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INTRODUCTION

Ever since it originated, the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union has been waging an implacable struggle against
opportunism in every form, including Trotskyism, its veiled
and worst varicty.

V. I. Lenin said that in the imperialist epoch there were
two tendencies within the labour movement: the bourgeois,
opportunist tendency, and the '|'|l'(l|l._'|.._lliil|'|., |'|_".'h=u.l-|m1.|[y'

tendency, and that “it is in the struggle between these two
tendencies that the history of the labour movement will now
inevitably develop”.! With the dawn of the 20th century,
the struggle between these two tendencies in the revolution-
ary labour movement became increasingly acute. When the
centre of the world-wide revolutionary movement shifted
to Russia, it markedly gained in intensity and acquired not
only all-Russia but also great international '11lllhn'r'.lr1t't'.
Working from the mid-1890s on to develop his doctrine ol
the revolutionary Marxist Party, a new type of party, Lenin
waged a relentless struggle involving principle against the
liberal Narodniks, the “legal Marxists”, and the followers
ol Bernstein (who had their counterpart in Russia in the
lLeonomists), the agents of the bourgeoisie within the revolu-
tionary working-class movement of Russia and the world.
The establishment of the Bolshevik Party, the revolution
ary party of the proletariat of Russia, marked a radical turn-
ing point in the development of the labour movement in
Russia and throughout the world. The Bolshevik Party was

I Lenin, Collected WWorks, Vol. 25, p. LG,




a truly working-class party, a party of socialist revolution
and {li{'[{ltl']]'ﬁh'i[} of the J:H'LJ]CtH'I.'iEi.t i.x’i]ig‘l. took an i'["plu_{:.
able stand against opportunism of every stripe.

Ever since Bolshevism became a trend in political thought
and a political party, the Bolsheviks, led by Lenin, pursued
a consistent line towards a final break with the opportunists
in the labour movement in Russia and abroad. At the same
time, they did their best to win over the workers who had
been misled and were variously connected with the oppor-
tunmist groups.

The opportunist leaders of the Second International saw
the split which took place at the Second Congress of the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) as a great
danger, because they felt that Left-wing elements in the
Social-Democratic parties of the West could very well fol-
low in the footsteps of the Bolsheviks and start a resolute
struggle against the opportunists.

It was precisely at this period that a new trend—Cen-
trism—began to crystallise from the bourgeois, opportunist
tendency in the labour movement, a trend which purported
to work for “unity” between the revolutionaries and the
opportunists, but actually aimed at subordinating the for-
mer to the latter, so as to secure a victory for the bourgeois,
opportunist tendency over the proletarian, revolutionary one.
Centrism meant nothing more than the ideology of subordi-
nating proletarian interests to those of the petty bourgeoisie,
the ideology of subordinating the revolutionary wing to the
opportunist one, within the framework of a single party.
Centrism had no social base which differed in any way from
that of overt opportunism. Both had the labour aristocracy
and the petty bourgeoisie as their common social foothold,

Kautskyism was the main direction of Centrism in the in-
ternational labour movement, Lenin noted that “Kautskvism
is not fortuitous; it is the social product of the contradictions
within the Second International, a blend of loyalty to Marx-
ism in word and subordination to opportunism in deed™.!

Trotskyism, a variety of Centrism in Russia, took its name
from that of Leo Trotsky (Bronstein), who was one of the
initiators of Menshevism and the worst enemy of Leninism.
Already at the Second Congress of the RSDLP, his attitude

! Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 312,

showed him to be a rabid Menshevik! who opposed the Lenin-
ist revolutionary line on programme and organisational mat-
ters. Trotsky took a stand rejecting the dictatorship of the
proletariat, backed Yuli Martov's wording of Paragraph
One of the RSDLP Rules, and opposed the establishment of
a monalithic revolutionary party of the proletariat in Russia,
which he did not want to be governed by iron discipline.
After the Congress he actively fought against the Bolsheviks
on all the cardinal questions of theory and practice in the
socialist revolution.

The Trotskyites, being like all Mensheviks agents of the
bourgeoisie in the revolutionary labour movement. did eve-
rything they could to place it under bourgeois inlluence.
They realised that the growing Bolshevik influence in the
revolutionary labour movement could weaken the opportun-
ists’ positions and completely isolate them from the mass.
That is why they strove to prevent any further intensifica-
tion of the struggle between the proletarian, revolutionary,
and the bourgeois. opportunist tendencies, to prevent any
final break between the Bolsheviks and the opportunists, so
as to subordinate the Bolsheviks to the opportunists within
a single West Furopean type of reformist Social-Democratic
party. For that purpose, the Trotskyites covered up their
Right-wing opportunist face with a Centrist mask, pretend-
ing to be a sort of “non-factional centre”, ostensibly holding
an independent, middle-of-the-road position between the
Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks. Lenin gave Trotsky this
characteristic: “Always true to himself=twists, swindles,
poses as a Left, felps the Right, so long as he L'a.n.“:"' ]

After the Second Congress of the RSDLP, the Trotskyites
actively fought the Bolsheviks over a period of many years,
all the while remaining a variety of Menshevism donning
the garments of “non-factionalism”™ and taking, whenever
their pu“lit;l.l interests rE(1Llit’C(l this, an extreme “Laftist”,
“wltra-revolutionary” stand. Lenin called Trotsky and others
who kept changing their political stand, the *Tushino turn-

U At the election of the central party bodies at the Second Congress
of the RSDLP {1903), Lenin and his followers won a majority and ac-
|:1||'|:|_inj_"|':.' came to be known as Bolsheviks {(Russian: f-""'lr-‘ﬁ:h'l-.‘-ﬁ""—!I'II.'LjilI'-
ity]. while the opportunist section was left in a minority and were ac-
cordingly known as Mensheviks (Russian: menshinisvo—minority).

% Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 35, p. 2585,




coats".! He wrote: “The only ground the ‘Tushine turn-
coats’ have for claiming that they stand above groups is that
they ‘borrow’ their ideas from one group one day and from
another the next day. Trotsky was an ardent [skrist in
1901-03. . .. At the end of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Men-
shevik, i.e., he deserted from the Iskrists to the Economists.
He said that '‘between the old fskra and the new lies a gulf’.
In 1904-05, he deserted the Mensheviks and occupied a
vacillating position, now co-operating with Martynov (the
Feonomist), now proclaiming his absurdly Left ‘permanent
revolution” theory. In 1906-07, he approached the Bolsheviks,
and in the spring of 1907 he declared that he was in agree-
ment with Rosa Luxemburg.

“In the period of disintegration, after long ‘non-faction
al” vacillation, he again went to the Right.”™

This book is designed to show how the Trotskyites worked
hard to inject Centrism into the RSDLP during the first Rus
sian Revolution (1905-07). Although he had ideological and
organisational bonds with the Mensheviks, Trotsky kept
saving that he was “independent” both of the Bolsheviks
and the Mensheviks. In actual fact, he differed with the
Bolsheviks on all the theoretical and practical questions. In

contrast to Lenin's theory of the bourgeois-democratic rev
olution growing into a socialist revolution, Trotsky brought

up his theory of “permanent revolution”, which in essence
ignored the bourgeois-democratic stage of the revolution in
Russia and denied the revolutionary role of the peasantry
as an ally of the proletariat.

[n this period, Trotsky opposed Lenin's proposition on
the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry. and the provisional revolutionary govern-
ment as its political organ. While preaching his reckless
“with no tsar, but a workers’ government” slogan, Trotsky
denied that it was possible to set up a dictatorship of the
proletariat in Russia until the workers became a majority of
the population. The Trotskyites held that the socialist
revolution in Russia could win out only with a proletarian
revolution in the West, which meant putting the former off
indefinitely.

! The name given in the Troublous Times in Rus to fighting men
'“-.Il'“ went over r.'||'||| one I:'.lrll!'l [ €1} ;jl'l_l:l-tl'll:‘l - _!_.“r_

J J-'L'Iliﬂ. {_',:hl'f,:-,: 11 -'n!I I{'urki, 1\-"|,|]_ _":'l.. (18 .]-l_{-.

As a leader of the St. Petersburg Soviet of Workers' Dep-
uties, Trotsky followed a conciliatory policy which tended
to retard the development of revolutionary initiative among
the workers, and slurred over the differences between the
Bolshevik and the Menshevik deputics in the Soviet,

As a liquidator in the years of reaction and the fresh
revolutionary I_|'|.'I-H".'|."II'I.;|"', Fllnrhkif worked to rally the anti
Bolshevik [nru_l; u:#tuuu]:g' all manner of blocs {UI the i
pose of fighting Bolshevism, while Lm11lllll11‘|"'r to style him-
self, without any justification, as a “non-factional” Social-
Democrat. At the time, the liquidators, otzovists, Trotskyites,
and conciliators in the Bolshevik ranks opposed Lenin and
his supporters in a united front. The Vienna Pravda. a
newspaper financed by Trotsky’s bourgeois friends, and other
liquidationist organs conducted a slanderous campaign
uguin.\it the Bolsheviks. With the hf_‘|'|1 of Kamenev, Zinoviev
and Rykov, the Trotskvites managed to get the January 1910
Plenum of the RSDLP Central Committee to adopt anti-
Bolshevik decisions, and to stop the publication of the Bol-
shevik newspaper Proletary, under the pretext of disbanding
the factions. This step on the part of the Centrists and the
conciliators was designed to make the Bolsheviks bend to
the will of the opportunist bloc which Trotsky had cobbled
together,

To fight against the Trotskyite-liquidationist bloc, the
Bolsheviks arranged a bloc based on principle with the pro-
Party Mensheviks led by G. V. Plekhanov, who had the sup-
port of a section of the workers striving to co-operate with
the revolutionary Social-Democrats, This bloc helped the
Bolsheviks to win over many workers who had earlier sup
ported the Mensheviks.

This book describes Lenin's resolute struggle against the
ligquidators, otzovists, Trotskvites and conciliators to get the
Party out of the crisis, and to convene the Sixth Party Con-
ference. The Sixth (Prague) Conference of the RSDLP, con-
vened through the efforts of Lenin and his supporters, ex-
selled the liquidators, Trotskvites and their allies from the
Yarty for good, and purged it of opportunist impurities.

The authors of the book show how the Trotskvites stepped
up their activity after the Prague Conference. With the help
ol the opportunists and Centrists from the Second Interna
tional, Trotsky started a campaign in the liquidators’ news-
papers and organs of the press of Social-Democratic parties
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in West European countries to reverse the Prague Confer-
ence decisions. However, he failed to win any support in
the local party organisations, which rallied round the Con-
ference decisions. He failed in all his attempts to prevent
the implementation of the Conference decisions, under which
the Bolsheviks broke completely with the opportunists and
the Centrists,

The Trotskyites made yet another attempt to set up a
Centrist party. In August 1912, there was a Trotskyite
liguidators’ conlerence which lormalised the opportumst
August bloc. Soon, however, the bloc began to fall apart
under Bolshevik blows and under the stress of internal
dissent.

Trotsky then launched, with the help of the opportunists
and the Centrists of the Second International, a |ur||||l|i"r1 to
“unite” the Bolsheviks in a single party with all the oppor-
tunist groups and trends. including the émigré ones, which
had no connection with the revolutionary workers’” movement
in Russia. Despite the help from Kautsky, Vandervelde,
Hll}a':-clnunti and other cr]}E:ch'l|||1-|:-c|,~' and Centrists from the
Second International. who convened a so-called unity con-
ference in Brussels in July 1914, the Bolsheviks refused to

have anv sort of reconciliation with the opportunists and the
Centrists, thereby showing once again their implacable at-

titude towards opportunism in every form. The new anti
Bolshevik bloc arranged at the conference, which Lenin called
the “Third of July™ or “Brussels bloc for rescuing the
liguidators™, proved to be as short-lived as the August bloc,
Thus, the new allempt on the eve of the First World War
by the Centrists of Russia and other countries to eliminate
the Bolshevik Party and to set up a Centrist party in Russia
was a complete fiasco.

r[\EH.' i'|.|.|t|'||:||.\ 1"" 15H.,' t:":'"::lk ?I_Ii."r.:_. wl |;'Hr|\i5'~'1._'|1t ﬂ_'\l“'l‘\'i‘,r_iill'[ llr
the Bolsheviks’ many vears of struggle against f|'1'n[xk1__-'|~.-"-|
and every form of Centrism in the international arena, and
refute slanderous assertions by the falsifiers of history that
before the First World War Lenin and the Bolsheviks tended
to underestimate the r|.|nlL{L'|' of Centrism inn the revolutionary
labour movement in Russia and other countries. and failed
to carry on a resolute struggle against them.! The facts

! Such slanderous assertions were made in an article hy A, Slutsky,
entitled “Bolsheviki o germanskoi sotsial-demokratii v period yevo pred
VOYENNOgEe krizisa™ I_Hl:l!'ih\'_"l.'ll-.'\- about Uerman Social lJ-L,'||||-(,|,|L:|.- During
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I1Il.ﬁt::|:.{l in the book show lll.LL the Bolshevik i.qt-. s_J.uru_{:I
in strength and de veloped in relentless struggle against
opportunists of every stripe. including the Centrists in the
West (led by Kautsky) and the Centrists in Russia (led by
Trotsky).

The book describes the H[[l]L{_{lL" of the Bolsheviks. led by
Lenin, against the Kautskyites in the international arena and
against the Trotskyites, who during the First World Was
took a stand hostile to the |:u|||'~.hm.1kl-. on the basic issues of
Wir, peace and revolution, The 'f.q,rr|||kt'-. used revolutionary
catchwords as a screen behind which they actually supported
the social-chauvinists, who were openly helping the bour-
gmnm, and called on the workers ot all the belligerent coun-
tries to defend their own homeland, denying the possibility
of the workers' taking joint revolutionary action against the
governments hghting in the war s

The “neither victory, nor defeat” slogan put forward by
the Trotskyites was in fact a rehash of the social-chauvinist
slogan for defence of the bourgeois homeland. That is why
Lenin L'rn;Jh'l‘-i'L*iL‘d that those who supported I|u_~ -‘ln rAn were
uilliru: ltH‘-‘rI“I“"' social-chauvinists, enemies of prol letar
1k |rn|u ¥, and supporters of imperialist governments
and III.!I:II,, classes.! In their efforts to divert the masses ol
working people from the revolutionary struggle, the
Centrists clamoured for an illusory “just peace” under
imperialism.

Ihe Trotskyites, who during the First World War con-
tinued to preach their notorious “permanent revolution™
I||.|:'L|J'~' acted as rabid anli L"||r||-.L-. of i.Lurr.*_-. []u_m‘.' of so-
cialist revolution, and denied his conclusion that socialism
could initially win out in a few or even one separate country.
Exposing the political face of Centrism, which was such a
danger to the workers of all countries, Lenin wrote: “The
‘Centre’ consists of people who wvacillate between the
social-chauvinists and the true internationalists. . . . The crux
ol the matter is that the ‘Centre’ is not convinced of the
necessity for a revolution against one’s own government: it
dies not preach revolution; it does not carry on a whole-
hearted revolutionary strugple: and in order to evade such

[T III'“--.I:I Crisis), which was published in the magazine Prolelarskaya
Revolyutsiva No. 6 Tor 1930
Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 279




a struggle it resorts to the tritest ultra-"Marxist’-sounding
excuses,’’l

As a result of the Bolsheviks' consistent struggle, the
Centrists were exposed in the eyes of the working class as
camouflaged social-chauvinists and accomplices of the im
perialist bourgeoisie. Their attempts to follow a “middle
of-the-road” line in the revolutionary movement, with the
aim of subordinating the revolutionaries to the opportunists
proved to be futile.

[t was even more absurd to tryv to follow such a line in
the labour movement after the bourgeois-democratic revolu
tion in February, by which time the leaders of the petty
bourgeois parties had completely discredited themselves n
the eyes of the masses of working people as accomplices of
the imperialist bourgeoisie.

When it became quite obvious that the Trotskyites would
fail to set up a Centrist party in Russia, Trotsky and his
closest associates decided to join the Bolshevik Party so as
to pursue their Menshevik line inside it. Trotsky joined the
Bolshevik Party at the Sixth Congress of the RSDLP({B), but
did not in fact abandon his Menshevik views. He and his
small group of supporters merely suspended their overt fight
against the Party. Subsequently, the Trotskyites resumed their
fierce attacks on the Party’s general line and eventually went
over into the camp of the avowed enemies of the Sowviel
state.

[t is of pressing importance to shed light on the histors
of the struggle which Lenin’s Party carried on against
Trotskyism before the revolution and in the subsequent pe-
riod, because Trotskvism, as an ideological trend, survives
-E“ SOmme 1_'1'I|_,|'|I[|iﬂ_'.&i [{1] ll[i_'j "r'i:'l"!f' l;l;l"r" ...111r| Llrllril'lllf‘h t|.| I|||.| m rl‘:'.
Vr‘l:l]‘kil'lg'l:]:l'\.?; LI'III:{ I_'nrnrllurli.*ilf movement.

Long before the victory of the socialist revolution, Lenin
taught the voung revolutionaries to discern Trotskyism as
a harmful trend within the working class which tried hard
to reconcile revolutionary Bolsheviks and opportunist-liqui

dators. In his work “Disruption of Unity Under Cover of

Qutcries for Unity” published in May 1914, he wrote that
“the old participants in the Marxist movement in Russia

I Lenin, Collected (orks, Vol. 24, p. 76

hiow Trotsky very well, and there is no need to discuss him
e their benefit. But the younger generation of workers do
Wt know him, and it is therefore necessary to discuss
W, , "

Lenin held that young Bolshevik workers had to know the
pulitienl face of Trotsky and his supporters, who were the
ol enemies of the unity of the working class rallied round
e slogans of the Prague Conference, and to understand
it they were trying to subordinate the revolutionary labour
fivement in Russia to the liquidators, whose activities had
Bben resolutely condemned by the Fifth (All-Russia) Con
ftence of the RSDLP in December 1908, Lenin emphasised:
*Phe younger generation of workers should know exactly
Whoim they are dealing with, when individuals come before
e with incredibly pretentious claims, unwilling absolutely
i reckon with either the Party decisions, which since 1908
Wive delined and established our attitude towards liquidation
Iil'pl. or with the EK[IL']'i.I:‘.I'.IEI;' of I,iH.: prl,:u_'ul, [1;13' wn['ki,ug {:[u_l;*-'..
avement in Russia, which has actually brought about the
ity ol the majority on the basis of full recognition of the
wlorenand decisions.™

Phe Party's Central Committee has repeatedly stressed the
el to expose Trotskyism as a petty-bourgeois trend which
s lieen an enemy of Leninism ever since it emerged. The
JHIIIMI}' (1 Plenum of the Central Committee and the

witial Control Commission of the RCP(B) set this task be-

fiee the Party: “To continue and develop the Party's work
i explaining from top to bottom the anti-Bolshevik char-
weter of Trotskyism, beginning from 1903 to the Lessons of
tetabier, and to authorise the Polithureau to give all propa
iy organs (party schools, etc.) due explanation on this
B to introduce into political instruction programmes ex-
plsiations of the petty-bourgeois character of Trotskyism,
o,

hidepth research to expose Trotskyism is a pressing ne-
Bty even today. The resolution of the CPSU Central
Chmmittee, “On Measures for Further Developing the Social
Nelenees and Enhancing Their Role in Communist Construe-

1 |||I|| . Val. 20 P 340,

¥ L., p. 347,

B RPSS v rezolyutsivakh i reshenivakl syezdov, konferentsiy § plenu-
?Im' Tak (CPSL in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses, Con-
pienees and CC Plenums), Part [T, Moscow, 1954, p. 114.
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tion” (August 1967), says that Party historians “have not
made sufhciently active efforts in writing generalised fun-
damental works to show the CPSU’s contribution to the
theory of socialist and communist construction, its role in
the international development of Marxism-Leninism in the
50 years since the October Revolution, and to give a broad
picture of the CPS5U’s struggle against the Mensheviks,
Trotskyites, Right-wing opportunists, national-deviationists,
and other groups and trends hostile to the Party™.!

The authors of this book show the struggle of Lenin’s
Party against .|111JthL!.'i.KII| from the moment it appeared on
the political arena until the victory of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution in February 1917. The book has been
written on the basis of Lenin’s works, Party documents,
archive material and ]Jlll:f-l.‘ihc_‘d sources, In ]11'1.;:ﬂ:r|1511.'_" their
subject, the authors expose the inventions of bourgeois fal-
sifiers of history like Isaac Deutscher, Heinz Brahm, and
Leonard Schapiro, who have tried to substitute Trotskyism
for Bolshevism, and to belittle Lenin's role as the founder
[Il:. f]ll I:’.!'I'rfl" :’lll{i ih_t' I(_'i'_l,{{{_'l' |'I|_. r‘l,t'_L [Jl’_’[i?]'lt_‘"l' Ht_"'.l:'lll.ll,'-ll'llﬁ., .lr'ln:!
who have echoed Trotsky's view that the Bolshevik Party
was victorious in the October Revolution allegedly because
it had abandoned its earlier policy and had adopted Trotsky's
"]:l[‘l'tll.'in[‘!‘lt revalution”™ rhq-m}', r|,m1 lh,‘;[ il: was not rh.,- {om-
munist Party led by Lenin, but Trotsky that was the guiding
spirit and orgamiser of the October Revolution.

The authors of the book present a great volume of factual
material to show that the struggle conducted by Trotsky and
the Trotskyites against Lenin and the Bolshevik Party was
not the result of temporary mistakes and aberrations, but a
deliberately hostile activity by the agents of the bourgeoisie
in the revolutionary movement, that Trotskyism has always
been the worst cnemy of Leminmism, that the {_'n,tr:.' l:'_».' r[.l_'(_l-‘l‘-i]i_\'
and his supporters into the Bolshevik Party in August 1917
was nothing but a manoeuvre designed for a definite political
purpose. The history of the struggle waged by Trotsky and
rI‘:"’t!‘rk}‘iﬁ-'.l Lt;‘:’ili.rl..‘ir. I.l'T'IiT'l E|.|-|.(I I.-‘:rﬁl'l-l"i"l i_".,'f”'l'l_',‘ I,]l.l.: r{_"‘:-'“lu!ii"”
shows that it was not at all accidental but quite natural that
Trotskyism subsequently developed into an openly counter-
revolutionary trend, concentrating all its efforts on the light
against the Soviet Union, the Communist Party and the
whole international communist movement.

"1 Kommunist Mo, 13, 1967, p. 5.
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CHAPTER 1

EXPOSURE BY V. I. LENIN OF TROTSKY'S
OPPORTUNISM IN THE PERIOD
OF PREPARATION FOR THE FIRST
RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

.1‘ Critique of Trotsky's Menshevik-Reformist
Views on Programme and Organisational Questions
at the RSDLP’s Second Congress

At the turn of the century, the centre of the world revo-
lutionary movement shifted to Russia. By then, the parties
of the Second International, stricken with opportunism, had
proved themsclves completely incapable of giving the work-
ing class a lead in the struggle for victory of the dictatorship

ol the proletariat. It was necessary to create a revolutionary
Marxist party capable of providing leadership for the masses,
and resolutely and consistently fighting against every form
ol opportunism, '

]'T-ill| Marx and Frederick Engels had worked out a number
ol important propositions about a revolutionary proletarian
|m|l}'._l_1'| the mew historical conditions, Lenin, with these
propositions as a basis, further developed the Marxist doctrine
of the proletarian party and its role in the revolutionary
movement. He emphasised that only a party of social revo-
lution and dictatorship of the proletariat which had openly
broken with opportunism could lead the proletariat to
viclory,

Lenin repeatedly said that struggle against opportunism
Wil a law of internal development of each Marxist pariy.

He wrote: “No Social-Democratic Party in the world was
over formed—particularly in the period of bourgeois revolu-
Hans—without a hard struggle and a number of splits with
the bourgeois fellow-travellers of the proletariat. The same
I8 true of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, which
#VEr Bince 1898 has been taking shape, growing, gurinin;.-; in




strength and becoming tempered, despite all obstacles, in the
hard struggle against such fellow-travellers.”™

The Second Congress of the RSDLP, held in July and
August 1903, was a most important stage in the establishment
in Russia of a truly revolutionary Marxist party of the work-
ing class, a new type of party. The struggle which tlared
up at the Congress between Lenin and his supporters, on the
one hand, and the opportunists, on the other, was a r.!lrup;gln-
for the triumph of the Leninist, Iskra, orientation in the
labour movement in Russia.

In his book, One Step Forward, Two Steps Back. he
subsequently wrote: “That this was the direction in which
the Congress had to work was predetermined by the three
vears activities of Iskra and by the recognition of the lattes
by the majority of the committees. [skra’s programme and
trend were to become the programme and trend of the Party:
Iskra's organisational plans were to be embodied in the Rules
of Organisation of the Party.”™ .

Discussions at the Second Congress of the RSDLFP of
[enin’s draft Party Programme, whose adoption by and large
decided whether or not Russia was to have a new type of
party, drew fierce attacks from opportunists, avowed and
camouflaged, and the vacillating elements. Lenin recalled mn
his “Account of the Second Congress of the RSDLP": “The
Programme was discussed and voted on point by point
and practically two-thirds of the time of the Congress was
spent on the programme!”™ _

The opportumists’ attacks on Lenin's draft Programme had
one main purpose, namely, to expunge its provision ;ll.h-rllll
the dictatorship of the proletariat. The Economists Akimos
and Martynov, and the Bundist* Liber were joined in their
attacks against the central point of the Party Programme—
the dictatorship of the proletariat—by ‘Trotsky, who then
claimed to be a follower of Iskra. He did not risk coming
out in open protest against inclusion of the dictatorship of
the IJru|L-t;|.|"mL |n'n~.'i:—.inr1 in the l}l'HgTiHHIIH-', and declared

U Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 17, p. 6.

2 Ibid., Vol. 7. p. 211.

1 1bid., p. 25.

i The Bundists were members of the Bund. an opportunist petty
bourgeois _I:;wi:,'h nationalist party. In 1898, the Bund jUIlTIEIIi the H_HUIJ'
and left it at the Second Congress in 1903, The Bund was a vehicle ol
nationalism and separatism in the labour movement.
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that this dictatorship would be possible only “when the
Social-Democratic Party and the working class . .. would be
glosest to identification. The dictatorship of the proletariat
would not be a |||u-l:|ir.LI||:|i.'li 'Lll.L[r' but pu|il'|n:.l| domination
by an organised working class constituting the majority of
the nation.™! _

While speaking out against V. Akimov, Trotsky in tact
went well beyond the latter, arguing that the dictatorship
of the proletariat could not be a practical proposition until
the working class became a majority of the nation, and also
until the party and the working class were close to being
identical, i.c, when the distinction between the party and
the elass was erased. This was nothing in fact but a demal
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It was no accident that
in a pamphlet. Akimov later wrote: “Trotsky expressed his
view of ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat’ with which |
absolutely agree.”?

