental to the Party, there is no need to dissolveit."

Thus an important question of principle was quite definitely raised, and all the | skra-ists—inasmuch as
their own circle interests had not yet come to the forefront—took a decisive stand against the unstable
elements (the Bundists and two of the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists had aready withdrawn from the Congress;
they would undoubtedly have been heart and soul in favour of "reckoning with historical entities'). The
result of the vote was thirty-one for, five against and five abstentions (the four votes of .the members of
the Yuzhny Rabochy group and one other, that of Byelov, most likely, judging by his earlier
pronouncements, p. 308). A group of ten votes distinctly opposed to I skra's consistent organisational plan
and defending the circle spirit as against the party spirit can be quite definitely discerned here. During the
debate the I skra-ists presented the question precisely from the standpoint of principle (see Lange's
speech, p. 315), opposing parochial amateurishness and disunity, refusing to pay heed to the
"sympathies’ of individual organisations, and plainly declaring that "if the comrades of Yuzhny Rabochy
had adhered more strictly to principle earlier, ayear or two ago, the unity of the Party and the triumph of
the programme principles we have sanctioned here would have been achieved sooner". Orlov, Gusev,
Lyadov, Muravyov, Rusov, Pavlovich, Glebov, and Gorin all spoke in this strain. And far from
protesting against these definite and repeated references made at the Congress to the lack of principlein
the policy and "line" of Yuzhny Rabochy, of Makhov and of others, far from making any reservation on
this score, the Iskra-ists of the "minority", in the person of Deutsch, vigorously associated themselves
with these views, condemned "chaos", and welcomed the "blunt way the question was put” (p. 315) by
that very same Comrade Rusov who, at this same sitting, had the audacity—oh, horror!—to "bluntly put"
the question of the old editorial board too on a purely Party basis (p. 325).

On the part of the Yuzhny Rabochy group 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 asa"lie" the bare mention of the Rabochaya Mysl group
alongside of Yuzhny Rabochy—a characteristic sample of the attitude that prevailed at the Congress
towards consistent Economism. Even much later, at the 37th sitting, Egorov spoke of the dissolution of
Yuzhny Rabochy with the utmost irritation (p. 356), requesting to have it recorded in the minutes that
during the discussion on Yuzhny Rabochy the 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
hinted, during the debate on Yuzhny Rabochy, at a compact majority having predetermined the fate of the
group. "Now," he said (p. 316), "after the speeches of Comrades Gusev and Orlov, everything is clear."
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The meaning of these words is unmistakable: now, after the I skra-ists had stated their opinion and moved
aresolution, everything was clear, i.e., it was clear that Yuzhny Rabochy would be dissolved, against its
own wishes. Here the Yuzhny Rabochy spokesman himself drew a distinction between the I skra-ists (and,
moreover, Iskra-ists like Gusev and Orlov) and his own supporters, as representing different "lines' of
organisational policy. And when the present-day | skra represents the Yuzhny Rabochy group (and
Makhov too, most likely?) as "typical Iskra-ists’, it only demonstrates that the new editorial board has
forgotten the most important (from this group's standpoint) events of the Congress and is anxious to
cover up the evidence showing what elements went to form what is known as the "minority".

Unfortunately, the question of a popular periodical was not discussed 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 the Party's life to launch
such a 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 Rabochy group in their report; and the fact that a
motion to this effect, with ten signatures, was not tabled can only be attributed to chance, or to a
disinclination to raise a "hopeless" issue.

The Equality of Languages Incident

Let us return to the chronological 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 anti-Iskra-ists (eight votes), but also a
group of intermediate and unstable elements prepared to support the eight anti-I1skra-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,
excessive detail, 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 alot of spacein the
press prior to the Congress, the discussion at the Congress produced relatively little that was new. It
must, however, be mentioned that the supporters of Rabocheye Dyelo (Martynov, Akimov, and
Brouckere), while agreeing with Martov's resol ution, made the reservation that they found it inadequate
and disagreed 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 opposition of the
anti-lskra-ists on matters of principle found expression only in Comrade Martynov's onslaught on the
famous presentation of the question of spontaneity and consciousness. Martynov was, of course, backed
by the Bundists and Rabocheye Dyel o-ists to a man. The unsoundness of his objections was pointed out,
among others, by Martov and Plekhanov. It should be noted as a curiosity that the Iskra editorial board
(on second thoughts, apparently) have now gone over to Martynov's side and are saying the opposite of
what they said at the Congress! Presumably, thisisin accordance with the celebrated principle of
“continuity”. . . . It only remains for usto wait until the editorial board have thoroughly cleared up the
guestion and explain to us just how far they agree with Martynov, on what points exactly, and since
when. Meanwhile, we only ask: has anyone ever seen a party 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 arguments about the adoption of Iskra 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 principle 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 Egorov of Yuzhny Rabochy advocated the inclusion
of this point in the programme, and did so in away that called forth the justified remark from
Posadovsky (an Iskra-ist of the minority) that there was a " serious difference of opinion". "There can be
no doubt,” said Comrade Posadovsky, "that we do not agree on the following fundamental question:
should we subordinate our future policy to certain fundamental democratic principles and attribute
absolute value to them, or should all democratic principles be exclusively subordinated to the interests of
our Party? | am decidedly in favour of the latter." Plekhanov "fully associated himself" with Posadovsky,
objecting in even more definite and emphatic terms to "the absol ute value of democratic principles' and
to regarding them "abstractly". "Hypothetically," he said, "a case is conceivable where we
Social-Democrats 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 upper classes in the same way as the upper classes used to restrict its political
rights." Plekhanov's speech was greeted with applause and hissing, and when Plekhanov protested
against somebody's Zwischenruf, [Interjection from the floor.—Ed.] "Y ou should not hiss,” and told the
comrades not to restrain their demonstrations, Comrade Egorov got up and said: " Since such speeches
call forth applause, | am obliged to hiss." Together with Comrade Goldblatt (a Bund delegate), Comrade
Egorov challenged the views of Posadovsky and 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 at the

L eague Congress: "These words [Plekhanov's aroused the indignation of some of the delegates; this
could easily have been avoided if Comrade Plekhanov had added that it was of course impossible to
Imagine so tragic a situation as that the proletariat, in order to consolidate its victory, should haveto
trample on such political rights as freedom of the press. . . . (Plekhanov: 'Merci.")" (League Minutes, p.
58.) Thisinterpretation directly contradicts Comrade Posadovsky's categorical statement at the Congress
about a"serious difference of opinion” and disagreement on a"fundamental question™. On this
fundamental question, al the Iskra-ists at the Congress opposed the spokesmen of the anti-Iskra "Right"
(Goldblatt) and of the Congress "Centre" (Egorov). Thisisafact, and one may safely assert that if the
"Centre" (1 hope this word will shock the "official" supporters of mildness less than any other. . .) had
had occasion to speak "without restraint” (through the mouth of Comrade Egorov or Makhov) on this or
on analogous questions, the serious difference of opinion would have been revealed at once.

It was revealed even more distinctly over the matter of "equality of languages’ (Minutes, p. 171 et seq.).
On this point it was not so much the debate that was so eloguent, but the voting: counting up the times a
vote was taken, we get the incredible number of sixteen! 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 "freedom of language”, or "equality of languages'. Comrade Martov
characterised this episode fairly accurately at the League Congress when he said that "atrifling dispute
over the formulation of one point of the programme became a matter of principle because half the
Congress was prepared to overthrow the Programme Committee”. Precisely.[Martov added: "On this
occasion much harm was done by Plekhanov's 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 aloud undertone: "Horses don't talk, but asses sometimes do.") | cannot, of
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course, see anything particularly mild, accommodating, tactful or flexible about this witticism. But | find
it strange that Martov, who admitted that the dispute became a matter of principle, made absolutely no
attempt to analyse what this principle was and what shades of opinion found expression here, but
confined himself to talking about the "harmfulness’ of witticisms. Thisisindeed a bureaucratic and
formalistic attitude! It istrue that "much harm was done at the Congress" by cutting witticisms, levelled
not only at 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 "impermissibility” (League Minutes, p. 58) of certain witticisms.] The immediate cause
of the conflict was indeed trifling, yet it did become a matter of principle and consequently assumed
terribly bitter forms, even to the point of attemptsto "overthrow" the Programme Committee, of
suspecting people of a desire to "mislead the Congress' (as Egorov suspected Martov!), and of personal
remarks of themost . . . abusive kind (p. 178). Even Comrade Popov "expressed regret that mere trifles
had given rise to such an atmosphere" (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 extremely important fact that the
atmosphere of "suspicion” and of the most bitter forms of conflict ("over throwing")—for which later, at
the League Congress, the Iskra-ist majority were held responsible!—actually arose long before we split
into a majority and minority. | repeat, thisis afact 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 present point of view of Comrade Martov, who
asserts that nine tenths of the Congress delegates were Iskra-ists, the fact that "mere trifles’, a"trivial"
cause, could give rise to a conflict which became a "matter of principle" and nearly led to the overthrow
of a Congress commission is absolutely inexplicable and absurd. It would be ridiculous to evade this fact
with lamentations and regrets about "harmful” witticisms. No cutting witticisms could have made the
conflict amatter of principle; it could become that only because of the character of the political
groupings at the Congress. It was not cutting remarks and witticisms that gave rise to the conflict—they
were only a symptom of the fact that the Congress political grouping itself harboured a " contradiction”,
that it harboured all the makings of a conflict, that it harboured an internal heterogeneity which burst
forth with immanent force at the least cause, even the most trifling.

