. |___i_'. I;',{I; .Iqu f"._l r?lﬁrw
RN T ket :

EMELAS
#I v
!. : :'p ol

3 ahi

Pl A

_'“‘-._'- L










st
H‘lﬂ r ?q*': it

2, vt
XY

TS =
i £
LY R e

el
ALy

.

l.-:r.'-l: Y
S 1';{-1-'

-
.
....
-
;

ey
g l'lf-"' =
.‘*..l-"-.l"" P
=T R =
e M

;L; -‘i‘l;.




WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

LENIN

COLLECTED WORKS

7






THE RUSSIAN EDITION WAS PRINTED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH A DECISION
OF THE NINTH CONGRESS OF THE R.C.P.(B.)
AND THE SECOND CONGRESS OF SOVIETS
OF THE U.S.S.R.



NHCTUTYT MAPKCU3MA —JIEHUHU3MA npu IIK KHCC

BWNJEHWH

COUYNUHEHNA

Hszdarnue wemeepmoe

IF'OCYIAPCTBEHHOE M3JATEJIBCTBO
IIOJIMTUYECKOUN JIUTEPATYPEI

MOCEKBA



V.LLENIN

COLLECTED WORKS

VOLUME
7

September 1903—December 1904

PROGRESS PUBLISHERS
MOSCOW



TRANSLATED BY THE LATE ABRAHAM FINEBERG
AND BY NAOMI JOCHEL

EDITED BY CLEMENS DUTT

From Marx to Mao

© Digital Reprints
2009
www.marx2mao.com

First printing 1961
Second printing 1965
Third printing 1974
Fourth printing 1977

Printed in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

10102-203

014(0D-77 0es 00BABIL

J



CONTENTS

Preface .

1903
ACCOUNT OF THE SECOND CONGRESS OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
FOILED!.

PLAN OF LETTERS ON TASKS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY
YOUTH .

THE TASKS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY YOUTH. First Letter
SECOND PARTY CONGRESS. Plan of Article
MAXIMUM BRAZENNESS AND MINIMUM LOGIC.

DRAFT OF A LETTER FROM THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE AND
THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF THE CENTRAL ORGAN TO THE
MEMBERS OF THE OPPOSITION .

SECOND CONGRESS OF THE LEAGUE OF RUSSIAN REVOLU-
TIONARY SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY ABROAD, October 13-18 (26 31)
1903 .

1. PREFATORY REMARKS TO THE REPORT ON THE
SECOND CONGRESS OF THE R.S.D.L.P., OCTO-
BER 13 (26) . . . e

I.
Il .
I .
v . . .

2. REPORT ON THE SECOND CONGRESS OF THE

R.S.D.L.P., OCTOBER 14 (27) . . . .

3. STATEMENT CONCERNING MARTOV S REPORT
OCTOBER 15 (28).

4. SPEECH ON THE RULES OF THE LEAGUE OCTO
BER 17 (30) .

AN UNSUBMITTED STATEMENT .

13

15
35

41
43
57
59

66

69

71

71

72
72

73
84

85
86



8 CONTENTS

STATEMENT OF RESIGNATION FROM THE PARTY COUNCIL
AND FROM THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF THE CENTRAL ORGAN

THE POSITION OF THE BUND IN THE PARTY .
THE NARODNIK-LIKE BOURGEOISIE AND DISTRAUGHT NARODISM

TO THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF THE CENTRAL ORGAN OF THE
R.S.D.L.P. . . coe

AN UNISSUED STATEMENT .
LETTER TO ISKRA

WHY I RESIGNED FROM THE ISKRA EDITORIAL BOARD.
A Letter to the Editors of “Iskra” .

LETTER FROM THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.
TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE LEAGUE ABROAD, THE
PARTY AID GROUPS, AND TO ALL PARTY MEMBERS ABROAD

NOTE ON THE POSITION OF THE NEW ISKRA

1904

PREFACE TO THE PAMPHLET A LETTER TO A COMRADE ON
OUR ORGANISATIONAL TASKS . e e e e e e e e

POSTSCRIPT TO THE PAMPHLET A LETTER TO A COMRADE
ON OUR ORGANISATIONAL TASKS . e e e e e e

TO THE PARTY MEMBERSHIP

SESSION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE R.S.D.L.P., ]anuary 15-17
(28-30), 1904

1. DRAFT RESOLUTION ON MEASURES TO RESTORE
PEACE IN THE PARTY, MOVED ON JANUARY 15 (28)

2. DISSENTING OPINION RECORDED BY THE REPRE-
SENTATIVES OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE,
JANUARY 17 (30)

3. DRAFT RESOLUTION ON CONVENING THE THIRD
PARTY CONGRESS, JANUARY 17 (30)

4. DRAFT ~RESOLUTIONS MOVED ON JANUARY 17 (30)

I.
IT .
III .

5. SPEECHES ON MEASURES TO RESTORE PEACE
IN THE PARTY, JANUARY 15 (28)

I.
IT .
III .
Iv .
V.

91
92
103

112
113
114

118

125
129

131

133
139

143

145

148

152
153

153
153
153

154

154
155
157
158
161



CONTENTS 9
6. SPEECHES ON MEASURES TO RESTORE PEACE
IN THE PARTY, JANUARY 16 (29) coe 164
VI . 164
VII . 168
VIII . 171
X . D )
7. SPEECHES ON CONVENING THE THIRD PARTY
CONGRESS, JANUARY 17 (30) S
I. 177
II . 177
III . . . . . 178
8. SPEECHES ON THE PUBLICATION OF PARTY LIT-
ERATURE, JANUARY 17 (30) coe e 179
I. 179
II . 182
III . 184
v . 185
TO THE PARTY 186
CIRCUMSTANCES OF RESIGNATION FROM THE ISKRA EDI-
TORIAL BOARD . . . e 191
MAY DAY 197
ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPS BACK (The Crisis in Our Party) 201
Preface . . . 203
A. The Preparations for the Congress . . . 207
B. Significance of the Various Groupings at the Congress 209
C. Beginning of the Congress The Organlsmg Com-
mittee Incident . e e .. 212
D. Dissolution of the Yuzhny Rabochy Group 221
E. The Equality of Languages Incident 224
F. The Agrarian Programme. . 231
G. The Party Rules. Comrade Martov s Draft 239
H. Discussion on Centralism Prior to the Split Among
the Iskra-ists . 248
I. Paragraph One of the Rules e . 253
dJ. Innocent Victims of a False Accusat1on of Oppor-
tunism . .. ... . 276
K. Continuation of the Debate on the Rules Compo-
sition of the Council 286
L. Conclusion of the Debate on the Rules Co optatlon
to the Central Bodies. Withdrawal of the Rabocheye
Dyelo Delegates e e e e e e e e e e 292



10 CONTENTS

. The Elections. End of the Congress .

. General Picture of the Struggle at the Congress
The Revolutlonary and Opportunlst ngs of the
Party .

. After the Congress Two Methods of Struggle .

. Little Annoyances Should Not Stand in the Way
of a Big Pleasure

(0]
P
Q. The New Iskra. Opportumsm in Questlons of Orga-
R.

z =

nisation. .

A Few Words on Dlalectlcs Two Revolutlons .
Appendix. The Incident of Comrade Gusev and Comrade
Deutsch e e e e e e e e
LETTER TO THE MEMBERS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE

STATEMENT BY THREE MEMBERS OF THE CENTRAL COM-
MITTEE . . . . Coe . . .

TO THE PARTY
SESSION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE R.S.D.L.P., May 31 (June 13)
and June 5 (18), 1904 .

1. SPEECHES CONCERNING AN INTER-PARTY CON-
FERENCE, MAY 31 (JUNE 13) . e e e e e

I.
IT .

2. SPEECHES ON CO OPTATION TO THE COMMITTEES
AND THE RIGHT OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
TO APPOINT NEW MEMBERS TO THEM, JUNE 5 (18)

I.
IT .
I1I .

3. SPEECH ON THE NEWSPAPER RASSVET, JUNE 5 (18)
WHAT WE ARE WORKING FOR (To the Party) .
TO THE PARTY .
TO FIVE MEMBERS OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE. For Russia

LETTER TO CENTRAL COMMITTEE AGENTS AND COMMITTEE
MEMBERS OF THE R.S.D.L.P. SIDING WITH THE SECOND
PARTY CONGRESS MAJORITY . e e e e e e e e

LETTER TO GLEBOV (V. A. NOSKOV) .

ONE STEP FORWARD, TWO STEPS BACK. Reply byN Lenin to
Rosa Luxemburg ..

AN OBLIGING LIBERAL.

PREFACE TO N. SHAKHOV’'S PAMPHLET THE FIGHT FOR
A CONGRESS .o

306

332
347

366

3717
407

414
424

428
430

433

435

435
437

438

438
439
440

442
443
452
460

462

464

472
484

488



CONTENTS 1

ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE FORMATION OF A BUREAU OF MA-

JORITY COMMITTEES. Draft . . . . . . . . 489

THE ZEMSTVO CAMPAIGN AND ISKRA’S PLAN . . . . . . . 495

" 10 ¢

m . .. ... ... ... ... ... . ... 502

1 O 1

v .. ... .. ... .. ... .. .. b13
OUTLINE OF A TALK ON THE SITUATION WITHIN THE PARTY.

Outline of My Talk . . . . . .. . . 519
A LETTER TO THE COMRADES (With Reference to the Forth-

coming Publication of the Organ of the Party Majority) . . . . 521
STATEMENT AND DOCUMENTS ON THE BREAK OF THE CEN-

TRAL INSTITUTIONS WITH THE PARTY. . . . . . . . 527

Appendix . . . . .« < v 4« v e 4w e o v o . . . b3

ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE FORMATION OF AN ORGANISING
COMMITTEE AND THE CONVENING OF THE THIRD REGULAR
CONGRESS OF THE RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC LABOUR

PARTY . . . . . . . .o e .« . . . . . b38
Notes . . . e e .o .o B 7 |
The Life and Work of V. I. Lenin. Chronology . . . . . . . 575

ILLUSTRATIONS

First page of the manuscript of Lenin’s “Account of the Second
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.”. 1903. . . . . . . . . . . . 17

First page of the manuscript of the “Dissenting Opinion Record-
ed by the Representatives of the Central Committee in the

Party Council”. January 17 (30), 1904. . . . . 149
Cover of the original edition of One Step Forward Two Steps
Back. 1904 . . . . . . . . 200-201
Page 71 of the manuscrlpt of One Step Forward Two Steps
Back. 1904 . . . . . . 251
First page of the manuscrlpt of Lenlns Announcement of the
Formation of a Bureau of Majority Committees”. 1904 . . . . 491

Manuscript of the “Outline of a Talk on the Situation Within
the Party”. 1904 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. b17






13

PREFACE

This seventh volume of Lenin’s works covers the period
from September 1903 to December 1904.

The major item in it is his book, One Step Forward, Two
Steps Back, which elaborated the organisational principles
of the Bolshevik Party.

Many of the works in the present volume—the “Account
of the Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P.”, the article “One
Step Forward, Two Steps Back. Reply by N. Lenin to Rosa
Luxemburg”, the speeches at the Congress of the League of
Russian Revolutionary Social-Democracy Abroad and the
sessions of the Party Council, and the resolutions moved there,
the draft appeal “To the Party”, and the pamphlet “The
Zemstvo Campaign and Iskra’s Plan”—are directed against
the Mensheviks’ opportunism in organisational and tactical
questions and against their splitting activities.

The letters included in this volume—“Letter to the Mem-
bers of the Central Committee”, “To Five Members of the
Central Committee”, “Letter to Central Committee Agents
and Committee Members of the R.S.D.L.P. Siding with the
Second Party Congress Majority” and the “Letter to Glebov
(V. A. Noskov)”—illustrate Lenin’s fight against the con-
ciliators.

“What We Are Working For”, “To the Party”, “A Letter
to the Comrades”, and the “Announcement of the Formation
of an Organising Committee and the Convening of the Third
Regular Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Party” show how Lenin directed the preparations for the
third Party Congress and the establishment of the Bureau
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of Majority Committees and the Bolshevik newspaper
Vperyod.

The following documents published in this volume are
included in the Collected Works for the first time: the “State-
ment Concerning Martov’s Report”, the letter “To the
Editorial Board of the Central Organ of the R.S.D.L.P.”
concerning Lenin’s resignation from the editorial board of
Iskra, the draft resolution moved in the Party Council on
the convening of the Third Party Congress, and Lenin’s
fourth speech there on the publication of Party literature,
and the “Announcement of the Formation of a Bureau of
Majority Committees”.



ACCOUNT OF THE SECOND CONGRESS
OF THE R.S.D.L.P.