When Russian Marxists set themselves the task of over-
throwing the autocracy, they believed that all supreme power
in the state should pass into the hands of a legislative as-
sembly consisting of people's representatives. They saw the
prospect of the proletariat winning power with the support
of millions of toiling peasants. Accordingly, the draft Pro-
gramme of the RSDLP said that the overthrown autocracy
would be replaced by an “autocracy of the people”.

At the 21st sitting of the Congress, Akimov asked what
the ";mim-rm-:.' of the p-t:nph'“ L'um'{:EJL meant. [n :'t‘.p-|j~',
Trotsky distorted the real meaning of this point of the Party
Programme when he declared: “Under the autocracy of ‘the
peaple’ the dictatorship belongs to the bourgeoisie. When the
socialists obtain a majority, this will usher in the {tihm:h of
the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

That statement of Trotsky’s merely served to conhirm his
anti-Marxist view of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In
sddition, he displayed his solidarity with West European
gpportunists, who ignored the revolutionary role of the
peasantry, This attitude was in {act aimed against the revo-

| Lioroi syesd RSDRP. Protokoly (The Sccond Congress of the
REDLP, |’|:|;{'|;'1,'1,|:|I'|!._"~::._ Moscow, 1959, p. 136.

' V. Akimov, K veprosu o rabotakh I syezda RSDRP (A Few Points
About the Work of the Sccond Congress of the RSDLP), Geneva, 1904
L

U Fhe Second Congress of the RSDLP. Proceedings, p. 255

i 1as




lution as a whole, because it deprived it of its reserves anc
doomed the proletariat to defeat,

it is no accident, therefore, that present day hu.-._:ll'_-_;'n_u-
falsifiers extol Trotsky i every way for his “understand
ing " of the essence of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Tl
West German historian Heinz Brahm tries very hard e
prove that Trotsky's speeches at the Second
RSDLE allegedly expressed his confidence that the dictator
ship of the proletariat would win out in Russia in the neas
future.!

Trotsky's statements about the dictatorshi Ip of the pro
letariat con l-.JII1I’.1] the seeds of his * ‘permanent revolution
doctrine. which he worked out in 1905 together with Parvus,
and which was based on the opportunist slogan of “with no
tsar, but a workers’ gov ernment , that is, a revolution with
out the peasants. It 15 this :h::nry' that Trotsky turned into a
weapon in his hight against Leninism.

In the bitter disputes over all the clauses of the Programme,
Lenin and his supporters safeguarded th Marxist doctrine
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and gave a
I-:.'HH.{I[-'. rebuff to ]Iil[\l-.'\- and other opportunists. Lenin said:

"They expressed views which have already been termed op-
portunism (and quite rightly so). They actually went so [
as to ‘refute’ the theory ol :|:||m-.11|l.||m- nt, to ‘dispute’ the
dictatorship of the proletariat.”? By an overwhelming ma
jority, the Congress adopted Lenin's draft P rogramme of the
RSDLP, which consisted of two parts: a minimum and
maximum programme. [t was a document which clearly de
fined both the ultimate aims :;|1;|;| ||"||_' ;llllllﬂ.'lli'iltl.' Ilt\.kh ol
social-Democraey.”

The Programme adopted by the Second {(.11“._-.. was a
real Marxist programme of the revolutionary proletarian
Party. In contrast to the West I uropean Social-Democratic
parties, the RSDLP was at the time the world’s only working
le.k, party which had the dictatorship of the proletariat

{ :url;_-r'-:'kk of the

! H. Brahm,
5. I8

frog l':.r.l' .f';.l.l'.'-'.n:,"f wme e Nee -’.'_I'-u'.f;. Lemins, Kaoln, 1964

Lenin, Collected {II."'-'-';' Vol. 6, P 190,
|'||:'-.|!.' day bourgenis [abricators have tried to distort the es
of the hrst Programme of the RSDLFP Ihus. in teseribing the

connected with the Partys Second Congress, Brahm reduees the whaole

RSDLP ['I'l'-HI.Illlllll:' to its mimimum programme, dropping such of its
planks as the political freedoms, equa ity for all eitizens, separation o

church from state, ete. (H. Brahm, op. cit., 8. 15).
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f8 a plank in its Programme. “In this Programme.” Lenin

i
subsequently wrote, “the question of the dictatorship of the
proletariat is stated in clear and definite terms, and, more
over, 1s hinked up with the struggle against Bernstein, against
gpportunism.” ! Inclusion of this demand in the Party P
gramme marked the trivmph for revolutionary Marxism and
i victory for Leninism over opportunism in the labour move-
ment in Russia,

The Party Programme adopted by the Second Congress
af the RSDLT was the result of much theoretical work h'.,' the
Russian Marxists. [t determined the Party's consistent Marx
8t policy and promoted the revolutionary education of the
proletariat. With it as a guide, the Party successfully fought
lor the 'niHﬁ"\' of the hi:-u"ftnl“ democratic and the socialist
revolutions in Russia,

By adopting the Programme, the Second Congress of the
H"ﬁl" P laid a sound fﬂlln[hltlﬂrl for the ideological unity ol
the Marxist Party. This unity needed to be |||:||-.".n|~.‘11,|||n.g!|~.
consolidated in the Party Rules. Lenin regarded the Rules
a8 the material basis ensuring fulfilment of the Party Pro
gramme,?

During the discussion of the draft Rules, as in the working
out of the 1r'l*’!..l.l1lml_ of the RSDLP, Lenin and his sup
porters had to carry on a resolute struggle against unstable,

wavering and opportunist elements.

The Party Rules were based on the principle of democratic
eentralism, the idea of establishing a coherent centralised
Party with an iron discipline. Lenin believed that every
member of the Party had to be attached to one of the !’.u'lj.'
"'Hi”'li‘ﬁﬂiﬂll‘i- This ensured the education of Party members
i the Marxist spirit, and led to a high sense of discipline
el real control over the activity of each. In these condi
tions, the P-"lr'l'lr hecomes a |l.l:||1|nm|u|-. system of c:rg;‘[ni:‘-u-
tons acting under a single plan.

Lenin’s wording of the first clause of the Rules said that
A member of the RSDLP was one who accepted the Party
Programme and supported the Party both by material means
il In,.r personal participation in one of its mgd[ua.[lmnn By
gontrast, Martov held that it was enough for a Party membe;
i work under the control of one of the Party’s organisations.

oy

¥ Lenin, Collected [Uorks, Vol. 31, p. 540,
I Mhid,, Vol 7. pp. 414-15,




He proposed that admission to the Party should be open to
all those desirous of joining, without their being bound to
be members of one of its organisations or being constrained
by the framework of Party Lli*-.t'i]ﬂir'u_', In other words. Mar
tov opposed the principle of democratic centralism, orderly
organisation and iron discipline in the Party. "

On the face of it, the contradictions over Paragraph One
of the Rules had a bearing on Party membership, However,
in terms of principle, the two different wordings of the clause
on Party membership were a reflection of antithetical views
on the role of the proletarian Party, its tasks, organisational
principles and composition.

Lenin and his supporters saw the wording of the member
ship clause as part of the struggle to establish the dictator
ship of the proletariat. They worked for a Party that was
proletarian and was capable of leading the working class
to victory. Lenin warned against the danger of cluttering up
the Party with various unstable, wavering and opportunist
clements. This danger threatened the labour party in any
country but was an especially grave one in Russia, then on
the eve of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. That is why
Lenin wanted a sharp line of demarcation to be drawn be
tween those doing the work and those merely doing the talk-
ing. He said: “It would be better if ten who do work should
not call themselves Party members ... than that one who
only talks should have the right and opportunity to be a
Party member.”"! :

Lenin's wording flowed from the organisational principles
of the new type of Party, and emphasised the great import-
ance of Party membership, containing the requirement that
the best men from the working class should be selected for
the Party. Lenin told the Congress: “It is our task to safe
guard the hirmness, consistency, and purity of our Party. We
must strive to raise the title and the significance of a Party
member higher, higher and still higher.”? Lenin's require.
ment concerning careful selection of membership and the
cxigent standards set for Party members became one of the
main organisational principles of the Bolshevik Party.

Martov's wording of Paragraph One of the Rules (lung
the door wide open to unsteady petty-bourgenis |.:|4_'rm:|1t.‘.

! Lenin, Collected (orks, Vol. 6, p 503,
T Ibid., p- 504,

which turned it into an ;||n11r"|1|1-:'-1,|l= Hﬁn!’.:, without an organ-
#ational framework. In this struggle over the two stand
points on the organisational principles of the RSDLP, Trots-
ky sided with Martov and other opportunists. Trotsky's
denial of the :1|_--c'i_-u‘|t_1.' of the dictatorship of the proletariat
led him to opportunism in organisational matters. His

gpeeches in the discussion of Paragraph One of the Rules
were an cxpression of his denial of the Marxist Party's role

a8 the vanguard of the working class,

m .

F'rotsky spoke at length about workers and intellectuals,
pbout the class standpoint and the mass movement, but
avoided dealing with the substance of the contradictions. He
denied that the contradictions on the gquestion of Party
membership involved principle, and refused to admit that
ut the Congress there were two approaches to the role of
the Party, in general, and the RSDLP, in particular. Trotsky
gharply opposed the motion for a vote in favour of Lenin's
wording. He said: “I was not aware that it was possible to
gxorcise opportunism through the Rules . .. Comrade Lenin's
formula must be rejected. [ repeat: it misses the mark.”™!
Trotsky tried very hard to distort Lenin's stand by saying
that Lenin wanted 1o set up something that was not a party
bt a conspiratorial organisation admitting intellectuals only.?

Under the pretext of firhting petty-bourgeois freewheel-
ing, Trotsky tried to smuggle in Martov's wording of the
Party membership clause. While paying lip-service to the

\ The Second Congress of the REDLP, Procecdings, pp. 274, 275

 This charge is being widely used today by the bourgeois falsifiers
I linin, !“'-l.||.|p1|l.'- cquates Lenin's stand and r_I..r taken by the MNarodnik
ll N .I.kdll'll_"p' “'Illl 'I.'r',_l"ll{_'"l el _‘hl'll.\.l.l:! 4_'._'r1‘-{||| IIt il'll':'lll'l rllul.l‘\ | CE-1 i.l'l.' 'Il.lll\l:r
i hin book, Schapiro analyses Thachev's doctrine and writes: " The re-
semblance to bolshevism, such as it was -:'I.'q.'ll.!l.l..'l“\_r to become, 15 1n some
peRpiect very striking. and it is with justice that Tkachev has often been
dineribed az the originator of many of Lenin's ideas” (L. Schapire,
The Commnnist f'r,'.lf_',- of the Soviet Union, London, 1960, Introduction,
. d) _

Wimhm accuses Lenin of seiting up a conspiratorial organisation in
Humin and says that he had fallen under I'il.'r_llstl."lll's influence and had
Bl [with in the political wnity and independence of the labour move
menl in Russia. Brahm writes: “Lenin came (o the conclusion that if the
11I|||||.H1I1!| revolution was to materialise there was need for an orgamisa-

Huin ol |‘-1||||.".l..-\.:llll:.1[ i(."!l:‘-l.il..l'..lllllri who would undertake all the effort and
Binlen of preparing the revolution instead of the workers, who were
Winlly absorhed in the struggle for their daily bread™ (H. Brahm, op. cit..
N ALl these inventions have been reluted by the history of the CPsU
aibil by life atsell




rights of workers, he in fact tried to let jnto the Party
portunists and those who practised a high-handed anarch
and intellectualist individualisn
for a party of

E'llf'
150
1. Trotsky was not working
social revolution and dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. but for a West Furopean type of reformist party.

Lenin emphasised that Trotsky’s attempt to make the Party
responsible for men who did not work in any of its organisa
tions would result in the activity of Party members being
left virtually without control and guidance. This made unity
of action impossible. “The Central Committee,” Lenin wrote,
“will never be able to exercise real control o er all who do
the work but do not belong to organisations. It is our task to
place actual control in the hands of the Central Committee.”!

The urge on the part of Trotsky, Martov and their sup
porters to declare one and all members of the RSDLP in
essence meant a rejection of discipline in the Party. In
Une Step Forward, Two Steps Back, Lenin stressed that in
the debates on Paragraph One of the Rules “the supporters
of bourgeois-intellectual individualism clashed with the
supporters of proletarian organisation and discipline” 2

In his efforts to create a Party taking a

n implacable stand
gainst every form of opportunmsm, [

.enin said in his second

speech in the debate on Paragraph One of the Rules that

Trotsky's defence of Martov's wording helped opportunist
elements to sneak into the Party. whereas it was necessary
to keep them out of the Party by every possible means. Lenin
added: “To refute this simple and obvious conclusion it has
to be proved that there are no such elements; but it has not
ceven occurred to Comrade Trotsky to do that, Nor
be proved, for cvervone knows that such eleme
plenty, and that they are to be found in the
too. ¢

can that
nts exist in
working class

Let us recall that in an earlier work, {Dhat Is To fie
Done?, Lenin had worked out a plan for the Party's organ
isational structure. Under it, the Party was to consist of two
sections: a narrow circle of leading workers who were pro-
fessional revolutionaries, and an extensive network of grass-
roots Party organisations surrounded with the sympathy and
support of the toiling masses. Lenin said the organisation of

! Lenin, Collected Ueorks, Vol. 6, p. 504,

* [bid.. Vol. 7, p- 264,
1 Thid., Vol b, P- 02

pevolutionaries “must perforce not be very l'?%f.'.'lf.llhll':- e 11I:[|l|
must be as secret as possible.”! But it was nof I|u=: h.illl uh...“
i fence off the working-class P;‘”'lf' _hul'l _[!“;. I.H.I-.L:-,:.Il:]'m.l
ol working people. He kept emphasising _:_h.u-. vk i
Wry Marxist Party would be able 1||_p|;w its |-:|.: .lu_ I'~| i: I.;_l;l
of the » orking class and all working people only b at he
Indissoluble bonds with the masses. i Ugleg eor
The conspiratorial approac h was alien to l.t Illll.l,l:j 10 Ifil-»“
the verv start of his |'{;'-,'||]|_I1'[||1I|.'ll"'..' :_L{.l:-.:s.r '|11H- ..lxl::-l-!||;l:||| [,
stand against efforts to divert II|'|t:.|:|::"-:..I11!.H.r1| T”.-”L\-L..; et
the path of plots and intrigues. 2‘~|n.u|-.l-t'._:?'| n. : LLL“_;.T - borrn
light for socialism, he had written as ear 'I. as . |..lri-nnL_
ginl-Democrats “have always thought, and con I_I'}I.L s
that this fight must be waged not hj.' |_||1n}.~ll.:1.1.|5-..I.:IL.””;_T“._I
pevolutionary party based on H\u' '.-..'n:.-klrl_!!-d.lk; _.|||...I g
He believed that the working-class Party must IIL.:-M.I. o ..”:i
by its other organisations. which w'hlnu]ld_ lllu- .\Jral_l...tu:l-lt (II -,-:H
diverse as possible. The ]’;u'l_'.. as the .||.-_: I.H‘.-.””'.:‘-||'.l.n:
grganisation, had the task of guiding these OgRAIAAI.
i Ve oneress of the Communist Inte
Addressing the Second (-.'IIIE_.N e
ptional in 1920, Lenin explained 1‘1-..'. :IW‘.:'I:ILHT-;h 0 Iw - .r- |
party of the proletariat”. He said: $v, Whe 1-2:. 1. Imq\ S
party is really a political party of the wor lnuu.\i. £ et o4
pend solely upon a membership o ‘-.\.'l.lf'kd..'l.'-._ m1- a a.-; Sy
fen that lead it. and the content of its 4l[ll_'3‘.1:-i.l.l_1.l: —y 5_--.“-..
fenl tactics. Only this latter determines “[hTL I-!--;- we re:
hive before us a political party of the pro {L’:ll“,:;”{* IR
iy the tinc ol its Second {.I'!-I'Ill';hi."'\:“. |..|.ll_' o : l..lrl'l .||Il:l'r;'{”‘|
ol thousands of members and was 15\-:_':I1.11;.-, .,rlnth I-.I|.1'.;1'”-.L-.
lluence on hundreds of Ill.nLv:urur_\ of '-.u|.ku:. | .1*. ';':n F(_l_“:\:
I8 Programme. it announced itself to be l.I P ‘I.i L-r-l:ll |.|'al1'!p|‘n1
Party whose ultimate aim was r.n set up [I]E_ lIl : ;L-;t-‘;[..' -
fhe proletariat and translate into life the basic in
 working class. ; g P
"“.r\:w1|I1tlHJit|u-{l Congress, the real }v"[h!.\;l:lHI-'lfrli.h}uif-;;_:”lr:q.
gapused the opportumist essence of Trotsky's smiping &
Mbid., Vol. 5. pp. 452-53
bid., Vol 2, pp. 340-41
I . . A gt ol () i
18 iors soxdiniya porti ovogo pa. Daklad blshcyikoy Merhdy
Ill‘:l-lull:ill:ll;l{ﬁ.:l! ‘-[I‘-::.k\l-:il'li;:I!'It:JEI.III'I.Inlrlkgf:.”i‘r-:|-'|.|.:';ik Hc-!u_-rt to the International
H|nl|.||nl LCongress il.:|l|EJ“‘|:-, Moscow, 1963, p. 62,




Lenin's wording of Paragraph One of the Rules, sniping
which he carried on fl'nrn hehind a screen ol 11'1.'u||,|1'|r1m;l.r‘_.'
talk. In his speech, Lenin said that Trotsky had distorted
the main idea of his book, {hat fs To Be Done? Dealing
with 1 I':I[Nk}".‘i reasoning that in case of any arrests it would
he the workers’ organisations that would be the first to suffer,
leaving the Party with the intellectuals only, Lenin stressed
that Trotsky had substituted the class for the Party, which
wias quite wrong. Lenin said: “The Party must be only the
vanguard, the leader of the vast masses of the working class,
the whole {or nearly the whole) of which works ‘under the
control and direction’ of the Party organisations, but the
whole of which does not and should not |||,'|1|||rl: Loy i L|};1I.'t}'1.v'

Lenin's wording of Paragraph One of the Rules was sup-
ported by 5. Gusev, P. Krasikov and others, whoe showed in
their speeches that this wording did not create any insuper-
able ohstacles to joining the Party, and that by their asser-
tions to the contrary, Trotsky, Martov and others were trying
to cover up the opportunist essence of the wording they were
trying to smuggle in.

Lenin’'s supporters worked hard and resolutely against
Martov's wording. which led to the establishment of a re-
formist instead of a revolutionary party. They stood for
a monolithic, militant, well-organised and disciplined pro
letarian Party, whereas Martov, Trotsky and the others were
intent on continuing with an amorphous and disordered
scramble. That is why Martov's formula was supported by
all the opportunist elements: the Bundists, Economists, Cen-
trists, and the wavering [skra followers. Rallied together
against the Leninists, the opportunists managed to force
through Paragraph One of the Rules as formulated by Mar-
tov.

Although Lenin's draft of Paragraph One of the Party
Rules was not supported by the Congress majority, the re-
volutionary Social-Demoerats continued their persistent strug-
gle against the opportunists on all other basic provisions
of the Party Rules, and secured their adoption as worded hy
Lenin. Martov was subsequently forced to admit: ... the
importance of this defeat for Lenin was nullified by the
adoption of the other clauses of the Rules, ™2 .

L1 |.-ni;-|.- f--'ru'."r'.".l'u-’r.|l T Marks Vol. 6. p. S02.

I 1.".-1._:. oy, -"-.n'--l.:_-.n' Rossiiskoi sotsiql-de mokratii (A History of Rus
sian Social-Democracy), Moscow-Petrograd, 1928, p. 76
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The struggle of the revolutionary Social-Democrats, led
|ij' Lenin, for the J'Ell'f‘_u' Rules was of tremendous '11|||1--1I.111ft'.
At the Second Congress, consistent Marxists n||.|:|;:|(l the Iskra
aorganisational plan, which was the basis for the emergence
in Russia of the revolutionary proletarian Party,

The triumph of the Iskra principles on programme, tacti-
cal and organisational matters had to be consolidated by re-
solutely doing away with clannishness and electing a leader-
ship capable of giving a consistent revolutionary lead in all
Party activities.

The election of the Party’s governing centres—the Cen-
tral Committee and the Central Organ—went on in bitter
struggle which led to a final split among the Iskra followers.
Realising that Lenin's principles of Party organisation were
winning out. Martov and his supporters decided to break
away from the Iskra organisation. The opportunists  stub-
bornly resisted the adoption of Lenin's proposal for the elec-
tion of two trios—for the Central Committee and for the
Editorial Board of the Party’s Central Organ—despite the
fact that the proposal had been introduced long before the
Party’s Second Congress, and had been approved by [skra's
other editors: G. Plekhanov, Y. Martov, P. Axelrod, V. Za-
sulich and A. Motresov.

Discussion of the election of the |'.||'|:_\".x; central bodies once
again demonstrated Trotskys opportunist attitude. Before
the Congress, Trotsky had spoken out in favour of the trio
idea, and at the early sittings of the Congress he had come
out in defence of the idea of centralism against attacks by
the Economist Akimov. However. during the election of the
tacked both the idea of centralism and the election of the
trios. He joined Martov in doctoring the facts, saving that
the trio proposal had been made by Lenin alone, and had
not been approved by all the editors. At the 30th sitting of
the Congress, Trotsky declared: *Comrade Rusov! alleged
that I have defended the so-called two-trio idea. That is not
true. ... It has here been said several times that the plan
for the election of ‘two trios’ belongs to the editorial board.
That is not true either. It belongs to one of its members.”2

! Pseudonym of the Bolshevik B. Knunyants.
2 The Second Congress of the RSODLP. Proceedings. pp. 364-65,




Having failed to discredit the proposal for electing the
Party's governing bodies on the basis of the trio principle.
the Martovites tried to entrench themselves on the [skra
editorial board, so as to seize the political leadership of the
Party. In breach of the already approved Rules, they de-
manded the election of all the six former editors of fskra,
four of whom were Martov's supporters, As for Trotsky, he
began to insist on the confirmation of the old editorial board.
I!I'\I 1'||'||| came out 1'{.!'!;,'!i'|'|‘\1 I,l'“: l:"::'llll“'l{'r”'{" I'Il !:"ll,' I::'llzul'L"'H.
declaring that it had “neither the moral nor the political right
to recarve the editorial board™.!

Lenin sharply criticised the statements of those who op-
posed the election of trios. He traced the origin of the ques-
tion and |||':W|:;-:1 that Martoy and Troisky had distorted the
facts to suit the u|‘1pnr'1u1r-|_-.1li: the demand for the election of
trios had originated within the editorial board and had not
been objected to by any of its members. Lenin recalled: “And
on many subsequent occasions, Comrade Martov, together
W'ltl:l {.:(Jl'll[.:‘ulﬂ II.]Uf.‘k\.' :Lr11] llih{']'.‘;. ..|1 | ]1[|1]|]JL‘|' I'Il. |l|'i"r'|.|.|{'
meetings of [skra supporters, advocated this system of elect
ing ‘two trios’."?

What Lenin said is confirmed by Martov's “Remarks on
the Draft ‘Programme of the Regular Second Congress ol
the Russian SDLP" by V. . Lenin™ (July 1903, Geneva).?
This document. especially the remarks on item 24 of the
Longress agenda which Lenin drew up, show that long before
the Congress Martov had been aware of Lenin's plan for the
election of the two trios for the I":_JI[:\.'-H governing bodies
and the procedure for the mutual co-optation of the centres.
It also follows from the document that before the Congress
Martov had fully shared Lenin's proposal and had taken an
active part in the preliminary discussion and working out
of the principle for torming the Party’s central bodics.

On the strength of Martov's remarks, Lenin made addi
tions in red ink to the commentary on item 24 of his draft.
beginning with the words: “Following the approval....™
Lenin pointed this out in his speech at the Slst sitting of the
Congress. “Several weeks before the Congress,” he said, '

L "The Second Congress of the REDLP. Pro -'|.|’|'.l.-!.-:_ I 365

* Lenin, Gollected Works, Vol. 6, p. 507.

" Lenin Miscellany UF, pp. 64-65 {Russ. e

" The text of the additions was first published in [ull in the Fiftl
(Russian) Edition of Lenin's Collected Works, Vol. 7, pp. 399-400
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plainly told him [Martov] and another member of the edi
torial board that at the Congress [ would demand the free
election of the editorial board. [ gave up this plan only
|lf'|:'..lu‘-t'_ Comrade Martov himself suggested to me the more
convenient plan of electing “two trios’. | thereupon formu-
lated this plan on paper and sent it first of all to Comrade
Martov himself, who returned it to me with some corrections
—here it is, [ have the very copy, with Martov's corrections
in red ink. Many of the comrades later saw this plan dozens
of times, all the members of the editorial board saw it too.
and no one at any time formally protested against it."! Lenin
added that Martov and his supporters had chosen one of the
two trends crystallising in the Party during the Congress.
namely, the opportunist one,? and that they had taken the
|m_|!:| of clannishness. disorganisation and division,

~The triv proposal was also supported by A. Stopani,
5. {I-u:'c'-'.l M. Lyadov, G. Mishenev, P. Krasikov, V. Noskov
and N. Bauman, the latter saying that the matter was one
ol principle and not of personal relationships on the editorial
hL_r_.uur. as Martov's supporters were trying to suggest in an
eltort to cover up their anti-Marxist, opportunist views. He
went on: “"We have been told repeatedly that we here are
Party members and should consequently act solely from po-
litical considerations, whercas everything has now been re
duced to [|1t'l personal plane, to the .L|I!'L.-.|iu|'| of confidence or
lack of confidence in the several editors.” Bauman also ex-
posed Trotsky's assertion that the trio-election proposal had
come only from Lenin and had not been approved by the
other editors. He referred to a talk he had had with Martov
whn_ had told him that the trio project did not belong .h..
Lenin alone but had been approved by himself and another
editor.® :

Speaking on the election of the editorial board, Knunyants
:ihuwt:d_tlmt [rotsky and the other opportunists had tried
to substitute the question of attitude to individuals from the
former !.ffcm'lrdihn'-::! board for the question of principle
h".'“.”-r.".””" said that it was a “purely philistine view of Party
affairs” to take such an approach ‘in deciding the question
of who was to lead the Party, who was to determine the

: Lenin Coflected T orks, Val 6 o 500G,

2 Ibid., p. 508

4 |I|"i'{| Second Congress of the RSDLP. Proceedings
a ¥lel,
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political line.! He urged the Congress “not to allow them-
selves to be misled by the delicately philistine talk about
‘mistrust for those who had not been elected, and to take, in
all their elections as in all their acts, the standpoint of the
Party's interests, the interests of the common cause. .. . I am
surprised that the trio clection is being attacked by none
other than Comrade Trotsky. Is it not he who passionately
defended the adopted agenda at the preliminary meetings®
In so doing, he made no mention of such a heretical item
on it as the trio election.™

B. Knunvanis was supported by S. Gusev, who said: “If
Trotsky was so indignant today over the proposal of the
editorial trio, it is surprising why it had not roused his in
dignation before, but had, on the contrary, caused him to
deliver ardent speeches in its defence.”™

Knunvants. Bauman, Gusev, Krasikov and Stopani gave
concrete examples exposing Trotsky's double-dealing stand
on the question of setting up the Party's central bodies.
Trotskv's efforts to have the Party leadership handed over
to the opportunist elements, and to dilute the revolutionary
Social-Democrats in the mass of opportunists were rebuffed
by the Congress majority, who supported Lenin's plan for
forming the Party’s governing bodies. Lenin subsequently
recalled that “after a desperately hot debate. the Congress
decided not to endorse the old editorial board” %

Flected to the Iskra editorial board were Lenin, Plekha-
nov and Martov, the latter refusing to work on the board,
thereby once again confirming that the contradictions in
volved principle. Elected to the Central Committee were
G Krzhizhanovsky, F. Lengnik and V. Noskov. In accordance
with the Rules, the Party’s highest body was the Party
Council. consisting of two representatives of the Central
Committee, two representatives of the Central Organ editorial
board. and a chairman elected by the Congress. The Second
Congress elected G. Plekhanov as Chairman of the Party
Council. Lenin was a member of the Party Council from the
Iskra editorial board.