On the other hand, from the point of view from which | regard the Congress, and which | deem it my
duty to uphold as a definite political interpretation of the events, even though this interpretation may
seem offensive to some—from this point of view the desperately acute conflict of principle that arose
from a"trifling" causeis quite explicable and inevitable. Since a struggle between the I skra-ists and the
anti-1skra-ists went on all the time at our Congress, since between them stood unstable elements, and
since the latter, together with the anti-Iskra-ists, controlled one-third of the votes (8 + 10 = 18, out of 51,
according to my calculation, an approximate one, of course), it is perfectly clear and natural that any
falling away from the "Iskra "-ists of even a small minority created the possibility of avictory for the
anti-1skra trend and therefore evoked a "frenzied" struggle. Thiswas 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 political conflict in the very grouping at the Congress that gave
rise to cutting remarks and attacks—this contrast expresses the cardinal disagreement in principle
between Martov and myself in appraising the political significance of the Congress and its results.

In al, there were during the Congress three major cases of a small number of Iskra-ists falling away from
the majority—over the equality of languages question, over Paragraph 1 of the Rules, and over the
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elections—and in all three cases afierce struggle ensued, finally leading to the severe crisswe havein
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 political grouping of
the shades that clashed at the Congress. The "equality of languages' incident is therefore doubly
interesting as far as ascertaining the causes of the divergence is concerned, for here Martov was (il
was!) an Iskra-ist and fought the anti-1skra-ists and the "Centre" harder perhaps than anybody else.

The war opened with an argument between Comrade Martov and Comrade Lieber, the leader of the
Bundists (pp. 171-72). Martov argued that the demand for "equality of citizens' was enough. "Freedom
of language" was rejected, but "equality of languages' was forthwith proposed, and Comrade Egorov
joined Lieber in the fray. Martov declared that it was fetishism "when speakersinsist that nationalities are
egual and transfer inequality to the sphere of language, whereas the question should be examined from
just the opposite angle: inequality of nationalities exists, and one of its expressionsis that people
belonging to certain nations are deprived of the right to use their mother tongue” (p. 172). There Martov
was absolutely right. The totally basel ess 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 fetishism. Actually, they were, like "fetish-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 if "others" blame us for this?)—which we aready
noted in connection with the Organising Committee incident—was quite clearly displayed here by our
entire "Centre". Another of its spokesmen, the Mining Area delegate L vov, who stood close to Yuzhny
Rabochy, declared that "the question of the suppression of languages which has been raised by the border
districtsisavery serious one. It isimportant to include a point on language in our programme and thus
obviate any possibility of the Social-Democrats being suspected of Russifying tendencies." A remarkable
explanation of the "seriousness’ of the question. It is very serious because possible suspicions on the part
of the border districts must be obviated! The speaker says absolutely nothing on the substance of the
guestion, he does not rebut the charge of fetishism but entirely confirmsit, for he shows a complete lack
of arguments of his own and merely talks about what the border districts may say. Everything they may
say will be untruehe istold. But instead of examining whether it istrue or not, he replies: "They may
suspect.”

Such a 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 discerniniit.
The principle involved is: should we leave it to the organisations and members of the Party to apply the
genera and fundamental theses of the programme to their specific conditions, and to develop them for
the purpose of such application, or are we, merely out of fear of suspicion, to fill the programme with
petty details, minutiae, repetitions, and casuistry? The principle involved is: how can Social-Democrats
discern ("suspect") in afight against casuistry an attempt to restrict elementary democratic rights and
liberties? When are we going to wean ourselves at last from this fetishist worship of casuistry?—that was
the thought that occurred to us when watching this struggle over "languages'.

The grouping of the delegatesin this struggle is made particularly clear by the abundant roll-call votes.
There were as many as three. All the time the Iskra core was solidly opposed by the anti-Iskra-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 the
Iskra-ists, several fell away—chiefly the Caucasians (three with six votes)—and thanks to this the
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“fetishist" trend ultimately gained the upper hand. During the third vote, when the followers of both
trends had clarified their position most fully, the three Caucasians, with six votes, broke away from the
majority Iskra-ists and went over to the other side; two delegates—Posadovsky and K ostich—with two
votes, fell away from the minority Iskra-ists. During the first two votes, the following had gone over to
the other side or abstained: Lensky, Stepanov, and Gorsky of the Iskra-ist majority, and Deutsch of the
minority. The falling away of eight "Iskra"-ist votes (out of a total of thirty-three) gave the superiority to
the coalition of the anti-"Iskra"-ists and the unstable elements. It was just this fundamental fact of the
Congress grouping that was repeated (only with other Iskra-ists 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 their eyes to the political reasons for that defeat, to the starting-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 languages incident shows us
this conflict al the more clearly because at that time Comrade Martov had not yet earned the praises and
approval of Akimov and Makhov.

F. The Agrarian Programme

The inconsistency of principle of the anti-Iskra-ists and the " Centre" was also clearly brought out by the
debate on the agrarian programme, which took up so much time at the Congress (see Minutes, pp.
190-226) and raised quite a number of extremely interesting points. Aswas 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 redressing "this particular historical
injustice”, whereby, he claimed, we were indirectly "sanctifying other historical injustices’, and so on.
He was joined by Comrade Egorov, who even found that "the significance of this programme is unclear.
Isit a programme for ourselves, that is, doesit define our demands, or do we want to make it popular?"
(!"1?) Comrade Lieber said he "would like to make the same points as Gomrade Egorov"”. Comrade
Makhov spoke up in his usual positive manner and declared that "the majority [?] of the speakers
positively cannot understand what the programme submitted means and what itsaims are”". The proposed
programme, you see, "can hardly be considered a Social-Democratic agrarian programme”; it . . .
"smacks somewhat of a game at redressing historical injustices’; it bears "the trace of demagogy and
adventurism". As atheoretical justification of this profundity came the caricature and over simplification
so customary in vulgar Marxism: the Iskra-ists, we were told, "want to treat the peasants as something
homogeneous in composition; but as the peasantry split up into classes long ago [ 7], advancing asingle
programme must inevitably render the whole programme demagogic and make it adventurist when put
into practice" (p. 202). Comrade Makhov here "blurted out” the real reason why our agrarian programme
meets with the disapproval of many Social-Democrats, who are prepared to "recognise” Iskra (as
Makhov himself did) but who have absolutely failed to grasp itstrend, its theoretical and tactical
position. It was the vulgarisation of Marxism as applied to so complex and many-sided a phenomenon as
the present-day system of Russian peasant economy, and not differences over particulars, that was and is
responsible for the failure to understand this programme. And on this vulgar-Marxist standpoint the
|eaders of the anti-Iskra elements (Lieber and Martynov) and of the "Centre" (Egorov and Makhov)
quickly found themselves in harmony. Comrade Egorov gave frank expression aso to one of the
characteristic features of Yuzhny Rabochy and 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 itsimportance (and alack of forcesto utilise it)
that was the weak side of our Social-Democrats at the time of the first famous peasant revolts. "I am far
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from sharing the infatuation of the editorial board for the peasant movement," said Comrade Egorov, "an
infatuation to which many Social Democrats have succumbed since the peasant disturbances." But,
unfortunately, Comrade Egorov did not take the trouble to give the Congress any precise idea of what
this infatuation of the editorial board consisted in; he did not take the trouble to make specific reference
to any of the material published by Iskra. Moreover, he forgot that all the fundamental points of our
agrarian programme had already been developed by Iskra in its third issue,[ See present edition, Vol. 4,
pp. 420-28.—Ed. (Note: See The Workers' Party and the Peasantry".)] that is, long before the peasant
disturbances. Those whose "recognition” of Iskra was not merely verbal might well have given alittle
more attention to its theoretical and tactical principles!