Written in the early part of Published according
September 1903 to the manuscript
First published in 1927
in Lenin Miscellany VI
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This account is intended for personal acquaintances only,
and therefore to read it without the consent of the author
(Lenin) is tantamount to reading other people’s letters.

In order to make what follows more intelligible, I shall
first say a few words about the composition of the Congress,
although it will mean anticipating somewhat. The number
of votes at the Congress was fifty-one (thirty-three delegates
with one vote each, and nine with two, nine “double-hand-
ers”).2 There were ten delegates, if I am not mistaken, with
a deliberative voice but no vote; that is, fifty-two per-
sons in all. The political grouping of these votes, as revealed
during the entire course of the Congress, was as follows:
five Bundists,® three Rabocheye Dyelo-ists* (two from the
Union of Russian Social-Democrats Abroad® and one from
the St. Petersburg League of Struggle®), four Yuzhny
Rabochy-ists (two from the Yuzhny Rabochy group’ and two
from the Kharkov Committee, which sided solidly with
Yuzhny Rabochy), six indecisives or waverers (the “Marsh”,
as they were called by all the Iskra-ists®—in jest, of course),
and, lastly, about thirty-three Iskra-ists who were more
or less firm and consistent in their Iskra-ism. These thirty-
three Iskra-ists, who when they stood together decided
every issue at the Congress, split in their turn into two
subgroups—a split that took shape finally only towards
the end of the Congress: one subgroup, with approximately
nine votes, consisting of Iskra-ists of the “soft or rather
zigzag line” (or the female line, as certain wits called it,
and not without reason)—Iskra-ists who stood (as will be
seen later) for justice, for a middle course, etc.; and the
other, with about twenty-four votes, consisting of Iskra-ists
of the firm line, who upheld consistent Iskra-ism both as
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regards tactics and as regards the personal composition
of the central institutions of the Party.

I repeat that this grouping took final shape and became
quite clear only post factum, towards the end of the Con-
gress (which held close on forty sittings!), and I am antic-
ipating when I outline it at the start. I must also make
the reservation that this grouping only represents the
approximate numbers of votes, for on various minor issues
(and on one occasion—on the question of “equality of lan-
guages”, of which I shall speak later—on a major issue
too) the votes not infrequently split, some delegates abstain-
ing, the groups intermingling, and so on.

The composition of the Congress had been preliminarily
determined by the Organising Committee,” which, under
the Regulations for the Congress, had the right to invite
to it in a deliberative capacity such persons as it might
think fit. The Congress itself at the very beginning elected
a Credentials Committee, which thereafter took charge of
all matters relating to its composition. (Let me say in pa-
renthesis that on this committee too there was a Bundist,
who tried to take all the other members of it by siege, keep-
ing them up until three o’clock in the morning, and who,
even so, entered a “dissenting opinion” on every issue.)
The Congress was marked at the beginning by the peace-
ful and harmonious co-operation of all the Iskra-ists; there
had always been different shades of opinion among them, of
course, but they had never manifested themselves as polit-
ical differences. Incidentally, let us state in advance that
the split among the Iskra-ists was one of the major political
results of the Congress, and anyone who wants to acquaint
himself with the matter should therefore pay special atten-
tion to all episodes even remotely connected with that
split.

One rather important event at the very beginning of the
Congress was the election of the Bureau, or Presidium.
Martov was for electing nine persons, who would select
three from their number to act as the Bureau at each sitting,
and he even suggested a Bundist as one of the nine. I was
for electing only three persons for the whole duration of the
Congress, and three, moreover, who would “keep order”.
The Bureau elected consisted of Plekhanov, myself and
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Comrade T' (a firm-line Iskra-ist and member of the
Organising Committee, of whom we shall have frequent
occasion to speak later). The last-named, I might remark,
was elected by only a narrow margin in preference to a
Yuzhny Rabochy-ist (also a member of the Organising Com-
mittee). My difference with Martov over the question of the
Bureau (a difference significant in the light of subsequent
events) did not, however, lead to any split or conflict: the
matter was somehow settled in a peaceful, natural, “homely”
way, as most questions generally were settled in the Iskra
organisation and the Iskra editorial board.

Also at the beginning of the Congress, there was a meeting
of the Iskra organisation (confidential and informal, of
course) on the subject of its Congress mandates. This meeting
likewise settled its business in a peaceful and amicable man-
ner. I only mention this meeting because I think it signif-
icant, firstly, that at the beginning of the Congress the
Iskra-ists worked together harmoniously, and, secondly,
that they had decided to appeal, in doubtful and debatable
cases, to the authority of the Iskra organisation (or, rather,
of the Iskra organisation members present at the Congress);
although the decisions of these meetings-were not binding,
of course, for the rule that “binding instructions are abol-
ished” and that it was everyone’s right, and indeed duty, to
vote at the Congress according to his own free convictions,
without owing obedience to any organisation—this rule,
I say, was recognised by all the Iskra-ists, and was loudly
proclaimed by the chairman at the beginning of practically
every meeting of the Iskra organisation.

To proceed. The first incident at the Congress to disclose
that all was not well among the Iskra-ists, an incident that
“set the scene” for the final drama (or tragicomedy?), was
the celebrated “incident of the Organising Committee”.
This must be dealt with at length. It occurred while the Con-
gress was still engaged in constituting itself and discussing its
Standing Orders (which, by the way, consumed a tremendous
amount of time on account of the obstruction of the Bundists,
who, deliberately or otherwise, never missed an opportunity
to cause delay). The substance of the Organising Committee
incident was that, on the one hand, that body had, even
before the Congress opened, rejected the protest of the Borba
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group,'! which demanded representation at the Congress,
and had stood by this decision in the Credentials Committee;
and, on the other hand, on the floor of the Congress this same
Organising Committee suddenly declared that it was invit-
ing Ryazanov in a deliberative capacity. The course of
events in regard to this incident was as follows.

Before the sittings of the Congress began, Martov con-
fidentially informed me that a certain member of the Iskra
organisation and of the Organising Committee (whom we
shall call N'?) had decided to insist in the Organising
Committee that it invite to the Congress in a deliberative
capacity a certain individual whom Martov himself could
not describe otherwise than as a “renegade”.'® (And it was
true that this individual had inclined at one time towards
Iskra but afterwards, within a few weeks, in fact, had gone
over to Rabocheye Dyelo, even though the latter was already
in a state of complete degeneration.) Martov and I discussed
the matter and we were both indignant that a member of
the Iskra organisation should do such a thing, knowing, of
course (for Martov had warned Comrade N), that it was a
direct slap in the face for Iskra, yet not considering it neces-
sary even to consult the organisation. N did in fact put for-
ward his proposal in the Organising Committee, but it was
rejected owing to the vigorous protest of Comrade T, who
described the wholly unstable political character of the
“renegade”. It is worth noting that Martov, as he said, could
not even speak any longer to N, although they had previously
been on friendly personal terms, so shocked was he by this
action. N’s wish to put spokes in Iskra’s wheel was further
revealed in his supporting a vote of censure passed by the
Organising Committee on the Iskra editorial board; a cen-
sure which, to be sure, concerned a very minor matter, but
which nevertheless aroused Martov’s profound indignation.
Furthermore, information from Russia, also communicated
to me by Martov, indicated a tendency on N’s part to cir-
culate rumours of dissension between the Iskra-ists in Russia
and the Iskra-ists abroad. All this disposed the Iskra-
ists to be very distrustful of N; and on top of it all came the
following. The Organising Committee had rejected the pro-
test of Borba; the Organising Committee members attending
the meeting of the Credentials Committee (T and N) had
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both (including N!!!) likewise spoken in the most emphatic
terms against Borba. Yet during an adjournment at one of
the morning sittings of the Congress, the Organising Commit-
tee suddenly held a meeting of their own “by the window”
and decided to invite Ryazanov in a deliberative capacity!
Nwasin favour ofinviting him. T, of course, was cate-
gorically against, declaring moreover that the Organising
Committee had no right to make such a decision inasmuch as
everything relating to the composition of the Congress had
already been referred to the Credentials Committee specially
elected by the Congress for the purpose. Of course, the
Yuzhny Rabochy members of the Organising Committee +
the Bundist + N outvoted Comrade T, and the decision went
through.

T reported this decision to the Iskra editorial board, which
(not all its members were present, but Martov and Zasulich
were) unanimously decided, of course, to take the field at
the Congress against the Organising Committee, for many
Iskra-ists had already spoken publicly at the Congress
against Borba and it was impossible to yield on this issue.

When the Organising Committee (after the dinner inter-
val) informed the Congress of its decision, T, in his turn,
informed it of his protest. Thereupon a Yuzhny Rabochy
member of the Organising Committee fell upon T and accused
him of violating discipline (1), on the grounds that the
Organising Committee had resolved not to disclose (sic!)
this fact to the Congress. Naturally, we (Plekhanov, Martov
and I) came down hard on the Organising Committee at
that, accusing it of reviving binding instructions, violating
the sovereignty of the Congress, and so on. The Congress
supported us, the Organising Committee was defeated, and a
resolution was adopted depriving the Organising Committee
as a body of the right to influence the composition of the
Congress.

Such was the “Organising Committee incident”. Firstly,
it finally undermined the political confidence of many
Iskra-ists in N (and strengthened their confidence in T);
secondly, it not only proved, but palpably demonstrated
how shaky the Iskra trend still was even in a central and,
as it seemed, super-Iskra-ist institution like the Organising
Committee. It became clear that, besides the Bundist,
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the Organising Committee included 1) Yuzhny Rabochy-
ists with their own specific policy, and 2) “Iskra-ists who
were ashamed of being Iskra-ists”, and that only some
of its members were 3) Iskra-ists who were not ashamed of
being such. When the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists expressed a
desire to discuss this deplorable incident with the Iskra
editorial board (privately, of course)—Comrade N, it is
very important to note, expressed no desire at that time to
do so—the editorial board did discuss it with them, and I
plainly told them that the Congress had definitely revealed
an important political fact, namely, that there were many
Iskra-ists in the Party who were ashamed of being Iskra-
ists and were capable, just to spite Iskra, of playing such
a trick as inviting Ryazanov. So angry was I at this trick
on N’s part, after he had spoken against Borba in the com-
mittee, that I publicly declared at the Congress that “com-
rades who have attended foreign congresses know what
a storm of indignation is always aroused when people say
one thing at committees and another on the floor of the
Congress”.* “Iskra-ists” who were afraid of being “reproached”
by the Bundists with being “Iskra puppets”, and who for
this reason alone played political tricks on Iskra, naturally
could not inspire any confidence.

The Iskra-ists’ general distrust of N grew immensely when
Martov’s attempt to discuss the matter with him resulted
in N’s announcing his resignation from the “Iskra” organi-
sation! Thereafter the N “affair” was taken up in the Iskra
organisation, whose members were outraged by such a res-
ignation, and the organisation held four meetings on the
subject. These meetings, especially the last, are extremely
important, for it was there that the split among the Iskra-
ists, chiefly over the composition of the Central Committee,
definitely took shape.

But before embarking on an account of these meetings
of the Iskra organisation (which, I once more repeat, were
private and informal), let me say something about the work
of the Congress. That work proceeded harmoniously for the
time being, in the sense of all the Iskra-ists acting together,

*See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 484.—Ed.
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both on the first agenda item (the position of the Bund in
the Party), and on the second (the programme), and on the
third (endorsement of the Central Organ of the Party).
The united stand of the Iskra-ists ensured a big and solid
majority at the Congress (a compact majority, as the Bund
ists ruefully called it!), although here too the “indecisives”
(or “Marsh™) and Yuzhny Rabochy-ists more than once
displayed, on minor issues, their utter instability. The
political grouping of not fully Iskra-ist elements at the
Congress stood out more and more clearly.

To return to the meetings of the Iskra organisation.
At the first of them it was resolved to request N to give
an explanation, leaving it to him to say before whom of the
members of the Iskra organisation he wished to do so. I
protested emphatically against this approach, demanding
that the political issue (the Iskra-ists’ lack of political
confidence in N at this Congress) be separated from the
personal issue (the appointment of a commission to in-
vestigate the reasons for N’s strange conduct). At the second
meeting it was announced that N wished to give his expla-
nation without T present, although he did not intend, he
intimated, to say anything about T personally. I again pro-
tested and refused to be present at an explanation at which
a non-member of the organisation could demand the with-
drawal, even for a moment, of a member, when it was not that
member he was going to discuss. I considered this an un-
worthy manoeuvre and a slap in the face for the organisation
on N’s part: N did not even trust the organisation so far as to
leave it to it to determine under what conditions the
explanation should be given! At the third meeting, N gave
his “explanation”, which failed to satisfy the majority of
those present. The fourth meeting was attended by all the
Iskra-ists; but it was preced e d by a number of impor-
tant episodes at the Congress itself.