I'he voting on the question of the Party’s governing hodies
consolidated the triumph of Lenin's principles. Since then,

1 The .N||'r|r||,|' Congreds of the REDLP, Proceedings, pp. 363-64.
? Tbid., p. 364.

' [hid., p- 365. gl

v Lenin, Collected {orks, Vol. 7, p. 32
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Lenin's supporters, who won a majority in the election to
the Partv’s governing bodies, came to be known as Bolshe
viks, and their opponents as Mensheviks. The “bolshinstvo™
(majority) represented the consistently revolutionary wing
of the Party, and the “menshinstve” (minority), its oppor-
tunmist wing

The split at the Second Congress of the RSDLP, which
became quite evident in the election to the governing bodies,
was not accidental, but was the result of deep-going contra-
dictions on principle between the truly revolutionary and the
opportunist sections of the Congress, contradictions which
came to the surface in the discussion of the Party Programme,
the principles of its organisation and other matters.!

In taking its very first steps, the Bolshevik Party took a
consistently revolutionary stand. After the Second Congress
the Mensheviks continued their splitting activity. Trotsky's
anti-Marxist opportunist statements even before the Second
Congress and the Menshevik-reformist views expressed at
the Congress marked the inauguration of Trotskyism as a
variety of Menshevism. The emergence of Trotskyism was a
reflection of the struggle between the revolutionary and the
opportunist wing of Social-Democracy which was then
spreading in the revolutionary labour movement. Trotskyism
was Kautskyism on Russian soil. At the Second Congress of
the RSDLP, Trotsky's stand revealed a tendency towards
Centrism, the most dangerous variety of opportunism. He
tried to follow a middle-of-the-road line between the revo-
lutionaries and the opportunists, ceaselessly vacillating and
manoeuvring between them.

For all practical purposes, Trotsky was acting in a com-
mon bloc with the opportunists. ranging from Akimov to
Martov. He joined them in the effort to deprive the proletar-
ian ]’.;Lrt!,' in Russia of s »‘Eiuguul'il role, and to turn it into

I The fabricators, echoing the Trotskyite-Menshevik inventions, have
been trying to explain the split at the Sccond Congress of the RSDLP
as being the result of personal [riction between the Party leaders.
Schapire says: “. .. Very little question of principle is discernible in the
incident which actually led to the split” (L. Schapiro, op. cit, p. 52)
Brahm ignores the bitier struggle over every point and comes up with
even a falser assertion when he says: “As for the Party Programme,
there were no differences at the Parly Congress among the [skra follow-
ers” (H. Brahm, op. cit., S. 18). This is nothing but an attempt to rehabi
litate Trotsky and the other opportunists, who opposed the revolutionary
Marxists at the Congress.
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an outht that dragged behind the hackward section instead
of raising the whole working class to the level of its van-
guard. Trotsky veiled his opportumnist schemes with “revo

lutionary” catchwords. Trotsky's stand at the Congress was
best characterised by Lenin in these words: “Revolutionary
‘:i;:-.’Eillllill'l:i i reformist essence.”!

In that carly period, Trotsky was acting as an opportumst
who does not deny various propositions, but tries to whittle
them down by means of various “amendments”. In his
speeches in the debate on the Party Programme, Trotsky did
not deny its central point on the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. On the contrary, he had even “defended” it against the
Fconomist Akimov., But his amendments emptied the Pro
gramme of its militant revolutionary content. Trotsky’s Cen-
trist tendency was most clearly revealed in his approach to
Party membership. Trotsky’s criticism of Lenin and his sup
porters at the Second Congress |Lruk1_'|:l like I'_'I'i[i'l.'i.-‘rl'l |_|'u1"l l_hr
“Left”. but was in fact criticism from the “Right” which
pushed the Party along the path of I't'lt}l'n_'l.l!ﬂll._

An analysis of Trotsky's speeches at the Second Party
Congress, and his Menshevik attitudes on programme and
organisational questions refutes the assertions of the f;L|11'I_L';I-
tors that during the Second Congress he had been a firm
Iskra follower and an unconditional supporter of Lenin.
Congress speeches by Lenin and other Bolsheviks show that
on the fundamental questions of the Party Programme and
Rules Trotsky was at one with the other Mensheviks and
hitterly |1-L|;{.|1[ the Bolsheviks 11."‘-'."|L|1.i.|.||'|;.|.|.'!-" line, These
speeches expose the unseemly methods used by Trotsky to
spread his opportunist views: manoeuvring between the real
Marxists and the opportunists, double-dealing, using “Left-
ist” camouflage and slander of the consistent revolutionaries.

The exposure by Russian Marxists. led by Lenin, ot
Trotsky's Menshevik-reformist views on programme and
organisational questions was a h]gnifi:_'imr step towards the
establishment in Russia of a revolutionary Marxist Party,
the Bolshevik Party. It was structured on the ideological and
organisational principles worked out by Lenin's [skra, and
its leading cadres were professional revolutionaries steeled
in struggle.

The appearance ol a revolutionary working-class Party

! Lenin, Collected Works, Fifth ::'{Ll*é.‘--lil.n:l Edition, Vaol. 49, P 356.
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was of enormous importance for the future of Russia. Since
the mid-1890s, the country’s working class had been acting
as a political force to be reckoned with, and with the es
tablishment of its Party, it was transformed into the leade
of all the working people. The Programme of the RSDLP
gave expression to the most cherished aspirations of the
working class, the peasant masses and the oppressed nation
alities. The RSDLP proved to be the only party whose activ-
ity was entirely in the interests of the country and the people.

From the outset, the Bolshevik Party took shape as a new
type of party, with an implacable stand against opportunism
and a revolutionary attitude towards the bourgeoisic, a party
ot social revolution and dictatorship of the proletariat. The
Bolshevik i'ult}' was the most revolutionary detachment of
the international labour movement. William Z. Foster wrote:
“This was, in fact, the seed corn of a new and better In-
|('|]'Ii.'.[ii.l”:-:l|. “'l'li"h thﬂ.' Tﬁ."\"l.ll.i.l.“(:"”fl'l'\' COUTse I.II'. cvents even-
tually was to bring to fruition.”! By creating the revolution
ary Marxist Party, a new tvpe of party, the Second Congress
of the RSDLP marked a turming |n,|-'||'11 in the world labour
|I||:5'n|.'|'|‘_'r'|

The triumph of Leninism over opportunism in every form,
ranging from Economism to Trotskyism, at the Second Con
gress ol the RSDLP signified the establishment of revolution
ary Marxism in the labour movement in Russia. Guided by
the new type of party and armed with socialist ideology, it
took the path of bold and consistent struggle against tsarism
and capitalism, and lor the establishment of the dictatorship
of the proletariat.

2. The Bolshevik Struggle Against Trotsky's
Splitting Activity After the Second Congress
of the RSDLP

Alter the Second {:ca|1;|'1'ﬁri of the RSDLP, the Bolsheviks.
|t;'{l hy Lenin, began a resolute struggle to implement the
Party'’s Programme and Rules adopted by the Congress, and
to prepare the working class for the revolutionary fight
against the autocracy

I Foster l"-'r.i.”i.lll'l 2., History of the Three Tnternationals. The Uarld
Socialist and Lommunist Movements from 1848 fo the Presend. Mew
York, 1955, p. 150,
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Defeated at the Congress, the Mensheviks strove to tor-
pedo its decisions, to take the Party back to ideological and
organisational disarray, and te seduce it to the path of
reformism. They covered up their subversive efforts with loud
declarations of loyalty to Marxism and a desire to maintam
“unity” and “peace” in the Party.

The Bolsheviks made one effort after another through ex-
planation, persuasion and negotiation with T'l_u- breakaway
section to eliminate the grave crisis into which the Party
was plunged. Lenin strove to inform Party members in Rus
sia as soon as possible about the course and results of .thr_'
Second Congress of the RSDLP, so as to show the political
meaning and fundamental importance of the post-Gongress
struggle, to expose the Menshevik leaders’ uplm:Lu|1|:-:m)a1ul
disorganising and splitting activity, and to rally all the Party
committees round Bolshevik positions. With that end in view,
he wanted the Drafting Committee to publish the proceedings
of the Congress as soon as possible. On his imtiative and
with his direct participation, the RSDLP Central Committee
had prepared by mid-October 1903 its Announcement on the
Regular Second Congress of the RSDLP, which because of
resistance on the part of the Mensheviks, notably, Plekhanov,
appeared in Iskra as late as November 25, 1903, and was
only then issued as a separate pamphlet in Russia.

A group of Bolshevik delegates to the Congress, among
them Hosalia Zemlyachka, Nikolai Bauman, Alexander Sto-
pani, Dmitry Ulyanov, Sergel Gusev and Bogdan Knunyants,
toured the local Party committees.

In a number of his works, written soon after the Second
Congress of the RSDLP (“Composition of the Congress',
“Martov's Contradictions and Zigeags”, “Account of the
Second Congress of the RSDLP™), Lenin emphasised that the
split at the Congress had been no accident. Analysing the
disrupting tactics of the Mensheviks after the Congress, and
their propaganda for a boycott of the Party's central bodies.
Lenin showed that they were continuing their drive for a
split.

From his correspondence with CC agents and Party func-
tionaries. Lenin was always well informed about the state of
affairs in the Party organisations throughout Russia, and
gave concrete instructions to guide the CC Bureau in Russia
n its work. Thus, he warned CC members Georgy Krzhi-
shanovsky and Vladimir Noskov about the impending arrival
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of Menshevik agents in Russia, and wrote on October 5
1903: “Get ready for the most legal but desperate struggle.
We must by all means fill the places on all committees with-
out exception with our own people.”! He urged special at
tention to Kharkov, Yekaterinoslav, the Don and Gornoza-
vodsky, which at the time were under Menshevik control.
In a letter to Krzhizhanovsky on October 20, he wrote: " Lhe
Caucasus is beginning to be stirred up—there, too, they need
our people’s help.”™

The discussion of the t..‘“[l_f:l't:b.‘!- decisions had £1|I'{:il1i|.}' shown
by the end of 1903 that the overwhelming majority ol Party
organisations were taking a Leninist stand, and condemned
the disrupting activitics of the Mensheviks. The Bolshevik
latform was supported by 20 Party organisations in Russia,
while the Mensheviks managed to secure control over 5 only,
This was evidence of strength and maturity among the ma
jority of organisations of the revolutionary Marxist Party.

After the (:rn]gl'q_':-cm '|_'|'|11.~ck3.' took up an extreme Highliﬂ
stand within the Party. In his book, My Life, written some
30 years later, he alleged that his connection with Menshe
vism had been a short one. But the facts inexorably testily
to ,t:(|:|11_'r_||'|1'|g else. Thus, in ﬁt'lrh‘.nlhi'l' 1903, when the Bol-
sheviks were trying to heal the incipient split by means of
a practical agreement, Trotsky took an active part in a con
ference of 17 Mensheviks held at Geneva, in violation of the
Party Rules and behind the Central Committee’s back. To-
gether with Martov, Dan and Axelrod, he became a member
of the burecau of a secret anti-Party centre elected at this
conference.

It was Trotsky and Martov who drew up a plan for hight-
iu:_:' the Bolsheviks which was :L|_'|Uph'-:] at the conference
and set out in the “Resolutions on the Current Tasks of
[nner-Party Struggle Adopted at the 3-day Conterence of 17
Supporters of the Second Congress Minority”? The resolu-
tion formulated the Mensheviks’ main aim—it was to “bring
home our [Menshevik.—Authors.) views to Party members™.’
To achieve this, the Mensheviks were planning to take over
the Party’s central bodies.

As a leader of the minority, Trotsky visited Brussels,

L Lenin, Colfected (Dorks, Vol. 36, p. 128,

2 Ihid., Vol 34, P 177

Lenin Mescellany U, pp. 246-49 [Russ ed.).
v Ibad., p. 245,
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Paris and Liége and also went to Switzerland and Germany,
He spoke at meetings of Russian Social-Democrats about the
‘I"'{ l:'l'-lll'l {.l.lll_:.\"ll. 55 :l_r"l i};.l\'l'._' wl [l‘!llllll:_{J |:Ii|:'1|.||'|_' II| i{,

Trotsky's report, called “Report of the Siberian Dele-
rates”, was a Menshevik view of the resulis of the Second
Congress. It was a part of that underground literature issued
|'|:'-' the .""TLI"“:'{"'rik“-.. .'||H||.|| \'r'llllﬂ,'ll |.I:,'|'|'i|'| wrolke l[l |"Ii"\' nll!if""
“Why 1 Resigned from the [skra Fditorial Board” as fol
lows: “Underground literature began to be produced; people
abroad were flooded with it, it was disseminated among the
committees, and is now already beginning in part to return
from Russia. The report of the delegate for Siberia,—n's let
ter on the slogans of the ‘opposition’, and Martov's (dnce
Maore in the Minority. ... Pointing to the Mensheviks® split-
ting tactics, Lenin said that in these writings the Menshe-
viks were engaged in seeking “such differences of ‘princi
ple’ on matters of organisation as entirely preclude collabo-
ratwom |

Trotsky’s “Report of the Siberian Delegates™, his articles
in [skra and pamphlets written after the Congress slandered
J..'..”ill .lrl(l Eli.‘] (JI%_'.l[Ii-i:lfi::-rl;,” 'l:ll\ll'l\ .,,H_I_l_l‘-ll'lg |'|I|||_|_ |I|‘I Ill'tl;_['_",
bourgeois Jacobinism™ and an urge to establish a “personal
dictatorship” in the Party.* Trotsky tried to create the im
pression that the struggle at the Congress did not invelve
|'|Ti”'5'i|"‘|‘7\.'. il.|"' t‘.'r".”t |l||||I.||'|ILE.I:'d ir'l I;,':F”ll,ql_{il{llrﬂ'l'\- I,1_'|'|I,|_ I'_I,H'|1|_]
sion of political concepts, and was shot through with the
spirit of intellectualist individualism. It was another step
along the opportunist path.

Trotsky’s report on the Second Congress of the RSDLP
also showed that his views |..q‘|t1 n;_'|1‘1|1;;ir|,;_'h with the situation
In the initial variant of his ||,_']1||1't, '|'!'utwk}' had attacked
Plekhanov for backing Lenin at the Congress. When Fle-
khanov turned his [ace to the Mensheviks, Trotsky's attitude
to him underwent a sharp change. The Bolshevik Pyotr Kra
sikov wrote: “The ‘dialectical’ Siberian delegate, whom
dialectics does not allow to leave unchanged (because eve
rything is ‘in flux’) even his own writings, which he styles
‘human documents’ ... has so rewritten his report that the
|:'.|irt 1_1]{"\]"\- [ll. h|"'\| .(]Ul:'i”:..'.'.l‘ltl y 'Illi'kll:llli:l'-"—u illli}ljlitiu I

I Lenin, Collected Tllorks, Vol 7, p- 122
Thad,
Kak rozhdalas partiva bolshevikow” [The Origin of the Bolshevik
l'.:l'}_.. Collection, Lemingrad, 1925, p. 454.
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Lenin's hands—which he repeats in diverse variations, has
literally disappeared from the new edition of the report.
Moreover, he has arrived at the ‘antithesis’ and drops Ple-
khanov a series of curtseys. This is very convenient dialec
tics, indeed!™!

For a special edition of the “Report of the Siberian Dele
gates”, Trotsky wrote an afterword, entitled “A Couple of
Words in Lieu of a Conclusion”. The afterword was aimed
against Lenin’s letter, “Why | Resigned from the Iskra Edi-
torial Board”., which the Mensheviks refused to publish.
This criticism of an unpublished document was further evi
dence of the way Trotsky fought Lenin and the Bolsheviks
Lenin expressed his attitude to such methods in the preface
to his pamphlet, A Letter to a Comrade on Our Organisa-
tional "l asks, where he said: “My opponents having repeatedly
expressed the wish to avail themselves of this letter as a
document, | would consider it positively—how shall [ put
it mildly?—awkward to introduce any changes when re
printing it.”* In the internal Party struggle, Trotsky kept
using methods which the Bolsheviks regarded as dishonest
and unacceptable.

Nadezhda Krupskaya reported in a number of her letters
to Russia about the Mensheviks' attempts to “throw dirt at
the majority and the CC, so as to vindicate themselves”. In
a letter on December 17, 1903, she wrote that the Mensheviks
"".'_-'trl!h] JH\:L‘ to conceal a number of documents: some of the
minutes of the Congress, the report by the Siberian delegate
Trotsky (which was circulated by the minority among the
committees), ‘Dan’s letter’ which has been widely circulated
abroad...”. When Trotsky's report was published in
January 1904, she gave it the following assessment: “This is
something outrageous. Everything about Plekhanov has been
left out.” Thus, at the very start of his activity, Trotsky
used to change his views depending on the circumstances.
and to spearhead his struggle against true revolutionaries.

_ Trotsky’s anti-Party stand. and the methods he used in
hghting against the Bolshevik Party, which were reflected
in the “Report of the Siberian Delegates”, were resisted by
the Bolshevik committees. The Tver Committee of the RSDLP

The Urigin of the Bolshevik Parey, p. 25.

‘ Lenin, Collected Tarks, Val, 7. p. 132,
¥ Lemin Miscellany X P 66 [Russ. ed.)
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sent a letter to the editorial board of the Central Organ, ex-
posing Trotsky's splitting activity, and demanding that the
board should explain why such an anti-Party pamphlet had
been issued on behalf of the Party. They added: "This
pamphlet is permeated with disregard for the Congress and
abounds in uncomradely methods of polemics, yet such
pamphlets are issued with the official masthead of the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Labour Party. The editorial board
must explain whether this one has been published with their
approval, or whether this masthead is a mere fabrication. I

In October 1904, the Party Council adopted a decision
that Party literature was to be published only with the
recommendation of a Party organisation. In his pamphlet,
The Party Council Against the Party, Vatslav Vorovsky
exposed the Mensheviks' anti-Party actions in actually re
fusing to have the RSDLP printers publish any Bolshevik
literature.

Vorovsky showed that the Menshevik demand was in-
compatible with Paragraph One of the Party Rules, and
noted that shortly before, when the Mensheviks had a mo
nopoly in exercising ideological influence on the Party, they
had stood for independent Party publications. In this con-
text, he pointed to the publication of Trotsky's pamphlet.
Vorovsky went on: “It is not so long ago that Comrade Mar
tov insisted on Comrade Trotsky's right to use the HH|?|.P
masthead on his private edition of the ‘Report of the Sibe-
rian Delegates’.”® He argued that the Mensheviks had is-
sued their own publications on behalf of the Party without
having any right to do so, and that the Party Council deci-
sion was desipned to obstruct the “majority” so as to retain
“a monopoly of ideological influence on the Party in the
hands of their own circle”, thereby securing “for themselves
the power they have seized™.*

When reports of Trotsky's splitting activity reached the
members of the Siberian Union, whose delegate he had been
at the Second Party Congress, they sent [skra a letter sharp-
ly eriticising his attitude. This letter explains the stand
Trotsky had taken at the Second Party Congress. It makes
it clear that Trotsky became a delegate to the Second Con-

U The Origin of the Bolshevik Party, p. 276
2 lbad., p. 370,
' Ibid.. p. 372

gress :||_|it|.: ]1}' chance. In .'w'(‘.l'ltli]!j:;' their |'n::|11'l:.'."~l:.‘[111ltll‘f't.‘*-s to the
Congress, the Siberians said they “did not so much reckon
with how much a given person was prepared to stand up
for strictly defined principles, as with convenience, or
rather with their own weakness”.! Explaining why the dele-
gates of the Siberian Union had found themselves in the
Menshevik ranks, while “all the members of the Siberian
Union and the vast majority of members of the Siberian
committees, after examination of the campaign which took
place at the Congress, resolutely sided with the majority at
the time”? the letter said that the views of their dt‘lﬂgkllfﬁ
did not correspond with those of revolutionary Social-
Democracy.

The Siberian Union’s letter warrants the conclusion that
Trotsky's Menshevik-reformist views and the Centrist stand
he took at the Second Congress on the basic questions of the
Party Programme and Rules were not at all accidental.
Trotsky, who sided with the Iskra followers, shared the
standpoint of the Mensheviks, the opportunist section of the
[skra organisation. He used the Iskra banner and revolu-
tionary catchwords at the Congress to cover up his own op-
portunist stand. [t was natural therefore, that after the Con
l!_:lf_"\‘-\. I'l_l'_" khl'l“l(] L'I'Illt”_'l'u:: hl‘\ ‘-Eﬁl'lltlr'l;f, I:"l‘-l'H!:.]'l'll\il'lli: .'Ht-lllrlt:k-'.

The Bolsheviks attempt to eliminate the incipient split
within the Party by negotiating with the Menshevik leaders
was [utile, On October 6, 1903, Lenin and Plekhanov sent a
letter ta Martov, the other members of the old editorial board
and Trotsky.* At the initial stage of the struggle, that was
a last effort to avoid a split.

Trotsky sent a copy of the letter to Axelrod, who was liv
ing in Zurich, with the following comment: “It is extremely
indelicate, to say nothing worse, to address the four of us
together—as if we constituted some kind of secret society.”™
Trotsky wrote this after the Mensheviks had actually set up
a sccret organisation inside the Party, and he had become
one of its leaders. This letter of Trotsky's shows that he was
not above lying and duplicity even when dealing with his
own side. The very tone of the letter, in which the invitation

U Thid., p. 279.

2 ]Ilil:j., P- 280,

4 Ibid., e 282-83.

4 Lemin Miscellany UM, pp. 299-301 (Russ. ed.).
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h:l,' the RSDLP Central Organ is called “bureaucratic ||:f'-
pocrisy”. showed that it never entered Trotsky's mind that
it was possible to work together with the Bolsheviks.

Thus, the six-week talks ended in a refusal by the old
editors and Trotsky to work together with the Bolsheviks
on the Party’s Central Organ. The struggle within the Party
became even more acute. The Mensheviks, entrenched in
the League of Russian Revolutionary Social-Democracy
Abroad, used it to fight the decisions of the Second Congress of
the RSDLP. The majority of the League consisted of intel-
lectuals who were out of touch with Party work in Russia.
With their supporters dominating the League, the Menshe-
vik leaders insisted on convening its Second Congress, which
was actually illegal. Tt should be borne in mind that the
Party Rules, adopted by the Second Congress of the RSDLP,
put the League on the same footing as the local committees
in Russia, and restricted its work to promoting the move-
ment in Russia through the Central Committee. Conseguently,
the convocation of the League Congress was a downright
denial of the principle of democratic eentralism and refusal
to submit to the decisions of the Party Congress,

The League Congress was held at Geneva from Octobe:
13 to 18, 1908. Of the 42 members of the League, 18 voles
were Bolshevik, 22 Menshevik, and 2 neutralist.! In an effort
to capitalise on their numerical superiority, the Mensheviks
objected to the Bolshevik proposal that the presidium of the
Congress should be constituted by groups. They proposed
the election of a three-man presidium, regardless of party
affiliation, in the hope of getting in their own men. Trotsky
took the hypocritical attitude that those attending the Con-
gress were not a “majority” or a “minority”, but simply
members of the League. He added: “We should not divide
our Congress artificially and beforehand.”2

Trotsky's attitude at the Congress underwent a succession
of rapid changes depending on the situation. In the debate
on the agenda, the Mensheviks insisted that after Lenin had
given the main report Martov should be miven time to make

Protokoly erege ocherednogn syexda Zapranichnog Ligi ruiskod
ivutsionnei  solsial-demokratii (Minutes of the Regular Second
Laongress of the League of Russian Revolutionary Social Democracy
1), Geneva, 1904, p. 31;: Lenin, Collected U'orks, Val, 7. p. ‘555,
I. Lalayants, ' istokev bolshevizma (At the Origins of Bolshe-
'|-"..‘\.III:|. Moscow, 1954, PP 105 -0
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a co-report. Trotsky supported the Menshevik proposal, osten-
sibly to provide an opportunity for a fuller expression of the
two standpoints. But when Lenin said that he would deal in
his report with the private sittings of the Iskra organisation
during the Second F'i!"h_; {:HI'I::_!'I'E"-"". which revealed definite
groupings of persons and helped to bring out the opposed
standpoints, Martov’s followers began to object to the propo-
sal. l'rotskv, who had earlier proposed that the differences
should be brought out into the open, now sharply opposed
this.

The League Congress passed three resolutions aimed
against Lenin’s organisational principles underlying the Party
structure. The League Rules adopted by the Congress were
also n Hagrant contradiction with the POWErS conferred on
it by the Second Congress of the RSDLP,

The Menshevik splitting tactics at the Congress of the
League were repulsed by the Bolsheviks. The representative
of the CC who attended ‘tf1t_'f':|.11ls:|'t_-:=c.'~; prn]_,:u:qn:r[ that the I.r;igut
Rules should be brought into line with the Party Rules.
This proposal was rejected, and he left the Congress. He
wis followed by all the Bolsheviks. Lenin called the League
Congress “the climax of the opposition’s campaign against
the central bodies™.!