"No, we cannot do much among the peasants!" Comrade Egorov exclaimed, and he went on to indicate
that this exclamation was not meant as a protest against any particular "infatuation”, but as a denial of our
entire position: "It means that our slogan cannot compete with the slogan of the adventurists." A most
characteristic formulation of an unprincipled attitude, which reduces everything to "competition”
between the slogans of different parties! And thiswas said after the speaker had pronounced himself
"satisfied" with the theoretical explanations, which pointed out that we strove for lasting successin our
agitation, undismayed by temporary failures, and that lasting success (as against the resounding clamour
of our "competitors' . . . for ashort time) was impossible unless the programme had a firm theoretical
basis (p. 196). What confusion is disclosed by this assurance of "satisfaction” followed by a repetition of
the vulgar precepts inherited from the old Economism, for which the "competition of slogans* decided
everything—not only the agrarian question, but the entire programme and tactics of the economic and
political struggle! "Y ou will not induce the agricultural labourer," Comrade Egorov said, "to fight side by
side with the rich peasant for the cut-off lands, which to no small extent are already in thisrich peasant's
hands."

There again you have the same over-simplification, undoubtedly akin to our opportunist Economism,
which insisted that it was impossible to "induce” the proletarian to fight for what was to no small extent
in the hands of the bourgeoisie and would fall into its hands to an even larger extent in the future. There
again you have the vulgarisation that forgets the Russian peculiarities of the general capitalist relations
between the agricultural labourer and the rich peasant. Actually, the cut-off lands today oppress the
agricultural labourer as well, and he does not have to be "induced" to fight for emancipation from his
state of servitude. It is certain intellectuals who have to be "induced"—induced to take awider view of
their tasks, induced to renounce stereotyped 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 stupid—a superstition which, as Comrade Martov rightly remarked (p. 202), was to be
detected in the speeches of Comrade Makhov and the other opponents of the agrarian programme—only
this superstition explains why these opponents forget our agricultural labourer's actual conditions of life.

Having simplified the question into a naked contrast of worker and capitalist, the spokesmen of our
"Centre" tried, as often happens, to ascribe their own narrow-mindedness to the muzhik. "It is precisely
because | consider the muzhik, within the limits of his narrow class outlook, a clever fellow," Comrade
Makhov remarked, "that | believe he will stand for the petty-bourgeois ideal of seizure and division."
Two things are obviously confused here: the definition of the class outlook of the muzhik as that of a
petty bourgeois, and the restriction, the reduction of this outlook to "narrow limits". It isin 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 proletarian to "narrow limits"). For both logic and history teach us that the
petty-bourgeois class outlook may be more or less narrow, and more or less progressive, precisely
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because of the dual status of the petty bourgeois. And far from dropping our hands in despair because of
the narrowness ("stupidity"”) of the muzhik or because he is governed by "prejudice”, we must work
unremittingly to widen his outlook and help his reason to triumph over his pregjudice.

The vulgar-"Marxist" view of the Russian agrarian question found its culmination in the concluding
words of Comrade Makhov's speech, in which that faithful champion of the old Iskra editorial board set
forth his principles. It was not for nothing that these words were greeted with applause.. . . true, it was
ironical applause. "l do not know, of course, what to call a misfortune,” said Comrade Makhov, outraged
by Plekhanov's statement that we were not at all alarmed by the movement for a General Redistribution,
and that we would not be the ones to hold back this progressive (bourgeois progressive) movement. "But
thisrevolution, if it can be called such, would not be arevolutionary one. It would be truer to cal it, not
revolution, but reaction (laughter ), arevolution that was more like ariot. . . . Such arevolution 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 (ironical applause ), we have a
Social-Democratic Party (laughter ). . . ." Yes, a Social-Demaocratic 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, the already
familiar grouping at once appeared. The anti-1skra-ists (eight votes) rushed into the fray on behalf of
vulgar Marxism, and the leaders of the "Centre", the Egorovs and Makhovs, trailed after them, constantly
erring and straying into the same narrow outlook. It is quite natural, therefore, that the voting on certain
points of the agrarian programme should have resulted in thirty and thirty-five votesin favour (pp. 225
and 226), that is, approximately the same figure as we observed in the dispute over the place of the Bund
guestion on the agenda, in the Organising Committee incident, and in the question of shutting down
Yuzhny Rabochy. An issue had only to arise which did not quite come within the already established and
customary pattern, and which called for some independent application of Marx's theory to peculiar and
new (new to the Germans) social and economic relations, and | skra-ists who proved equal to the
problems only made up three-fifths of the vote, while the whole "Centre" turned and followed the Liebers
and Martynovs. Y et Comrade Martov 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 the Iskra-ists had to fight against a
good two-fifths of the Congress. On this question the Caucasian delegates took up an absolutely correct
stand—due largely, in al probability, to the fact that first-hand knowledge of the forms taken by the
numerous remnants of feudalism in their localities kept them from the school-boyishly 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 "frequently encountered such a pessimistic view of our
work in the countryside" as Comrade Egorov's "among the comrades active in Russia'), by Kostrov, by
Karsky and by Trotsky. The latter rightly remarked that the "well-meant advice" of the critics of the
agrarian programme "smacked too much of philistinism®. 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 L ange with Egorov and Makhov. Anyone who reads the minutes 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 apply it 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
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authors of the programme or else to side with them against all the non-Iskra-ists. For example, one has
only to compare Makhov's motions to reject the whole agrarian programme (p. 212; nine for, thirty-eight
against) or individual pointsin it (p. 216, etc.) with the position of Lange, who moved his own
formulation of the point on the cut-off lands (p. 225), to become convinced of the radical difference
between them.[Cf. Gorin's speech, p. 213 ]

Referring to the arguments which smacked of " philistinism", Comrade Trotsky pointed out that "in the
approaching revolutionary period we must link ourselves with the peasantry”. . . . "In face of thistask,
the scepticism and political 'far-sightedness of Makhov and Egorov are more harmful than any
short-sightedness." Comrade Kostich, another minority Iskra-ist, very aptly pointed to Comrade
Makhov's "unsureness of himself, of the stability of his principles'—a description that fits our "Centre"
to atittle. "In his pessimism Comrade Makhov is at one with Comrade Egorov, athough they differ in
shade," Comrade Kostich continued. "He forgets that the Social-Democrats are already working among
the peasantry, are already directing their movement as far as possible. And this pessimism narrows the
scope of our work™ (p. 210).

To conclude our examination of the Congress discussion of the programme, it is worth while mentioning
the brief debate on the subject of supporting oppositional trends. Our programme clearly states that the
Social-Democratic Party supports "every oppositional and revolutionary movement directed against the
existing social and political order in Russia”. One would think that thislast reservation made it quite
clear exactly which oppositional trends we support. Nevertheless, the different shades that long ago
developed in our Party at once revealed themselves here too, difficult as it was to suppose that any
"perplexity or misunderstanding” was still possible on a question which had been chewed over so
thoroughly! Evidently, it was not a matter of misunderstandings, but of shades. Makhov, Lieber, and
Martynov at once sounded the alarm and again proved to be in so "compact" 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 political reasons for the formation of "compact" groups of both minority and majority.