First of all, mention should be made of the “equality of
languages” episode. It concerned the adoption of the pro-
gramme—the formulation of the demand for equality and
equal rights in regard to language. (The programme was
discussed and voted on point by point, the Bundists engaged
in desperate obstruction, and practically two-thirds of the
time of the Congress was spent on the programme!) On
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this issue the Bundists succeeded in shaking the unity of
the Iskra-ists, leading some of them to believe that Iskra
objected to “equality of languages”, when actually all the
Iskra editorial board objected to was this illiterate, in its
opinion, bizarre and superfluous formula. A desperate
struggle ensued, and the Congress was split in half, into
two equal halves (with a few abstentions): about twenty-three
votes (perhaps 23-25, I do not remember exactly) were on
the side of Iskra (and the Iskra editorial board), and as
many were against. The question had to be postponed,
it was referred back to the committee, which found a for-
mula that the Congress adopted unanimous!ly. The
equality of languages incident is important because it once
more revealed the shakiness of Iskra-ism, plainly and defi-
nitely revealed the shakiness both of the indecisives (it was
then, if I am not mistaken, that they were dubbed the
Marsh, and by none other than the Iskra-ists of the Martov
persuasion!) and of the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists, who were all
against Iskra. Passions ran high and innumerable cutting
remarks were flung at the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists by the
Iskra-ists, especially the Martovites. One “leader” of the
Martovites nearly came to blows with the Yuzhny Rabochy-
ists during the interval, and I hastened to resume the
sitting (at the urgent request of Plekhanov, who feared a
scuffle). It is important to note that among these twenty-
three staunchest of the Iskra-ists too, the Martovites
(i.e., the Iskra-ists who subsequently followed Martov)
constituted a minority.

Another episode was the struggle over Paragraph 1 of the
“Party Rules”. This was already the fifth item of the
Tagesordnung,* towards the end of the Congress. (Under
Item 1, a resolution against federalism was adopted; under
Item 2, the programme; under Item 3, Iskra was adopted as
the Central Organ of the Party;** under Item 4, the “dele-

* Agenda.—Ed.

** 1t is highly important to note that the Congress Tagesordnung,
adopted, on my report, by the Organising Committee and endorsed by
the Congress, contained two separate items: Item 3: “Establishment
of the Central Organ of the Party, or endorsement of such”, and Item 24:
“Election of the central institutions of the Party”. When one of the
Rabocheye Dyelo-ists asked (in connection with Item 3) what it was
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gates’ reports” were heard, part of them, that is, the rest being
referred to a committee, for the time at the disposal of the
Congress was already too short—both funds and endurance
had been exhausted.)

Paragraph 1 of the Rules defines a Party member. The
definition given in my draft was: “A member of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party is one who accepts its pro--
gramme and who supports the Party both financially and by
personal participation in one of the Party organisations.”
In place of the words I have underlined, Martov proposed:
“work under the control and direction of one of the Party
organisations”. My formulation was supported by Plekhanov,
Martov’s by the rest of the editorial board (Axelrod was
their spokesman at the Congress). We argued that the con-
cept Party member must be narrowed so as to separate those
who worked from those who merely talked, to eliminate or-
ganisational chaos, to eliminate the monstrous and absurd
possibility of there being organisations which consisted of
Party members but which were not Party organisations,
and so on. Martov stood for broadening the Party and spoke
of a broad class movement needing a broad—i.e., diffuse—
organisation, and so forth. It is amusing to note that in
defence of their views nearly all Martov’s supporters cited
What Is To Be Done?* Plekhanov hotly opposed Martov,
pointing out that his Jauresist formulation would fling open
the doors to the opportunists, who just longed for such
a position of being inside the Party but outside its organi-
sation. “Under the control and direction™, I said, would in

we were endorsing, just a name?—we didn’t even know who the edi-
tors were to be!—M a r t o v took the floor and explained that what
was being submitted for endorsement was the Iskra ¢ r e n d, irre-
spective of persons, and that this would in no way predetermine the
composition of the editorial board, for the election of the central
institutions would follow under Item 24, and all binding instructions
had been abolished.

These words of Martov’s (on Item 3, before the “Iskra’-ists had split)
are of the utmost importance.

The explanation Martov gave fully accorded with our common
understanding of the meaning of Item 3 and Item 24 of the Tagesordnung.

After Item 3 Martov in his speeches at the Congress actually em-
ployed, time and again, the expression: the ex-members of the Iskra
editorial board.

* See present edition, Vol. 5, pp. 347-529.—Ed.
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practice mean nothing more nor less than without any
control or direction. Martov won: his formulation was
adopted (by about twenty-eight votes to twenty-three, or
something like that—I cannot recall exactly), thanks to the
Bund, which, of course, at once sensed a loophole and brought
all its five votes to bear to secure the adoption of “the worse
alternative” (that is precisely how a Rabocheye Dyelo dele-
gate explained his motive for voting for Martov!). The
heated controversy and the voting on Paragraph 1 of the
Rules once more revealed the political grouping at the
Congress and demonstrated that the Bund 4+ Rabocheye
Dyelo could decide the fate of any issue by supporting the
minority of the Iskra-ists against the majority.

It was after the debate and voting on Paragraph 1 of the
Rules that the fourth (and last) meeting of the Iskra
organisation took place. The disagreement among the
Iskra-ists over the personal composition of the Central
Committee had already become quite clear and had caused
a split in their ranks: one section stood for an Iskra-ist
Central Committee (in view of the dissolution of the Iskra
organisation and the Emancipation of Labour group
and the need to complete Iskra’s work), the other—for
admitting the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists too and for predominance
of Iskra-ists of the “zigzag line”. The first section was categor-
ically against N’s candidature, the other in favour of it.
It was in a last attempt to reach agreement that this meeting
of the sixteen (members of the Iskra organisation, including,
I repeat, those present in a deliberative capacity) was
called. The result of the voting was: nine against N,
four in favour, the rest abstaining. The majority, anxious
nonetheless to avoid war with the minority, thereupon
proposed a compromise list of five, including one Yuzhny
Rabochy-ist (acceptable to the minority) and one militant
member of the minority, while the rest were consistent
Iskra-ists (of whom—it is important to note—one joined
in the fight at the Congress only towards the end and was to
all intents and purposes impartial, while the other two took
no part at all in the fight and were absolutely impartial
as regards personalities). Ten hands were raised for this list
(then one more was added, making eleven) and one against
(only Martov’s!), the rest abstained! Thus the compromise
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list was wrecked by Martov. After this, two “militant”
lists, one from each side, were put to the vote, but neither
secured more than a minority.

And so, at the last meeting of the Iskra organisation
the Martovites proved in the minority on both issues; never-
theless, when a member of the majority (the above-mentioned
impartial member, or chairman) approached them after
the meeting in a last attempt to reach agreement, they
declared war.

The Martovites’ calculation was clear and sure: the
Bundists and Rabocheye Dyelo-ists would undoubtedly have
supported the list of the zigzag line, for during the month
the Congress had been sitting all issues had become so plain
and all personalities so clearly delineated that not one of
the Congress delegates would have had any difficulty in
deciding which was the better alternative, or the lesser
evil. And for the Bund + Rabocheye Dyelo, of course,
the zigzag Iskra-ists were the lesser evil, and always
will be.

After the meeting of the sixteen, when the Iskra-ists
had definitely divided and war had been declared among
them, meetings began of the two parties into which the
Congress had split, that is, private and unofficial gatherings
of all who thought alike. The Iskra-ists of the consistent line
assembled at first to the number of nine (out of sixteen),
then fifteen, and finally twenty-four, counting votes, not
persons. This rapid increase was due to the fact that the
lists of candidates (for the Central Committee) were already
beginning to circulate, and the vast majority of the Iskra-
ists were immediately and permanently repelled by the
Martovite lists because of their flabbiness: Martov’s candi-
dates were people who had made a definitely bad impression
on the Congress (by paltering, inconsistency, tactlessness,
etc.). That in the first place; in the second place, when
it was explained to the Iskra-ists what had taken place in
the Iskra organisation, the bulk of them were drawn towards
the majority, and Martov’s inability to stick to a definite
political line became apparent to all and sundry. So it
was that twenty-four votes were quickly and easily mustered
for the consistent Iskra-ist tactics, for the list of Central
Committee candidates, and for electing a trio to the
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editorial board (instead of endorsing the old, ineffectual
and amorphous board of six).

By this time the Congress had finished discussing the
Rules, and Martov and Co. had once again (and not once,
in fact, but several times) defeated the majority of the Iskra-
ists with the generous assistance of the Bund + “Rabocheye
Dyelo” —as, for example, over the question of co-optation
to the central bodies (this question was decided by the
Congress along Martov’s lines).

In spite of having been thus impaired, the Rules as a
whole were endorsed by all the Iskra-ists and by the entire
Congress. But after the general Rules, the Congress passed
on to the Rules of the Bund, and by an overwhelming majority
rejected the Bund’s proposal (to recognise the Bund
as the sole representative of the Jewish proletariat in the
Party). I think on this issue the Bund stood alone against
practically the whole Congress. Thereupon the Bundists
withdrew from the Congress, announcing their withdrawal
from the Party. The Martovites had lost five of their faithful
allies! Then the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists too withdrew, after the
League of Russian Revolutionary Social-Democracy Abroad®®
was recognised as the sole Party organisation abroad.
The Martovites had lost another two of their faithful allies!
The total number of votes at the Congress was now forty-
four (561—7), of which the majority (twenty-four) were those
of consistent Iskra-ists; the coalition of the Martovites
with the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists and the “Marsh” resulted in
only twenty votes.

The Iskra-ists of the zigzag line were faced with the pros-
pect of submitting—just as the Iskra-ists of the firm line
had submitted without a murmur when Martov set out
to beat and did beat them in coalition with the Bund. But
the Martovites were so unbridled that instead of submitting
they set out to cause a row and a split.

It was causing a row to raise the question of endorsing
the old editorial board, for the request of even one of the
editors would be enough to oblige the Congress to scrutinise
the question of the composition of the Central Organ in
its entirety, instead of confining itself to mere endorsement.
It was a step towards a split to refuse to take part in the
elections to the Central Organ and the Central Committee.
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First as regards the election of the editorial board. As I
have already mentioned, what the Tagesordnung said, in
Item 24, was: election of the central institutions of the
Party. And my commentary on the Tagesordnung' (which
commentary was known to a [ I the “Iskra”-ists long
before the Congress and to all the delegates at the Congress)
said marginally: election of three persons to the
Central Organ and three to the Central Committee.
Hence it is beyond all doubt that the demand for the election
of a trio originated within the editorial board itself and none
of the editors protested against it. Even Martov and another
Martovite leader defended the proposal for “two trios”
prior to the Congress, before a number of delegates.

Several weeks before the Congress, I personally informed
Starover'” and Martov that at the Congress I would demand
the election of the editorial board; I agreed to the election
of two trios, the idea being that the editorial trio would
either co-opt seven (or even more) persons or would remain
as it was (I specially stipulated this latter possibility).
Starover even said outright that the trio would mean
Plekhanov 4+ Martov 4+ Lenin, and I agreed with him—so
clear had it been to everyone all along that these alone could
be elected to the leadership. One had to be actuated by
resentment and pique and lose one’s head after the struggle
at the Congress to proceed after the event to attack the trio
as inexpedient and ineffectual. The old board of six was
so ineffectual that never once in all its three years did it meet
in full force. That may seem incredible, but it is a fact.
Not one of the forty-five issues of Iskra was made up (in the
editorial and technical sense) by anyone but Martov or
Lenin. And never once was any major theoretical issue raised
by anyone but Plekhanov. Axelrod did no work at all (he
contributed literally nothing to Zarya'® and only three or
four articles to all the forty-five issues of Iskra). Zasulich
and Starover only contributed and advised, they never
did any actual editorial work. Who ought to be elected to
the political leadership, to the c e n t r e, was as clear as
daylight to every delegate at the Congress, after the month
it had been in session.

To propose at the Congress to endorse the old editorial
board was a stupid attempt to provoke a row.
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It was stupid because it was futile. Even if the board of
six had been endorsed, one member of it (myself, for example)
would have demanded that it be reviewed, that the relations
within it be examined, and the Congress would have been
obliged to go into the matter all over again.

It was an attempt to provoke a row because non-endorse-
ment was bound to be taken as an in s ul t—whereas
in a new election there was nothing insulting whatever.
The Central Committee was being elected—why not the
Central Organ too? There was no question of endorsing the
Organising Committee—why should there be any of endors-
ing the old editorial board?

Naturally, however, by demanding endorsement the Mar-
tovites provoked a protest at the Congress, the protest was
taken as an insult, as an affront, as an attempt to oust them,
to shut them out ... and all the bogy-tales began to be
invented on which the fancy of idle gossips is now
feeding!