After the Second Congress of the League, the Mensheviks
turned it into a stronghold in their fizht against the Party.
With Pleckhanov's help, the Mensheviks took over the Iskra
editorial board and the Party Council. and launched an
offensive against the CC. Lenin withdrew from the [shra
editorial board so as to fortify his positions on the Party CC,
and from there to continue the struggle against the oppor-
tunists

In November 1903, Lenin motioned in the CC a draft
declaration against Plekhanov's co-opting the old Menshevik
editors to the [skra editorial board. Being prevented from
addressing the Party through the newspaper, he maintained
contact with Party organisations through an exchange of up
to 300 letters a month. Lenin carried on an implacable
struggle against the splitting, disorganising activities of the
Mensheviks and set out as the main task exposure of the
Mensheviks' Hlllh'u-':_-l'l:il.'c- activities in [h:: |1"l.'i|.!irlll"\'. and con-
solidation of the Bolshevik commiltees.

I Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 7. p 123



In that period. some members of the CC Bureau in Russia,
falling under the influence of the Mensheviks, took up a con-
ciliatory stand, while Noskov prepared a deal with the Men
sheviks behind the back of the CC, paving the way for the
CC's acceptance of their stand. As a way out of the Party
crisis, Lenin Pl'npﬁ.ﬁ'{‘-;i ! |ﬂil|‘| for an emergency Congress. Uﬁ
December 10, 1903, he sent the CC members in Russia a let-
ter emphasising that “the only salvation is—a congress. Its
watchword: the fight against disrupters”! In subscquent let-
ters addressed to the CC Bureau in Russia Lenin again
demanded that the local committees should take resolute
steps to prepare for the Party’s third congress.?

Lenin worked with consistency and determination for the
convocation of the Third Congress, first on the Party Council
and then in the CC. When in Januarv 1904, the Menshevik-
dominated Party Council rejected Lenin’s proposal for a
congress, he was forced to concentrate all his struggle for
the congress in the CC. However, the conciliatory-minded
section of the CC, pandering to the Mensheviks, refused to
support the idea of a congress. In these conditions. the Bol-
sheviks were confronted with the task of exposing the Men-
sheviks' hostile activity and their distortion of the facts of
the inner-Party struggle.

In One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, Lenin showed the
true meaning of this inner-Party struggle and gave a resolute
rebuff to the Mensheviks, while developing and safeguard
ing the organisational principles of the new type of party.
This book gave the local Party organisations clear-cut polit-
ical orientation, helped them to find their bearings in the
situation, and promoted the cohesion of the Party commit
tees on the Leninist platform.

Lenin gave a profound analysis of the work of the Second
Party Congress and presented convincing proof that the
minority was an epportunist trend within the RSDLP. This
was most fully expressed in organisational questions. He
stressed that there was evidence of opportunism “in all the
Sacial-Democratic parties in the world, wherever there is a
division into a revolutionary and an opportunist wing™ 3

The organisational and tactical differences between the
Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks were intensified by Trotsky's

! Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 84, p. 200,
i [bid., pp. 215-20.
3 Ibid.. Vol. 7, p. 397
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splitting policy on matters arising from the attitude to the
Russo- Japanese war. With all the social contradictions shar-
pened and revolution looming in the country, the RSDLP
was first faced with the :[u:'.\l'lrm of the \x.'nrkin;: class attitude
o an ;1r|]|n'|'iu_|.l-ii Will.

The Bolsheviks opposed the war, and in their proclama
tions and leaflets and then on the pages of the newspaper
Uperyod explained that it was imperialist and unjust. They
were the only party which called for a defeat of their own
government in the imperialist war. The Bolsheviks were con-
sistent in their defence of the proletariat’s interests, and
worked out the only correct tactical line on the war.,

In March 1904, the RSDLP CC published in Iskra a leaf-
let entitled “To the Russian Proletariat”, which was writ-
ten by Lenin a week after the outbreak of the Russo-Japa-
nese war.! [t was circulated to the Party committees in Mos-
cow, St. Petersburg, Yekaterinoslav, Nizhni Novgorod, Odes-
s, H:’IIH:’IF:I., .'JT1|:1 R;lruhw Hmn{_' 1’1f [.|‘||:_"¢:|_' i r1|;'||1|i[T|_'{;'\.' :'1_'i:|r'-|r11|:‘-|:l
it in full, while others used it to issue their own proclama-
tions. The leaflet showed the war to be a plunderous one
waged in the interests of the bourgpeoisie.

From the outset, Trotsky tried to cover up its imperialist
character. Tn his article, “Our ‘Military’ Campaign”, he
criticised a number of Bolshevik committees, including the
RSDLP CC, for allegedly taking the wrong view of the
character and causes of the war. He said the RSDLP CC
proclamation written by Lenin, and the proclamations of the
Yekaterinoslav, St. Petersburg, Polesie and Odessa Bolshe-
vik committees were wrong, He said: “The CC finds that the
interests of the greedy bourgeocisie. the interests of capital,
which is prepared to sell out and ruin the country in its drive
for profits, that have caused the criminal war, while the
Baltic group has flatly declared that Nicholas was ‘forced’
to fight Japan by our evervday blood-suckers. manufactur-
ers and other capitalists.” Trotsky in fact tried to clear the
bourgeoisie of Russia and put the whole blame for the war
on Russia’s autocracy.

Thus, Trotsky's attitude to the war was identical with
that of the liberal bourgeoisie, wheose interests his article

! The leaflet is first published in the Efth (Russian) edition of
Lenin's Collecied [orks, Vol. 8, pp. 170-74. (See Lenin, Collected
{llarks, Vol. 41, pp. 111-13 in English.)



was in fact defending. He tried to prove that the proletarial
and the bourgeoisie had the same view of the war and eon
demned it as anti-national. He covered up his stand with
talk about the war being incompatible with the country’s
cconomic development,

In his article, “The Fall of Port Arthur”, Lenin showed
that the most consistent and resolute spokesmen of interna
tional Social-Democracy had correctly noted the historicalls
progressive role of the Japanese bourgenisie, They had open
‘_‘.-‘ and lrr]{_'qlti\'llr'u”}' expressed their sympathy for Japan,
which was inflicting defeats on the Russian autocracy Lenin
exposed the Russian Socialists and Trotsky for abandoning
the proletarian stand. He said that on the question of the
war they had displayed a confusion of thought and had gone
to the extent of bandying platitudes about “the unreason-
ableness of ‘speculating’ (?!) on a victory of the Japanese bour-
geoisie and about war being a calamity ‘regardless of whether'
it ends in the victory or the defeat of the autocracy™, !

In the autumn of 1904, Trotsky openlv sided with the
defencists. In his pamphlet. Our Political Tasks. he preached
peace at any price. Trotsky regarded the peace slogan “not
only as a formulation of our attitude to war in principle, hut
as an aim which we want to achieve at once.... Peace at
any price.” Lenin sharply criticised Trotsky's view of the
question of war and peace in his articles “The Fall of Port
Arthur” and “European Capital and the Autocracy”. He
stressed the need to view the question of war in the same
context as that of the revolution,

Following the defeat of the autocracy, Russia’s liberal
bourgeoisie, terrified at the growth of the revolutionary move-
ment. began to clamour for peace. This slogan became an
expression of theinterests of the European stockbrokers and
reactionaries intent on rescuing the shaken autocracy, the
mainstay of European reaction. Conclusion of a peace by the
autocracy tended to strengthen its positions in the struggle
against the revolution. Exposing the demand for peace at
any price, Lenin wrote: “We should not demand onlv peace:
for a tsarist peace is no better (and is sometimes worse) than
a tsarist war. We should not put forward the slogan of *peace
at any price’, but only of peace with the fall of the autoc
racy, ol peace concluded by a liberated nation, by a free

! Lenin, Collected Tlarks, Vol 8. p- 53
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Constituent Assembly, i.e., peace not at any price, but solely
at the price of overthrowing absolutism.™!

Trotsky’s pamphlet was resolutely rejected by the Party
functionaries in the localities. A spokesman of the Yekateri-
noslav Committee of the RSDLP in a “Letter to the Edito-
rial Board of the Central Organ™ showed up the fundamen
tally factious character of Trotsky's attacks. The letter said
it was Trotsky's aim “to discredit the majority committees
at all costs, simply because they were committees of the
majority. ... Is that not evidence of a desire to pave the
way for a split and to find a ‘theoretical and moral right’
not to submit to a possible decision by a possible Third Con
gress in the future?™? Judging by the facts given in the Yeka-
terinoslay Committee’s letter the answer is ves,

While exposing Trotsky's Menshevik views, the letter
showed that with the tacit consent of the editorial board of
the Menshevik Iskra, Trotsky had come out in open defence
of Russia's bourgeoisic. In confirmation, the letter quoted
an extract from Trotsky's article which said: “Indeed. Rus-
sia. too, was plunged into the war by the capitalists. but not
by the Russian capitalists, seeking the markets for their roods
in Manchuria and Kurea, but by the capitalists of the inter-
national stock exchange, among whom the autocracy has
to maintain conflidence in the unflagging might of tsarist
arms on pain of Anancial bankruptey,”

On June 1, 1904, Trotsky’s splitting tactics were exposed
in a letter from the Yekaterinoslav Committee to all the
RSDLP wrganisations. entitled “Present-day Party Trends
and the Tasks of Revolutionary Social Democracy™. [t
stressed that Trotsky-type “ideological leaders” of the Men-
sheviks have gone to the extent of using facts known to be
false in their fight against the Party.?

The methods Trotsky used in fighting the Bolsheviks were
sharply criticised by Mikhail Olminsky in his articles. “Down
with Bonapartism!™ and “Organ Without Party and Party
Without Organ”, published in the autumn of 1904

In the first article, Olminsky emphasised the divisive char-
acter of Trotsky’s article, “Our ‘Military’ Campaign”. He
wrote: “Trotsky has even contrived to make use of the out

! Thid.. p. 269

' Iskra No. 68, 1904, supplement.
' The Origin of the Bolshevik Parey, p. 318,
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break of the Russo-Japanese war in order to throw dirt at
the committees of the former 'It'la_iﬂt’it}" which constituted
the overwhelming majority in the Party.”! In his second
article, he marshalled facts to show that Trotsky, and the
editorial board of the Menshevik Iskra, perpetrated a fraud
when they accused the Bolshevik committees of giving the
wrong explanation of the causes of the Russo- Japanese war.
Olminsky wrote: “It turned out that the members of the mi-
nority were on the whole giving the same causes of the war
as the members of the Party majority had given.™

Olminsky made a comparison between Trotsky's article
in Iskra No. 62 and another in No. 68, and remarked that
Trotsky increasingly contradicted himself as he tried to prove
the “fault” of the Bolshevik committees. He went on: “Do
vou think that what Trotsky said in No. 62 was of any im-
portance for Trotsky in No. 68 or in the No. 78 that was
to come? I doubt it, because I remember Balalaikin, a char-
acter depicted by Saltykov-Shchedrin, This is a curious
phenomenon. Balalaikin tells lies for the fun of lying. He tells
a lie and forgets it; tells another and forgets it again: the
first sentence contradicts the second, the second contradicts
the third. That does not worry Balalaikin; he is not interested
in the purpose but in the process of lying. And what about
the CO editorial board? Surely it could not consist of Bala-
laikins? No, of course not. However, it has to wage a war
against the majority, and all is fair in war.”™

Party writers correctly understood the divisive essence of
Trotsky’s articles which abounded in contradictions and
g|nwnrighl slander of the Bolshevik committees. These writ-
ers showed that Trotsky did not care what means he used in
his fight against the Party. He acted in line with the resolu-
tion adopted by the 17-Menshevik conference which justified
the use of any means to split up the Party.

The facts show that at the time the Right-wing opportun-
ist propositions came from Trotsky, who became the virtual
head of the Menshevik opposition. Lenin put this ironic ques
tion to Krzhizhanovsky who still believed that peace with the
Mensheviks was possible: “Why didn't that good soul Hans
make friends here with Trotsky, Dan and Natalya Ivanovna

| The Origin of the Bolshevik Party, p. 215.
I Tbhid., p. 137.

4 Ibid., p. 188.

& Lenin Miscellany U, p. 2458 [Russ. ed.).
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(Y. M. Alexandrova.—Authors)? What a pity the dear
fellow missed such a chance (the last chance) to make a ‘sin-
cere’, ‘happy peace’. ... Would it not be wiser to write let-
ters directly to these ‘masters’. ... We here can clearly see
who is doing the chattering and who the bossing among the
Martovites.”! An indication that Trotsky had become the
virtual leader of the Mensheviks is also given in Olminsky s
articles, “Down with Bonapartism!” and “Sound ldeas in a
Rotten Wrapping''.2

[n his talks, pamphlets and articles, Trotsky openly fol-
lowed the line for a Party split. After the Second Congress
he tried to dictate his will to his former teachers: Martov,
Plekhanov, Axelrod and Zasulich. This led to a conflict on
the editorial board of the Menshevik Iskra in the spring of
1904, as a result of which Trotsky was temporarily foreced to
leave it.

Referring to this fact, he later tried to prove that that
was where his ties with the Mensheviks had come to an end.
Actually, however, the conflict was not based on any con-
tradiction of ideas. It was sparked off by Trotsky's article,
“Our ‘Military” Campaign”, to which objections were raised
by Plekhanov, without whose knowledge it had been pub-
lished. Plekhanov demanded that the editorial board should
undertake not to publish any of Trotsky's articles. In a let
ter to Axelrod on April 2, 1904, Martov quotes Plekhanov
as follows: “I am unable to be a member of the collegium
which systematically accepts articles by a contributor, who
in the opinion of one member of the collegium is harmful
and depresses [Iskra’s literary level by his writings,”¥ Ple-
khanov put the question this way: either Trotsky stops being
a contributor to fskra altogether or Plekhanov withdraws
from the editorial board.

A break with Plekhanov could have had far-reaching con-
sequences. After all, he was the only legitimate editor elected
by the Second Congress of the RSDLP, and his withdrawal
from the editorial board would have given the Bolsheviks
an argument for calling the Party’s Third Congress. The
Mensheviks feared that the Congress would expel them

! Lenin, Collected Ulorks, Vol. 34, p. 221. Hans was Krzhizhanovsky s
Party name.

Y The Origin of the Bolshevik Party, pp. 213-15, 247,

Y. 0. Martov and P. B. Axclrod, Pisma (Letters), Berlin, 1924,
p- 102
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from the Party and expose them as splitters in the eves of
the masses. In order to maintain thei position in the Party,
they submitted to Plekhanov's demand and sacrificed
.‘IIIIL.\'[{}'.

Axelrod's letters to Plekhanov! and two letters from Mar-
tov's secretary to Moscow? provide [resh confirmation that
the conflict was not due to any ideological contradictions be-
tween Trotsky and the Mensheviks. In these letters, Tskra's
Menshevik editorial board voiced satisfaction with Trotsky's
articles, The letter to Moscow of April 8, 1904, says: “We
are all unanimous in regarding Trotsky's articles as being
quite up to the fskra level, and that our newspaper and our
leaflets would be altogether unable to do without his col-
laboration.”™

Martynov, the leader of the Feonomists, said in his remi-
niscences of the Second ( ongress of the RSDLP that Trotsks
had a part to play in his own collaboration with the [skra
editorial board. Martynov says that, following his with-
drawal from the editorial board of the new [shra. Trotsksy
went to Berlin where he met Martynov and invited him to join
the editorial board of the Menshevik organ.’ This was the
shaping of that “unnatural and intrinsically rotten political
alliance of Plekhanov, Martynov and Trotskv'™ of which
Lenin wrote to the Siberian Committee in October 1904.

The Menshevik Iskra became the rallying centre for all
the opportunist elements. fl-r'nIaL:.' did much to help create
and consolidate this opportunist bloc which was aimed
against Lenin and the Bolshevik Party.

While the Bolsheviks regarded the convecation of the
Third Congress as the only means of preserving the Party,
the Mensheviks were intent on having a split. This line was
most openly pursued by Trotsky in his articles and pamphlet,
Our Political Tasks, which was issued in the autumn of 1904
He urged the Mensheviks, depending on the situation. either

U Perepisha G, U, Plekhanova 5 P. B, Axelrodom (Correspondence

§ 5
[EL[W-.'{II G. V. Plekhanov and P. B, Axelrod) Moscow, 1025, pp. 199
210

Central State Archives of the October Revolution, 102/ 70T 00 19ih,
[2592/63. 51
' Ibid., 102/ 00T 007 1904, 259253,
" A ."-1'.|I'I5-'||§H'. L'r_r.-.I"e'u.'h:.'.'r:-'di.';rj iz epokhi If syezada ASNOURP (Reminis
cences from the Period of the Second Congress of the R5DLP), Moscow,
1934, p. 45
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to split up the Party or to secure the maximum freedom ol
action for themselves by putting pressure on it.

.I..l"l'i.' [lllh|'u:iltin|| :IE. .JIIII[n[{"_r.." '|H|l:[|11|:|_|t_"1_ wis announced I|1:|
the new [skra, which showed that the editorial board fully
accepted its content. This was repeatedly emphasised by
Lenin.! “And Trotsky's pamphlet, please do not forget, was
published wnder the r'fl'lile'nrff.!i'll'.« of "skra'. ... Trotsky's ‘new’
views are the wviews of the editorial hoard, approved by
Plekhanov, Axelrod, Zasulich, Starover, and Martov,” Lenin
wrote.? Trotsky’s pamphlet was a specimen of the new Iskra's
opportunism, and set out the Menshevik paper’s “Credo”.

That there was a strong streak of opportunism in organi-
sational, tactical and programme questions was evident from
the denial in Trotsky's pamphlet of the Party’s role as the
vanguard of the working class, his open attacks on the
RSDLF's organisational principles, and high praise for the
spontancous labour movement. In his pamphlet, Trotsky
even went back to Economism, a fact which was especially
evident in his criticism of the resolutions adopted by three
Urals Party committees—Perm, Ufa and Central Urals—
who had come out in support of the Second RSDLP f'.-.rn;.',lt'*-ﬁ
decisions and had fully endorsed Lenin's organisational plan,

Trotsky wrote: “We the so-called ‘minority’ have not
put forward any organisational tasks of our own, and believe
that the most urgent of them will be solved by the way.
in the process of political struggle.” Rejecting Lenin's o
ganisational '|'|J.l|'l and twisting its basic pi iau]ph-_a, Trotskv
said that “the proletariat will not find itself in these prin-
ciples”. He asserted that it was impossible to predict the ways
ol social development. His pamphlet showed that he was
lclll-.:_:-il.h:'l}' '1;;r1r||'i1lg the laws of social (lC‘r'L‘l(ri][]lt'l]{ and the
possibilities of scientific prediction

I'he Tull weight of Trotsky's criticism was directed at the
requirement that members should abide by the Party Rules.
a requirement which he regarded as Lenin's attempt to lasso
Party members with the “deadly noose of discipline”. Trots
ky said the effort to influence the Party members opposing
unacceptable decisions by reminders about Party discipline
was Aa "]'l'.?ltl'lt'“l:' kl]l’:ﬂﬂ'-ilitinn-._ In |'|'|JE'n;r,\.i_[-|ur'| to Lenin's E;.r-'||"|.

For imstance in his articles. “An Obliging Liberal”™, “The Zematvo
Campaign and fskra’s Plan”, “Fine Words Butter No Parsnips™ {Lenin,
Collected UWorks, Vol. 7, pp. 486-89, 407-518; Vol. 8, pp. 56-62),

* Lenin, Collected Tlorks, Vol. 7, pp. 488-50,




ciple of Party discipline, Trotsky said “moral bonds™ would
keep the Social-Democratic Party united. _
I'he essence of Trotsky's Menshevik pamphlet, Our Polil-

ical fasks, was defence of anarchist '1'1_':_'“.'E14:|;:]'11|Er defence

of a double standard of discipline—one for the proletariat
and another for the intelligentsia—and struggle against
Lenin's call to the proletariat “to give the intelligentsia a
lesson in discipline”. Lenin wrote: “As you read such a
pamphlet you clearly see that the ‘minority’ is so false and
has told such a heap of lies that it will be [I:H..J.|:'I.J.|I!L ol pro
ducing anything viable, you feel a growing urge to join
battle, for the issue |~..|,|Ji;ur_h there,"'1

'|'|ut.-k_ himsell declared that his pamphlet demonstrated
“two doctrines, two tactics, two mentalities, with a gull be
tween them™. In this way, Trotsky himself confirmed that his
views were diametrically opposed to those of the revolu-
1imm:'}r Social-Democrats.

In the autumn of 1904, Trotsky officially withdrew from
the Menshevik organisation, while retaining his Menshevik
views and ideological and practical ties with Menshevism.
This was only a tactical move, and testified to a growth of
Centrist tendencies in Trotsky's position. From then on,
Trotsky used the mask of “non-tactionalism™ to cover up
his Right-wing opportunist views, Lenin remarked: ““Trots-
ky's ‘non-factionalism’ is, actually, splitting tactics, in that
it shamelessly flouts the will of the majority of the workers.”™

Trotsky continued to pursuc his opportunist line, while
prI l.h.l'ulllli_ to take an independent stand within the Party.
Lhis played into the hands of the West European Centrists,
who were intent on toning down and wedding contradictory
]!lr'll'lt.'i}}lcﬁ. Their aim was to make true revolutionaries pun
sue opportunist policies.

The Bolsheviks had to carry on a stiff fight against oppor-
tunism, not only within the RSDLP, but also in the Second
International. An International Socialist Congress met at
Amsterdam in the autumn of 1904, The Mensheviks tried to
conceal from the West European labour movement the real
state of alfairs in the RSDLP. Having the Party centres in
their hands, they tried to prevent Bolsheviks from attending
the Congress. Their report to the International I..IJII__L;H..‘\:\

! Lenin, Collected [orks, Filth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 46, p. 389,
- rl’.l'lll'l. Collected Warks, Vol. 20, p- 386.
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distorted the origin and causes of the split at the Second
':.:IIII_L{I'L"“'\- of the RSDLP, and threw a WIrong |'t;_';]1L on the state
of affairs in the Party.

Despite the efforts of the Menshevik leaders, however, the
Congress was attended by the Bolsheviks Pyotr Krasikov and
Martyn Lyadov, who presented a report written by Lenin
and Lyadov, openly declaring the existence in the Party of
two diametrically opposed trends: the reformist and the pro
letarian. They showed the causes of the split and put the
bhlame for the crisis in the Party where it belonged, tracing
the Bolshevik efforts to keep the Party united at the various
stages, and "‘I‘-\“-“h'“& the attitude LI]'LLII |H' the local com
mittees in Russia towards the internal Party struggle.

The report said that most of the Party committees, once
they had studied the work of the Congress from the reports
of their delegates, expressed firm resolution to abide by all
its decisions, and condemned the Mensheviks’ dlwulﬂ.lrllwlll"
policy. The Bolsheviks made the point that the hard-linc
opponents of the old [skra confirmed that the contradictions
1111.::|u|l principle. Thus, the opportunist Akimov wrote:

‘The Mensheviks assert that r.ht.}' share all the principles
of the Programme and only differ with the organisational
principles of Lenin, the chief author of the Programme, but
what then is the point of having a Programme if it cannot be
used to determine such a fundamental phenomenon in Party
life as selection of the organisational principle.”!

The authors of the report shared the view of a number of
local organisations that a Party congress was the only way
out of the Party crisis, and that only the convocation of a
congress could help to avoid a split, “provided that ther
are no men in our Party ranks who are themselves intent on
having a split™.® Thus, at the Amsterdam Congress, the Bol
sheviks took a consistent stand in defence of Lenin's organi-
sational principles for the new type of Party.

By the summer of 1904 the situation within the Party
became much more acute and intensified the need for calling
the Third Congress of the RSDLP. A conference of 22 Bol-
sheviks was called near Geneva in August 1904, on Lenin’s
'|1'|Hi;|1i'-.'u who also directed it. It discussed ways of taking

l"‘-1 Lyadov, Doklad bolshevikow Amsterdamskomu  mi
nomuy solsielisticheskomu kongressu (v 1904 g.) (Bolshevik h-:|m|'| In the
Amsterdam International Socialist Congress, 1904), Moscow, 1924, p. T

* Ibid., p. 75.
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sia—the Burcau of Huim ity Committees—and the Bolshe
vik Party organ—the newspaper Uperyod—testiied to a
fundamental improvement in the Bolshevik position on the
eve of the first Russian revolution. In Janwary 1905, Lenin
wrote to Yelena Stasova: ”'['hin;:'-. are I!_fnil'll!_‘ well with us
now. We are through with the trouble-makers at last. We
have done with the tactics of retreat. We are attacking now.
The committees in Russia are also beginning to break with
[]'n; t|-|3-\11|';::lr1iriL'|.¥."|

.I.illlﬂl'."_.!l.l:llll ‘.l‘lﬂ_' ('lllilL' I.“.'li'.:lil 1'1‘ I'lll'.ll.l.[‘l“‘l'l Elll' !l"' rcy-=
olution of 1905-07, the Bolsheviks fought to preserve and
strengthen the revolutionary Marxist party in Russia, and
worked steadily and consistently to prepare the proletariat
for the forthcoming revolutionary battles, The Mensheviks,
including the Trotskyites, split up the unity of the Party and
the working-class ranks by their opportunist activity, there-
by gravely jeopardising the proletariat’s revolutionary
struggle.

The Bolsheviks safeguarded the organisational principles
of the new tvpe of party in the bitter struggle against op-
portunism in Kussia and abroad. Once the grave crisis in
the RSDLP was overcome, the Bolsheviks broke with the
opportunists, while retaining and consolidating their influence
in the masses, The Party met the 1905-07 revolution well
organised, giving a lead to the majority of the Party com-

mittees,

! Lenin, Callected orks, Vaol, 8, pp- 69-70,



CHAFTER 11

THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY
IN THE STRUGGLE AGAINST TROTSKYISM
DURING THE 1905-1907 REVOLUTION

1. Lenin's Critique of the Troiskyite
Line on the Basic Questions of Party Theory
and Tactics in Revolution

The first Russian revolution set in motion all the classes
and parties of Russia. It showed them to each other and
to the whole world “in their true character and in the truc
alignment of their interests, their forces, their modes of ac
tion, and their immediate and ultimate aims".!

The revolution set before the Party the task of giving the
working class a political lead, establishing an alliance of the
proletariat and the peasantry, and bringing together all the
revolutionary forces in the struggle against the autocracy.
These were “demands of Social-Democracy such as history
has never before and nowhere made of a working-class party
in an epoch of democratic revolution™.?