Makhov again began with avulgar simplification of Marxism. "Our only revolutionary classisthe
proletariat,” he declared, and from this correct premise he forthwith drew an incorrect conclusion: "The
rest are of no account, they are mere hangers-on (general laughter ). . . . Yes, they are mere hangers-on
and only out to reap the benefits. | am against supporting them" (p. 226). Comrade Makhov's inimitable
formulation of his position embarrassed many (of his supporters), but as a matter of fact Lieber and
Martynov agreed with him when they proposed deleting the word "oppositional” or restricting it by an
addition: "democratic-oppositional.” Plekhanov quite rightly took the field against this amendment of
Martynov's. "We must criticise the liberals," he said, "expose their half-heartedness. That istrue. . . . But,
while exposing the narrowness and limitations of all movements other than the Social-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 constitution." 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) were "of no account” and that he was "against supporting them".
Then he condescended to admit that "while essentially it is reactionary, the bourgeoisie is often
revolutionary—for example, in the struggle against feudalism and its survivals'. "But there are some
groups,” he continued, going from bad to worse, "which are aways [?] reactionary—such are the
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handicraftsmen." Such were the gems of theory arrived at by those very leaders of our "Centre" who later
foamed at the mouth in defence of the old editorial board! "Even 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 spirit in 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 from the 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 cast for the rejected amendments
of Martynov, Makhov, and Lieber on this question. All we can say isthat, here too, the leaders of the
anti-1skra elements and one of the leaders of the "Centre'[ Another leader of this same group, the
"Centre", Comrade Egorov, spoke on the question of supporting the oppositional trends on a different
occasion, in connection with Axelrod's resolution on the Socialist-Revolutionaries (p. 359). Comrade
Egorov detected a " contradiction” between the demand in the programme for support of every
oppositional and revolutionary movement and the antagonistic attitude towards both the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and the liberals. In another form, and approaching the question from a
somewhat different angle, Comrade Egorov here revealed the same narrow conception of Marxism, and
the same unstable, semi-hostile attitude towards the position of Iskra (which he had "recognised?), as
Comrades Makhov, Lieber, and Martynov had done.] joined forces in the already familiar grouping
against the Iskra-ists. Summing up the whole discussion on the programme, one cannot help seeing that
of the debates which were at all animated and evoked general interest there was not one that failed to
reveal the difference of shades which Comrade Martov and the new Iskra editorial board now so
carefully ignore.

Editor's Footnotes

B. Practical Worker—pseudonym of the Menshevik M. S. Makadzyub, also referred to as Panin

C. The conference of 1902—a conference of representatives of R.S.D.L.P. committees held on March

23-28 (April 5-10), 1902, in Belostok. The Economists and Bundists intended to proclaim this
conference a Party Congress; areport drawn up by Lenin and presented by the Iskra delegate proved that
the gathering lacked proper preparation and authority to constitute itself such. The conference set up an
Organising Committee to convene the Second Party Congress, but nearly all its members were arrested
soon after. A new Organising Committee to convene the Second Congress was formed in November
1902 at a conference in Pskov. Lenin's views on the Belostok conference are set forth in his "Report of
the Iskra Editorial Board to the Meeting (Conference) of R.S.D.L.P. Committees'.

D. Pavlovich, Letter to the Comrades on the Second Congress of the R. S D. L. P., Geneva, 1904.

E. Sorokin—pseudonym of the Bolshevik N. E. Bauman; Lange—pseudonym of the Bolshevik A. M.
Stopani.

Collected Works VVolume 7>
Lenin Works Archive
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Vladimir Lenin

One Step Forward, Two Steps Back
(The Crisis In Our Party)

Part 2

G. The Party Rules. Comrade Martov's 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 delegates' reports, which the mgjority of the delegates were
unfortunately unable to present in a satisfactory form). Needless to say, the question of the Rules was of
tremendous importance to all of us. After al, Iskra had acted from the very outset not only as a press
organ but also as an organisational nucleus. In an editorial initsfourth issue ("Where To Begin®) Iskra
had put forward awhole plan of organisation, (1) which it pursued systematically and steadily over a
period of three years. When the Second Party Congress adopted |skra as the Central Organ, two of the
three points of the preamble of the resolution on the subject (p. 147) were devoted precisely to this
organisational plan and to "Iskra's’ organisational ideas: its role in directing the 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 work of Iskra and the entire work of organising the Party, the entire work of actually restoring the
Party, could not be 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 Party's Rules of Organisation.

The principal ideas which Iskra strove to make the basis of the Party's organisation amounted essentially
to the following two: first, the idea of centralism, which defined in principle the method of deciding al
particular and detail questions of organisation; second, the special function of an organ, a newspaper, for
ideol ogical |eadership—an idea which took into account the temporary and special requirements of the
Russian Social-Democratic working-class movement in the existing conditions of political slavery, with
theinitial base of operations for the revolutionary assault being set up abroad. Thefirst idea, as the one
matter of principle, had to pervade the entire Rules; the second, being a particular idea necessitated by
temporary circumstances of place and mode of action, took the form of a seeming departure from
centralism in the proposal to set up two centres, a Central Organ and a Central Committee. Both these
principal Iskraideas of Party organisation had been developed by mein the Iskra editorial (No. 4)
"Where To Begin"[See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 13-24.—Ed.] and inWhat Is To Be Done?[ See present
edition, Val. 5, pp. 347-529.—Ed.] and, finally, had been explained in detail, in aform that was
practically afinished set of Rules, inA Letter to a Comrade.[See present edition, Vol. 6, pp.
231-52.—Ed.] Actually, al that remained was the work of formulating the paragraphs of the Rules,
which were to embody just those ideas if the recognition of Iskra was not to be merely nominal, amere
conventional phrase. In the preface to the new edition of my Letter to a Comrade | have already pointed
out that a simple comparison of the Party Rules with that pamphlet is enough to establish the complete
identity of the ideas of organisation contained in the two. [See pp. 132-33 of this volume—Ed.]
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A propos of the work of formulating Iskra's ideas of organisation in the Rules, | must deal with acertain
incident mentioned by Comrade Martov. ". . . A statement of fact," said Martov at the League Congress
(p. 58), "will show you how far my lapse into opportunism on this paragraph [i.e., Paragraph 1] was
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 too detailed, and told me that al he liked was the idea of Paragraph
1—the 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 been
acquainted with my formulation, he knew my views on this subject. Y ou thus see that | came to the
Congress with my visor up, that | did not conceal my views. | warned him that | would oppose mutual
co-optation, the principle of unanimity in cases of co-optation to the Central Committee and the Central
Organ, and so on."

As regards the warning about opposing mutual co-optation, we shall seein its proper place how matters
really stood. At present let us deal with this"open visor" of Martov's Rules. At the League 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), Martov, as so 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 what isto their
advantage! )—nevertheless, for want of any other, Comrade Martov used unsound material. Today even
Comrade Plekhanov is beginning to imitate him—evidently, a bad example is contagious.

| could not have "liked" the "idea" of Paragraph 1 of Martov's draft, for that draft contained no idea that
came up at the Congress. His memory played him false. | have been fortunate enough to find Martov's
draft among my papers, and in it "Paragraph 1 isformulated n o t in the way he proposed it at the
Congress'! So much for the "open visor"!

Paragraph 1 in Martov's draft: "A member of the Russsian Social-Democratic Labour Party is one who,
accepting its programme, works actively to accomplish its aims under the control and direction of the
organs [sic!] of the Party."

Paragraph 1 in my draft: "A 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 organisations."

Paragraph 1 as formulated by Martov at the Congress and adopted by the Congress: "A 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 organisations.”

It isclearly evident from this juxtaposition that thereis no idea in Martov's draft, but only an empty
phrase. That Party members must work under the control and direction of the organs of the Party goes
without saying; it cannot be otherwise, and only those talk about it who love to talk without saying
anything, who love to drown "Rules" in aflood of verbiage and bureaucratic formulas (that is, formulas
useless for the work and supposed to be useful for display). The idea of Paragraph 1 appears only when
the question is asked: can the organs of the Party exercise actual direction over Party members who do
not belong to any of the Party organisations? There is not even atrace of thisideain Comrade Martov's
draft. Consequently, | could not have been acquainted with the "views" of Comrade Martov "on this
subject”, for in Comrade Martov's draft there are no views on this subject. Comrade Martov's statement
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of fact provesto be amuddie.