The editorial board left the hall while the Congress dis-
cussed the election-or-endorsement issue. After a desperately
hot debate, the Congress decided not to endorse the
old editorial board.™

Only after this decision was taken did the ex-members of
the editorial board return to the hall. Martov then got up
and, in his own name and that of his colleagues, declined
to stand for election, uttering all sorts of dreadful and
wretched words about a “state of siege in the Party” (for
blackballed Ministers?) and “emergency laws against par-
ticular individuals and groups” (such as those who, in the
name of Iskra, try to palm off Ryazanov on it, and who say
one thing at committees and another on the floor of the
Congress?).

I replied to him by pointing to the incredible confusion
of political ideas which had led to this protest against elec-
tion, against the Congress making changes in official Party
bodies.™*

*One Martovite made such a speech on this occasion that when
he had finished a delegate called out to the secretary: “Don’t put a
full stop, put a tear-drop!” Particularly fervent in their championship
of the old editorial board were the most inveterate “Marsh” men.

** See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 505-06.—Ed.
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Plekhanov, Martov, and Lenin were elected. Martov
again declined. Koltsov (who received three votes) likewise
declined. Thereupon the Congress passed a resolution
instructing the two members of the editorial board of the
Central Organ to co-opt a third, when they should find a
suitable person.

Next came the election of three members to the Central
Committee—the name of only one of whom was disclosed to
the Congress by the teller of the votes—and of the fifth
member of the Party Council® (likewise by secret ballot).

The Martovites, followed by the whole of the “Marsh”,
would not hand in their ballots and submitted a written state-
ment to the Bureau to that effect.

This was manifestly a step towards a split, towards
wrecking the Congress and refusing to recognise the Party.
Yet when one of the Yuzhny Rabochy-ists said in so many
words that he doubted (sic!) the validity of the Congress
decisions, Martov, overcome by shame, controverted him,
publicly declaring that he had no doubt as to their validity.

Unfortunately, these well-spoken and loyal words have
been contradicted by the actions and behaviour of Martov
(and of the Martovites)....

The Congress then entrusted the publication of the min-
utes to a Minutes Committee, and adopted eleven resolu-
tions on tactical questions, viz.:

1) On Demonstrations;

2) On the Trade Union Movement;

3) On Work Among the Sects;

4) On Work Among the Student Youth;

5) On How To Behave Under Interrogation;

6) On Shop Stewards;

7) On the 1904 International Congress in Amsterdam;

8) On the Liberals (Starover’s resolution);

9) On the Liberals (Plekhanov’s resolution),

10) On the Socialist-Revolutionaries?’;

11) On Party Literature.

Then, after a brief speech reminding the delegates that
the decisions of the Congress were binding, the chairman
closed the Congress.
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Examining the behaviour of the Martovites since the
Congress, their refusal to collaborate on the Central Organ
(although officially invited by the editorial board to do so),
their refusal to work on the Central Committee, and their
propaganda of a boycott—all I can say is that this is an
insensate attempt, unworthy of Party members, to disrupt
the Party—and why? Only because they are dissatisfied
with the composition of the central bodies; for, speaking
objectively, it was o n [ y over this that our ways parted,
while their subjective verdicts (insult, affront, slurs,
ousting, shutting out, etc., etc.) are nothing but the fruits
of offended vanity and a morbid imagination.

This morbid imagination and offended vanity are leading
directly to the most disgraceful scandal-mongering, when,
without yet knowing or seeing anything of the activities of
the new central bodies, people spread rumours about their
being “ineffectual”, about Ivan Ivanovich “ruling with a rod
of iron” or Ivan Nikiforovich?' with an “iron hand”, and
SO on.

To try to prove that the central bodies are “ineffectual”
by boycotting them is an unprecedented and unparalleled
violation of Party duty, and no sophistry can conceal the
fact: the boycott is a step towards disrupting the Party.

The Russian Social-Democratic movement is in the throes
of the last difficult transition from the circles to a Party,
from philistinism to a realisation of revolutionary duty,
from acting by means of scandal-mongering and circle
pressure to discipline.

Anyone who values Party work and action in the interests
of the Social-Democratic labour movement will refuse to
tolerate such wretched sophistries as a “legitimate” and
“loyal” boycott of the central bodies; he will not allow the
cause to suffer and the work to be brought to a standstill
because a dozen or so individuals are displeased that they
and their friends were not elected to the central bodies;
he will not allow Party officials to be subjected to private
and secret pressure through threats of non-collaboration,
through boycotts, through cutting off of funds, through
scandal-mongering and lying tales.
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FOILED!

“Well, and what if your sonorous, bombastic and florid
assurances should inspire distrust because of their very
nature?”

“I should like to see who would dare doubt my word!”

“But still, suppose it is doubted?”

“I repeat, I will not allow anyone to doubt the word
of a revolutionary, I shall stop at nothing, I shall go to
any length, I shall demand either a direct expression of
disbelief or a direct withdrawal, I....”

“What if your demand for a direct expression of disbelief
is accepted?”

“What do you mean?”

“What if you are told plainly and bluntly that you are
not believed?”

“I shall proclaim the man who dares say that a gross
slanderer, I shall publicly brand his unparalleled conduct....”

“But what if in reply he begins to show point by point
that your whole behaviour has long since made it impossible
to trust you?”

“I shall go about everywhere collecting protests against
this fratricidal controversy, I shall make emotional speeches
about truth and justice, about crystal purity soiled by
unclean hands, about the coarse and sordid husk of petty
vanity, about the purifying flame which fills my soul with
a supreme enthusiasm. I shall liken my enemies to Pontius
Pilate....”

“And suppose they liken you to Tartuffe for such talk?”

“In that case I shall demand a court of arbitration!”

“You will at once be told that your challenge is gladly
accepted, and asked to agree that the court examine whether
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your adversary had legitimate grounds for doubting your
statements.”

“In that case ... in that case ... I shall declare that ‘after
all that has happened’ it is ridiculous to talk of any ‘agree-
ment’ between the ‘parties concerned’!”

* *
*

Such was what Revolutsionnaya Rossiya?® calls “the
unparalleled campaign over the affair of April 2”.2® For
very understandable reasons, that worthy publication hates
to admit that that is what happened. It takes refuge in a
whole series of subterfuges, which we shall have to examine
in detail.

Firstly, Revolutsionnaya Rossiya is surprised that, “instead
of the organised Russian Social-Democratic movement”,
to which Balmashov’s friends addressed their statement, it
is the Iskra editorial board that replies. Balmashov’s
friends, we are told, “have received no answer to their quite
definite offer, addressed to a quite definite quarter”.

That is not so, gentlemen. Like everyone else, you know
very well what the organised Russian Social-Democratic
movement consists of, you know all the organisations we
have. Unlike some other people, we do not have new organi-
sations springing up overnight. We have our Party com-
mittees, we have Iskra, we have the Organising Committee,
which has for some time been making preparations for the
Second Congress of the Party. Just to which “definite quarter”
did you address yourselves? To the Second Congress?
To the Organising Committee? No, though you talk of a
definite quarter, you said absolutely nothing to define that
quarter. You yourselves say that Iskra is recognised by the
majority of the committees; consequently, no one could
answer you but Iskra. If the Second Congress of our Party
adopts Iskra as the Party organ, then Iskra’s reply will be
the reply of the Party. If not, you will have some other
organ to deal with. That is simple enough for a child of six
to understand.

Revolutsionnaya Rossiya is “surprised that, instead of a
plain answer to the plain offer of Balmashov’s friends”
(an offer, supposedly, to give the Social-Democrats the
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opportunity to acquaint themselves with the true facts of
the affair of April 2), “it is proposed that they should regard
themselves and Iskra as two parties between whom there
could, after all that has happened, be some kind of preliminary
negotiations or ‘agreements’ as to the presentation of the
issue”. And so, Revolutsionnaya Rossiya now asserts that
we were not offered a court of arbitration, but only an
opportunity of acquainting ourselves. That is not so. The
“Statement” in No. 27 of Revolutsionnaya Rossiya speaks
literally of an “uninvestigated charge of slander” (against
Iskra), of having an investigation of the charge, of submit-
ting “the following evidence to a person on whose integrity
and secrecy both we and the Central Organ [mark that!]
of the Russian Social-Democratic Party could rely”. “Inves-
tigation of the charge”, “examination of evidence” by a per-
son on whom both accuser and accused can rely—what is
that but a court of arbitration? Is that only an offer to
acquaint ourselves with the facts?? You are a comic lot,
gentlemen. After calling upon us to agree about selecting
a person of integrity, you now declare with the inimitable
lofty air of a Nozdrev?* caught red-handed that no agree-
ment is possible!

Revolutsionnaya Rossiya “further asks whom Iskra is
trying to make a fool of when it talks about an agreement
as to the presentation of the issue, and in the same breath
decrees its own presentation and categorically asserts that
no other is possible”. In court, everyone categorically asserts
his own opinion and claims that it is the only correct one.
Instead of in turn giving his own definite presentation of the
issue, our haughty opponent begins to bluster and make
fine speeches!

After a certain amount of bluster, however, Revolu-
tsionnaya Rossiya condescends to make also a few remarks
about our presentation of the issue. In its opinion, Iskra
is dodging and retreating. It isn’t, we are told, as if “the
Combatant Organisation denied Iskra’s right to have its
own free opinion [!], to judge political acts from its own
point of view, or even [sic!] to have its private doubts about
anything it liked”. This “private doubts” is really priceless!
The “Combatant Organisation™ is so extraordinarily broad-
minded as to be prepared (now, after a year and more of
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warfare!) to permit us even to doubt—but only privately,
that is, presumably, in such a way that no one but the doubt-
er shall know anything about it.... Perhaps when these com-
batant people allow us to hold our own “free opinion” they
also mean us to do so privately?

“One might think,” Revolutsionnaya Rossiya says, “that
it was only Iskra’s refusal to accede to this demand that was
the reason for accusing it of slander.” Then follow quotations
from the article “Tartuffes of Revolutionary Morality” and the
remark that “what we have here is not modest and indefinite
doubts, but very immodest and very definite charges”.

We invite our readers to recall certain generally known
facts. In No. 20 of Iskra (May 1, 1902), we give our opinion
of Balmashov’s act, without having the slightest idea of
the existence of any combatant organisation. The latter
thereupon writes us a letter demanding that we seek the
motives for Balmashov’s decision in its official statements.
We silently drop this letter from an unknown organisation
into the wastepaper basket. The letter is then published in
Revolutsionnaya Rossiya, No. 7 (June 1902), the editors of
which, for no other reason than our silence, begin to cry that
a slur has been cast on the moral aspect, that the significance
of the act is being belittled, and so on. We reply with an
article entitled “An Enforced Controversy” (Iskra, No. 23,
August 1, 1902), in which we laugh at this angry Jupiter,
uphold our opinion of the act of April 2, and declare that in
our view it is “more than doubtful” whether Balmashov be-
longed to any “combatant organisation”. Thereupon Messieurs
the Socialist-Revolutionaries, having extorted from us a
public expression of our private doubts, raise an hysterical
outery about “unparalleled conduct” and talk about nothing
less than “mud-slinging” and “insinuations” (Revolutsion-
naya Rossiya, No. 11, September 1902).

Such, in the briefest outline, are the main facts of our
press controversy. Someone who knows very well that his
opponent regards his utterances with silent distrust pub-
licly forces him to the wall and demands an open expression
of either belief or disbelief, and when he gets the latter
answer, beats his breast and complains urbi et orbi* what a

*To the world at large.—Ed.
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noble creature he is and how shamefully he has been
insulted. What is this but Nozdrev conduct? What is it
but revolutionary swashbuckling? Did not such a person
deserve to be called a Tartuffe?

Where does Revolutsionnaya Rossiya get the idea that we
are retreating and refuse to answer for our article and for
the articles about Tartuffes? Is it from the fact that in our
presentation of the issue we do not set forth the theses of
these articles? But was the arbitration offer issued in con-
nection with any particular articles—was it not rather in
connection with Iskra’s general attitude towards the
assurances of the “Socialist-Revolutionary Party”? Do not
Balmashov’s friends, at the very beginning of their state-
ment in No. 27 of Revolutsionnaya Rossiya, cite precisely
the starting-point of the whole controversy, namely, Iskra’s
remark, in No. 23, that in its view it was more than doubtful
whether Balmashov belonged to any “combatant organisa-
tion”? We make so bold as to assure Revolutsionnaya Ros-
siya that we answer for all our articles; that we are prepared
to supplement our questions for the arbitration court by
references to any issue of Iskra; that we are ready to prove
to anyone that we had every moral right and valid reason to
describe as Tartuffes those on Revolutsionnaya Rossiya
who, on account of our presumptuous doubts as to the
veracity of that paper’s utterances, indulged in the expres-
sions we have quoted.