The new tactical and organisational problems brought to
the fore h}' the |||n:.1l1|‘|[i||;_'; ['(‘\r‘l'rlllliilrI\L[",.-' movement inliihl:_'ulh
urged the earliest convocation of the Party’s Third Congress.
This was also dictated by the internal situation within the
RSDLP, which was virtually split into two parts. Each of
these took a different view of the ]l1'nl|:_'l;n"|'.|,r-5 tasks in the
revolution and of its motive forces. The Mensheviks' .\'p“:llinf:
tactics were supported by the opportunists of the Second In-
ternational, who took a common view with them of the way
the party should be built,

In their support for the Mensheviks, the West |",|||'u-|u-;1|1
opportunists went to the extent of trying to interfere directly
in the affairs of the RSDLP. On the strength of the Amster
dam Congress decision. which said that enly one party in
I Lenin, Collected Tlorks, Vol. 23, p- 298,
! Ibid., Vaol. 8, p. 445
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ciach country could be a member of the International, the
International Socialist Bureau (ISB) got down in January
1905 to the question of eliminating the split in the RSDLP.
|"nr' lliilr ':le.ll'[!--.:n.‘il' Ir :]t'l';r!L'd toy set Llp an .'_l:'|1i[r:ji:;||“ ‘.'““lllli.‘-
sion headed by August Bebel.! The Mensheviks supported
this decision and nominated Karl Kautsky and Clara Zetkin
as their representatives on the commission.

The ISB proposal was rejected by the Bolsheviks, who said
that only the regular Third Congress of the RESDLP was em
powered to decide on such matters, In an article, “A Bricf
QOutline of the Split in the RSDLP", Lenin said that the main
obstacle to unification was the Mensheviks' disorganising tac-
“1'-'1'. d'l'llIE thl:."i.l' I'l‘l.LJ".'il to .'iLl]Jr'l]it Loy Lhr.: iJ{'I:i\\.il:”'l'\ “F Lill.‘ I""q_| =
ty's Second Congress. He emphasised that these differences
involved principle and drove home the point that they could
be overcome only by a regular Party congress.? The Bolshe-
viks gave a resolute rebuff to attempts by the West Furo
pean Social-Democratic leaders to meddle in Russian affairs.

The Mensheviks and the Bolshevik conciliators in the CC
and the Party Council, who supported the former, resorted
to all manner of dodges in an effort to put off the convoca-
tion of the next Party congress. There were also signs of
a conciliatory attitude among some members of the Bureau
ol Majority Committees, the practical Bolshevik centre in
Russia. Thus, in a discussion of Lenin's draft announcement
on the establishment of the BMC, Alexander Bogdanov and
Sergei Gusev deleted its statement that the Third Congress
of the RSDLP was a regular one. This amendment played
into the hands of the Mensheviks, who strained to prove
that the Congress the Bolsheviks wanted to call was illegal.

In a letter to Bogdanov and Gusev, Lenin came out
strongly against “loyalty™ to the Menshevik centres, the plea
the two men put forward in justification of their amend-
ment. He wanted “to call a congress against the central
bodies, in which lack of confidence has been expressed, to call
this Congress in the name of a revolulionary bureau...”?
When the governing Party centres openly sided with the
Mensheviks, Lenin proposed that the Bolsheviks should cut
themselves off from the disorganisers and from all those who

' Lenin Miscellany U, pp. 169-70 (Russ. ed.).

* Lenin. Collected [orks. Vol, B, pp. 127-31.
4 [hid., p. 144,



were actually helping the splitters by taking a conciliatory
attitude,

Our Party’s enemies have subsequently tried again and
again to show Lenin as a splitter. Actually, howewver, his
struggle against the opportunists within the labour mowve
ment in Russia and in other countries was a struggle for
working-class unity on the basis of principle and was directed
against the \p||tlr:_-‘- and opportunists  within the Party's
ranks. It was Lenin's criticism that enabled the Burcau of
Majority Committees to overcome some hesitation and rally
the n'-'l_|'1."|u:|r1'xi|1:af majority of Party organisations round it.
In March 1905, 21 out of the 28 Parlvy committees came out
in favour of convening the Congress, .

[ts convocation was also hampered by Trotsky's splitting
tactics after his return to Russia at the beginning of 1905
With his Centrist stand in the |}.1|'F_:.,'_ he made several at-
tempts to set up a Centrist group inside the RSDLP. Much
later, Trotsky tried to prove, in defiance of the facts, that
back in 1905 he had been with the Bolsheviks. This fiction is
now being maintained by the falsifiers of history who arce
trving to substitute Trotskyism for Leninism. As confirma
tiom, 1Eu'-, quote an extract from Lenin's reply to Pyotr Kra-
sikov's letter to Nadezhda Krupskava, informing them of the
CLs inactivity and its publication of leaflets written by
Trotsky. However, they quote only the part of Lenin’s
letter which says: “There is nothing wrong in that if the
leallets are fairly good and vetted™,! deliberately leaving
out the following sentence: “I advise the St l:l:_-.nln..w
Commitiee, too, to print his leallets ve tted, say, by you. ...
It is I=!L|11.l:.‘ clear that Lenin was i‘!“Pi"‘”'li;' 1_||"|,|_ |1Ht‘~k". 5 ac-
tivity should be placed under the Party’s control.

Indeed. in the spring of 1905, [rrrlxk}-‘ did collaborate
with the RSDLP Central Committee for some time. Among
those who were then on the RSDLP Central Committee,
whose masthead was printed on Trotsky's leaflets, were the
Menshevik R. Golberstadt and the Bolshevik conciliators
A. Lyubimov and L. Krasin, who did not Oppose the print
ing of llrlh!ﬂ s leaflets or his Menshevik line, illl[ﬁk\-‘ 5 col-
laboration with the conc iliators provides additional :1,|1|1_11:g
ol his attempts to knock together a Centrist group in the
Party with their aid.

Lenin, Collected (lorks, Vol. 34, pp. 339-40

= Ibid P 340,

Trotskv's Menshevik views were already revealed in the
leaflet, “Peasants, Our Words Are Addressed to You!”,
which he wrote at the beginning of 1905, At the time, the
Bolsheviks were very actively working in the countryside
on the -ir'1'||l!:r|1 of the resolution on the peasant 1:|l|:."~'tii1r1 pre-
|:;1r':_'[l for the Third Congress of the RSDL l' which set the
task of supporting any revolutionary acts by the pcasants
and of organising the rural proletariat into a class party.

Trotskyv's leaflet, claiming to explain the agrarian pro-
gramme of the Social-Democrats, in fact offered the prasants
nothing but the convocation of a Constituent Assembly which
was to “set up a new order in Russia, enact just laws, and
satisly the people’s needs™. By distorting the Constituent As-
sembly slogan, Trotsky spread the illusion that all the work-
ers and |w;unr- |'|Ltrh|:l was to win the franchise., to have
their life instantly transformed, without revolutionary strug
gle, without armed uprising and without the overthrow of
the tsar and the landowners. His leallet ran counter to the
Party Programme adopted by the Second Congress of the
RSDLP.

Let us recall that in his book, Two Tactics of Sociaf-De-
.l'}urf'rr{r_].' |'-|'.|,' fl‘]'{' |r.:||".?|'.|”" |"|:|"|r|'-|" Hr';l;.u".l.r.firl,r." :I -:_'rlin L'H])]i,li'l'l(:d 1,]1{'
resolution of the Party’s Third Congress on a provisional
revolutionary government, and said: “To -establish a new
order ‘that will really express the will the people” it is
not enough to term a representative assembly a constituent
assembly. Such an assembly must have the authority and
power to ‘constitute’.”! The Constituent Assembly as pre
sented by Trotsky could be nothing but a catchword,

In April 1905, the Burean of the RSDLP Central Commit-
tee issued Trotsky's leaflet, entitled “More Tsarist Boun-
ties”, which spoke of the reactionary substance of the tsar’s
ukaze of March 30 (April 12) designed to provide greater
pmh-{'riun for private land holdings and the ukaze of April
10 (23), “On the Material Responsibility of Peasants for
Losses Inllicted on Landowners by Peasant Disorders”™. While
urging peasants to fight against the autocracy and to demand
an end to the Russo- Japanese war, Trotsky's leaflet wrongly
suggested that Party committees “should set up Social-Dem-
ocratic peasant circles in all villages”

In view of the questions being sent in from the localities

1 [|!>i:1|.: Vaol. 0 p- 26.
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to the Central Committee Bureau on this ;Hliul, Lenin |J|'-:>l|:_;|1|
together a mass of facts in his article “Social-Democracy’s

Attitude Towards the Peasant Movement”. and said: “In ou
opinion Here should be no Social-Democratic preasant com-
mittees. If they are Social-Democratic, that means they ar
it |='J[i_'i'. peasant committees; if they are peasant commit

tees, that means they are not purely proletarian, not Social
Democratic committees. ... Our ideal is purely Social
Democratic committees in all rural districts. . .

Simultaneously, Trotsky continued to collaborate with the
Mensheviks and contributed articles to the new Iskra. In
the spring of 1905, in violation of the resolution adopted by
the Party Council, the Mensheviks published Trotsky
pamphlet, Before January 9, at the Party printers’ and with
the RSDLPs masthead. It set out Trotsky's views of Rus
sia's revolutionary development, the revolution’'s motive
[orces and means of struggle. The content of Trotsky’s pamph
lets, leaflets and handbills shows that in the l'\|'|:'[|1_-_f of 1905
his stand had nothing in common with Bolshevik activity.

The pamphlet Before January 9 consists of two parts. The
hrst was written at the end of 1904 in connection with the
Zemstvo campaign and was an explicit statement of T'rotsky s
."&Tl'l]‘wl'l'.'nt.“ 't]"'t'.'.\: IEH H{'('(lll[l WIS '“-"l]tt(_'ll ]1_]\[ :llll;,l' I.,l,l'[.!.l,'n.
9, 1905, and was an expression of his Centrist attitude. The
I.i;_~.| put forward as the main political slopan the demand
for a universal Constituent Assembly, the implication being
that it could be called under the autocratic system. This was
in fact the attitude taken ]J}' the liberal bourgeoisie, whicl
was trying to secure a deal between the tsar and the revolu
Lionary people on the most pecaceable terms,

Trotsky held that the peaceful political strike was the
main means of hghting for the Constituent Assembly, and
that the bourgeoisie and the “revolutionary proletarian
mass” were the motive forces. He discounted the peasantry
and the petty bourgeoisie, who were taking “too ‘-1[Ll” a con
scious part in the country’s political life” and added that
democracy “sickened at the awareness of its own impotence”
‘T'wo months later, in his “Political Letters”, Trotsky virtua
ly denied the existence of revelutionary mmmmHr in Rus
sia, declaring that it was “just growing up”, w hile the pro
letariat was gaining in stature. On this question again, his

U lhid., pp. 287-38,

;.I,,uu'[ U’LHP|L1&|M coincided with that of the liberal |I||I.lI~"1||l-
Me whose leader. Struve, wrote two days before January 9,
1005, that “Russia does not vet have a lLHJ|L|T:||!hLL‘_r‘ people”
This actually meant ignoring millions upon millions of peas-
unts, whose demands were to be realised in the course of
% democratic revolution. Lenin emphasised: “That revolu
fion marks the period in the development of society in which
the mass of society virtually stands between the p roletariat
und the bourgenisie and constitutes an immense petty-
bourgeois, peasant stratum.”™ _

By denying the peasantry’s revolutionary potential, the
IH:.r-,L'..m_k strove to cut off the ]1ri|L1l iat from its chief
and natural ally, and to foist upon it the liberal bourge isie
a8 an ally. This was shady tactics which doomed the prol-
elariat to defeat.

Parvus acted together with Trotsky and wrote a foreword
to his pdntphlu Parvus substituted the idea of a “work-
ers democrac v government for Lenin's idea of a revolutio
nary- democratic dictatorship of workers and peasants, insist
g that “only the workers can carry out a revolution in
Russia. Any provisional government will be a government
ol workers' :icmul'r.;u_\r'” Parvus held that the peasants “are
.'|I:|.i1‘,||{' only of increasing the polit I:l..ll anarc |I-1 in the coun
try, thereby weakening the government”

Lenin showed that Paryus, like lmlk?q.‘. in fact denied
the bourgeois character of the Russian revolution and pushed
the proletariat onto the path of adventurism, spreading the
illusion that it alone, without an ally, could overthrow tsar-
Wm. In the struggle against the autocracy and the survivals
ol serfdom. the interests of the proletariat and the peasantry
were identical. This social basis made it inevitable for
pepresentatives of the peasants, the petty bourgeoisie and the
inlrl]i.lr,-.'f_‘nh'm, i.e., the whole of revolutionary {{-:_"lllH:'T:l.L'}', to
loin the proletariat in setting up a provisional revolutionary
government.

In the second part of his pamphlet, Trotsky threw up a
barrage of statements about the political necessity and his-
forical inevitability of a massive uprising, treating it as the
task of the few wecks ahead. While not openly opposing the
prganisational and technical preparation of the uprising, he

I (hypobozhdeniye (Liberation), January 7, 1905,
4 Lenin, Collected [arks, Vol §, P- 283,



was in cssence spreading the Menshevik view. The Men
sheviks are known to have held that preparations for the up
rising |2'|’|l|_|+’] be limited to r|{"l.':"|||E:irL;_"' in the pt‘.upf{- “a burn-
|11_irll_u-r|f for armament and self-armament”,

Virtually the same idea was being spread by Trotsky, who

wrote: “This idea [of the uprising.— Authors.). once it has
been accepted by the masses, is in itself capable of concen
trating their militant energy. restraining them from sporadic
ﬂ_ul||ll|:-ll;. on the one hand, and teacking them on the expe
rience of revolutionary outbursts the business of revolutiona
ry cohesion, on the other.”
.II':N]HIIH.:I‘IIE"' the opportunist essence of the statements hv
['rotsky and Parvus, Lenin showed in his plan for the article.
“More About the Provisional Government”, that Russia did
have a revolutionary democracy and that, contrary to Trots
ky's statement, it was growing, and that “all legal liberals
provided they were honest. =ready revolutionary democrats,”!
Many years later, in his “Lecture on the 1905 Revolution”
he reiterated that the first Russian revolution which set in
motion all classes of society produced a revolutionary people
which was led by the revolutionary proletariat.? Trotsky's
denial of a revolutionary democracy was in effect defence
of the Menshevik idea of the bourgeoisie’s hegemony in the
forthcoming revolution. ' '

I'he proletariat’s political hegemony was the decisive
condition for overthrowing the autocracy and establishing a
real people’s power in the form of a provisional revolution-
ary government. In March 1905, Lenin said in his article,
“New Tasks and New Forces”, that the proletariat of Rus
sia was in favourable circumstances with respect to temporary
allies, conscious friends and unwitting helpers. He urged that
social-Democrats should discard khvostist ideas :uldﬂpr'{';u'h
ings _;l,hntll the non-existence of a revolutionary people and
provide leadership in the proletariat’'s struggle. In this ar-
ticle, he formulated for the first time the Bolsheviks' }:1‘1‘:”_:"!!]'_'
slogan in a bourgeois-democratic revolution: a revolution-
ary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peas-
antry. i

Lenin's idea of the hegemony of the proletariat and its
alliance with the peasantry was alwavs the basis of the Bol-

_|_1 I.|:'11Ll‘|. t.'.u'."r'rl'.lrlnI Jnl’-.“n.-.b:_ Fifth (Russian) Edition. Vol. 10 p. 860
[this work was included in Lenin's Collected (orks for the K s L
! Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 23, pp, 25152, e

Whevik Party's strategy and tactics, which were entrenched
I the decisions of the Third Congress of the RSDLP, when
it met in London in April 1905, The Mensheviks, who con
Wnued their splitting  activity, refused to attend the Con

gress, and met for a conference at Geneva.

The Third Congress of the RSDLP was held against the
biuckground of the revolution which had started in Russia.
Ik was the first purely Bolshevik Congress. [t armed the
Party and the proletariat with Lenin’s strategy and tactics
designed to advance the revolution. The strategic plan mapped
put by the Congress envisaged that at the first stage of
the revolution the proletariat was to establish an alliance
with the whole peasantry, neutralising the bourgeoisie, off-
gelting its instability, and fighting for the victory of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution, At the following stage, the
sroletariat was to work for the direct development of the
;uuu'guuia-('.l;um-:'l15[' revolution into a socialist revolution.
On the strength of Lenin's strategic plan, the Bolshevik Party
hrought up before the masses these main slogans: overthrow
of tsarism and establishment of a democratic republic, con-
Bscation of landed estates, and an 8-hour working day.

In accordance with this, the Third Congress worked out
the Party's tactical line, recognising the organisation of an
grmed uprising as the main and most urgent task before the
Party and the working class. The Congress said that “the
sk of organising the proletariat for direct struggle against
the autocracy through an armed uprising is one of the most
important and urgent tasks before the Party at the present
vevolutionary moment”.! All Party organisations were asked
{o explain to the proletariat not only the political significance
but also the organisational side of the forthcoming armed
iprising in practical terms.

The Congress determined the class character and the
tusks of the provisional revolutionary government which was
o arise as a result of the overthrow of tsarism, and which
was to constitute a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship ol
the proletariat and the peasantry. It approved Lenin’s for
mula for Paragraph One of the Rules, and elected a single
governing Party centre—the RSDLP Central Committee—
with Lenin at its head. The Congress sharply condemned the

L CPSET i the Resolutions and  Decisions of Cougresses, Gonr
lerences and CC Plenums, Part [, Moscow, 1954, p. 77,



Mensh viks as a “Party’s splinter group”, and rejected their
opportunist views not only on organisational. but also on
tactical questions. '

he decisions taken by the Mensheviks' Geneva confer
ence showed that there was a great gulf between Bolshevik
and Menshevik principles. In contrast to the revolutionar
slogans issued by the Bolsheviks, the opportunist propositions
adopted by the Menshevik conference led to a folding-up «of
the revolution and a handover of leadership to the bour
geoisie. The conference showed that the Mensheviks had
slid into the bog of conciliation and had become the agents
of the bourgeoisic in the labour movement. The state of
affairs in the RSDLP was characterised by Lenin in these
words: "Two congresses—two parties.’™ ¢

lhe Bolshevik Party, led by Lenin, was the only Part:
that succeeded in taking a correct view of the relationship
of classes in the revolution, and in working out a strategic
plan and tactical line, which the whole course of the revo
lution justified. :

During the first Russian revolution, the Bolsheviks had to
carry on a stiff fight against the opportunists. the Trotskvites
in particular, who were trying to substitute for Lenin's strat-
cgy and tractics in the bourgeois-democratic revolution the
Menshevik tactics of “assisting” the liberals, which were in
tact “liberal-labour tactics™.2

he Trotskyite views on strategy and tactics were sub
stantiated by the “permanent revolution” theory, which
absorbed all the principal features of the Menshevik con
cept of revolution camouflaged with revolutionary catch
words. It is this that Trotsky, Parvus and their supporters
put torward as a new revolutionary theory and new tactics.?

* Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 36 p. 553,
' Lhid.. Wal. 20, p. 251
4 The British historian L. Kochan, in his bogk
M'”ﬁ"“?'r'\l'., ignores the facts when he writes that Trotsky's “permanent
r|:"-"|l||rl:_1.n1'| doctrine “anticipated with great accuracy the I::srri._u. Lenir
would follow . .. {although Lenin himself may not have heen S Birare
of all the details of the theory)™ (L Kochan, Russig in nrfti'l'-'fl|l|!|;n'-.-}r'._ll‘;;'|{.'
1918, Londen, 1966, p. 142). ' rie
Bourgevis fabricators keep echoing Trotsky's claim that Lenin's theory
of the socialist revolution is nothing but the “permanent revolution’

= (=}
theory, and that Lenin had allegedly said that it was Trotsky who
and that Trotskyism was a trend in socialist thinking

been Ii;;hl'. in 1505,
which, Far frem being hostile to Bolshevism, was in fact most akin to it

fussia in Revolution

1]

At the highest point of the first Russian revolution, a Cen-
list group took shape round Russhaya Gazeta.! which was
Bilited by Trotsky and Parvus, and the Menshevik newspaper,
Wachalo,® which was edited by Martov, Potresov, Dan, Mar
Wnov, lordansky, Trotsky and Parvus. In his “Report on the
ity Congress” in 1906, Lenin noted the existence within
Menshevism of a trend which Party members were in the
Babit of associating with the names of Trotsky and Parvus.
Lenin wrote: “True, it is quite possible that there were some
WParvusites’ and ‘Trotskyites’ among the Mensheviks—1 was
old that there were about cight of them—but, owing to the
pemoval from the agenda of the question of the provisional
fevolutionary government, they had no opportunity of mak-
g a show.” Trotsky and his group set up the “permanent
fevolution” doctrine in opposition to Lenin's theory of the
liegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-democratic
¥evolution and the theory of the bourgeois-democratic revo-
lution growing into a socialist revolution. :

While the Bolshevik Party was readying the working class
for an armed uprising, Trotsky and his group came forward
With the reckless proposal to decide the question of a social-
It revolution at “one blow™. Trotsky argued that “thc unin
lerrupted revolution becomes a law of the proletariat’s selt-
Preservation as a class”, with a “revolutionary continuity
gatablished between its immediate and ultimate aims. Behind
thiese obscure words lay the denial that the Russian revolu-
flon was bourgeois, and a confusion of its bourgeois
flemocratic and its socialist stage.

Lenin regarded the bourgeois-democratic and the socialist
bevolution as two links in the same chain, strictly differen-
Hiting between the first and the second stage of the revolu-
flon, and also the tasks before the proletariat and its Party,

Mo wonder then that H. Brahm writes: “The dictatorship of the prole-
furiat (in Trotsky's specific sense) was established in Russia in 1917, in
Mugoslavia in 1944-1945, in China in 1947-1949, i.e., in countries with
i embryonic cconomic development”™ (H, Brahm, op. at., 5 31).

That is an attempt to belittle the epoch-making role of Lenin's doc
Wine of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and to ereate the impression
it it is suitable only for |'-.ui|w..n-l countrics and not for advanced
pountries.

| Russkaya Gazeta (Russian WNewspaper) was published from 1904 te
L

i Nachalo (Beginning), the official organ of the Mensheviks, was
|||_|h|i_§.||_g-g'[ in place of Iskra, from MNovember 13 to December 2, 1905

¥ Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 10, pp. 525-24.




and the relation of the class forces at these stages. He stressed
that “from the democratic revolution we shall at once. .
begin to pass to the socialist revolution. We stand for un
interrupted revolution. We shall not stop half-way.”!

Establishment of a revelutionary-democratic dictatorship
of workers and peasants is a necessary condition for going
over from the bourgeois-democratic revolution to the social
ist revolution. In his Twe [ actics of Social-Democracy in th
Democratic Revolution, Lenin gave convincing evidence to
show that victory over tsarism and establishment of 2
revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
the peasantry create the conditions for a proletarian revo
lution.

Lenin regarded the victory of the bourgeois revolution as
4 necessary stage in the emancipation struggle without which
it was impossible to pass on to the establishment of the dic
tatorship of the proletariat. Accordingly. he issued warnings
against confusing the tasks of the democratic and the so
cialist revolution, pointing to the need for fully implement
ing, in the first place, of the minimum programme, which
was in line with the historical tasks of the revolutionary
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry,
adding that it was tantamount to a betrayal of socialism to
ignore these.? i

The Party was split wide open by the Trotskyites™ insist
ence on the opportunist “permanent revolution” doctrine
just when the need was to overthrow the autocracy and to
carry out democratic reforms. Trotsky's ideas gave the
anarchists, Socialist-Revolutionaries and members of other
petty-bourgeois parties the pretext to allege that the RSDLP
had abandoned Lenin's idea of a revolutionary-democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.

[n 1906, '11I'1'rt.'tkl'y' issued a book, Results and Prospects,
which set out the grounds for his “permanent revolution”
doctrine, From beginning to end it was a denial of Lenin's
idea of a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the prol
ctariat and the peasantry. Trotsky wrote: “The point is
not whether or not we consider it to be admissible in prin
ciple, whether ‘we do or do not want” such a form of political
co-operation. But we consider it unfeasible—in the direct

U Lenin, Collected (Dorks, Vol. 9, pp. 236-37.
= [hid.. PP 54-835.
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immediate sense, at any rate.” At the Fifth Congress
the RSDLP, Trotsky reiterated his view that “over here
'\"il‘tﬂt"}" of the revolution is I.':I(I.\-.\i.lillL‘ ut"l|}' as a revolu-
i I'}rl:!\-'lt'lUl'}' of the proletariat, or is impossible alto
r.

It was on the question of a provisional revolutionary gov-
jiment that the “permanent revolution” doctrine most
fiely revealed its adventurist character and opportunist
tance. In propounding the “with no tsar, but a workers’
grnment’’ thesis, Trotsky ignored the bourgeois character
the first Russian revolution and blurred the distinction
ween its democratic and socialist stages. He insisted that
was a fundamental importance to divide the Party Pro
linme into a minimum programme and a maximum pro-
mme only if power was in the hands of the bourgeoisie,
il was in the hands of a revolutionary government “with
fucialist majority °, there is no point at all in making such
histinction within whose framework the proletarian gov-
ment will never be able to maintain itself.

i his book, Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Dem-
t¢ Revolution, Lenin proved that a victorious bourgeois-
mocratic revolution in  which hegemony belongs to
woletariat should lead not to the winning of power by
@ bourgeoisie or the establishment of a “government of
ptkers’ democracy”, but of a revolutionary-democratic
ltorship of workers and peasants. Lenin added that the
pacter of this government “delines the classes upon which
new ‘builders’ of the new superstructure can and must
¥, the character of the new superstructure (a ‘democratic’
glistinet from a socialist dictatorship), and how it is to be
it (dictatorship, i.e., the forcible suppression of resistance
force and the arming of the revolutionary classes of the
% plu}?TLE

i opposing the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of
# proletariat and the peasantry, Trotsky denied that the
pletariat had an epoch-making role to play because of its
Iy status. Actually, however, the bourgeois-democratic re-
ition had in a sense more benefits for the proletariat than
the bourgenisie, because its victory allowed the prole-

yetyi (Londousky) syezd RSDRP. Protekoly (The Fifth [London]
i the RSDLFP. Proceedings), Moscow, 1963, . 401,
8 Lenin, Collected Tlorks, Vol 9, p. 125,




tariat to secure democratic freedoms, consolidate its organ
isations, acquire experience in leading the masses, and starl
a struggle for winning political power. Lenin wrote: “The
more complete, determined, and consistent the bourgeois re
volution, the more assured will the ]un|1:1.i:'i;.1t'_'; struggle |-Il.'
against the bourgeoisie and for socialism.”! The proletariat’y
status as a class makes it consistently democratic, impclling
it to carry on the revolution to a decisive victory over tsarism,
which is nothing but the establishment of a revolutionary
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry!