About Comrade Martov, on the other hand, it does have to be said that from my draft "he knew my views
on this subject” and did not protest against them, did not reject them, either on the editorial board,
although my draft was shown to everyone two or three weeks before the Congress, or in talking to the
delegates, who were acquainted only with my draft. More, even at the Congress, when | moved my draft
Rules (2) and defended them before the election of the Rules Committee, Comrade Martov distinctly
stated: "I associate myself with Comrade Lenin's conclusions. Only on two points do | disagree with him'
(my italics)—on the mode of constituting the Council and on unanimous co-optation (p. 157). Not a word
was yet said about any difference over 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 (February 1904—we cannot say how it will be three months
hence), "quite clearly expressed his disapproval of hypertrophy of centralism” (p. iv). The reason he did
not submit this draft to the Congress, Comrade Martov now explains, was, firstly, that "his Iskra training
had imbued him with disdain for Rules" (when it suits Comrade Martov, the word Iskra means for him,
not a narrow circle spirit, but the most steadfast of trends! It is a pity, however, that Comrade Martov's
Iskra training did not imbue him in three years 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, don't you see, he, Comrade Martov, wanted to avoid "introducing any
dissonance into the tactics of that basic organisational nucleus which Iskra constituted”. Wonderfully
consistent, isn't it? On a question of principle regarding an opportunist formulation of Paragraph 1 or
hypertrophy of centralism, Comrade Martov was so afraid 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 the practical question of the composition of the central bodies, Comrade Martov
appealed for the assistance of the Bund and the Rabocheye Dyelo-ist! against the vote of the majority of
the Iskra organisation (that real basic organisational nucleus). The "dissonance” in his phrases, which
smugglein the circle spirit in defence of the quasi-editorial board only to repudiate the “circle spirit" in
the appraisal of the question by those best qualfied to judge—this dissonance Comrade Martov does not
notice. To punish him, we shall quote his, draft Rulesin full, noting for our part what views and what
hypertrophy they reveal[I might mention that unfortunately | could not find the first variant of Comrade
Martov's draft, which consisted of some forty-eight paragraphs and suffered even more from
"hypertrophy" of worthless formalism.]:

"Draft of Party Rules—I. Party membership.—1) A member of the Russian Socia-Democratic Labour
Party is one who, accepting its programme, works actively to accompish its aims under the control and
direction of the organs of the Party.—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,
giving the reasons, shall be preserved in the Party files and shall be communicated, on request, to every
Party committee. The Central Committee's decision to expel a member may be appealed against to the
Congress on the demand of two or more committees.]" | shall indicate by square brackets the provisions
in Martov's draft which are obviously meaningless, failing to contan not only "ideas’, but even any
definite conditions or requirements—Iike the inimitable specification in the "Rules" as to where exactly a
sentence of expulsion isto be preserved, or the provision that the Central Committee's decision 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, patently useless or
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red-tapist, points and paragraphs. "Il. Local Committees—3) In itslocal work, the Party is represented
by the Party committees’ (how new and clever!). "4) [As Party committees are recognised all those
existing at the time of the Second Congress and represented at the Congress.]—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 organisation, or
shall set up alocal committee by reforming the latter].—6) The committees may add to their membership
by means of co-optation.—7) The Central Committee has the right to augment the membership of alocal
committee with such numbers of comrades (known to it) as shall not exceed one-third of the total
membership of the committee." A perfect sample of bureaucracy. Why not exceeding one-third? What is
the purpose of this? What is the sense of this restriction which restricts nothing, seeing that the
augmenting may be repeated over and over again? "8) [In the event of alocal committee falling apart or
being broken up by persecution” (does this mean that not all the members have been arrested?), "the
Central Committee shall re-establish it.]" (Without regard to Paragraph 7? Does not Comrade Martov
perceive asimilarity between Paragraph 8 and those Russian laws on orderly conduct which command
citizens to work on weekdays and rest on holidays?) "9) [A regular Party Congress may instruct the
Central Committee 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 exempt from subordination[We would draw Comrade
Axelrod's attention to thisword. Why thisisterrible! Here are the roots of that " Jacobinism” which goes
to the length even . . . even of atering the composition of an editorial board . . . .] toit.]" The provision
contained in this paragraph is as highly useful as the provision contained to this day in the Russian law
which reads. "Drunkennessis forbidden to all and sundry.” "10) [ The local Party committees shall direct
all the propagandist, agitational, and organisational activities of the Party in their localities and shall do
al in their power to assist the Central Committee and the Central Organs of the Party in carrying out the
genera Party tasks entrusted to them.]" Phew! What in the name of all that's holy is the purpose of this?
"11) [Theinterna arrangements of alocal organisation, the mutual relations between a committee and
the groups subordinate to it" (do you hear that, Comrade Axelrod?), "and the limits of the competence
and autonomy" (are not the limits of competence the same as the limits of autonomy?) "of these groups
shall be determined by the committee itself and communicated to the Central Committee and the editorial
board of the Central Organs.]" (An omission: it is not stated where these communications are to be filed.)
"12) [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 Central Committee of the
Party and its Central Organs.]—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 share—III.
Organisations for the Purpose of Agitation in Languages Other than Russian.—14) [For the purpose of
carrying on agitation in any non-Russian language and of organising the workers among whom such
agitation is carried on, separate organisations may be set up in places where such specialised 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 Congress." Thefirst part of this paragraph is superfluous in view of subsequent provisionsin the
Rules, and the second part, concerning disputed cases, is simply ludicrous. "16) [The local organisations
mentioned in Paragraph 14 shall be autonomous in their special affairs but shall 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 specia organisation being determined by the
local committee." (Well, thank God! It is how quite clear that this whole spate of empty words was
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superfluous.) "In respect of the general affairs of the Party, such organisations shall act as part of the
committee organisation.]—17) [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 specia press and administrative bodies both being under the direct control of the Central Committee
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.]—18) [ The autonomous |eagues mentioned in
Paragraph 17 may include local Party committeesif, by reason of local conditions, these devote
themselves mainly to agitation in the given language. Note. While forming part of the autonomous
league, such a committee does not cease to be a committee of the Party.]" (This entire paragraph is
extremely useful and wonderfully clever, the note even more so.) "19) [The relations of local
organisations belonging to an autonomous |eague with the central bodies of that league shall be
controlled by the local committees.]—20) [The central press and administrative bodies of the
autonomous leagues shall stand in the same relation to the Central Committee of the Party as the local
Party committees.]—IV. Centra Committee and Press Organs of the Party.—21) [The Party as awhole
shall be represented by its Central Committee and its press organs, political and theoretical.]—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 itsforces; 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 congresses.—23) The functions of the press organs of
the Party shall be: to exercise ideological direction of Party life, to conduct propagandafor the Party
programme, and to carry out theoretical and popular elaboration of the world outlook of
Social-Democracy.—24) All local Party committees and autonomous leagues 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 localities—25) The editorial board of the Party press organs shall be appointed at Party
congresses and shall function until the next congress.—26) [The editorial board shall be autonomousin
itsinternal affairs] and may in the interval between congresses augment or alter its membership,
informing the Central Committee in each case.—27) All statementsissued by the Central Committee or
receiving its sanction shall on the demand of the Central Committee, be published in the Party
organ.—28) The Central Committee, by agreement with the editorial board of the Party organs, shall set
up specia writers groups for various forms of literary work.—29) The Central Committee shall be
appointed at Party congresses and shall function until the next congress. The Central Committee may
augment its membership by means of co-optation, without restriction as to numbers, in each case
informing the editorial board of the Central Organs of the Party.—V. The Party Organisation
Abroad.—30) The Party organisation abroad shall carry 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 out their special tasks. These branches shall constitute autonomous groups within the general
organisation abroad.—V 1. Party Congresses.—32) The supreme Party authority is the Congress.—33)

[ The Party Congress shall lay down the Programme, Rules and guiding principles of the activities of the
Party, it shall control the work of al Party bodies and settle disputes arising between them.]—34) The
right to be represented at congresses shall be enjoyed by: @) all local Party committees; b) the central
administrative 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 abroad.—35) Mandates
may be entrusted to proxies, but no delegate shall hold more than three valid mandates. A mandate may
be divided between two representatives. Binding instructions are forbidden.—36) The Central
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Committee shall be empowered to invite to the congress in a deliberative capacity comrades whose
presence may be useful.—37) Amendments to the Programme or Rules of the Party shall require a
two-thirds majority; other questions shall be decided by a ssmple majority.—38) A congress shall be
deemed properly constituted if more than half the Party committees existing at the time of it are
represented.—39) 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 shall on its own responsibility postponeit.]"

Any reader who, by way of an exception, has had the patience to read these so-called Rules to the end
assuredly will not expect me to give special reasons for the following conclusions. First conclusion: the
Rules suffer from almost incurable dropsy. Second conclusion: it isimpossible 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 indeed in concealing from the eyes of the world (and
withholding from discussion at the Congress) more than 38/39 of his Rules. Only it israther odd that a
propos of this concealment he should talk about an open visor.