“Dodging and retreating”—yes, but on whose part?
Is it not on the part of those who are now magnanimously
prepared to recognise our right to a free opinion and to pri-
vate doubts, after indulging for over a year in disgusting
bombast against Iskra for stubbornly persisting in its
doubts and maintaining that every serious person was in
duty bound to have doubts about revolutionary romancing?
When you saw that your emotional talk about probity and
honour actually moved your hearers to laughter, not tears,
you decided you must have a new sensation, and came out
with your demand for an arbitration court. The scandal-
loving element in the colonies abroad rubbed their hands
with glee and went about eagerly whispering: “They have
summoned them to court ... at last! Now we shall see!” And
now they have seen—have seen the last act of a vaudeville,
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whose hero, with an ineffable air of injured innocence,
declares that “after all that has happened” no agreements as
to the presentation of the issue to the court are possible.

Just carry on in the same spirit, gentlemen! But bear
in mind that no torrents of wretched words will prevent us
from discharging our duty of exposing phrase-mongering and
mystification wherever they may occur—whether in the
“programmes” of revolutionary adventurers, or in the tinsel
of their romancing, or in grandiloquent sermons about
truth and justice, purifying flames, crystal purity, and
all the rest.

Iskra, No. 48, Published according
September 15, 1903 to the Iskra text
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PLAN OF LETTERS
ON TASKS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY YOUTH

Letters on tasks of the revolutionary youth could be ar-
ranged on the following plan:

I. What the present-day student body consists of and
what the task of achieving its ideological unity involves.

II. Importance of Marxism in revolutionising the students
(in the revolutionary movement).

ITI. Social-Democrats and Socialist-Revolutionaries in
Russia. Theoretical and tactical differences between them.
Terrorism.

IV. Problems of student organisation from the standpoint
of “revolutionising the students”.

V. Students and the working class (?).

Ideological unity = a certain lack of ideological principles.
General argument—different groups among the students.
Analyse—what groups, their accidental or inevitable
character.

Uplifters in different classes of society.
” as basis of liberals.

Class character of the six groups insufficiently distinct:
autocracy the chief determining factor (reactionaries—
uplifters—Iliberals). Petty bourgeoisie, workers, bourgeoisie—
class* groupings already beginning to take shape.

Progressive significance of class (and political) differenti-
ation. Example. Academics and their differentiation from

*Not “newly emerged” (the socialist intelligentsia), but going
back half a century, beginning with the Petrashevsky circle,25 appro-
ximately.
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“liberals”. This differentiation does not hinder but helps
political utilisation (development, growth).

“Ideological unity”. Quid est?* Between whom? Academ-
ics + liberals? Liberals 4+ socialists?

Only Socialist-Revolutionaries and Social-Democrats?
Achieving ideological unity = propagating definite ideas,
clarifying class differences, effecting ideological demarca-
tion.

Achieving ideological unity = propagating ideas that can
lead forward, the ideas of the progressive class.

Revolutionary Marxism, its emergence in Europe before
1848, its role in Western Europe and Russia.

i nsert about the “superkluge”** contention that

bourgeois students cannot become imbued With}

socialism.

Written in August-September 1903

First published in 1924 in the Published according
Krasnaya Molodyozh magazine, No. 1 to the manuscript

* What is it?—Ed.
** “Over-clever.”—Ed.
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THE TASKS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY YOUTH
FIRST LETTER?

The editorial statement of the newspaper Student,?
which, if we are not mistaken, was first published in No. 4
(28) of Osvobozhdeniye,?® and which was also received by
Iskra, is indicative in our opinion of a considerable advance
in the editors’ views since the appearance of the first issue
of Student. Mr. Struve was not mistaken when he hastened
to express his disagreement with the views set forth in the
statement: those views do indeed differ radically from the
trend of opportunism so consistently and zealously main-
tained by the bourgeois-liberal organ. By recognising that
“revolutionary sentiment alone cannot bring about ideolog-
ical unity among the students”, that “this requires a so-
cialist ideal based upon one or another socialist world
outlook™ and, moreover, “a definite and integral” outlook,
the editors of Student have broken in principle with ideolog-
ical indifference and theoretical opportunism, and have
put the question of the way to revolutionise the students on
a proper footing.

True, from the current standpoint of vulgar “revolution-
ism”, the achievement of ideological unity among the
students does not require an integral world outlook, but
rather precludes it, involving a “tolerant” attitude towards
the various kinds of revolutionary ideas and abstention from
positive commitment to some one definite set of ideas; in
short, in the opinion of these political wiseacres, ideological
unity presupposes a certain lack of ideological principles
(more or less skilfully disguised, of course, by hackneyed
formulas about breadth of views, the importance of unity
at all costs and immediately, and so on and so forth).
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A rather plausible and, at first glance, convincing argument
always produced in support of this line of reasoning is to
point to the generally known and incontrovertible fact that
among the students there are, and are bound to be, groups
differing greatly in their political and social views, and to
declare that the demand for an integral and definite world
outlook would therefore inevitably repel some of these
groups and, consequently, hinder unity, produce dissension
instead of concerted action, and hence weaken the power
of the common political onslaught, and so on and so forth,
without end.

Let us examine this plausible argument. Let us take,
for example, the division of students into groups given in
No. 1 of Student. In this first issue the editors did not yet
advance the demand for a definite and integral world
outlook, and it would therefore be difficult to suspect them
of a leaning towards Social-Democratic “narrowness”. The
editorial in the first issue of Student distinguishes four
major groups among the present-day students: 1) the indif-
ferent crowd—“persons completely indifferent to the
student movement”; 2) the “academics”—those who favour
student movements of an exclusively academic type; 3) “op-
ponents of student movements in general—nationalists,
anti-Semites, etc.”; and 4) the “politically minded” —those
who believe in fighting for the overthrow of tsarist des-
potism. “This group, in turn, consists of two antithetical
elements—those belonging to the purely bourgeois political
opposition with a revolutionary tendency, and those who
belong to the newly emerged [only newly emerged?—
N. Lenin] socialistically minded revolutionary intellectual
proletariat.” Seeing that the latter subgroup is divided
in its turn, as we all know, into Socialist-Revolutionary
students and Social-Democratic students, we find that there
are among the present-day students six political groups:
reactionaries, indifferents, academics, liberals, Socialist-
Revolutionaries and Social-Democrats.

The question arises: is this perhaps an accidental group-
ing, a temporary alignment of views? That question has
only to be raised for anyone at all acquainted with the
matter to answer it in the negative. And, indeed, there could
not be any other grouping among our students, because
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they are the most responsive section of the intelligentsia,
and the intelligentsia are so called just because they most
consciously, most resolutely and most accurately reflect
and express the development of class interests and political
groupings in society as a whole. The students would not
be what they are if their political grouping did not cor-
respond to the political grouping of society as a whole—
“correspond” not in the sense of the student groups and the
social groups being absolutely proportionate in strength
and numbers, but in the sense of the necessary and inevi-
table existence among the students of the same groups as in
society. And Russian society as a whole, with its (relatively)
embryonic development of class antagonisms, its political
virginity, and the crushed and downtrodden condition
of the vast, overwhelming majority of the population
under the rule of police despotism, is characterised by pre-
cisely these six groups, namely: reactionaries, indifferents,
uplifters, liberals, Socialist-Revolutionaries and Social-
Democrats. For “academics” I have here substituted “up-
lifters™, i.e., believers in law-abiding progress without a
political struggle, progress under the autocracy. Such
uplifters are to be found in all sections of Russian society,
and everywhere, like the student “academics”, they confine
themselves to the narrow range of professional interests,
the improvement of their particular branches of the national
economy or of state and local administration; everywhere
they fearfully shun “politics”, making no distinction (as
the academics make none) between the “politically minded”
of different trends, and implying by the term politics
everything that concerns ... the form of government. The
uplifters have always constituted, and still constitute, the
broad foundation of our liberalism: in “peaceful” times
(i.e., translated into “Russian”, in times of political reaction)
the concepts uplifter and liberal become practically synony-
mous; and even in times of war, times of rising public feeling,
times of mounting onslaught on the autocracy, the distinc-
tion between them often remains vague. The Russian
liberal, even when he comes out in a free foreign publication
with a direct and open protest against the autocracy, never
ceases to feel that he is an uplifter first and foremost, and
every now and again he will start talking like a slave, or,
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if you prefer, like a law-abiding, loyal and dutiful subject—
vide Osvobozhdeniye.

The absence of a definite and clearly discernible border-
line between uplifters and liberals is a general characteristic
of the whole political grouping in Russian society. We
might be told that the above division into six groups is
incorrect because it does not correspond to the class division
of Russian society. But such an objection would be unfound-
ed. The class division is, of course, the ultimate basis
of the political grouping; in the final analysis, of course, it
always determines that grouping. But this ultimate basis
becomes revealed only in the process of historical develop-
ment and as the consciousness of the participants in and mak-
ers of that process grows. This “final analysis™ is arrived at
only by political struggle, sometimes a long, stubborn
struggle lasting years and decades, at times breaking out
stormily in the form of political crises, at others dying down
and, as it were, coming temporarily to a standstill. Not for
nothing is it that in Germany, for example, where the polit-
ical struggle assumes particularly acute forms and where
the progressive class—the proletariat—is particularly class-
conscious, there still exist such parties (and powerful par-
ties at that) as the Centre, whose denominational banner
serves to conceal its heterogeneous (but on the whole decid-
edly anti-proletarian) class nature. The less reason is there
to be surprised that the class origin of the present-day polit-
ical groups in Russia is strongly overshadowed by the polit-
ically disfranchised condition of the people as a whole, by
the domination over them of a remarkably well organised,
ideologically united and traditionally exclusive bureau-
cracy. What is surprising, rather, is that Russia’s develop-
ment along European capitalist lines should already,
despite her Asiatic political system, have made so strong
a mark on the political grouping of society.

In our country too, the industrial proletariat, the pro-
gressive class of every capitalist country, has already en-
tered on the path of a mass, organised movement led by
Social-Democracy, under the banner of a programme which
has long since become the programme of the class-conscious
proletariat of the whole world. The category of people
who are indifferent to politics is of course incomparably
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larger in Russia than in any European country, but even in
Russia one can no longer speak of the primitive and prime-
val virginity of this category: the indifference of the non-
class-conscious workers—and partly of the peasants too—is
giving place more and more often to outbursts of political
unrest and active protest, which clearly demonstrate that
this indifference has nothing in common with the indiffer-
ence of the well-fed bourgeois and petty bourgeois. This
latter class, which is particularly numerous in Russia
owing to her still relatively small degree of capitalist devel-
opment, is already unquestionably beginning, on the one
hand, to produce some conscious and consistent reactionaries;
but on the other hand, and immeasurably more often, it is
still little to be distinguished from the mass of ignorant and
downtrodden “toiling folk™ and draws its ideologues from
among the large group of raznochintsy?® intellectuals, with
their absolutely unsettled world outlook and unconscious
jumble of democratic and primitive-socialist ideas. It is
just this ideology that is characteristic of the old Russian
intelligentsia, both of the Right wing of its liberal-Narodnik
section and of the most Leftward wing: the “Socialist-
Revolutionaries™.

I said the “old” Russian intelligentsia. For a new intel-
ligentsia, whose liberalism has almost entirely sloughed
off primitive Narodism and vague socialism (not without
the help of Russian Marxism, of course), is already making
its appearance in our country. The formation of a real bour-
geois-liberal intelligentsia is proceeding in Russia with
giant strides, especially owing to the participation in this
process of people so nimble and responsive to every oppor-
tunist vogue as Messrs. Struve, Berdyaev, Bulgakov & Co.
As regards, lastly, those liberal and reactionary elements
of Russian society who do not belong to the intelligentsia,
their connection with the class interests of one or another
group of our bourgeoisie or landowners is clear enough to
anyone at all acquainted, say, with the activities of our
Zemstvos,®® Dumas, stock-exchange committees, fair
committees, etc.
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And so, we have arrived at the indubitable conclusion
that the political grouping of our students is not accidental,
but is bound to be such as we have depicted above, in con-
currence with the first issue of Student. Having established
that fact, we can easily cope with the controversial question
of what, actually, should be understood by “achieving
ideological unity among the students”, “revolutionising”
the students, and so on. It even seems very strange at first
glance that so simple a question should have proved contro-
versial. If the political grouping of the students corresponds
to the political grouping of society, does it not follow of
itself that “achieving ideological unity” among the students
can mean only one of two things: either winning over the
largest possible number of students to a quite definite set of
social and political ideas, or establishing the closest possible
bond between the students of a definite political group
and the members of that group outside the student body. Is
it not self-evident that one can speak of revolutionising the
students only having in mind a perfectly definite content
and character of this revolutionising process? To the
Social-Democrat, for example, it means, firstly, spreading
Social-Democratic ideas among the students and combating
ideas which, though called “Socialist-Revolutionary”, have
nothing in common with revolutionary socialism; and, sec-
ondly, endeavouring to broaden every democratic student
movement, the academic kind included, and make it more
conscious and determined.