Lenin made the point that victory of the revolution and
implementation of democratic reforms would mect -.n!:h
desperate resistance from tsarism, the landowners and the big
bourgeoisie. Only a dictatorship relying on an armed peos
ple was capable of overcoming this resistance, taking the
democratic revolution to the end, and paving the way for the
proletariat’s successful struggle for socialism. However, If
would not be a socialist, but a demoeratic dictatorship which
would implement the minimum programme, meeting the in
terests of the whole people but not affecting the basis of
capitalism. Consequently, the overthrow of tsarism, elimina
tion of the remnants of the serf system and implementation
of democratie reforms would not make the bourgeois revolu
tion into a socialist one, nor would it carry the democrati
revolution beyond the immediate framework of bourgeois
socio-economic relations,

As the first Russian revolution developed, many questions
were transferred from the sphere of theory to the soil ol
practice, and this applied above all to the hegemony of the
proletariat. The 1905-07 revolution was a bourgeois-demo
cratic one, but almost at once involved the use of proletarian
means of struggle. It was a revolution in which the pro
letariat, led by the Bolshevik Party, assumed hegemony ol
the first time. This role of the working class in the revolu
tionary struggle of the masses was most clearly evident in
the strikes. “The most important and historically distinctive
feature of our strikes,” Lenin wrote, “is the fact that pro

letariat comes forward as the leader. . . . The strike struggle

carried on by the working class was an expression of the

vital interests of Russia’s working masses.

Lenin, Collected [larks, Vol, 9, p. 50,
? Ihid., p. 86,

[bid., Vol. 18, pp. 541-542.

e interlacing of economic and political strikes was
feristic of the revolution at its highest peak. The pro

l.nl of Russia pluxt':[ in '|}1:L:'ti{'4;: that 1t was |:|u:-ki]:l:' fo
e cconomic and political strikes, and demonstrated
Mmportance of the mass political strike which developed
N armed uprising.

e revolutionary initiative of Russia's working class in
807 created the Soviets as organs of massive struggle
g victory of the revolution and for socialism. The 1905
I8 were a great historical achievement of the working
ind the prototype of the Soviet power. [t was Russia’s
ple that first brought out the thesis that “the significance
e proletariat i1s inhinitely greater than its proportion in
otal population”,! a fact which made nonsense of the
BkVite-Menshevik thesis that no dictatorship of the pro

Rt could be set up until that class became a majority
e nation.

e of Lenin's tenets was that the vital interests of the
gintry made it a resolute supporter of the proletariat in
fiocratic revolution, because revolution was the only way
ll"-i“l-‘.' an end to the 1:[‘:[&|‘{I’-Hi0r|, of the .'LI|11||"'.'H'_~.' and
B out the relics of serfdom. The peasantry could imple

i this task only under the leadership of the proletariat.
I draft resolution, “On the Tasks of the Proletariat at
Clrrent Stage of the Bourgeois-Democratic Revolution”,
Bl Lenin wrote for the Second Congress of the Social

peracy of the Latvian area, he said: “The proletariat
B8 capable of carrying the democratic revolution to
giel, provided that, as the only consistently revolutionary
Bin contemporary society, it leads the mass of peasants
felentless struggle against the landowners' estates and
BBr-owning state.” Every major turn of events in the
QST revolution gave practical confirmation of this idea.
With the facts staring him in the face, Trotsky denied the
iBility of an alliance between the proletariat and the
Bintry. He argued that a “coalition” of the proletariat
the pcasantry “implies either that one of the existing
ligcois parties gains control of the peasantry, or that the
Witry sets up a mighty independent party. Neither is
iile”. In “The Aim of the Proletarian Struggle in Qur

| hid,, Vol 51. p- 9.
BBid., Vol 41, p. 2040




Revolution™ (1909), Lenin said that Trotsky's statement aboul
a “coalition” of classes was wrong both in terms ol theory
and in the light of the experience of the Russian revolution
A coalition of the proletariat and the peasantry did not al
all imply either that one of the existing bourgeois partied
should gain control of the peasantry, or that the latter should
set up an independent party. It was especially hard for the
peasantry to submit to party organisation, and the establish
ment of peasant parties was a drawn-out process.’

Trotsky declared that the proletariat and the peasantry
could not set up a revolutionary-democratic dictatorshig
even when the peasantry joined the proletariat. Trotsky
added: “Fwven assuming that it does so, with no more con
sciousness than it usually displays in adhering to the bow
geois regime.” Lenin criticised this opportunist argument and
said that the proletariat could not reckon on the peasantry’s
prejudices and lack of consciousness, as the ruling classes
in bourgeois society do, nor assume that in a revolutionary
period the peasantry would display no more than its usual
level of unconsciousness and passivity.” _

The Bolsheviks always had a deep faith in the peasantry 8
revolutionary potential. The resolutions of the Second and
the Third Congresses of the RSDLFP and of subseguent con
gresses and conferences were aimed at stimulating initiativi
among the peasants and involving them in the revolutionar)
movement under the leadership of the proletanat.

The Bolshevik Party was the only one acting consistently
in defence of the interests of the peasant masses. Lts agrarian
programme provided for the confiscation of landed estates
.;11”_[ church, :|1unu_\;t+_~1'}'. crown and gLWUI'T‘HHL'tlt lands, and
the nationalisation of all lands, i.e., abolition of private pro
perty in land and the transfer of all lands into the ownership
of the democratic state. This was a revolutionary programm
designed to abolish an autocratic-landowner system, and 10
establish a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of worken
and peasants. The nationalisation of land was not only {0
wipe out the remnants of serfdom, but also to intensify the
class struggle in the countryside, thereby helping to rally the
poor around the proletariat, and accelerating the growth ol
the bourgeois-democratic revolution into a socialist revolution

i Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 15, pp. 371, 372,
? Ibid., pp. 375-74.
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Wl e course of the revolution, local Bolshevik organisa-
Bk carried on a VIZorous .xilljla‘;'ll_.’lt: to get the peasantry to
With the proletariat, explaining Bolshevik slogans and
g up revolutionary peasant committecs, From the
lier of 1905 on, there were set up agrarian groups under
Moscow, Kazan, Nizhni MNovgorod, Simbirsk, Saratov,
e, St. Petersburg, Viadimir, Kostroma, Ivanovo-
pesensk and other committees in Central Russia, and also
IeF the Minsk, Vilna, Lugansk, Odessa and other com
lBes in Byelorussia, Lithuania, Latvia and the Ukraine,

& revolutionary upswing at the end of 1905 impelled
peasantry towards political organisation. However, the
fints did not set up a political party of their own. The
I Russia Peasant Union™ and the “Labour Group™, which
ALLLY in l|n: course ol the 1l:*>11|lllill1l. Were only the r|1||11'}'n'-'>
Bl political organisation of the peasantry. -

e October strike gave a powerful impetus to the
pnts' revolutionary struggle. The peasant movement
hed its I1iyj| watermark in the last three months of 1905,
BN 1,590 cases action were |':‘l'm|'rn|. The
gber strike and the December armed uprising were
Ring evidence of the fact that the forces of the proletariat
il the peasantry were allied in the struggle against the
Beracy. with the proletariat and its P.I.I'r!.' playving the
ing role.
he expericnce of the 1905-07 revolution disproved the
fleyite assertion that there was no revolutionary democ-
" TI" i|‘| Ru.\jﬂu, 01 []l'.', ][ WS i||||'r||~hi|1|t_' [ ] |'|\:H_' an alliance
the proletariat and the peasantry, with the working class
the lead.

e Trotskvites also took a capitulationist line on the
pects of the socialist revolution in Russia. They said it
Bpended entirely on support from the Furopean proletariat,

il fully relied on the forecast of the Second International’s
bortunists. In this connection, Lenin wrote that “what ap-
I8 to ... Trotsky is only the Ewropean models of op-
rlunrbnll I]L|1_ {l_'llq,l‘l'l'll} T'||.ll 1‘}“_‘ r'll”l.'.i:]."j ll{ ['jlit’l.l]‘.ll'_‘.'.ll‘.l 'l.'ﬁ.ﬂll'ti.'
jhip".! This kind of attitude in fact meant a denial of the
Migenis-democratic revolution necessarily growing into a
talist revolution.

BWhile the resolution of the Third Congress of the RSDLP

lbid., Vol 20, P J41.
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set before the proletariat the task of winning in the struggle
for democracy, and making use of the victory to go on (8
a socialist revolution, Trotsky and his group robbed the work
ing class of its revolutionary initiative, and this destined il
to meaningless procrastination,

Lenin's theory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution
growing into a socialist revolution overthrew the Trotskvile
“permanent revolution” doctrine and cut the ground from
under the opportunist dogmas of the Russian Mensheviky
and the West European reformists.

Trotsky's “permanent revolution” doctrine was the mosl
glaring embodiment of petty-bourgeois revolutionism. Lenim
said it was an “absurdly Leftist”, anti-Marxist, out-and-oul
opportunistic, eclectic theory which ignored the objective con
ditions of social development in Russia.

“From the Bolsheviks,” he wrote, “Trotsky’s original
theory has borrowed their call for a decisive proletarian
revolutionary struggle and for the conquest of political powel
by the proletariat, while from the Mensheviks it has borrowed
‘repudiation’ of the peasantry’s role.”! Without producing
anything new, the “permanent revolution” doctrine repeated
the Menshevik ideas, which had already been invalidated n
practice by the working-class revolutionary struggle.

Trotsky's “permanent revolution” doctrine was a revision
of Lenin's idea of the hegemony of the proletariat in a bour
geois-democratic revolution and its development into &
socialist revolution, which meant that it distorted Bolshevism
on the fundamental questions of the revolution.

The “permanent revolution” doctrine was basically
adventurist, because it induced the proletariat to take the path
of compromise with the bourgeoisie. The way this doctring
took shape revealed Trotsky's voluntarist approach to various
socio-economic phenomena and to the historical process as @
whole. Trotsky denied that there was any continuity between
the tasks of the bourgeois-democratic and of the socialisl
revolution, and tried to substitute subjectivist valuations fol
the objective process of social development.

The first Russian revolution showed up the Himsiness ol
Trotskyite propositions on the basic issues of the revolution
and of the tactics Trotsky and his group were trying o
impose on the Party.

! Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 419

2. The Party's Struggle Against Trotsky's
Opportunist Tactics in the St. Petersburg
Soviet of Workers' Deputies

ith the 1905-07 revolution at its peak. Soviets of Work-
Deputies emerged in the large industrial centres of Rus-
Thcy were a most striking expression of the creative ap
h of the working class to the revolution.
g St. Petersburg Soviet of Workers' Deputies was set
When the all-Russia political strike was in full swing. It
the first massive organisation of the St. Petershurg pro-
it set up to direct the strike struggle. The Soviet was
Blective organ and operated legally.
Il the revolutionary measures carried out by the Soviet
initiated by the Bolsheviks, who addressed workers’
ings to explain the meaning and importance of the
jons taken by the Soviet. However, at the early stages,
i Bolsheviks tended to underestimate the importance of
Soviet, and wanted it to accept the Party’s Programme
6 merge with the Party. They believed that if it failed
o so, the Social-Democrats should withdraw from the
@l and expose it before the masses as being anti-
letarian. In the St. Pctersburg Soviet, this view was most
woiced by Bogdanov and Knunvants (Radin).
Whis wrong stand on the part of some Bolsheviks helped
Mensheviks to secure control of the Soviet. Thus, there
only 7 Bolsheviks on its 50-man Executive Committee.
enshevik barrister, G. Khrustalyov-Nosar, was elected
irman of the Soviet. Among the Menshevik leaders on it
Parvus, Zlydnev and Zborovsky. Trotsky was not a
iy and was merely a non-voting member of the Executive
nimittee.
fartov reported that as soon as Trotsky returned from
and to Russia he supported the Mensheviks.! Together
the Mensheviks, he took a seat on the Executive Com-
tee of the Si. Petersburg Soviet and contributed articles
fee newspapers: the official organ of the 5t. Petersburg
fet—TIzvestia Soveta Rabochikh Deputatov—and the two
hevik newspapers—Nachalo and Russkaya Gazela—
Bieh he edited together with Parvus.
pulsky's support of the Mensheviks and his occasional

il

Y, 0. Martov and P. B. Axelrod, op. oit., p. 145



support of the Bolsheviks, together with the fact that he
was simultancously writing for the official organ of thi
St. Petersburg Soviet and the official organ of the Men

sheviks, shows that Trotsky was manceuvring between the

revolutionary  and  opportunist  Social-Democrats.  and
testihies to his urge to act as a kind of independent “centre’
reconciling the two sides. but in fact following an opportunisl
line, Many years later, Trotsky tried to prove that in 1905
there had allegedly been no difference between the Bolsheviks
and the Mensheviks, whom he represented in the Soviet and
on Nachalo. He said the “legend about a struggle hetween
Lenin’s and Trotsky's lines in the 1905 revolution was
created at a later date”, after Lenin’s death.

Actually., however, Trotsky's Menshevik views and op
portunist tactics in the 1905-07 revolution. especially
manifest in the period of his activity in the St. Petersburg
Soviet, testify to his Centrist stand. Trotsky's activity in the
Soviet was designed to obscure the differences between the
Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks, and to subordinate the in
terests of the proletariat to those of the bourgeoisie,

As soon as Lenin heard about the activity of the St. Peters
burg Suviet of Workers’ Deputies, and the mistaken attitude
to it among some Party members and Party committees, he
sent a letter to the editorial board of the Bolshevik newspapes
Novaya Zhizn, explaining the importance of the Soviet. and
shedding a strong clear light on the relationships between
ﬂl{‘! Ilil]'[‘_n' :.l'l'l[! rllt_‘ .qili-'il_'tﬁ_l l.['j;;” 1':||'|.]'||'|_1;¢_-d [ll(.' Erroneous
views of some St. Petersburg Bolsheviks which could isolate
the Party from the masses, and wrote: “Comrade Radin is
wrong in raising the question, in No. 5 of Novaya Zhizn
the Soviet of Workers' Deputies or the Party? | think that
it is wrong to put the question in this wav and that the deci
sion must certainly be: both the Soviet of Workers' Deputies
and the Party." In the same article, Lenin gave a cleas
cut formulation of the task before the Party representatives
which was to direct the Soviets and guide their activity. H
believed that they should enter the Soviet “for the tireless

L The letter was entitled “Our
l'.l{'|||,|ri|_'ﬁ-'; it was written from
published. First published in 1940
. 17-20)

! Lenin, Collected {lorks, Val. 10, p. 19

Tasks and the Soviet of Workers
November 2 (o 4. 1905, but was nol
See E.l:'llil1. Collected ;{'.IHJ:;._ Vil [}
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dlast advocacy of the only consistent, the only truly pro-
flan world outlook, Marxism’ .1
benin flaved the khvostist slogans of the 5t. Petersburg
fet, which were identical with those of the liberal bour-
Msie. He pointed to the fact that all the liberal, monarchist
fgeoisie was trying to have power transferred to it
eefully”, without a popular uprising, whereas only an
Wing could ensure the victory of the revolution.®
fin said the Soviets were organs of direct struggle by
masses, organs of uprising, and embryos of a revolution-
W democratic ¢|il'l;|lnr'hh-||} of the [:l'u]i_'tm'mt and the
Blintry. “The Soviet,” he wrote the St. Petersburg work-
“Should proclaim itself the provisional revolutionary
grnment of the whole of Russia as early as possible,
ghould set up a provisional revelutionary government
leh would amount to the same thing, only in another
day, those who distort history keep repeating the inven
e about the allegedly negative attitude taken I]J:'-' Lenin
Wil the Bolshevik Partv to the Soviets, in particular the
Petersburg Soviet of Workers” Deputies. But these
tors sing Trotsky's praises, .
Mensheviks played down in every possible way the
@ ol the St. Petershurg Soviet and strove to turn it into
prgan of local self-government in an effort to switch
pevolutionary struggle to the path of parliamentarism,
il to hand over leadership of the movement to the bour-
Bilsie. The Menshevik attitude to the Soviet was given the
st expression by Martov, who wrote n a letter to
BReliod that the St. Petersburg Soviet was an :?nahur‘snlw_[‘l_lr.
I ihe Menshevik idea of “revolutionary self-government .
fhe same letter, he said that the Mensheviks took a
Wive attitude to the idea of transforming the .‘*-u:._-'mi into
prgan of revolutionary powt ."._Iit' wrote: |!11‘ {ideolog-
I influence is so great that ‘seizure of power appears to
almost incvitable if events subsequently take a stormy
i (which is not to say that such a seizure appears to be
Wnething alluring; 1 myself fear that this will be the

Elhid., p. 20.
., Vol 9, pp. 156-87,
b b, Vol 10, p. 21.
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turning point of the revolution and one no worse than the

Jacobin dictatorship had been)."!
Lenin ¢ \I|mw1| the Menshevik view of the Soviets as
ol revolutionary self-government”, and insisted
autocracy, emphasising that “the real organisation of real
people’s self-government can take place only as the epilogul
ol a victorious uprising™ .2 .
l'he - treacherous taetics of Trotsky
Mensheviks were revealed during the October political
which brought the proletariat of Russia right up to an armed
uprising. In order to retain power, the tsarist government
issued its October 17 Manifesto. The liberals rejoiced. The
Manifesto was approved by the Mensheviks and the Social
Revolutionaries (SRs).

I'he Bolshevik Party was the onlv one to give a true ag
sessment of the October 17 Manifesto and the policy of the
autocracy. On October 18, the RSDLP Central Committed
issued a message Lo the Russian People”, explaining thal
the Manifesto was a ruse designed to disorganise the forces
and deceive the people.® The Bolsheviks urged the workers
and peasants to continue the struggle :|;_r;|in<.;r the autocra
On October 25, Proletary carried Lenin's article, “The First
Victory of the Revolution™, which emphasised that the autoe
racy had been forced to make a concession but that the tsag
had not surrendered and was mustering his forces. Lenin
called on the workers to start a fresh attack on the autocracy
from the positions they had won
 The article also set out a programme for further action
including the establishment of a workers' militia as the only
reliable bulwark of the revolution. and the need to et :'ul
troops to side fully with the people. He also urged that the
basis of the revolution should be enlarged by involving mor
and more peasants. Lenin emphasised: “The success of the
revolution depends on the size of the proletarian and peasani
masses that will rise in its defence and for its consumma
hwon, ™
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: Y f_]. Martov and P. B. Axelrod. op. cit,, p. 145
2 Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 9, p. 187.

'_( '5e ,-.-:lu...'j.J;z,qu politicheskayva stachka o ok 1935 ¢ (The All
H”;""lil- Political atrike in f]l'h'h{r |!H|.-l:l. ]'.IT[ [, Moscow r.r|'|:|.|:_;:..-.c| I
p. 196 i
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iy . that therd
could be no genuine popular self-povernment under the

Blhe working class gave unanimous support to the
plgheviks' call for a continuation of the struggle. On
tober 18, the numbers involved in the strike in St. Peters-
g reached 135,000, That same day, the Soviet of Work-
{ Dt_'putit:‘- :ulmplﬂd a decision “to continue the j_;'i.'nt.‘l':l!
jke™ 2

The Menshevik leadership of the St. Petersburg Soviet
§ forced to reckon with the mood of the revolutionary
irkers, who followed the Bolsheviks. But they tried wvery
g to break the strike. As early as October 17, the
gnsheviks had raised the question of stopping the strike,
el brought it up again and again, until they got through
Bir decision on October 19. While the delegate of the
ilway strike committee, voicing the opinion of the railway
B, proposed that the strike should be continued, Trotsky
pited on a halt. This resulted in the adoption of a com-
pmise proposal motioned by the Federative Committee
i the BSDLP “to stop the strike not today, but at noon on
A i:}]: sr 21. to show our total mistrust of the new ‘constitu-
" "% The strike was called off on October 21.

B The Federative Committee saw a connection between the
B of the October political strike and the task of preparing
B an armed uprising; its resolution ended with a call to
e workers to “prepare their combat cadres for an even
feder and more impressive attack on the tottering
archy, which could be finally swept away only by a
Belorious popular uprising”. But the resolution of the
B Petersburg Soviet of Workers' Deputies, edited by
Bilsky, confined itself to calling for a strike. It said: “The
et of Workers’ Deputies resolves to stop the general
litical strike at noon on October 21 so as to resume it
bending on the course of events, at the very first call of
B Soviet to continue as vigorously as before the struggle
gur demands.”

Bhe Soviet's Menshevik leadership, Knunyants wrote
Bt saw the proposal for a strike after October 17 only as

N Peterburgskiye bolsheviki v period pervoi russhoi revolyutsii 1905
I g (The S5t. Peiershurg Bolsheviks During the First Russian Eevelu

ol 1905-1907), Leningrad, 1950, p. 154,

U lsoeitia Soveta Rabockikh Deputatov, October 20, 1905

Fhid, The Federative Committee of the RSDLP was formed in mid-

gher 1905 from Bolshevik and Menshevik representatives.
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an expression of mistrust for the “paper freedoms™, but did
not set the aim of Ftr'ikillg a death blow at the autocracy.!

[t was the Bolsheviks who did all the work of preparing
the uprising. At the end of October in St. Petersburg, they
directed the massive arming of the workers, formation of
armed detachments, collection of for the purchase
rl-t- |;1'1'.ll'r1'|l.'~ l.l11lil tI'H: I111tiiil1:.;‘ ﬂi 'H'WIH["\' Lln'. es .|_r11| [ll-'lL\.'L-':-
by the workers themselves. In his “Lecture on the 1905
Revolution™ Lenin said: “The proletariat ... set out to win
the cight-hour day by revolutionary action. ‘An Eight-Hour
Day and Arms! was the fighting slogan of the St. Petersburg
proletariat. That the fate of the revolution could. and would,
be decided only by armed struggle was becoming obvious to
an ever-increasing mass of '.\.nll\ul._ "

The record of the proceedings of the St. Petersburg Soviet
and its Executive Committee, and other material warrani
the assertion that the Executive Committee did not have the
armed uprising as an item on the agenda of the Soviet a
H'-Iru..’!t.' time. Whenever the Soviet dealt with matters of arm
i]'IIL':' the workers, .‘.1'II|:'I\.-I|'|;_{ WEApOms, and "u:':nlin_r; armedd
tachments, this was most [requently due to pressure exerted
by the workers” deputies and the Bolsheviks,

The workers’ deputies themselves repeatedly
question of armaments. Sometimes, theyv requested the Soviel
to appoint commanders for the armed detachments they had
set up. On October 26, a meeting of the deputies of the
Gorodskoi District. which set up a district HQ for organising
armed detachments, resolved to refer the question for con
sideration by the Soviet of Workers’ ”q‘plirir".::

The St. Petersburg Soviet heard reports by deputies on
the arming of workers at the Meissner, Siemens and Halske,
Hfrll“-:l.t'll'l]k:"l-‘!k"r il.f”_l 11r|1L] 'l:l!ﬂ'”'i Ei'l[ t]lf_ 'I'Il_“!:l”"ﬂ_ “E ti{ |,|_[|||
back the attacks by the Black Hundreds. The Soviet took
decision. On December 1, 1905, Novaya Zhizn |:‘.']I'1'il'n:! a
resolution of the Exccutive Committee of the Soviet of Work
ers’ Deputies openly denying the need to organise an 1||>m
i'l'lg '“'r'l “'I(_ "l“ -lH'-n I:Il I'HLI] trlTlL Al lli'll |\rll|_r 'IL “-.,l.]l:l n
the recent pi.rmd. the Executive Committee has been receis

mone ¥
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I B, Radin. l“-'-':'_'.l. Sovet rabochikh di fatadon ;_||||. First Sowict al
Workers” Deputies). St Petershurg, 1906, p. 52,

* Lenin, Gollected Warks, Val, 23, P 24N,
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vonsiderable numbers of proposals of this kind. The
geutive Committee has not considered them.™!
B one occasion, Chairman of the St. Petersburg Soviet
itustalyov distributed arms for the armed detachments.
Mwever only 8 revolvers were made available for every
itkers' district (of which there were 8 in the city) and 100
nds for each revolver. Considering that the Newsky
ilrict alone had armed detachments numbering 6.000
pkers, it will be clear that the Soviet did not take anything
# u serious approach to the task of the uprising. One of
# workers' deputies later gave a characteristic assessment
the activity of the St. Petersburg Soviet. Replying to a
Btion about whether the Soviet had called for an armed
Jitising, he said: "It was not the Soviet that had called on
but we who had called on it."™
l”“ attitude taken by Trotsky and the other Menshevik
flers towards the armed uprising was repeatedly criticised
W the Bolshevik members of the Soviet and by the workers'
iputics. The Bolshevik Knunyants (B. Radin), a member of
# Executive Committee, wrote in his pamphlet: “The ques-
fi of armament was a matter of constant dissatisfaction both
the part of the Soviet with the Executive Committee, and
the clectors with the deputies.™
Whe struggle hetween the two tactical lines—the revolu-
ey Bolshevik line and the opportunist Menshevik line—
Mine most acute on December 3, as the Soviet was discus-
the question of a general political strike. The Bolsheviks
punyvants and Krasikov came out with the proposal for
immediate start on organising a pnflﬂm] strike. which
il to be developed into an armed uprising. Their proposal
supported by the workers’ deputies of the Vasilvevsky
oy and the Moscow districts and the representative of
8 Postal and Telegraph Union, The idea of an armed up-
Milng was opposed by the Mensheviks and SRs,
1‘llunt.lilli.:.’, who chaired the sitting, declared that St. Peters-
g could not assume the part of initatior of the strike, He
B8 now saving that there was need to prepare a political
fke but that, in his opinion, St. Petersburg should act in

I ,'.Irr.lt-'f!_'l'n: Zhizn, December 1, 19405,

) i T’rlj!.'u.':_l: istorii KPSS (Questions of CPSL) History) No. 1
i e,

. Radin, ap cit., p. 20.
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the wake of the provinces.! Trotsky's speech showed sings of
contusion and fear in face of the mounting events and wal
a betrayal of the interests of the working class, that of
st. Petersburg above all.

I'he questions on which the Soviet of Workers' Deputies
took decisions were first discussed by the Executive Com
mittee. Their relations could be characterised as follows: the
Executive Committee made the proposals and the Soviel
took the decisions, Because the Executive Committee was
predominantly Menshevik, the questions of armament and
preparation for the uprising were not submitted for consid
eration by the Soviet.

Moreover, the general political strike in October 1905 in
volved in the revolutionary movement all, even the most
backward, sections of the working class, and this necessarily
had an effect on the composition of the Soviets, the St. Peters
burg H'i'-:!l'-‘t in particular, whose importance was, in addition,
underestimated by some of the Bolsheviks. In the election to
the St. Petersburg Soviet, the established rate of representa
tion was ignored, because each factory, plant and shop
wanted to have its own deputy on the Soviet. As a resuli
workers at the large enterprises, with 65 per cent of the city's
workers and constituting the mainstay of the Bolshevik
Party, got only about 30 per cent of the seats on the
Soviet.?