H. Discussion on Centralism Prior to the Split Among the Iskra-ists

Before passing to the really interesting question of the formulation of Paragraph 1 of the Rules, a
guestion which undoubtedly disclosed the existence of different shades of opinion, let us dwell alittle on
that brief general discussion of the Rules which occupied the 14th and part of the 15th Congress sittings.
Thisdiscussion is of some significance inasmuch as it preceded the complete divergence within the Iskra
organisation over the composition of the central bodies, whereas the subsequent debate on the Rulesin
general, and on co-optation in particular, took place after this divergence in the I skra organisation.
Naturally, before the 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 akeen issue with us all. Comrade 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 anti-Iskra-ists and the "Centre", on the contrary, at once took the field against both
fundamental ideas of the whole Iskra organisational plan (and, consequently, against the Rulesin their
entirety): against centralism and against "two centres' Comrade Lieber referred to my Rules as
"organised distrust” and discerned decentralism 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 themselves "the right to alter their composition”. "They should be allowed
greater freedom of action. . . . Thelocal committees should be elected by the active workersin their
localities, just as the Central Committee is elected by the representatives of all the active organisationsin
Russia. And if even this cannot be allowed, let the number of members that the Central Committee may
appoint to local committees be limited. . ." (p. 158). Comrade Akimov, as you see, suggested an
argument against "hypertrophy of centralism", but Comrade Martov remained deaf to these weighty
arguments, not yet having been induced by his defeat over the composition of the central bodies to follow
in Akimov's wake. He remained deaf even when Comrade Akimov suggested to him the " idea” of his
own Rules (Paragraph 7—restriction of the Central Committee's right to appoint membersto the
committees)! At that time Comrade Martov still did not want any "dissonance” with us, and for that
reason tolerated a dissonance both with Comrade Akimov and with himself. . . . At that time the only
opponents of "monstrous centralism” were those to whom Iskra's centralism was clearly
disadvantageous: it was opposed by Akimov, Lieber, and Goldblatt, followed, cautiously and
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circumspectly (so that they could always turn back), by Egorov (see pp. 156 and 276) and such like. At
that time it was till clear to the vast majority of the Party that it was the parochial, circle interests of the
Bund, Yuzhny Rabochy, etc., that evoked the protest against centralism. For that matter, now too it is
clear to the mgjority of the Party that it is the circle interests of the old Iskra editorial board that cause it
to protest against centralism. . . .

Take, for example, Comrade Goldblatt's speech (pp. 160-61). He inveighs against my "monstrous’
centralism and claims that it would lead to the "destruction” of the lower organisations, that it is
"permeated through and through with the desire to give the centre unrestricted powers and the
unrestricted right to interfere in everything”, that it allows the organisations "only one right—to submit
without a murmur to orders from above", etc. "The centre proposed by the draft would find itself in a
vacuum, it would have no peripheral organisations around it, but only an amorphous massin which its
executive agents would move." Why, thisis exactly the kind of false phrase-mongering to which the
Martovs and Axelrods proceeded to treat us after their defeat at the Congress. The Bund was laughed at
when it fought our centralism while granting its own central body even more definite unrestricted rights
(e.g., to 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 minority, 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 I skra-ists were opposed
by Lieber, by Akimov (thefirst to strike up the now favourite Axelrod Martov tune about the Central
Organ predominating over the Central Committee on the Council), by Popov, and by Egorov. From the
ideas of organisation which the old Iskra had always advocated (and which the Popovs and Egorovs had
verbally approved!), the plan for two centres followed of itself. The policy of the old Iskra cut across the
plans of Yuzhny Rabochy, the plansto create a parallel popular organ and to convert it virtualy into the
dominant organ. There lies the root of the paradox, so strange at first glance, that all the anti-Iskra-ists
and the entire Marsh were in favour of one central body, that is, of seemingly greater centralism. Of
course, there were some delegates (especially among the Marsh) who probably did not have a clear idea
where the organisational plans of Yuzhny Rabochy would lead, and were bound to lead in the nature of
things, but they were impelled to follow the anti-1skra-ists by their very irresoluteness and unsureness of
themselves.

Of the speeches by Iskra-ists during this debate on the Rules (the one preceding the split among the
|skra-ists), particularly noteworthy were those of Comrades Martov ("association” with my ideas of
organisation) and Trotsky. Every word of the answer the latter gave Comrades Akimov and Lieber
exposes the utter falsity of the "minority's" post-Congress conduct and theories. "The Rules, he
[Comrade Akimov] said, do not define the jurisdiction of the Central Committee with enough precision. |
cannot agree with him. On the contrary, 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 were 'organised distrust'. That istrue. But | used this 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 of the central bodies, the Rules were "ours'!), "represent the organised distrust of the
Party towards all its sections, that is, control over all local, district, national, and other organisations” (p.
158). Yes, our Rules are here correctly described, and 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

http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1904/onestep/ch02.htm (7 of 21) [23/08/2000 19:02:39]



One Step Forward, Two Steps Back: Part 2

who conceived and introduced the system of "organised distrust” or, which is the same thing, the "state
of siege". 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 of alower order or someone else's.

|. Paragraph One of the Rules

We have already cited the different formulations around which an interesting debate flared up at the
Congress. This debate took up nearly two sittings and ended with two roll-call votes (during the entire
Congress there were, if | am not mistaken, only eight roll-call votes, which were resorted to only in very
important cases because 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 tremendous. All the delegates voted—a
rare occurrence at our Congress (as at any big congress) and one that 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, that "1 by no means consider our difference [over Paragraph 1] so vital asto
be a matter of life or death to the Party. We shall certainly not perish because of an unfortunate clause in
the Rules!" (p. 250.)[ See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 501.—Ed.] Taken by itself, this difference, although
it did reveal shades of principle, could never have called forth that divergence (actually, to speak
unreservedly, that split) which took place after the Congress. But every little difference may become a
bigoneif itisinsisted on, if it is put into the foreground, if people set about searching for all the roots
and branches of the difference. Every little difference may assume tremendous importance if it serves as
the starting-point for a swing towards definite mistaken views, and if these mistaken views are combined,
by virtue of new and additional divergences, with anarchistic actions which bring the Party to the point
of asplit.

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 started the swing towards the
opportunist profundities and anarchistic phrase-mongering of the minority (especially at the League
Congress, and subsequently in the columns of the new Iskra as well). It was this that marked the
beginning of the coalition of the Iskra-ist minority with the anti-I1skra-ists and the Marsh, which assumed
final and definite shape by the time of the elections, and without understanding which it isimpossible to
under stand the mgjor and fundamental divergence over the composition of the central bodies. 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 a hard knot (and not a hangman's knot, as it was
misunderstood by Martov, who during the League Congress was in a state bordering on hysteria); or all
efforts 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. The difference
over Paragraph 1 played no small part in the electionsto the central bodies, and Martov's defeat in the
elections led him into a"struggle over principles* with the use of grossly mechanical and even brawling
methods (such as his speeches at the Congress of the League of Russian Revolutionary
Socia-Democracy Abroad).

Now, after all these happenings, the question of Paragraph 1 has thus assumed tremendous importance,
and we must clearly realise both the character of the Congress groupings in the voting on this paragraph
and—far more important still—the real nature of those shades of opinion which revealed or began to
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reveal themselves over Paragraph 1. Now, after the events with which the reader isfamiliar, the question
stands as follows: Did Martov's 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 Plekhanov suggested at the League Congress
(League Minutes, p. 102 and elsewhere)? Or did my formulation, which was supported by Plekhanov,
reflect awrong, bureaucratic, formalistic, Jack-in-office, un-Social-Democratic conception of
centralism? Opportunism and anarchism, or bureaucracy and formalism?—that is the way the question
stands now, when the little difference has become a big one. And when discussing the pros and cons of
my formulation on their merits, we must bear in mind just this presentation of the question, which has
been forced upon us al by the events, or, | would say if it did not sound too pompous, has been evolved
by history.