How so clear and simple a question was confused and
rendered controversial is a very interesting and very char-
acteristic story. A controversy arose between Revolutsion-
naya Rossiya (Nos. 13 and 17) and Iskra (Nos. 31 and 35)
over the “Open Letter” of the Kiev Joint Council of United
Fraternities and Student Organisations (printed in Revo-
lutsionnaya Rossiya, No. 13, and in Student, No. 1). The
Kiev Joint Council characterised as “narrow” the decision
of the Second All-Russian Student Congress of 1902 that
student organisations should maintain relations with the
committees of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party;
and the quite obvious fact that a certain section of the
students in certain localities sympathise with the “Socialist-
Revolutionary Party” was nicely covered up by the very
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“impartial” and very unsound argument that “the students as
such cannot associate themselves in their entirety with
either the Socialist-Revolutionary Party or the Social-
Democratic Party”. Iskra pointed to the unsoundness of
this argument, but Revolutsionnaya Rossiya, of course,
flew to arms in its defence, calling the Iskra-ists “fanatics
for divisions and splits” and accusing them of “tactlessness”
and lack of political maturity.

After what has been said above, the absurdity of such
an argument is only too apparent. The question at issue
is the particular political role the students should play.
And, don’t you see, you must first shut your eyes to the
fact that the students are not cut off from the rest of
society and therefore always and inevitably reflect the
political grouping of society as a whole, and then, with eyes
thus shut, proceed to chatter about the students as such, or
the students in general. The conclusion arrived at is ... the
harmfulness of divisions and splits resulting from associa-
tion with a particular political party. It is clear as daylight
that in order to carry this curious argument to its conclusion,
the arguer had to leap from the political plane to the occu-
pational or educational plane. And it is just such a flying
leap that Revolutsionnaya Rossiya makes in the article “The
Students and Revolution” (No. 17), talking, firstly, about
general student interests and the general student struggle
and, secondly, about the educational aims of the students,
the task of training themselves for future social activity
and developing into conscious political fighters. Both these
points are very just—but they have nothing to do with the
case and only confuse the issue. The question under discussion
is political activity, which by its very nature is connected
inseparably with the struggle of parties and inevitably
involves the choice of one definite party. How, then, can one
evade this choice on the grounds that all political activity
requires very serious scientific training, the “development”
of firm convictions, or that no political work can be confined
to circles of politically minded people of a particular trend,
but must be directed to ever broader sections of the popula-
tion, must link up with the occupational interests of every
section, must unite the occupational movement with the
political movement and raise the former to the level of the
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latter?? Why, the very fact that people have to resort to
such devices in order to defend their position shows how
sadly they themselves are wanting both in definite scientific
convictions and in a firm political line! From whatever side
you approach the matter, you find fresh confirmation
of the old truth which the Social-Democrats have long
propounded in condemning the efforts of the Socialist-
Revolutionaries to balance themselves—as regards both
scientific theory and practical politics—between Marxism,
West-European “critical” opportunism and Russian petty-
bourgeois Narodism.*

Indeed, imagine a state of things where political relations
are at all developed and see how our “controversial question”
looks in practice. Suppose there is a clerical party, a liberal
party and a Social-Democratic party. In certain localities
they function among certain sections of the students, let
us say, and, perhaps, of the working class. They try to win
over as many as possible of the influential representatives
of both. Is it conceivable that they would object to these
representatives choosing one definite party on the grounds
that there are certain general educational and occupational
interests common to all the students and to the entire
working class? That would be like disputing the fact that
parties must contend on the grounds that the art of printing
is useful to all parties without distinction. There is no party
in the civilised countries that does not realise the tremendous
value of the widest and most firmly established educational
and trade unions; but each seeks to have its own influence
predominate in them. Who does not know that talk about
this or that institution being non-partisan is generally
nothing but the humbug of the ruling classes, who want to
gloss over the fact that existing institutions are already
imbued, in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, with a very
definite political spirit? Yet what our Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries do is, in effect, to sing dithyrambs to “non-parti-
sanship”. Take, for example, the following moving tirade

*1t need hardly be said that the thesis that the programme and
tactics of the Socialist-Revolutionaries are inconsistent and inherently
contradictory requires special detailed elucidation. We hope to go
into this in detail in a subsequent letter.
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in Revolutsionnaya Rossiya (No. 17): “What short-sighted
tactics it is when a revolutionary organisation is determined
to regard every other independent, non-subordinate organi-
sation as a competitor that must be destroyed and into whose
ranks division, disunity, and disorganisation must at all
costs be introduced!” This was said in reference to the 1896
appeal of the Moscow Social-Democratic organisation, which
reproached the students for having in recent years with-
drawn into the narrow confines of their university interests,
and which Revolutsionnaya Rossiya admonished, saying
that the existence of student organisations never prevented
those who had “crystallised as revolutionaries” from devoting
their energies to the workers’ cause.

Just see how much confusion there is here. Competition
is possible (and inevitable) only between a political organi-
sation and another political organisation, a political tendency
and another political tendency. There can be no competi-
tion between a mutual aid society and a revolutionary
circle; and when Revolutsionnaya Rossiya ascribes to the
latter the determination to destroy the former, it is talking
sheer nonsense. But if in this same mutual aid society there
develops a certain political tendency—not to aid revolution-
aries, for instance, or to exclude illegal books from the
library—then every honest “politically minded” person is
in duty bound to compete with it and combat it outright.
If there are people who confine the circles to narrow univer-
sity interests (and there undoubtedly are such people, and
in 1896 there were far more!), then a struggle between them
and the advocates of broadening, not narrowing, the inter-
ests is similarly imperative and obligatory. And, mind
you, in the open letter of the Kiev Council, which evoked
the controversy between Revolutsionnaya Rossiya and Iskra,
the question was of a choice not between student organisa-
tions and revolutionary organisations, but between revolu-
tionary organisations of different trends. Consequently, it
is people already “crystallised as revolutionaries” that
have begun to choose, while our “Socialist-Revolutionaries™
are dragging them back, on the pretext that competition
between a revolutionary organisation and a purely student
organisation is short-sighted.... That is really too senseless,
gentlemen!
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The revolutionary section of the students begin to choose
between two revolutionary parties, and are treated to this
lecture: “It was not by imposing a definite [indefiniteness
is preferable, of course...] party label [a label to some, a
banner to others], it was not by violating the intellectual
conscience of their fellow-students [the entire bourgeois press
of all countries always attributes the growth of Social-
Democracy to ringleaders and trouble-makers violating the
conscience of their peaceable fellows...] that this influence
was achieved”, i.e., the influence of the socialist section
of the students over the rest. Assuredly, every honest-minded
student will know what to think of this charge against
the socialists of “imposing” labels and “violating consciences”.
And these spineless, flabby and unprincipled utterances
are made in Russia, where ideas of party organisation, of
party consistency and honour, of the party banner are still
so immeasurably weak!

Our “Socialist-Revolutionaries” hold up as an example
to the revolutionary students the earlier student congresses,
which proclaimed their “solidarity with the general polit-
ical movement, leaving quite aside the factional dissen-
sions in the revolutionary camp”. What is this “general
political” movement? The socialist movement plus the
liberal movement. Leaving that distinction aside means
siding with the movement immediately nearest, that is, the
liberal movement. And it is the “Socialist-Revolutionaries”
who urge doing that! People who call themselves a separate
party urge dissociation from party struggle! Does not this
show that that party cannot convey its political wares under
its own colours and is obliged to resort to contraband?
Is it not clear that that party lacks any definite program-
matic basis of its own? That we shall soon see.

The errors in the Socialist-Revolutionaries’ arguments
about the students and revolution cannot be attributed
merely to the lack of logic that we have tried to demonstrate
above. In a certain sense it is the other way round: the
illogicality of their arguments follows from their basic
error. As a “party” they from the first adopted so inher-
ently contradictory, so slippery a stand that people who
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were quite honest and quite capable of political thinking
could not maintain it without constantly wobbling and
falling. It should always be remembered that the Social-
Democrats do not ascribe the harm done by the “Socialist-
Revolutionaries™ to the socialist cause to various mistakes
on the part of individual writers or leaders. On the contrary,
they regard all these mistakes as the inevitable consequence
of a false programme and political position. In a matter like
the student question this falsity is particularly apparent
and the contradiction between a bourgeois-democratic view-
point and a tinselled covering of revolutionary socialism
becomes manifest. Indeed, examine the train of thought in
Revolutsionnaya Rossiya’s programmatic article “The Students
and Revolution”. The author’s main emphasis is on the
“unselfishness and purity of aims”, the “force of idealistic
motives” of the “youth”. It is here that he seeks the explana-
tion of their “innovatory” political strivings, and not in the
actual conditions of social life in Russia, which, on the one
hand, produce an irreconcilable antagonism between the
autocracy and very broad and very heterogeneous sections
of the population and, on the other, render (soon we shall
have to be saying: rendered) extremely difficult any mani-
festation of political discontent except through the univer-
sities.

The author then turns his guns on the attempts of the
Social-Democrats to react consciously to the existence of
different political groups among the students, to bring
about closer unity of like political groups and to separate
the politically unlike. It is not that he criticises as incor-
rect any of these attempts in particular—it would be
absurd to maintain that all of them were always wholly
successful. No, he is a stranger to the very idea that differ-
ing class interests are bound to be reflected in the political
grouping too, that the students cannot be an exception to
society as a whole, however unselfish, pure, idealistic, etc.,
they may be, and that the task of the socialist is not to gloss
over this difference but, on the contrary, to explain it as
widely as possible and to embody it in a political organisa-
tion. The author views things from the idealist standpoint
of a bourgeois democrat, not the materialist standpoint of
a Social-Democrat.
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He is therefore not ashamed to issue and reiterate the
appeal to the revolutionary students to adhere to the
“general political movement”. The main thing for him is
precisely the general political, i.e., the general democratic,
movement, which must be united. This unity must not be
impaired by the “purely revolutionary circles”, which must
align themselves “parallel to the general student organisa-
tion”. From the standpoint of the interests of this broad and
united democratic movement, it would be criminal, of course,
to “impose” party labels and to violate the intellectual
conscience of your fellows. This was just the view of the
bourgeois democrats in 1848, when attempts to point to the
conflicting class interests of the bourgeoisie and the prole-
tariat evoked “general” condemnation of the “fanatics for
divisions and splits”. And this too is the view of the latest
variety of bourgeois democrats—the opportunists and
revisionists, who yearn for a great united democratic party
proceeding peaceably by way of reforms, the way of class
collaboration. They have always been, and must necessarily
be, opponents of “factional” dissensions and supporters of
the “general political” movement.

As you see, the arguments of the Socialist-Revolution-
aries, which from the standpoint of a socialist are illogical
and contradictory to the point of absurdity, become quite
understandable and consistent when viewed from the
standpoint of the bourgeois democrat. That is because the
Socialist-Revolutionary Party is, actually, nothing but a
subdivision of the bourgeois democrats, a subdivision which
in its composition is primarily intellectual, in its stand-
point is primarily petty-bourgeois, and in its theoretical
ideas eclectically combines latter-day opportunism with
old-time Narodism.

The best refutation of the bourgeois democrat’s phrases
about unity is the course of political development and of
the political struggle itself. And in Russia the growth of
the actual movement has already led to this kind of refuta-
tion. I am referring to the emergence of the “academics” as
a separate group among the students. As long as there was
no real struggle, the academics did not stand out from the
“general student” mass, and the “unity” of the whole “think-
ing section” of the students appeared inviolable. But as
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soon as it came to action, the divergence of unlike elements
became inevitable.*

The progress of the political movement and of the direct
onslaught on the autocracy was immediately marked by
greater definiteness of political grouping—despite all the
empty talk about uniting anybody and everybody. That
the separation of the academics and the politically minded
is a big step forward, hardly anyone, surely, will doubt.
But does this separation mean that the Social-Democratic
students will “break” with the academics? Revolutsionnaya
Rossiya thinks that it does (see No. 17, p. 3).

But it thinks so only because of the confusion of ideas
which we have brought out above. A complete demarca-
tion of political trends in no wise signifies a “break-up” of
the occupational and educational unions. A Social-Democrat
who sets out to work among the students will unfailingly
endeavour to penetrate, either himself or through his agents,
into the largest possible number of the broadest possible
“purely student” and educational circles; he will try to
broaden the outlook of those who demand only academic
freedom, and to propagate precisely the Social-Democratic
programme among those who are still looking for a programme.