The majority on the Soviet consisted of workers from
the small enterprises who entertained the illusion, spread by
the Mensheviks, that the revolution could run a peaceful
course. In addition, there were representatives of the petiy
bourgeoisie on the Soviet, for whom the tsar's October 17
Manifesto was a horizon of “revolutionary gains” beyond
which they had no desire to go. It was these two groups of
deputies. inexperienced in politics, that constituted the soil
tor the Mensheviks to carry on their opportunist policy in
the Soviet, r \
_ Demagogy was one of the methods used by the Mensheviks
in the Soviet. The Mensheviks covered up their opportunist
tactics and conciliatory stand with a fireworks display ol

‘_.!':.'u.-e_-.a_ Kommunisticheskoi partii Sovetskogo doyuza (History ol
:h-:'_.i_.r-r1!1".u11_|.-i'._ Party of the Soviet Union), Vol, 2, Moscow, 1066, p. 12

Ccherki  istorn Lemingradskos  orpanizaisii KPSS (Essays on th

History of the Leningrad Organisation of the CPSU), Part [, Lenin
grad, 1962, p. 174, !
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purevolutionary catchwords provided by Trotsky, who
ime the virtual leader of the Soviet.

While on the St. Petersburg Soviet, Trotsky acted on
idea of a “workers’ government” which was at the basis
his “permanent revolution™ doctrine. He wrote: “The idea
il workers' government, i.e., the winning of power by a
Witkers' Soviet, although it was not a recognised part of the
jgramme, did flow from the entire status of the Soviet and
s work.” Trotsky held that the main means of struggle
the general strike, which should be echoed in the
inced Western countries and should give them the signal
socialist revolution. Trotsky in essence denied the need
organising, preparing and staging an armed uprising.
f.aid.' “The general political strike is essentially an upris-

i
i & foreword to his pamphlet, Before January 9, Trotsky
pte that the stormy strike movement in 1903 had led him
Pthe conclusion that “tsarism will be overthrown by a gen-
il strike”, and not by an armed uprising. Trotsky said the
0e thing in a letter to the RSDLP Central Committee on
14, 1906, arguing that the Mensheviks were right in
tlealing with the technical side of the preparation for
L “]jri."i-'-lng ;I.T"! iT'I '|'||Ii :H'ruinll_',' 1'”_' 'I.'rul'lx-lng l'l;l"\:'\-.
Motsky later also characterised the general political strike
Dictober 1905 as a spontancous movement, denying that
i a new revolutionary form of struggle and a means of
incing the masses to an armed uprising.
fotsky's attitude to the uprising sprang from the
heviks' un-Marxist approach to the development of
vevolutionary process. Like all Mensheviks, Trotsky saw
Mprising as an inevitable stage in a spontancous tide of
i and so insisted that there was no need to take practical
jlires to organise the uprising, obtain arms and form
plitionary detachments. He declared: “For all the im-
wnce of arms, the main strength does not reside in arms,
Inteed! It is not the ability of the mass to kill, but its
 readiness to die—it is this, we believe, that ultimately
Blires victory of the popular uprising.”
O course, “great readiness to die”, i.e., sellless loyalty to
fevolution, is a necessary condition for victory in an up
e, but in the form in which Trotsky presented it, it had

h'l.j{ in common with the Bolshevik attitude to the
Wing. Trotsky's talk about the uprising was a total denial

i




of its organization. It expresses the Mensheviks' attitude (o
the working class, which, they believed, was nol able to play
the role of leader but only the role of victim in a revolution
led by the bourgeoisie, It also shows up Trotsky's opportunisl
tactics in the Soviet and his fear of a popular uprising o
overthrow tsarism.

Trotsky's opportunist attitudes were repeatedly revealed
during the first Russian revolution. Under a decision of thi
St. Petersburg RSDLP Committee, the Bolsheviks staged, on
October 18, 1905, a demonstration of the city’s workers to
secure the release of political prisoners. When the thousands
”l_. 'l:'lL'anlL' cdame |.||,'|‘ i[[ il I;"'I{i:r' (1] [hﬂ }llli!rii“g i'r'll.l."l'l.' ||||
Exccutive Committee of the St Petersburg Soviet was sil
ting, the Bolsheviks invited the members of the Executive
Committee to head the demonstration. This proposal caughl
them wunawares. After long discussion, the Mensheviks
Trotsky and Sverchkov and the Bolshevik Knunyants wer
appointed to lead the demonstration.! However, Trotsky did
his best to frustrate the political demonstration organised by
the Bolsheviks. After the demonstrators had walked the
streets [or more than 8 hours and had already reached the
prison, Trotsky announced that the government had issued
an amnesty for political prisoners and told the demonstrators
to go home. Soon after, Knunyants found out that Trotsky's
announcement had been a provocation, but it was too lalg
to do ;|,11:.'|_'||_'||;|;_'" about it: the demonstration had been
broken up.

Thus, full blame for the break-up of the October 18
demonstration falls squarely on Trotsky. His treacherous
behaviour prevented the workers of St. Petersburg from
rcleasing the political prisoners,

Soon after, the government began to use force in its high
against the workers., A wave of reprisals swept across Rus
siag. In less than a month alter the October 17 Manifesto,
almost 4,000 men were killed and more than 10,000 wounded
or crippled.? That was how the tsar’s “[reedom” looked in
practice. o

In that period, the St. Petersburg Bolsheviks intensified
their struggle for the revolutionary implementation of thi
8-hour working-day slogan, put forward by the Third Con

U [rpestia Soveta Rabochikh Deputatov, October 20, 1905.

2 History of the Commuenist Party of the Sowiel Union, Vol 2, p. 100
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of the RSDLP. In October and November 1905, the
ugle for the S-hour working day became massive.
B October 29, the Soviet of Workers' Deputies adopted
fsolution to introduce the 8-hour working day at all
liries and plants through revolutionary action. Knunyants
8l that the “only speakers at the sitting were worker-
Blties”.! The workers were enthusiastic that the
ishevik Executive Committee was forced to support this
Bpusal. Knunyants wrote: “If the Soviet had refused to
pee the introduction of the S-hour working day, its
ibige would have taken a plunge. The positive decision
i loregone conclusion. ™
B October 31, almost all the factories and plants in
Petersburg went over to the S-hour working day, without
management's permission. The Bolshevik newspaper
Wy Lhizn wrote that this was an event which “must
tecorded in the annals not only of the Russian but also of
Wln‘]l]-u'-liil' |-|.|'ll||.||' ||'|il'.-'|'._"'||'|i_'|'|.t. :'
e introduction of the 8-hour working day met with stiff
lance [rom the emplovers, who began to close down their
Rrprises. The very lirst difficulties arising from the fulfil-
il ol the Soviet's decision to put I|1l'11l|f:|1 the 8 hour work
day caused the Menshevik leaders to waver. Already on
Wvember 6, the Menshevik leadership of the Soviet took
st step to retreat, declaring that “to implement this
Bure (i.e., to introduce the $-hour working day) there is
estionable need for an extensive massive organisation
Piide unions among the St. Petersburg workers and work-
throughout Russia, in general™. Meanwhile, the govern
il hiad come to the rescue of the employvers by announcing
lockout. About 100,000 workers were sacked. This ac-
pited the retreat of the Menshevik Executive Committec
the St. Petersburg Soviet. On November 12, after a heated
aiile, the Sovict adopted a decision to stop the struggle for
B-hour working day. This resolution, motioned by the
Poutive Committee, was backed h}' r|'|'-::a1_.f-]{:_r and Khrus-
yov.

Ll ]
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The next day, Trotsky proposed that talks should b
started with the war ministry and the employers on the
terms for re-opening the plants. These acts on the part ol
the Menshevik-Trotskyite leadership of the St. Petersb
Soviet showed that they were working for a direct deal with
the bourgeoisie.

On November 13, Lenin addressed a sitting of the
St. Petersburg Soviet. One deputy recalls: “There was a
hush in the hall and a general sense of alertness. We felt the
real breeze of revolution blow through the hall as if it
narrow walls had been moved apart, revealing to our cyes
the boundless world of great r'n'.‘.'v.’l:ﬂ'l.lt'tl.'lrl..lr':,' prospects. Wi
breathed the air of the Commune. !

Lenin exposed the political meaning of the governments
tactics, whose lockout was designed to deliver a blow at the
working class, Lenin said that the re-opening of the plants
should not be requested but demanded, and that in the cvent
of a refusal, the city's proletarians should be called out
a general strike. His idea was not to succumb to the pros
ocation, but to start intensified preparations for rallying
the revolutionary forces, so as to give battle when the time
was right for the people and not for the p,ulwrrnm:nt..1’u-|-.n
ration for an uprising required the immediate establishment
of connections with workers in other cities and with thi
railway men’s, postal and telegraph, peasant and other
unions, and with the army and navy. The resolution
motioned by Lenin was adopted unanimously.

However, the Soviet's Menshevik leaders continued negotia
tions with the employers, and this evoked a sharp protes
from the workers. In the Soviet, a group of deputies from
the Nevsky Ship-building Yard motioned a resolution urging
the workers to continue their fight against the employers?
In a resolution, the workers of the Lessner factory expressed
their “firm desire to continue the struggle at the first call of
the Social-Democratic Labour Party and the Soviet of Work
ers Deputies™? : ;

The struggle for the B-hour working day showed how
well the Bolshevik slogan met the vital interests of the
working class. At the same time, the course of evenls

L M. M. Essen, Moi vstrechi s Leninym (My Meelings with Lenin;
Moscow, 1966, p. 24.

: A oty Zhizn, November 15, 1905,

5 Novava Zhizn, November L1, 1903,
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pmed that the struggle for the S-hour working day
inded further organisation of the proletariat and that
Ws connected with the successful advance of the revolu
g programme of preparation for the decisive battle
nit the autocracy, proposed by Lenin, was not reflected
the activity of the St. Petersburg Soviet through the fault
I8 Menshevik leadership, who were trving to narrow down
pcale of the movement, to confine the Soviet's activity to
framework of local self-government, and to isolate the
ing class from its allies, That is precisely why the
fel gave such scant attention to the rise of the peasant
gment, and did nothing to win the support of the
niry.
e attitude of the ."r'1|:_‘T'|‘-h:_‘\'.li-;-FIITI'lf!-L::_.'IIh_' leaders of the
P Petersburg Soviet to the army was characterised by the
Wion adopted on October 18, on Trotsky's motion, to pull
troops out of the city.! This wrong step made it impos-
lE for the proletariat of the capital to rely on the support
Mhe mass of soldiers in its revolutionary struggle.
rolsky and other leaders of the Executive Committee
# number of steps to slow down the development of
November strike, which involved even those sections of
wurkr_'r.-s who had not gone on strike in October. On
pmber 3, with the strike at its height, the Menshevik
ulive Committee motioned a capitulationist proposal
BMlop the strike. The deputies refused to debate it. On
pimber 4, the Mensheviks once again tried to impose on
B Boviet a decision to stop the strike, but by a majority of
I wotes against 4 the Soviet decided: the political strike
o continue. On November 5, Trotsky again motioned a
posal to end the strike, and this the Mensheviks managed
i through the Soviet. This was fresh confirmation of the
i that the Mensheviks did not tie in the November strike,
Mhe October strike cither, with an armed uprising.
he strike in St. Petersburg ended on November 7. It
fionstrated the strength and sound organisation of the
lelariat, having forced the government to repeal the
th sentence on the sailors who had mutinied in Kronstadt,
1o lift martial law in Poland. However, the counter-

N Thae Si. Peie rsburg Rolsheviks During the First Ruitian Revalulion
JUES- FOGT, . 190,
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revolution was mustering its forces for an attack on the Soviel
of Workers' Deputies. Its Chairman, Khrustalyov, was ai
rested on November 26,

A meecting of the Executive Commitiee, attended by
Lenin, which was held the same day at one of the secrel
flats, adopted a decision, under the pressure of the
Bolsheviks, to continue preparations for the uprising. A
three-man bureau to replace the arrested chairman wag
clected by the plenary mecting of the Soviet on Novembet
27. The three were Trotsky, Sverchkov and Zlydnev.

Soon after, the Soviet, on Trotsky's initiative, adopted a
resolution to hand over its powers to an enlarged Executive
Committee.! A member of the Executive Committee,
G. Kondratyev, subsequently recalled: “The members ol
the Executive Committee were daily becoming meore and
more irresolute and flabby,”™

The Executive Committee and the Soviet of Workers'
Deputies met for their last sitting on December 3. In the
course of it, news came about the government's intention
to arrest the members of the Soviet. Instead of adjourning
immediately, Trotsky continued the debate and virtually
handed those attending into the hands of the police.d A large
number of members ol the Soviet and the Executive Com
mittee were arrested. A heavy blow was dealt the pro
letariat of the capital. As a result, the situation throughout
the country was sharply aggravated.

After the arrest of most of the members of the firsl
St. Petershburg Soviet, the workers elected the second Soviet,
but it, too, was headed by Mensheviks. It operated until
January 2, 1906, when it was also arrested.

Thus, the St Petersburg Soviet of Workers Deputies
did not become an organ of armed uprising. Trotsky and
the other petty-bourgeois leaders, who had made their way
into the leadership, prevented the Soviet from becoming
a revolutionary headquarters of the 5t. Petersburg pro
letariat. The opportunist activity of the Mensheviks in the
Soviet resulted in the proletariat of the capital being unahle
to support the December armed uprising in Moscow.

Trotsky's activity in the St. Petersburg Soviet makes
nonsense of the allegations by present-day falsifiers of

! Novaya Zhizn, November 30, 1005,

* Leningrad Party Archives, 4000/5/4900/856/2 rev.

) lr-rl.'-"f'-'_l- of the Communist .I"rr.'.t_|. of the Soviet Union, Vel, 2 p. 132

¥ that during the first Russian revolution he was on
ﬂfﬂﬂht'\-‘ik side. The facts show that Trotsky ignored
Blass proletarian line, and that his opportunist tactics
tesigned to reach a compromise with the bourgeoisic
transform the Soviet from an organ of pepular revolu-
Iy struggle into an organ of local self-government
the government’s will.

B¢ first Russian revolution, which set in mation all
88 of Russian society, put through the test of action the
timme and tactical slogans of all parties, groups and
s, The only party to stand this test was the
evik Party, whose strategy and tactics were proved
et by the whole course of the revolution, Lenin wrote:
WP revolution has justified all the basic theoretical propo
s of Marxism, all the essential slogans of Social-
peracy. And the revolution has also justified the work
8 by us Social-Democrats, it has justified our hope and
M in the truly revolutionary spirit of the proletariat.”
@he expericnce of the Bolshevik strategy and tacties in
b showed that Trotskyite propositions on the basic ques
of the revolution were untenable. The expericnce of
tevolution disproved the inventions of Trotsky and
0¥ about the character of the 1905-07 revolution and
el that their assertions about the backwardness and
Wlical immaturity of the proletariat were false. This
Pience bore out Lenin's idea that the strength of the
glariat lay not only in its numbers, but in its organisa-
b consciousness and cohesion round its vanguard, the
ilshevik Party, that its strength lay in loyalty to Marxism.
il the revolution of 1905-07 in Russia, the proletariat
| for the first time as leader and organiser of the nation-
I8 struggle for democracy and socialism. Noting the lead-
tole of the proletariat in the revolution, Lenin wrote:
Il those victories—or half-victories, quarter-victories,
lier—which our revolution won, were achieved entirely
exclusively thanks to the direct revolutionary onset of
proletariat, which was marching at the head of the non-
jletarian elements of the working people.”

i I.L'J'I'tl-:l-. -;:!J-rl!'(-'rh"{.ll arks, Vol

10, p. 32.
i, Vol. 15, p. 50
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The experience of the revolution refuted the Trotskyite
proposition that in a  bourgeois-democratic  revolution
hegemony mevitably belongs to the bourgeoisie, and proved
1I'|_|_' [III|L[1_1|I;_";": II|. I.{'Ilirl.k ||'§“'r|'-|t.“.' ||1. lh'.' |‘|L"‘|_"|."||||l'|'|1.' |I| ||I'|
proletariat in a bourgeois-democratic revolution, and  the
alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry as a necessary
condition for overthrowing tsarism and capitalism.

In 1905-07, the Bolshevik Party learned the art of direc
ing the masses by being in the thick of the revolutionary
struggle. [t acquired vast experience in political and organ
isational work in the masses, consolidated and enlarged il
ties with them, and enhanced its influence on them. “As the
h‘f(‘thl]ﬂ'\.‘ikﬁ themselves admitted on more than one occi
sion,” Lenin wrote, “the mass of workers followed the
Bolshevik lead in all the most important actions of the
revolution.™

The whole course of the revolution showed that
a revolutionary Marxist Party, a new type of party, can be
a real leader, organiser and inspirer of the working class
and the working masses, and the only one capable ol |L_‘~‘._-|
ing them to victory over the autocracy and capitalism, The
experience in leading the masses which the Bolshevik Party
acquired in the years before the first Russian revolution
and during the revolution stood the Party in good stead
during the struggle for the victory of the bourgeos
democratic revolution in February and the Great Octobe
Socialist Revolution,

Oy

Collected [orks, Vol, 21, p. 352

CHAFTER Il

THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY'S STRUGGLE
AGAINST TROTSKY'S CENTRISM
IN THE YEARS OF REACTION

1. Exposure by Lenin of the Opportunism
of the Liguidators, Otzovists, Trotskyites and
Conciliators

Bhice the 1905-07 revolution was crushed. tsarism brought
i a hail of I'L‘:|Il'i:-‘iil|ﬁ on ”l:_' revolutionaries., An army
il police terror reigned in the country, which was plunged
the dark Stolypin period. “The revolutionaries are
g harassed. tortured and exterminated as never before,”
lin wrote. “Efforts are being made to vilifv and defame
® revolution, to erase it from the memaory ui: the I‘.M_'u[‘.llt‘ "l
The autocracy delivered its main blow at the working
Party. [ts numerical strength was sharply reduced.
By organisations were destroved. Thousands of Party
mr;l‘l‘ﬁ were shot, jailed and sentenced to hard labour
| forced settlement. Lenin was lorced Lo :_-mlgrutr first to
ierland and then to France,
But however fiercely the tsarist Okhranka raged, it did
i succeed in destroying the Party. The Party organisations
b deep underground and continued their struggle. In
@ of all these hardships, Lenin taught the Bolsheviks to
ter their forces, strengthen their ties with the masses,
prepare for [resh batiles. He had an abiding faith in
tevolutionary potential of the working class and was
1t that there would be another revolution.
The Bolshevik Party started from the fact that the bour-
Wois-democratic changes in Russia were not complete, which
e another revolution objectively inevitable, According-
§ the Party's strategic plan remained the same: elimina-
o of the tsarist monarchy, 1'-::|||p|1'!i|'-r1 of the hn|_||'l|5{'r1i_~.-
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democratic revolution, and creation of conditions for ity
growing into a socialist revolution. However, the Pariv'y
tactical line had to be modified. In the years of the revolu
tion, the Party had called on the masses to launch a resoluly
attack on tsarism, but in the years of reaction it taught the
proletariat the art of retreat and preparation of forces (ol
dealing the enemy another blow.

Accordingly, the Party’s main task was now to organise
and educate the proletariat and the broad masses of work
ing people, and to prepare them for another revolution
Fhe Party skilfully combined legal and illezal work
among the masses, making the utmost use of trade unions,
co-operatives, workers' clubs and the reactionarv State Duma
In order to implement this tactic, it was necessary (o
preserve and strengthen the illegal proletarian Party. Lenin
wrote: “"We must preserve and strengthen the illegal
Party—just as before the revolution. We must steadily
prepare the masses for a new revolutionary crisis—as in the
vears 1897-1903. We must strengthen to the utmost the
Party’s ties with the masses, develop and utilise all kinds ol
workers’ organisations for the furtherance of the socialist
cause. .. ."!

Consequently, under the pressure of reaction, the
Bolsheviks fell back in an orderly manner and made su
cessful preparation of their forces for fresh battles, By
contrast, the Mensheviks behaved in that period as agenis
of the bourgeoisie in the labour movement and liquidators
ol the political Party of the working class. There was pani
among the Mensheviks. They disavowed the revolutionary
slogans and argued that there could be no question of
another revolution in Russia. Accordingly, they followed &
policy of reconciliation with the Black Hundreds Stolypin
regime, and urged a fold-up of the underground work and
liquidation of the illegal Party.

- The Mensheviks' opportunism degenerated into liquida
tionism. The Menshevik liquidators had two centres: one
abroad and one in Russia. The liquidators abroad wert
grouped round the newspaper Golos Sotsial-Demokrata)
and those in Russia, round the journals Tezrozhdenive,
Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni. Among the leaders of the

U Lenin, Collected Tarks, Val
* This group was often called the “Colosites”™
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Midators were Alexander Potresov, Pavel Axelrod, Felix
(Gurvich), Alexander Martynov (Pikker). Yuli Martov
derbaum), N. Cherevanin (F. Lipkin), Noi Zhordania
| others.
The liquidators set about openly revising the programme,
jeal and organisational principles of revolutionary
fal-Democracy. They called on the working class to
gele for reform within the framework of the Stolypin
me and demanded the establishment of an open re-
Pmist party, or a Stolypin labour party, as Lenin called
In the spring of 1908, the Mensheviks began to disband
@ illegal Party organisations in Moscow and St. Petersburg
il to replace them with so-called initiative groups, whose
i task was to carry on cultural activity and work in
pperatives and clubs on a legal basis. In July 1908, the
nsheviks Alexander Martynov and Boris Goldman issued
b open call for the dissolution of the Party’s Central Com-
fee and its replacement by an “information bureau”.
Ml these facts showed that this was not a matter of minor
Wlerences, but of the very existence of the Marxist Party
the working class and the fortunes of the revolution in
sia,
Whus, the liquidators proved to be the most dangerous
jes of revolutionary Social-Democracy. “The liqui-
rs are not only opportunists (like Bernstein and Co.),”
in wrote, “they are also trving to build a separate party
their own, they have issued the slogan that the RSDLP
B8} not exist; they pay no heed whatever to the decisions
the RSDLP."!
With the help of the liguidators, the bourgeoisie was
Wing to secure control over the labour movement. In fact,
banner of the liquidators was also that of the liberal
fgeoisic. “The more this banner is ‘unfurled’,” Lenin
ble, “the clearer does it become to one and all that what
have before us is a dirty liberal rag worn to shreds.”™
“letory of liquidationism in the labour movement would
¥e meant the end of the proletarian Party. If the Party
i 1o advance, it had to fight the liquidators.
Phe Bolsheviks' struggle against the liquidators was
ipered in every way by opportunists from the '"I,FFL_.
I8 was a group of otzovists which had taken shape within
W enin, Collected (0orks, Vol. 17, p. 227
b Ihid., p. $22.
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the Bolshevik Duma group in the spring of 1908, and which

included, among others, Alexander Bogdanov (Maximov))

HI Ili_lhl‘_l\.-'
|’4l|ilt:-l.'-.|u_.'

Grigory  Alexinsky, A
Lunacharsky, Mikhail
(Mandelstamm). The otzovists refused to consider thi
actual situation and called for immediate revolutionary
action, refusal o work in legal organisations. and recall
of the deputies from the State Duma.

The otzovist policy would have isolated the Party from
the masses and turned it into a sectarian group. Lenin
called the otzovists “liquidators inside out” and added
“Mtzovism is #ot Bolshevism, but the worst political travesly
of Bolshevism its worst political enemy could invent.”!

Alexander Bogdanov and other otzovists followed the
Mensheviks in trying to revise dialectical materialism,
preaching the reactionary philosophy of Machism, which
denied the party spirit in philosophical science, and con
demned the masses to passivity and inaction. The phila
sophical concept of the otzovists was also shared by Ley
Kamenev, Mikhail Tomsky and Alexei Rykov, who in the
vears of reaction took a conciliatory  attitude. Kameney
insisted that Bogdanov's philosophy was “of a revolution
ary-proletarian character”. On May 26, 1908, he wrote in
the hirst version of a letter to Bogdanov: “If ... | am con
fronted with the ultimatum of working together politically,
yvou must approve all the steps taken by us against oul
philosophical opponents . . . of course. in the struggle of thes
groups I have no other way out but to withdraw from
this .‘-li[ll_t_i{ll._‘_"-'. .

Kamenev held that Sotsial-Demokrat, the Party's central
organ. should carry articles not only by those who accepted
dialectical materialism, but also by its opponents. Tomsky
was against any philosophy, and declared: “I have nevel
felt nostalgic about philosophy. Those who are going into
philosophy want to escape the realities.”