L et us begin the examination of these pros and cons with an analysis of the Congress debate. The first
speech, that of Comrade Egorov, isinteresting only for the fact that his attitude (non liquet, it is not yet
clear to me, | do not yet know where the truth lies) was very characteristic of the attitude of many
delegates, who found it difficult to grasp the rights and wrongs of thisreally new and fairly complex and
detailed question. The next speech, that of Comrade Axelrod, at once made the issue one of principle.
Thiswas the first speech Comrade Axelrod made at the Congress on questions of principle, one might
even say the first speech he made at all, and it can scarcely be claimed that his debut with the celebrated
"professor" was particularly fortunate. "I think,"” Comrade Axelrod said, "that we must draw a distinction
between the concepts party and organisation. These two concepts are being confused here. And the
confusion is dangerous." That was the first argument against my formulation. Examine it more closely.
When | say that the Party should be the sum (and not the mere arithmetical sum, but a complex) of
organisations, (3) does that mean that | "confuse" 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 be as organised as possible, that the Party should admit to its ranks only such elements as allow of
at least a minimum of organisation.My opponent, on the contrary, lumps together in the Party organised
and unorganised elements, those who lend themselves to direction and those who do not, the advanced
and the incorrigibly backward—for the corrigibly backward can join an organisation. This confusion is
indeed dangerous. Comrade Axelrod further cited the "strictly secret and centralised organisations of the
past” (Zemlyai Volyaand Narodnaya Voly): around them, he said, "were 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
Social-Democratic organisation." Here we come to one of the key points of the matter: is “this principle"
really a Social-Democratic one—this principle which alows people who do not belong to any of the
organisations of the Party, but only "help it in one way or another", to call themselves Party members?
And Plekhanov gave the only possible reply to this question when he said: "Axelrod was wrong in citing
the seventies. At that time there was awell-organised and splendidly disciplined centre; around it there
were 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 should not imitate the anarchy of the
seventies, but avoid it." Thus "this principle”, which Comrade Axelrod wanted to pass off as a
Social-Democratic one, isin reality an anarchistic principle. To refute this, one would have to show that
control, direction, and discipline are possible outside an organisation, and that conferring the title of
Party members on "elements of chaos' is necessary. The supporters of Comrade Martov's formulation
did not show, and could not show, either of these things. Comrade Axelrod took as an example "a
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professor who regards himself as a Social-Democrat and declares himself such". To complete the thought
contained in this example, Comrade Axelrod should have gone on to tell us whether the organised
Social-Democrats themsel ves regard this professor as a Social-Democrat. By failing to raise this further
guestion, Comrade Axelrod abandoned his argument half-way. After all, one thing or the other. Either
the organised Social-Democrats regard the professor in question as a Social-Democrat, in which case
why should they not enrol him in one of the Social-Democratic organisations? For only if the professor is
thus enrolled will his "declaration" answer to his actions, and not be empty talk (as professorial
declarations all too frequently are). Or the organised Social Democrats do not regard the professor as a
Social-Demaocrat, in which case it would be absurd, senseless and harmful to allow him the right to bear
the honourable and responsible title of Party member. The matter therefore reduces itself 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 core of
Social-Democrats which brought about the Party Congress, for instance, and which should enlarge and
multiply Party organisations of all kinds; or are we to content ourselves with the soothing phrase that all
who help are Party members? "If we adopt Lenin's formula," Comrade Axelrod continued, "we shall be
throwing overboard a section of those who, even if they cannot be directly admitted to an organisation,
are nevertheless Party members." The confusion of concepts of which Comrade Axelrod wanted to
accuse me stands out here quite clearly in his own case: he already takes it for granted that all who help
are Party members, whereas that is what the whole argument is about and our opponents have still to
prove the necessity and value of such an interpretation. What is the meaning of the phrase "throwing over
board", which at first glance seems so terrible? Even if only members of organisations recognised as
Party organisations are regarded as Party members, people who cannot "directly” join any Party
organisation can still work in an organisation which does 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 Social-Democrats, the less wavering and instability there is within the Party, the
broader, more varied, richer, and more fruitful will be the Party's influence on the elements of the
working-class masses surrounding 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 says: "First and
foremost 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 perhaps not very actively, associate themselves
with that Party." Firstly, the active elements of the Socia-Democratic working-class party will include
not only organisations of revolutionaries, but a whole number of workers' organisations recognised as
Party organisations. 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 who belong to the Party and
those who associate themselves with it? Just the contrary: precisely because there are differencesin
degree of consciousness and degree of activity, a distinction must be made in degree of proximity to the
Party. We are the party of aclass, and therefore almost the entire class (and in times of war, in a period
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 Manilovism and "tail-ism" to think that the entire class, or almost the

entire class, can ever rise, under capitalism, to the level of consciousness and activity of its vanguard, of
its Social-Democratic Party. No sensible Social-Democrat has ever doubted that under capitalism even
the trade union organisations (which are more primitive and more comprehensible to the undevel oped
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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
vanguard's constant duty of raising ever wider sectionsto its own advanced level, means simply to
deceive onesdlf, to shut one's eyes to the immensity of our tasks, and to narrow down these tasks. And it
Isjust such a shutting of one's eyes, it isjust such forgetfulness, to obliterate the difference between those
who associate themsel ves and those who belong, those who are conscious and active and those who only
help.

To argue that we are the party of aclassin justification of organisational looseness, in justification of
confusing organisation with disorganisation, isto repeat the mistake of Nadezhdin, who confused "the
philosophical and socia historical question of the ‘depth’ of the ‘roots' of the movement with the technical
and organisational question” (What Is To Be Done?, p. 91).[See present edition, Val. 5, p. 461.—Ed.] 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 Martov's formulation. " The more widespread the title of Party
member, the better," said Martov, without, however, explaining the benefit of awidespread title which
did not correspond to fact. Can it be denied that control over Party members who do not belong to a Party
organisation isamere fiction? A widespread fiction is not beneficial, but harmful. "We could only
rejoiceif every striker, every demonstrator, answering for his actions, could proclaim himself a Party
member" (p. 239). Isthat so? Every striker should have the right to proclaim himself a Party member? In
this statement Comrade Martov instantly carries his mistake to the point of absurdity, by lowering
Social-Democracy to the level of mere strike-making, thereby repeating the misadventures of the
Akimovs. We could only rejoice if the Social-Democrats succeeded in directing every strike, for it is
their plain 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 that struggle. But we
should be tail-enders if we were to identify this primary form of struggle, which ipso facto is no more
than a trade unionist form, with the all-round and conscious Social Democratic struggle. We should be
opportunistically legitimising a patent falsehood if we were to allow every striker the right to "proclaim
himself a Party member", for in the majority of cases such a"proclamation” would be false. We should
be indulging in complacent daydreaming if we tried to assure ourselves and others that every striker can
be a Social-Democrat and a member of the Social-Democratic 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 "untrained”, unskilled workers. This example of the "striker " brings out with particular
clarity the difference between the revolutionary striving to direct every strike in a Social-Democratic way
and the opportunist phrase-mongering which proclaims every striker a Party member. We are the Party
of a classinasmuch aswe in fact direct almost the entire, or even the entire, proletarian classin a
Social-Democratic way; but only Akimovs can conclude from this that we must in word identify the
Party and the class.

"I am not afraid of a conspiratorial organisation," said Comrade Martov in this same speech; but, he
added, "for me a conspiratorial organisation has meaning only when it is enveloped by a broad
Social-Democratic working-class party” (p. 239). To be exact he should have said: when it is enveloped
by a broad Social-Democratic working-class movement. And in that form Comrade Martov's proposition
would have been not only indisputable, but a plain truism. | dwell on this point only because subsequent
speakers turned Comrade Martov's truism into the very prevalent and very vulgar argument that Lenin
wants "to confine the sum-total of Party members to the sum-total of conspirators'. This conclusion,
which can only provoke a smile, was drawn both by Comrade Posadovsky and by Comrade Popov; and
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when it was 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 new Iskra by way
of acquainting the reading public with the new editorial board's new views on organisation. Already at
the Congress, at the very first sitting where Paragraph 1 was discussed, | noticed that our opponents
wanted to avail themselves of this cheap weapon, and therefore warned in my speech (p. 240): "It should
not be imagined that 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." Thisis such an obvious and self-evident truth
that | did not think it necessary to dwell on it. But today, when we have been dragged back in so many
respects, one has to "repeat old lessons' on this subject too. In order to do so, | shall quote certain
passages from What Is To Be Done? and A Letter to a Comrade.

... Acircle 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 the reason and 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."[See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 447.—Ed.] In order to be a Social-Democratic party, we must win
the support precisely of the class. 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 conspiratorial and non-conspiratorial organisations.