To sum up. A certain section of the students want to
acquire a definite and integral socialist world outlook.
The ultimate aim of this preparatory work can only be—for
students who want to take practical part in the revolu-
tionary movement—the conscious and irrevocable choice of
one of the two trends that have now taken shape among the
revolutionaries. Whoever protests against such a choice
on the plea of effecting ideological unity among the
students, of revolutionising them in general, and so forth, is
obscuring socialist consciousness and is in actual fact
preaching absence of ideological principles. The political
grouping of the students cannot but reflect the political
grouping of society as a whole, and it is the duty of every

*If certain reports are to be credited, a further divergence of
the unlike elements among the students is becoming increasingly
marked, namely, dissociation of the socialists from political revolutio-
naries who refuse to hear of socialism. It is said that this latter trend
is very pronounced among the students exiled to Siberia. We shall
see if these reports are confirmed.
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socialist to strive for the most conscious and consistent
demarcation of politically unlike groups. The Socialist-
Revolutionary Party’s appeal to the students to “proclaim
their solidarity with the general political movement and
leave quite aside the factional dissensions in the revolu-
tionary camp” is, essentially, an appeal to go back, from
the socialist to the bourgeois-democratic standpoint. This
is not surprising, for the “Socialist-Revolutionary Party”
is only a subdivision of the bourgeois democrats in Russia.
When the Social-Democratic student breaks with the
revolutionaries and politically minded people of all other
trends, this by no means implies the break-up of the general
student and educational organisations. On the contrary,
only on the basis of a perfectly definite programme can and
should one work among the widest student circles to broaden
their academic outlook and to propagate scientific social-
ism, i.e., Marxism.

P. S. In subsequent letters I should like to discuss with
the readers of Student the importance of Marxism in moulding
an integral world outlook, the differences between the prin-
ciples and tactics of the Social-Democratic Party and the
Socialist-Revolutionary Party, the problems of student
organisation, and the relation of the students to the working
class generally.

Published in September 1903 Published according
in Student, No. 2-3 to the text in Student
Signed: N. Lenin
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SECOND PARTY CONGRESS
PLAN OF ARTICLE®!

Long awaited.

Why slow? (Socialist-Revolutionaries and Social-
Democrats. Really mass movement. Philistinism
and politics.)

Chief task of Congress: to give formal shape.
Programme. Its significance. End of “nomad”
period.?? Bulwark in fight against liberals, Socialist-
Revolutionaries, etc.
Guide in propaganda.
» »  agitation.

Organisational Rules. Their significance. Cen-
tralism. Local autonomy. (2 central bodies.) Com-
radely attitude towards leaders. Personal and polit-
ical relations. Working out interpretation and
methods of applying the Rules.

Resolutions.
liberals (two)
Socialist-Revolutionaries

demonstrations
trade union struggle

Party literature
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Party literature
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7. shop stewards

8. 1904 Congress

9. Kishinev pogrom not important
10. sects

11. students

12. behaviour under interrogation

m | Withdrawal of Bund. Better openly. Tactics:
= ‘5‘ explain harmfulness of isolation. (The Bundists’
o nationalism and organisational scurrilities.)

5] e

Minutes.

Written at the end of September-
beginning of October 1903
First published in 1927 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany VI to the manuscript
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MAXIMUM BRAZENNESS AND MINIMUM LOGIC

In our 46th issue we reprinted the resolution of the
Fifth Congress of the Bund on the position of the Bund in
the R.S.D.L.P., and gave our opinion of it. The Foreign
Committee of the Bund replies at great length and with great
heat in its leaflet of September 9 (22). The most material
part of this angry reply is the followmg phenomenal revela-
tion: “In addition to its maximum Rules [sic!], the szth
Congress of the Bund also drew up minimum Rules”; and
these minimum Rules are quoted in full, it being explained
in two notes, moreover, that “the rejection of autonomy”
and the demand that other sections of the Party appeal to
the Jewish proletariat only with the sanction of the Bund
Central Committee “must be put forward as an ultimatum”.
Thus decided the Fifth Congress of the Bund.

Charming, is it not? The Bund Congress draws up two
sets of Rules simultaneously, defining simultaneously both
its maximum and minimum desires or demands. The mini-
mum it prudently (oh, so prudently!) tucks away in its
pocket. Only the maximum is published (in the leaflet of
August 7 [20]), and it is publicly announced, clearly and
explicitly, that this maximum draft is “to be submitted to
the Second Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic
Labour Party as the basis for the discussion [mark that!] of
the Bund’s position in the Party”. The Bund’s opponents,
naturally, attack this maximum with the utmost vehemence,
just because it is the maximum, the “last word”* of the

* By the way, it is extremely characteristic of the Bund’s methods
of controversy that this expression called down on our heads the par-
ticular wrath of Posledniye Izvestia.3® Why the last word, it demanded,
when it (the demand for federation) had been uttered over two years



60 V. I. LENIN

trend they condemn. Thereupon, a month later, these people,
without the slightest embarrassment, pull the “minimum”
out of their pocket, and add the ominous word: “witimatum”!
That is a positive last price, not a “last word”.... Only is
it really your last, gentlemen? Perhaps you’ve got a mini-
mal minimum in another pocket? Perhaps in another month
or so we shall be seeing that?

We very much fear that the Bundists do not quite realise
all the “beauty” of this maximum and minimum. Why, how
else can you haggle than by asking an exorbitant price, then
knocking off 75 per cent and declaring, “That’s my last
price”? Why, is there any difference between haggling and
politics?

There is, gentlemen, we make bold to assure you. Firstly,
in politics some parties adhere systematically to certain
principles, and it is indecent to haggle over principles. Sec-
ondly, when people who claim to belong to a party regard
certain of their demands as an ultimatum, that is, as the
very condition of their membership in the party, political
honesty requires that they should not conceal the fact,
should not tuck it away “for the time being” in their pocket,
but, on the contrary, should say so openly and definitely
right from the start.

We have been preaching these simple truths to the Bund-
ists for a long time. As early as February (in our 33rd
issue) we wrote that it was stupid and unbefitting to play
hide-and-seek, and that the Bund had acted separately (in
issuing its statement about the Organising Committee)
because it wanted to act as a contractmg party and present
terms to the Party as a whole.* For this opinion we were
drenched with a whole bucketful of specifically Bundist
(one might with equal justice say, specifically fish-market)
abuse, yet events have now shown that we were right. 1t is
indeed as a contracting party that the Bund comes forward

ago? Iskra was counting on the short memory of its readers!... Calm
yourselves, calm yourselves, gentlemen! The author of the article
called your maximum Rules the last word because that word was
uttered two days (approximately) before No. 46 of Iskra, and not
two years ago.

* See present edition, Vol. 6, pp. 319-25.—Ed.
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in the decisions of its Fifth Congress, presenting outright
ultimatums to the Party as a whole! That is just what we
have been trying all along to get the Bundists to admit, by
showing that it followed inevitably from the position they
had taken up; they angrily protested, dodged and wriggled,
but in the end were obliged after all to produce their
“minimum”.

That is funny; but funnier still is the fact that the Bund
continues to wriggle even now, continues to talk about
the “falsity” of “Iskra’s old, generally known fabrication to
the effect that the Bund wants to form a federal alliance
with the Russian Party”. That is a lying fabrication, it
claims, because Paragraph 1 of the Rules proposed by the
Bund distinctly speaks of its desire to be a component ele-
ment of the Party, not to form an alliance with it.

Very good, gentlemen! But does not this same paragraph
say that the Bund is a federated component of the Party?
Don’t your maximum Rules refer throughout to contracting
parties? Don’t the minimum Rules speak of an wltimatum,
and make any change in their “fundamental clauses” con-
tingent on the mutual consent of the component elements
of the Party, neither the local nor the district organisa-
tions, moreover, being recognised as such for this purpose?
You yourselves say that neither local nor district organisa-
tions, but only “integral elements of the same nature as
the Bund” can be contracting parties. You yourselves men-
tion by way of example that “the Polish, Lithuanian or
Lettish Social-Democrats” might be regarded as such inte-
gral elements, “if they belonged to the Party”, as you sensibly
add. But what if they do not belong to the Party? And
what if the federation of national organisations which you
find desirable is found undesirable and emphatically
rejected by all the rest of the Party? You know very well
that that is how matters stand; you yourselves expressly
say you no longer demand that the whole Party be built on
the basis of a federation of nationalities. To whom, then,
are you addressing your ultimatum? Is it not obvious that
you are addressing it to the whole Party, minus the Bund?
Instead of convicting Iskra of a lying fabrication, you only
convict yourselves of a minimum of logic in your subter-
fuges.
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But look, the Bundists protest, in our minimum Rules
we have even deleted the federation demand! This deletion
of the “dreadful” word is indeed the most interesting epi-
sode in the famous transition from maximum to minimum.
Nowhere else, perhaps, has the Bund’s unconcern for prin-
ciples betrayed itself so naively. You are dogmatists, hope-
less dogmatists, we are told; nothing in the world will
induce you to recognise the federal “principle of organisa-
tion”. We, on the other hand, are not dogmatists, we “put
the matter on a purely practical footing”. Is it some prin-
ciple you don’t like? Queer fellows! Why, then we’ll do with-
out any principle at all, we’ll “formulate Paragraph 1
in such a way that it shall not be a declaration of a definite
principle of organisation”. “The crux of the matter does not
lie in the statement of principle prefacing the Rules, but
in their concrete clauses, which are derived from an exam-
ination of the needs of the Jewish working-class movement,
on the one hand, and of the movement as a whole, on the
other” (leaflet of September 9 [22], p. 1).

The naiveté of this argument is so delightful that one
just wants to hug the author. The Bundist seriously believes
that it is only certain dreadful words the dogmatists fear,
and so he decides that if these words are deleted, the dogma-
tist will see nothing objectionable in the concrete clauses
themselves! And so he toils in the sweat of his brow, draws
up his maximum Rules; gets in reserve his minimum Rules
(against a rainy day), draws up ultimatum No. 1, ultima-
tum No. 2.... Oleum et operam perdidisti, amice!—you are
wasting time and effort, my friend. In spite of the cunning
(oh, wonderfully cunning!) removal of the label, the dogma-
tist detects the federal principle in the minimum’s “concrete
clauses” too. That principle is to be seen in the demand that
a component element of the Party should not be limited by
any territorial bounds, and in the claim to be the “sole”*

*“This word is of no significance,” the Bund now assures us.
Strange! Why should a word that has no significance have been insert-
ed in both minimum and maximum? In the Russian language the
word has a perfectly definite significance. What it signifies in the pre-
sent instance is a “declaration” of both federalism and nationalism.
We would advise the Bundists, who can see no connection between
nationalism and federation, to ponder this point.
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representative of the Jewish proletariat, and in the demand
for “representation” on the Party Central Committee; in
the denial to the Party Central Committee of the right to
communicate with any part of the Bund without the consent
of the Bund Central Committee; in the demand that fun-
damental clauses should not be changed without the consent
of the component elements of the Party.

No, gentlemen, the crux of this matter of the Bund’s
position in the Party does lie in the declaration of a definite
principle of organisation, and not at all in the concrete
clauses. The crux of the matter is a choice of ways. Is the
historically evolved isolation of the Bund to be legitimised,
or is it to be rejected on principle, and the course openly,
definitely, firmly and honestly adopted of ever closer and
closer union and fusion with the Party as a whole? Is this
isolation to be preserved, or a turn made towards fusion?
That is the question.

The answer will depend on the free will of the Bund,
for, as we already said in our 33rd issue, “love cannot be
forced”. If you want to move towards fusion, you will reject
federation and accept autonomy. You will understand in
that case that autonomy guarantees a process of fusion so
gradual that the reorganisation would proceed with the min-
imum of dislocation, and in such a way, moreover, that the
Jewish working-class movement would lose nothing and
gain everything by this reorganisation and fusion.

If you do not want to move towards fusion, you will stand
for federation (whether in its maximum or minimum form,
whether with or without a declaration); you will be afraid
of being “steam-rollered”, you will turn the regrettable iso-
lation of the Bund into a fetish, and will cry that the abo-
lition of this isolation means the destruction of the Bund;
you will begin to seek grounds justifying your isolation, and
in this search will now grasp at the Zionist idea of a Jewish
“nation”, now resort to demagogy and scurrilities.