". .. Theworkers organisations for the economic struggle should be trade union organisations. Every
Social-Democratic worker should as far as possible assist and actively work in these organisations. But . .
.itiscertainly not in our interest to demand that only Social-Democrats 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 for the, 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—if they were
not very broad organisations. The broader these organisations, the broader will be our influence over
them—an influence due, not only to the 'spontaneous’ development of the economic struggle, but to the
direct and conscious effort of the socialist trade union members to influence their comrades” (p. 86).[See
present edition, Vol. 5, p. 454.—Ed.] Incidentally, the example of the trade unionsis particularly
significant for an assessment of the controversial question of Paragraph 1. That these unions should work
"under the control and direction” of the Social-Democratic organisations, of that there can be no two
opinions among Social-Democrats.But on those grounds to confer on all members of trade unions the
right to "proclaim themselves' members of the Social-Democratic Party would be an obvious absurdity
and would constitute a double danger: on the one hand, of narrowing 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
Socia-Democratic Party to vagueness and vacillation. The German Socia-Democrats had occasion to
solve asimilar problem in a practical instance, in the celebrated case of the Hamburg bricklayers
working on piece rates. The Social-Democrats did not hesitate for a moment to proclaim strike breaking
dishonourable in Social-Democratic eyes, that is, to acknowledge that to direct and support strikes was
their own vital concern; but at the same time they just as resolutely rejected the demand for identifying
the interests of the Party with the interests of the trade unions, for making the Party responsible for
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 to do so it must distinguish the fully
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Socia-Democratic elements in these unions (the elements belonging to the Social-Democratic Party)
from those which are not fully class-conscious and politically active, and not confuse the two, as
Comrade Axelrod would have us do.

". .. 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 activity of alarge number of other
organisations that are intended for a broad public and are therefore as |oose and as non-secret as possible,
such as workers' trade unions; workers' self-education circles and circles for reading illegal literature; and
socialist, aswell as democratic, circles among all other sections of the population; etc., etc. We must
have such circles, trade unions, and organisations everywhere in as large a number as possible and with
the widest variety of functions; but it would be absurd and harmful to confound them with the
organisation of revolutionaries, to efface the border-line between them . . ." (p. 96).[ See present edition,
Vol. 5, p. 466.—Ed.] This quotation shows how out of place it was for Comrade Martov to remind me
that the organisation of revolutionaries should be enveloped by broad organisations of workers. | had
already pointed this out inWhat Is To Be Done?—and inA Letter to a Comrade | developed thisidea
more concretely. Factory circles, | wrote there, "are particularly important to us: the main strength of the
movement liesin the organisation of the workers at the large factories, 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 fortress. . . . The factory
subcommittee should endeavour to embrace the whole factory, the largest possible number of the
workers, with anetwork of all kinds of circles (or agents). . . . All groups, circles, subcommittees, etc.,
should enjoy the status of committee institutions or branches of a committee. Some of them will openly
declare their wish to join the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party and, if endorsed by the committee,
will join the Party, and will assume definite functions (on the instructions of, or in agreement with, the
committee), will undertake to obey the orders of the Party organs, receive the samerightsas all Party
members, and be regarded as immediate candidates for membership of the committee, etc. Otherswill not
jointhe R.S.D.L.P., and will have the status of circles formed by Party members, or associated with one
Party group or another, etc." (pp. 17-18). [See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 243, 245, 246.—Ed.] The
words | have underlined make it particularly clear that the idea of my formulation of Paragraph 1 was
already fully expressed in A Letter to a Comrade. The conditions 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 the
Party, and for what reasons. " The 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 self-education in conjunction with one or two Party members should in some cases
not even be aware that these belong to the Party, etc." (pp. 18-19).[ See present edition, VVol. 6, p.

247 —Ed.]

There you have additional material on the subject of the "open visor"! Whereas the formula of Comrade
Martov's draft does not even touch on relations between the Party and the organisations, | pointed out
nearly ayear before the Congress that some organisations should belong to the Party, and others not. In A
Letter to a Comrade the 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 particular, 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
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working class, taking it as self-evident that, under certain conditions, certain elements of other classes
will also be included here). These two categories constitute the Party. Further, 3) workers organisations
associated with the Party; 4) workers' organisations not associated with the Party but actually under its
control and direction; 5) unorganised elements of the working class, who in part a'so come under the
direction of the Social-Democratic Party, at any rate during big manifestations of the class struggle. That,
approximately, is how the matter presentsitself to me. As Comrade Martov sees it, on the contrary, the
border-line of the Party remains absolutely vague, for "every striker" can "proclaim himself a Party
member". What benefit is there in thislooseness? A widespread "title". Its harm isthat it introduces a
disorganising idea, the confusing of class and party.

In illustration of the general propositions we have adduced, let us take a cursory glance at the further
discussion of Paragraph 1 at the Congress. Comrade Brouckeére (to the great glee of Comrade Martov)
pronounced in favour of my formulation, but his aliance with me, unlike Comrade Akimov's with
Martov, turned out to be based on a misunderstanding. Comrade Brouckere did "not agree with the Rules
asawhole, with their entire spirit” (p. 239), and defended my formulation as the basis of the democracy
which the supporters of Rabocheye Dyelo desired. Comrade Brouckére had not yet risen to the view that
inapolitical struggle it is sometimes necessary to choose the lesser 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 question quite rightly when he stated that "Comrades Martov and Lenin are
arguing as to which [formulation] will best achieve their common aim” (p. 252); "Brouckereand |," he
continued, "want to choose the one which will least achieve that aim. From this angle | choose Martov's
formulation." And Comrade Akimov frankly explained that he considered "their very aim" (that is, the
aim of Plekhanov, Martov, and myself—the creation of a directing organisation of revolutionaries) to be
"impracticable and harmful"; like Comrade Martynov, (6) he advocated the Economist idea that "an
organisation of revolutionaries' was unnecessary. He was "confident that in the end the redlities of life
will force their way into our Party organisation, whether you bar their path with Martov's formulation or
with Lenin's’. It would not be worth while dwelling on this "tail-ist" conception of the "realities of life" if
we did not encounter it in the case of Comrade Martov too. In general, Comrade Martov's second speech
(p. 245) is so interesting that it deserves to be examined in detail.

Comrade Martov's first argument: control by the Party organisations over Party members not belonging
to them "is practicable, inasmuch as, having assigned a function to someone, the committee will be able
to watch over it" (p. 245). Thisthesisisremarkably characteristic, for it "betrays’, if one may so put it,
who needs Martov's formulation and whom it will serve in actual fact—free-lance intellectuals or
workers groups and the worker masses. The fact is that there are two possible interpretations of Martov's
formulation: 1) that anyone who renders the Party regular personal assistance under the direction of one
of its organisations is entitled to "proclaim himself " (Comrade Martov's own words) a Party member; 2)
that a Party organisation is entitled to regard as a Party member anyone who renders it regular personal
assistance under its direction. It isonly the first interpretation that really gives "every striker" the
opportunity to call himself a Party member, and accordingly it alone immediately won the hearts 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 of "every striker" can only be spoken of "symbolically". That iswhy, in his
second speech, Comrade Martov at once slipped into the second interpretation (even though, beit said in
parenthesis, it was directly reected by the Congress when it turned down Kostich's resol ution—p. 255),
namely, that a committee would assign functions and watch over their fulfilment. Such special
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assignments will never, of course, be made to the mass of the workers, to the thousands of proletarians
(of whom Comrade Axelrod and Comrade Martynov spoke)—they will frequently be given precisely to
those professors whom Comrade Axelrod mentioned, to those high-school students for whom Comrade
Lieber and Comrade Popov were so concerned (p. 241), and to the revolutionary youth to whom
Comrade Axelrod referred in his second speech (p. 242). In aword, Comrade Martov's formulawill
either remain a dead letter, an empty phrase, or it will be of benefit mainly and almost exclusively to
"intellectuals who are thoroughly imbued with bourgeois individualism" and do not wish to join an
organisation. In words, Martov's formulation defends the interests of the broad strata of the proletariat,
but in fact it serves the interests of the bourgeois intellectuals, who fight shy of proletarian discipline and
organisation. No one will venture to deny that the intelligentsia, as a special stratum of modern capitalist
society, is characterised, by and large, precisely by individualism and incapacity for discipline and
organisation (cf., for example, Kautsky's well-known articles on the intelligentsia). This, incidentally, isa
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 proletariat so often feels; and this trait of
theintelligentsiais intimately bound up with its customary mode of life, its mode of earning alivelihood,
which in agreat many respects approximates to the petty-bourgeois mode of existence (working in
isolation or in very small groups, etc.). Nor isit fortuitous, lastly, that the defenders of Comrade Martov's
formulation 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 aradically conspiratorial organisation, as Comrades Martynov and Axelrod
thought, but the supporters of bourgeois-intellectual individualism who clashed with the supporters of
proletarian organisation and discipline.

Comrade Popov said: "Everywhere, in St. Petersburg asin Nikolayev or Odessa, as the representatives
from these towns testify, there are dozens of workers who are distributing literature and carrying on
word-of-mouth agitation but who cannot be members of an organisation. They can be attached to an
organisation, but not regarded as members” (p. 241). W