Federalism can be justified theoretically only on the
basis of nationalist ideas, and it would be strange if we
had to prove to the Bundists that it was no mere accident
that the declaration of federalism was made at that very
Fourth Congress which proclaimed the Jews to be a
nation.
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The idea of fusion can be discredited in practice only
by inciting politically unenlightened and timid people
against the “monstrous”, “Arakcheyev”® organisational plan
of Iskra, which supposedly wants to “regiment” the commit-
tees and not allow them to “take a single step without orders
from above”. How terrible! We have no doubt that all the
committees will now hasten to revolt against the iron glove,
the Arakcheyev fist, etc.... But where, gentlemen, did you
get your information about this brutal organisational plan?
From our literature? Then why not quote it? Or from the
tales of idle Party gossips, who can tell you on the very best
authority all, absolutely all the details regarding this Arak-
cheyevism? The latter supposition is probably the more cor-
rect, for even people with a minimum of logic could hardly
confuse the very necessary demand that the Central Commit-
tee should “be able to communicate with every Party mem-
ber”* with the patently scurrilous bugbear that the Central
Committee will “do everything itself” and “lay down the law
on everything”. Or another thing: what is this nonsense that
“between the periphery and the centre” there will be “lose
Organisationen”?** We can guess: our worthy Bundists
heard something, but did not know what it was all about.
We shall have to explain it to them at length on some suit-
able occasion.

But, worst of all, it is not only the local committees
that will have to revolt, but the Central Committee too.
True, it has not been born yet,? but the gossips know for
certain not only the birthday of the infant but its whole
subsequent career. It appears it will be a Central Committee
“directed by a group of writers”. Such a tried and cheap meth-
od of warfare, this. The Bundists are not the first to employ
it and most likely will not be the last. To convict this
Central Committee, or the Organising Committee, of any
mistake, you have to find proof. To convict people of not
acting as they themselves think necessary, but of being
directed by others, you must have the courage to bring charges
openly and be ready to answer for them to the whole Party!
All that is too dear, too dear in every respect. Gossips’

*See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 487.—Ed.
** Loose, broad organisations.—Ed.
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tales, on the other hand, are cheap.... And perhaps the fish
will bite. It is not pleasant, after all, to be considered a
man (or institution) who is “directed”, who is in leading
strings, who is a pawn, a creature, a puppet of Iskra.... Our
poor, poor future Central Committee! Where will it find a
protector against the Arakcheyev yoke? Perhaps in the
“independently acting” Bundists, those strangers to all
“suspiciousness”?

Iskra, No. 49, Published according
October 1, 1903 to the Iskra text
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DRAFT OF A LETTER FROM THE CENTRAL
COMMITTEE AND THE EDITORIAL BOARD
OF THE CENTRAL ORGAN
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE OPPOSITION

After a number of unsuccessful attempts to reach an
understanding in private conversations, the Central Commit-
tee of the Party and the editorial board of the Central
Organ deem it their duty to address you officially in the
name of the Party which they represent. The refusal of
Comrade Martov to take his seat on the editorial board or to
collaborate on Iskra, the refusal of the ex-members of the
Iskra editorial board to collaborate, and the hostile attitude
of several comrades engaged in practical work towards the
central institutions of our Party are creating an absolutely
abnormal attitude on the part of this “opposition”, so called,
towards the Party as a whole. Their passive aloofness from
Party work, their attempts to “boycott” the central Party
institutions (as expressed, for example, in ceasing to
contribute to Iskra beginning from its 46th issue and in the
resignation of Comrade Blumenfeld from the printing estab-
lishment), their persistence, in conversation with a member
of the Central Committee,?® in calling themselves a “group”,
in defiance of the Party Rules, their violent attacks on the
Congress-approved personal composition of the central
bodies and their demand to have it changed as a condition
for ending the boycott—all this is conduct which cannot be
regarded as consistent with Party duty. Such conduct
borders on a direct breach of discipline and nullifies the
decision adopted by the Congress (in the Party Rules) that the



DRAFT OF LETTER FROM C.C. AND C.0. TO OPPOSITION 67

allocation of the Party’s forces and resources is the function
of the Central Committee.

The Central Committee and the editorial board of the
Central Organ therefore remind all members of the so-called
“opposition” of their Party duty. Dissatisfaction with the
personal composition of the central bodies, whether due to
personal resentment or to differences of opinion which par-
ticular Party members may consider serious, cannot and
must not lead to disloyal actions. If, in the opinion of
any person, the central bodies are committing mistakes, it
is his duty as a Party member to point to these mistakes in
the full view of the entire Party membership, and, above
all, to point them out to the central bodies themselves. It is
likewise the Party duty of the Central Committee and the
editorial board of the Central Organ to examine all such
intimations with the utmost care, no matter from whom
received. Yet neither the editorial board of the Central Organ
nor the Central Committee has received from the so-called
opposition any clear and definite intimations of mistakes
or expressions of dissatisfaction or disagreement on any
score whatever. Comrade Martov even refuses to take his
seat on the editorial board of the Central Organ and on
the supreme Party Council, though only in that post would
he be able to lay bare before the Party all such mistakes as
he may descry in the activities of the central bodies.

The Central Committee and the editorial board of the
Central Organ are firmly convinced that the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party will not allow the institutions
it has set up to be influenced by the illegitimate, covert
(in relation to the Party) and disloyal method of pressure
and boycott. The Central Committee and the editorial board
of the Central Organ declare that they will remain at their
posts come what may, until such time as the Party shall
remove them, and that they will do their duty and spare no
effort to perform the functions with which they have been
charged. The attempts at “boycott” will not induce either
the editorial board of the Central Organ or the Central
Committee to swerve one hair’s breadth from the path they
are following, in pursuance of the will of the Congress;
such attempts will only cause minor unpleasantnesses and
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major damage to individual branches of Party work, and
will convict those who persist in them of failing to under-
stand their Party duty and of violating it.

Written in the early part
of October 1903

First published in 1927, Published according
in Lenin Miscellany VI to the manuscript
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1

PREFATORY REMARKS TO THE REPORT ON THE SECOND
CONGRESS OF THE R.S.D.L.P., OCTOBER 13 (26)

I

Lenin made a few prefatory remarks to his report. I
propose, in the first place, he said, to keep to the pseudo-
nyms used at the Congress, because I am accustomed to them
and it will be easier for me to use them than to stop and
think each time what organisation the delegate represented.
Secondly, I propose to touch also on the meetings of the
Iskra organisation which took place, privately, so to speak,
in the intervals between sittings of the Congress. I think
this is in order, firstly, because the League was the for-
eign branch of the Iskra organisation, secondly, because
the Iskra organisation has now been dissolved, and, thirdly,
because without these facts it will be more difficult for me
to bring out the true meaning of the events at the Party
Congress.

II

Comrade Martov is against any reference being made to
the private meetings of the Iskra organisation on the grounds
that no minutes were kept. But neither are the minutes of
the Party Congress available yet, and I cannot cite them
either. After all, Comrade Martov is present here and will
be able to correct any inaccuracies that may creep in. If
the private meetings of Iskra have a bearing on the matter,
I shall bring them to the knowledge of an even wider audi-
ence—Comrade Martov will not be able to hush them up any-
way. (“Oho!”) I remember perfectly whom I kept out of these
meetings, and who withdrew from them, and I shall have
a lot to say on this score. Of course, mistakes may occur,
and I shall not be able to reconstruct everything from
memory. The important thing is the political grouping.
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What it was as shown by each particular vote taken, I can,
of course, recall only approximately, but in general it is
perfectly clear to me. It is not in the interest of the work to
conceal from the League what pertains to the Iskra organi-
sation, which has now been dissolved, and what has already
become the common concern of the Party. As to the
pseudonyms used in the minutes, they would be better, of
course, but I have not read the minutes and am therefore
unacquainted with them.

I

Comrade Martov is afraid that discussing the private
meetings of Iskra may land us in the domain of tittle-tattle.
I had no intention of entering the domain of tittle-tattle,
and we shall see who will be able to keep the argument
on the plane of principle, and who will have to descend into
that murky domain. (“Oho!”) We shall see, we shall see!
I consider myself fully at liberty to touch on the meetings
of the editorial board, and will not object if Comrade Martov
does likewise; nevertheless, I must point out that during
the Congress there was not a single meeting of the editorial
board as such.

v

The chief purpose of my report is to show that Comrade
Martov made a mistake; but in his hint regarding Comrade
Plekhanov I detect something quite different. Let me remind
you of what I said on one occasion at the Party Congress:
“What a storm of indignation is usually aroused when people
say one thing at committees and another on the floor of
the Congress.”* To hint at such behaviour is no longer dis-
cussing political conduct but indulging in personalities.
As regards P. B. Axelrod’s statement that X. went away
completely uninformed, let me say that that was not
so at all. He himself wrote me a letter saying that in his
opinion there was a lot that was personal about this whole
divergence and not much that related to principle. From that
I conclude that he was already informed. And in answer to
his request for my opinion regarding the Congress, I wrote
to him on several occasions too.

* See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 484.—Ed.
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2

REPORT ON THE SECOND CONGRESS
OF THE R.S.D.L.P., OCTOBER 14 (27)

Before beginning his report, Lenin referred to the dis-
cussion at the previous sitting as to how far mention might
be made of the private meetings held by the Iskra-ists
during the Party Congress. He interpreted yesterday’s
decision of the Congress as meaning that facts not recorded
in the minutes must be touched on as little as possible, and
therefore intended, in referring to the meetings of the Iskra
organisation, to deal only with the voting results.

After this introduction, he went on to speak of the
period immediately preceding the Party Congress. In the
Organising Committee, whose business it was to arrange
the Congress, the Iskra-ists predominated, and its work was
carried on along Iskra-ist lines. But even while the Con-
gress arrangements were still in progress it became apparent
that the Organising Committee was far from being com-
pletely at one. To begin with, it included a Bundist, who
did everything he could to prevent the convocation of an
Iskra-ist Congress; this member of the Organising Commit-
tee always pursued a separate line of his own. There were
also two Yuzhny Rabochy members on it, and although
they considered themselves Iskra-ists, and even announced
their adherence to Iskra, on which subject there were lengthy
negotiations, they could not be wholly regarded as such.
Lastly, even the Iskra-ist members of the Organising Com-
mittee were not completely at one; they had differences
among themselves. It is also important to mention the
Organising Committee’s decision on the subject of binding
instructions. This question came up long before the Congress,
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and the decision arrived at was that binding instructions
be abolished. The editorial board too pronounced emphati-
cally in favour of this. The decision applied to itself also. It
was decided that at the Congress, since it was the supreme
Party authority, no member of the Party, or of the editorial
board, should consider himself bound by any commitments
to the organisation that had delegated him. It was in
view of this decision that I drafted a Tagesordnung® for
the Congress, together with a commentary, which I decided
to submit to the Congress in my own name. Item 23 of this
draft had the comment in the margin that three persons
should be elected to the editorial board and as many to the
Central Committee. There is one other point in this connec-
tion. As the editorial board consisted of six persons, it was
decided by common consent that, if it were found necessary
to hold a meeting of the board during the Congress and
the votes divided equally, Comrade Pavlovich would be
invited to the meeting with full voting rights.

The delegates began to arrive long before the opening
of the Congress. The Organising Committee gave them an
opportunity to get acquainted with the editors beforehand.
Very naturally, the Iskra-ists wanted to present themselves
at the Congress united and in harmony on all points, and
with this in view private conversations were held with
the delegates as they arrived, and meetings were arranged
to work out a common viewpoint. At these meetings the
political complexion of some of the delegates became pretty
clear. At one such meeting, for instance, where I read a paper
on the national question,®® the delegate from the Mining
Area expressed views akin to those of the Polish Socialist
Party,? and in general betrayed extreme confusion of ideas.

Such were the circumstances that preceded the Congress.

I shall now explain how I came to be the only delegate
from the League, although it had elected two. It turned out
that no delegate had arrived from the Iskra organisation
in Russia,*® which was also to have sent two delegates.
Thereupon a meeting of the Iskra-ists, held just before the
Congress opened, decided that one of the two League dele-

* Agenda.—Ed.
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gates should turn over his mandate to the other and himself
act as the delegate of the Iskra organisation with its two
mandates, with the provision that if an elected delegate
should arrive from Russia, one of these two mandates
would be turned over to him. Naturally, both Martov and
I wanted to be the delegate from Iskra, in view of the minor
role played by the League. We settled the point by drawing
lots.

The first preliminary question—the election of the
Congress Bureau—gave rise to something of a difference,
true, a minor one, between Martov and me. He insisted on
the election of nine persons, these even to include a Bund-
ist. I, on the other hand, considered that we should elect
a Bureau capable of pursuing a firm, consistent policy and,
if necessary, even of applying what is called the “iron
glove”. The Bureau elected consisted of Plekhanov, Lenin,
and Pavlovich.

In addition to five Bundists, there were at the Congress
two delegates from the Union of Russian Social-Democrats
Abroad and a delegate from the St. Petersburg League of
Struggle, who nearly always voted with them. From the very
outset these persons greatly dragged out the proceedings.
The discussion of the Congress Standing Orders alone took up
an incredible amount of time. There were endless arguments,
lasting several sittings, over the position of the Bund in
the Party. Similar delays were caused by the Bundist who
got on to the Credentials Committee. He practised obstruc-
tion at every turn, would not agree with the other members
of the committee, of which I was one, on a single point,
and invariably recorded a “dissenting opinio