T'he spread of such views could do the Party great harm
and produce vacillation in the sphere of the Marxist
outlook. The interests of the Party, whose policy rested on

! Lenin, Collected Ulorks, Vol. 15, P i
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Beientific foundation of dialectical materialsm. insistent-
manded defence of the Marxist outlook.
¢ struggle for revolutionary Marxism became the
word of the day. Lenin's book. Materialism and
ﬂll'l'-{:!'lllfi-{"!-.'l'.rﬁ. a model of creative r';-"[;u'xi::.m, wWas
lished in May 1909, In it he not only safeguarded but
ber developed the dialectical and historical materialism
Miarx and Engels. Lenin demonstrated the utterly reac
1y character of the idealistic philosophy of Machism,
tuntiated the Party spirit in philosophy, and showed the
tonnection between philosophy and the revolutionary
gle of the working class. Lenin gave the answers to
Bost complex questions of the Marxist outlook. His
played an outstanding part in the theoretical equip-
L ol the party cadres.
in's stand in the struggle against opportunism was
I by Vatslav Vorovsky, Kliment Voroshilov, Prokofy
il'h!{‘, Mikhail Kalinin, Valerian KII:Ih_\'HIH."l.', (.;r'-lll_:u:':.'
hikidze, Grigory Petrovsky, Yakov Sverdlov, Nikolai
hko, Yelena Stasova, Suren Spandaryan, Joseph
i, Stepan Shaumyan and other prominent members of
Molshevik Party. The Party organisations in Russia were
geene of sharp struggle against the liquidators both on
Right and from the “Left”. The Bolsheviks of St. Peters-
.i{us:;uw. Kiev, Mikolaev, Kharkov, Baku and other
took an active stand to preserve the illegal proletarian

e Fifth (All-Russia) Conference of the RSDLP, held in
in December 1908, became a turning point in the
ity of the labour movement in Russia. It was attended
Pepresentatives from the major Party organisations. The
gviks at the conference found themselves isolated.
newspaper Proletary remarked that never before at an
SParty conference had Menshevism been “so ideologi-
i miserable and organisationally weak™.!
t the centre of the conference was Lenin's report, “On
Present Moment and the Party’s Tasks”. In the resolu-
i his report, the conference said that the basic economic
political causes of the first Russian revolution continued
fiperate and that another revolutionary outburst was in-
ble. The next revolution would be a bourgenis-demo-

| rru.frl'm_r. |"1;|||'||.|r:.' 12 (25), 1909,




cratic one, with hegemony belonging to the proletariat, and evik supporters, especially workers. At the end of
the prasantry alone its immediate ally. That is why the o & process of differentiation began among  the
Party’s main task continued to be consolidation of the gviks. From their midst came groups of pro-Party
alliance between the proletariat and the peasantry, and pres eviks calling for closer ties with the Bolsheviks in
paration of the masses for storming the autocracy. This 1o preserve the illegal revolutionary Party of the work-
required extensive explanation to the masses of the mean gluss.

ing and significance of tsarist policy and all-round study e group of pro-Party Mensheviks was headed by Georgi
and broad popularisation of the experience gained in the lanov, who sharply condemned the liquidators for their
1905-07 revolution, with the use of the Duma rostrum fof i to destroy the Party and said that liquidationism led
revolutionary propaganda and agitation. Thus, the Filth t into the bog of the most ignominious opportunism.
(All-Russia) Conference of the RSDLP determined the Wiole: “The reward for destroying the Social-Democratic
Party's tactical line in the conditions of reaction. 18 not so much hard labour as an order in yvour button-

The Mensheviks proved to be incapable of putting forward on your neck or wherever.”! But having supported the
anything in opposition to the Bolshevik resolutions, They lieviks on organisational matters, Plekhanov did not
“displaved complete confusion and cowardice of thought on with the Mensheviks on the theory and tactics of rev-
all these questions which were now of such fundamental im gnary struggle. He wrote: 'l mean a mufual drawing
portance to the Party. They simply had no standpoint on together, and not the Mensheviks' switching to the
this score”,! said a communiqué on the Conference. leviks® standpoint.”™

The Conference sharply condemned liquidationism an pite Plekhanov's wavering and instability, Lenin
dissociated itself from the otzovists. It approved the Central ¥ed that in order to consolidate the illegal Party and
Committee’s political line and put upon it the duty to con all the Party clements against the liquidators, the
tinue “to safeguard the Party’s integrity and unity and (& gviks in the concrete conditions then prevailing must
struggle against the disorganising tendencies inside it"# # bloc with him. This would enable them to wrest the
The Conference documents emphasised that the illegal fhers still behind him from Menshevik influence. Besides.
organisation continued to be the basis of the Party and thal e slrengthening the Bolsheviks’™ position, the bloe did not
it made use of all illegal and every possible legal opportunity their organisational and political principles. It was
for establishing ties with the masses. The Conference called fided as “an agreement on the basis of the struggle for
on all Parly organisations to carry on a resolute struggle Party and the Party principle against liquidationism,
against the liguidators to safeguard and consolidate the il any ideological compromises, without any glossing
illegal proletarian Party as the vanguard of the proletarial i of tactical and other differences of opinion within the
and all revolutionary forces, il of the Party line”.}

The Conference decisions enshrined the tactical proposi #0 consolidate the bloc of Bolsheviks and pro-Party
tions by which the Party had been guided right up to the plieviks and successfully implement the decisions of the
February bourgeois-democratic revolution. These decisionk i Conference of the RSDLP, there was need to stop the
served as a basis on which Party erganisations restructured fRanising activity of the otzovists. It was an insistent
their work and fought the opportunists in the years of rea il of life itself that the Party should be purged of the
tion. lhmouthed revolutionaries. This task was fulfilled by a

The danger of liquidationism was becoming increasingly grence of the enlarged editorial board of Proletary
clear not only to the Bolsheviks, but also to a section of the h was held in Paris in June 1909, [t was directed by

! E'.':.-_"i'n_i_:jff;'r:_l.'ﬁ kowf rr'ur'-a'_r.:: RSDRP v dekbabre 1908 E. (AN Russll
Conference of the RSDLDP in December 1908}, Paris, 1909, p. 14.

2 CPSU i the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses, Gonferenodl
arnd CC Plengms, Part 1, p. 195

1{: "ln". |1|;-|.'||._|,|'|-=|-._ ff'.-_.,..':--. 1I.'|,-| \!\ I 37 ..I'\!II"-\-‘- l.'-:|.:'.
ujil'.l p. 23,
B lenin, Collected TWorks, Vol. 16, p. 101
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Lenin and was, in fact, a plenary meeting of the Bolshevil
centre.

.I.]'HJ L'Illli.ﬂ.'l't'llli' IIH.\-I.JI'_'I:I il Il.'.-\.llfl_ll_t_' 1_'1:!||{E|;_'||||;|_.-_|_||l.:|'| 1|I
otzovism and ultimatism, and urged the Bolsheviks to cariy
on a resolute struggle against these deviations from revoly
tionary Marxism.! The conference expelled  from  UhE
Bolshevik ranks the leader of the otzovists A. Bogdanoy
In carrying out the organisational break with the otzovisty
Lenin urged the Bolsheviks to deal patiently with the work
ers whao still had otzovist views, and to help them overcomi
their mistakes by means of painstaking explanation.

The conference approved the line of establishing closd
ties with the pro-Party Mensheviks. It came out against the
propaganda of Machist philosophy, which the otzovisis wend
carryving on. Its resolution “On the CO” said: “The repre
sentatives of the enlarged editorial board on the CO must take
a dehnite stand for the dialectical materialism of Marx and
Engels on philosophical questions, if such should arise, in (8
CO.72 Tomsky voted against this resolution, while Kamenetf
and Rvkov abstained.

The conference was of importance for the whole Parly
because its decisions laid down the basic directions for il
activity and dealt a blow at the liquidators and otzovisiy

The otzovists tried to frustrate the conference decisiom
but met with resolute rebuff from local Party organisationg
Iixpelled from the Bolshevik ranks, the otzovists set up a fa
tional school at Capri, and invited workers from Russia (i
attend. In December 1909, they formalised their anti-Parly
group abroad, Uperyod. which together with the liguidato
began attacking the Leninist Party. Exposing the anti-Parly
activity of the otzovists, Lenin urged the Bolsheviks to tak
resolute action. In a letter to A. Lyubimov, he wrote: “Therg
is nothing more harmful now than sentimentalising. A com
plete break and a war, more determined than that againg
the Mensheoiks,™5 .

While the Bolsheviks, headed by Lenin, carried on a bitle
struggle against the liquidators and the otzovists in ordel
te safeguard the revolutionary proletarian Party, Trotsky's
Centrist group came out in defence of the hiquidators, preach

#he “theorv” that revolutionaries and opportunists could
Beacefully together in one party. At the February (1964)
iy Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee, Secretary
Central Commitiee, M. A. Suslov, said: “Trotskvism
W clearly expressed petty-bourgeois deviation, [t cam-
el under the false banner of a more ‘Leftist’, more
Wbionary” direction than Bolshevism. Trotsky and his
irters, who styled themselves as ‘true’ fighters for world
Mlltion, were in fact highting against Leninism. Trotsky
Wlke personified the denial of the Bolshevik Party spirit
tohesion of f'éll'i:»’ ranks. Factionalism was the ‘soul
plskyism," !

iiky’s political activity was always characterised by
g8, adventurism and a lack of established views, Lenin
§ "Trotsky has never vet held a firm opinion on any
tant question of Marxism. He always contrives to worm
#Y into the cracks of any given difference of opimon, and
it one side for the other.™ Trotsky's double-dealing was
manifest in the yvears of reaction, when he conducted a
ﬁght to liquidate the illegal revolutionary Party of the
flig class and set up a Centrist petty-bourgeois party.
then that Lenin called Trotsky a ** Judas™.

the years of reaction, Trotskyism was one of the
diangerous species of liquidationism. Its special danger
i the fact that it always covered up its real essence with
Bat" talk. Lenin remarked that “Trotsky’s particular
I to conceal liquidationism by throwing dust in the eyes
e workers®. While claiming to stand “outside the
" Trotsky in fact acted as an advocate of the
ators and otzovists “with whom he AFTeCs o J.rHH'H-f!_:,;
fically but in everything practically”.’

pliky had the closest political, organisational and
il ties with the liguidators, [n a letter to A, Martynov
B it the time, F. Dan said that they and Trotsky were
m'uhln”, personally and politically. He was an active
Pibutor to the liquidationist Nasha Zaryva, Uozrozhdeniye
Luch. Among Trotsky's closest associates in the anti-
M A, Suslov, 03 borbe KPSS za splochennost meshdinarodnogo
Wiiticheskogo dvizheniyva (The CPSU's Struggle [or the Cohesion
lnternational Communist Movement), Moscow, 1964, p, 88,
wnln, Collected Tarks, Vol 20, P 44745,

Wi, Vol 17, p. 562
B, Vol 16, p. 334

1V CPSE in the Resoluitons and Decisions uf f.'..-.l."_\l_u csew, Coonferencdl
and CC Plerums, Part 1, p. 221,
= Ibid., p. 230
Lemin, Collected (Uorks, Yol 34 P 402,
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Party newspaper Pravda, which he sct up, were the
Mensheviks Semyon Semkovsky, Adoll Yoffe and M. Ska
helev. In all his practical activity, T |nt<,|u1; was guided by
instructions |lU[1I avowed |I{|Llld¢llth In a letter to Martynoy
he wrote: “If you happen to be dissatished with any
specific steps or statements uf ours—let us know: we shall
deal very carefully with any such indications.™?

The Trotskyites” ideological, political, tactical and organ
isational views in the years of reaction virtually differed
no way from those of the liquidators, although they werd
more thoroughly veiled. At the basis of their ideological
political conception was Trotsky's notorious “permanenl
revolution™ doctrine, which he never abandoned.

In the yvears of reaction, as during the first Russian revolu
tion, Trotsky denied that a bourgeois-democratic revolution
was inevitable or logically necessary in Russia, ignoring the
revolutionary role of the peasantry, the proletariat’s maig
ally. In 1909, Lenin wrote: “Trotsky’s major mistake is thal
he ignores the bourgeois character of the revolution and has
no clear conception of the transition from this revolution 6
the socialist revolution.”

Trotsky insisted that the 1905-07 revolution had “in
troduced objective changes of tremendous fundamental im
portance”, forcing the state power to allow constitutional
freedoms within certain limits, Like all Mensheviks, he held;
consequently, that Russia had already become a bourgenis
monarchy, which is why there was little probability of any
revolutionar y battles there in the near future, so that the
debate on the fortunes of the revolution had become mean
ingless. The Trotskyite Pravda insisted that the democratii
dictatorship of the proletariat and I:hf: peasantry, nationalisa
tion of land and other questions “fell entirely within the
sphere of theoretical prediction” and were of no practical
importance whatsoever. Hence the logical conclusion thal
the task of the working class was not to prepare for anothe
revolution, but to struggle for reforms and its current in
terests,

Like all liquidators, Trotsky said that the Stolypin laws
had in the main resolved the agrarian question and that il

1 Central |:'.|.|r:~' Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
151/5/21584,2, 2 rev.
? Lenin, Collected (lorks, Val, 15, p- 371
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Bpossible to count on the peasantry in a revolution. He
that since the proletariat’s revolutionary movement
not meet with any response at all in the wuntr}':iitlc“.
pirect thing to do was not to be tantalised “by the idea
Wproletarian-peasant revolutionary bloe, hm\]uug .:m{l{
lscure and misleading slogan ‘land and freedom’"”. To
¢ these Troiskyite p[l:lpllsi[iU[l.H was tantamount to
up lhr. idea of revolution. Lenin exposed the em tiness
Bisky's views on the peasant question and said: * El."vt'i!ﬂ
fact ]l¢|plt1;: the liberal-labour politicians in Russia, who
udmtlun of the role of the peasantry understand a
to raise up the peasants for the revolution! That is
B of the matter today.”! The Trotskyites denied that
¢ revolution was inevitable and demanded a revision
Party's revolutionary slogans. As the principal tactical
they put forward the idea of struggle for “freedom
lition™, i.c.. alliances, strikes, assemblies. In his article,
itiples and Prejudices”, Trotsky wrote: “For us freedom
lition is not a minor point of the democratic pro-
e, but the supreme class criterion for the entire pro
e of political democracy.” This was a reformist
rﬂl' "r\-r-H"I'l'lil'lL,I '|'|ii|“_:|[ ||}[|.1_L';|"'\--|HT'|b.| al Hll"'f.fi.“'l i_HI,:Il:il{'I:E
the itlug,l:flu to overthrow the autocracy. Trotsky in-
that the “freedom of coalition” could well be imple-
even under the autocracy. He held that Russia had
il on a parliamentary [mth and that the Duma was
phle of satisfving the workers' vital demands. Accordingly,
Wiged that the Social-Democratic group should abandon
Mlllissive agitation among the workers, concentrating
i ellorts on “positive” work in the Duma
Trotskyite Pravda kept saying that the masses could
an influence on the L';mr:_tnlru_ntﬂ legislative activity
‘l’l the Duma. lt’l.'ll'u('l..' wrote: “'Our l:.1r||1n|,_nl L1 g
the less an arena of the most concentrated and far from
l‘lll;llggiu hetween the state authority and the social
@ “freedom of coalition” slogan was wigorously op-
by Lenin, who proved that under tsarism it was in
fn instrument used by the bourgeoisic to deceive the
BN, hccuu.‘;l: it did not affect the foundations of the

,Ll’lhi 'lr-:r] 21, p. 420.
Wila Larya Mo, 5, 1912, p. 12
Ehivaye Dyelo, March 2, 1912
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exploiting system. He said i

wrote: “Trotsky knows perfectly well that liquidators wril
ing in legal publications combine this very slogan of ‘free
dom of coalition” with the slogan ‘down with the unde
ground party, down with the struggle for a republic’.

Trotskyites in the vears of reaction were Menshevik, liquida
tionist and anti-revolutionary,

The Trotskyite platform had as its theoretical foundation

a subjectivist. metaphysical approach to the analysis ol

concrete reality. The Trotskyites followed the liquidators i

trving to revise the fundamental tenets of the Marxisl
outlook, In his book, My Life, Trotsky wrote that back i
1902 he had been keen on books by Bogdanov, “who combined
with Marxism the epistemology of Mach and Avenarius”
Trotskyv’s outlook had been strongly influenced by Ferdinand
Lassalle and Karl Kautsky.

In 1909, the liguidationist journal Uozrozhdeniye carried
a letter from Kautsky in which he argued that there was no
difference between Marx and Dietzgen, and that since Macl
was close to Dietzgen, he was also close to Marx, and con
sequently, there was no justification for the struggle againsl
Mach.? Kautsky asserted that philosophy was the personal
business of each Party member. The Trotskyites seized on
these anti-Marxist views. They followed Kautsky in oppos
ing the Party spirit in philosophy and denying the conne
tion between philosophy and political struggle. Trotsky kepl
saying that the struggle against Machism “cannot he
mandatory upon the Party”.? In a letter to one of his sup
porters on MNovember 21, 1909, the Trotskyite Semkovaky
sharply aftacked Plekhanov for having linked the fortunes
aof Marxism with “matter” and “other devilish things".

About the struggle over philosophical questions which
had started in the Party, Semkovsky wrote: It is utterly
ridiculous to turn this into a Parteisache [party business
Authors).” He went on to say that Bogdanov had invited
him to write an article about dialectical and metaphysical

U Lenin, Collected Tlarks, Vol. 17, p. 362

+ [azro .I'Jr.fr.m:_l.'.' Mo, 9-12, 1904, 4 78,
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was a liguidationist  sloga
which diverted the masses from revolutionary struggle. Lenin

III
Thus., the programme and tactical propositions of the

plalism for a collection of discussion articles aimed
it Lenin's book. On the advice of Trotsky and Parvus,
ovsky agreed, with the proviso that the introduction
ild say that the authors “take the standpoint of Kautsky's
i, that philosophical discussions are not a Parteisache.
Wlone a Fraktionsache ([factional business —Awuthors.].”!
Bhus, the Trotskyites denied the importance of Marxist
By in the labour movement, tried to revise [li&:ltclw;ul
jalism., preached the reactionary idealistic philosophy
flichism, and substituted eclecticism and sophistry for
[Betics. In a letter to Alexandra Kollontai in August 1915,
i ranked Trotsky among the most noxious Kautskyites,
were embellishing opportunism  in various forms and
Warious ways) preach eclecticism instead of revolution-
Marxism'™.2
¢ liquidators and the Totskyites directed their main
at the illegal revolutionary Party of the working class,
g to set up a legal reformist party on the model of the
Bil-Democratic parties of the West. The Trotskyites con-
gl their liquidationist views in every possible way and
Bhided to be Centrists, “nonfactionalists”. The ideology
gntrism is one of time-serving and subordination of the
IBtariat’s interests to those of the petty bourgeoisie within
ftamework of a single party. Lenin flayed Centrism
ilessly for its hypocrisy and unprincipled conciliation,
for paying lip-service to Marxism while actually be
N it. )
an open letter to Boris Suvarin, Lenin wrote: "l con-
it my Socialist duty to fight Kautsky and other
fte’ spokesmen.”™ In 1921, Lenin drew the attention of
fraternal Communist Parties to the menace of Centrism,
that the Bolsheviks would never have won power, or
rh if they had not carried on a resolute struggle against
Sipportunists and Centrists 15 yvears earlier.® _
lskyvism was a manifestation of Centrism on Russian
At the Fifth (London) Congress of the RSDLP in 1907,
ky tried to cobble together a Centrist group, arguing

“the whole of Social-Democracy should accept
W i, 280,1,36599/ 16,
enin, Collected [lorks, Vaol. 35, p. 200,
I, Vol. 23, p. 202
Ihld., Vol. 32, p. 472.
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‘Centrist’ aspirations™.! He said the Party must be sure |
have a “Marxist centre” to act as a “neutraliser” betwedl
the Party’s Right and Left wings, thereby ensuring unil§
and discipline.? This meant in practice that revolutionarg
Marxists and opportunists should coexist in one party, ani
that it should fling its doors wide open to petty-bourgenll
and bourgeois elements. The demand for a “Marxist centre§
meant turning the revolutionary proletarian Party into ong
of social reform, an amorphous organisation, consisting of
big and small groups, and incapable of taking any action

The Trotskyites opposed the principle of democralil
centralism in the Party, and the subordination of the minoril§
to the majority. "It is not external coercion, but moral bondg
that keep the party united.” wrote Trotsky, designating Parl§
discipline as “external coercion”. The Trotskyites said strigh
Party discipline was “clannish despotism . According &
Trotsky, Party members or separate groups should accep
decisions by central organs so long as they considered thess
decisions to be correct: otherwise these could be ignored
even if they had been taken by a majority of the Parlyy
Lenin said this was aristocratic anarchism, which undermined
the Party’s unity, turning it into an amorphous mass, 10
capable of giving a lead in the proletariat’s revolutionar$
struggle.

Trotsky's supporters denied that the illegal Party had §
role to play as the proletariat’s vanguard in the revolution
The Trotskyite Pravda declared that the struggle to restor8
the illegal Party organisations was a “harmful utopu
Trn’r\[-ﬂ_.-' wrote: "i}::rhupﬁ. someone will ask: which organisi
tion—the legal or the illegal—is more important? That iy
question we refuse to answer altogether, because it is mean
ingless.” Statements of that kind were grist to the mill of the
bourgeoisie.

In his efforts to “reconcile” the revolutionaries and (he
opportunists, Trotsky denied that the differences betwesll
the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks had class roots, and
reduced them to organisational matters, which he belicval
to be inessential. Lenin said this was an attempt on Trotsky's
part to cheat the workers. He added: “In reality, it 1s by ni
means the organisational question that is now in the lfor

bt the question of the entire programme, the entire
wnd the whole character of the Party, or rather a
I of two parties—the Social-Democratic Labour Party
e Stolypin labour party of Potresov, Smirnov, Larin,
, and their friends.”!
gy saw the main cause of the differences between the
ks and the Mensheviks in the struggle between the
groups of intelligentsia for influence over “a politi-
Mmature proletariat’”. Together with Axelrod and other
tors, he asserted that the RSDLP was not a party ol
tking class. but of the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia,
Mhat the workers’ masses would regard the “Social-
fatic Party as being outside their circle”. This was
Ing the nature and character of the proletarian Party,
Bl liberal and liquidationist tune, which is really the
I8 to the repudiation of the Party™.* In his article
Biption of Unity Under Cover of Outcries for Unity”
Wi other works, Lenin exposed Trotsky's slanderous
lions and showed that the intelligentsia had predom-
in the revolutionary movement only in the 1870s
MB80s, but that from the mid-15890s, especially from the
gnce of the RSDLP, the overwhelming majority of
who took part in the revolutionary struggle were
s and peasants, This was reflected in the Party’s social
up.
e roots of the differences between the Bolsheviks and
Wensheviks lay in the economic content of the Russian
ulinn. were determined by class relations and involved
mental principles. Lenin saw the Mensheviks' liquida-
b as a sign of bourgeois influence on the proletariat.
plingly. to safeguard the illegal revolutionary Party and
then the unity of the working class, the liquidationists
gnin, Collected U'orks, Vol. 1T, p. 260.
bbel., Vol 20, p. 343,
pgeois falsificrs of CPSU history still use these Trotskyite inven-
b lighting ihe Party. West German historian W, Markert declared
the Bolshevik Party developed “the other side of classes”. i e. in
lon from the proletariat and the peasantry. Actually, the Bolshevik
developed as a working-class party [rom the outsct. By its Second
pas, it had alrcady had several tens of thousands of workers in its
i Iy 1005, the number of workers in the Party came to 61,7 per
Vrom 1905 to 1916, 65.2 per cent of new members every year were
fn and peasants (see Userossiishaya perepis chlenow REP, 1922 g
uasian Census of RCP Members, 1922]), Part 4. Moscow, 1923, pp.

Ah).

U The Fifth (London) Congress of the RSDLP. Proceedings, p. A8
* Borba Mo. 7-8, 1914, p. 7.
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BN exposed these statements by Trotsky, which were
fitdl to undermine the Party’s unity. In his work, “The
of Affairs in the Party” (December 1910), Lenin
out that most workers in Russia fully supported the
0l Bolsheviks and Plekhanovites, and that this could not
bred without abandoning the Marxist standpoint. Lenin
o “When Trotsky declares that the rapprochement
i the pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks is
il of political content’ and ‘unstable’, he is thereby
revealing the depths of his own ignorance, he is
by demonstrating his own complete emptiness.”!
Wing failed to win the support of the workers in Rus-
Myotsky began to cast around for allies among the
il groups abroad, The Trotskyites established close
The Trotskyite Pravda, flying the Centrist banner of “nom Wilth the anti-Party Uperyod group and gave every
factionalism”, fought Bolshevism and stood up for liquidis it o the otzovist school on Capri. Trotsky was hoping
tionism and ofzovism.! Visual confirmation of this was the Bl over the students of the school and to have them
slanderous :;;.nnEmign it started ug:;inht the decisions of thi ll.lm recruit supporters for him in Russia. He |1|:'-:r|1ll-'t{l
Fifth Conference of the RSDLP, which had condemmned the students should be trained in journalism, and invited
liquidationism. The Vienna Provda wrote: “To avoid ang tribute to Pravda, which was being sent to Russia,
misunderstandings, let us say: if the tactical resolutions had by building a bridge between the school and party
been drawn up by the Pravda editorial board, it would have X
formulated them very differently on many points than the
last Party Conference did.”
The newspaper tried very hard to ruin the bloc betwegl
the Bolsheviks and the pro-Party Mensheviks, on the pleg
that this “combination™ did not benefit the Party in any way
Trotsky wrote: “The new combination, at present politically
meaningless, does not give us any guarantee of its political
stability in the future. In these circumstances it would b
very rash indeed to join with it even Pravda’s fortunes, I
say nothing of the Party’s own,™

had to be “cut off” from the Party, there being no questiolf
of reconciliation between them, as Trotsky was insisting
The Trotskyites, fully sharing the liquidators’ theoretical
political and organisational views, directed their enting
practical activity to the establishment of a legal reformisl
party. Accordingly, having set up in Vienna, in 1908
Trotsky established close ties with the liquidators, otzovisll§
Bundists and other opportunists for joint struggle againg
the Bolsheviks. From October 1908 to May 1912, he published
his anti-Party newspaper Pravda in Vienna, which was hi§
private venture, and not, Lenin emphasised, an organ of ang§
Party organisation in Russia. It was financed by the liguis
dators and also had subsidies from opportunists in the leades
ship of the German Social-Democratic Party.

L]
iWever, the Trotskyites were deceived in their hopes of
the students in their own interests. Once they had seen
iEh to the essence of otzovism, a section of the students,
8l by N. Y. Vilonov, issued a protest against the anti-
W activity of the school management and in November
went to Paris, where they heard lectures by Lenin and
her Bolsheviks. f
Bolsheviks fought consistently against Trotsky's
pist policy. Lenin exposed the petty-bourgeois nature of
yism and its cfforts to substitute reformism for
- =T ; = Wm, and showed up its revisionism on questions of pro-
L L. Schapiro imsists that in the wears of reaction the Trotskylls ‘ e actics. Leni k 50l and
FPravdae did not join in the factional struggle, “avoided all sharg e, Etlﬂt{!gf_r _‘lnd L‘I'['h_t':'" £nin  took a N.F\-"J .Ll[f El-..lﬂ"\
polemics™, worked (or Party unity and stood up for the workers' interosii t the l::'l_‘lm.'llmtill'}'_-’l:tltl!fl{: shown towards [L‘_l:lt!i.lri}'l.'illl
{L. Schapiro, op. cit., p. 115). gome, including Grigory Zinoviev, Lev Kamenev,
Actually, however, the Trotskyite Pravda, in league with the liguidal Bl Rvkov. Mikhail Tomsky. Miron Viadimirov,
ors, worked hard to destroy the revolutionary Party. Iis ideas were aliel] bimov. Sol L kv - | enh Goldenberg
to the M'llrLiug class of Russia. When, in .“1'1.'|::-IL'|||.E:-1_'1' 1910, s editoris ?“’ ]ll'l'lﬂ‘:, S0I0Mon OZOVERY  and -IUH{"I:' 1 rolACnberyg
board circulated a questionnaire to the [actories and plants, it recelvell IIIUJ"I"F]"'-:'-'_--
only 50 replies from the whole of Russia. In this connection, the editorigl 1
board bitterly r‘-||:||:'-|..1i|||.'|'.: “The comrades in the localities are stir o T E
lazily. Sometimes it takes a pair of pliers to extract every word ol !.rnim Collected Works. Vol. 17, p. 35, ! whe
response from them.” Blenlral Party Acchives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
! Sotsil-Demokrat, Movember 16 Lo, 1910, ”"I’]-I ! 5




In the conditions of reaction, the conciliators displaved
ideological hesitation, wavered in conducting revolutionary

tactics and sprcad defeatist attitudes. The

that the conciliators. together with the Trotskyites, were help
ing the liquidators to fight the Bolsheviks.

Even before that, at a meeting of the enlarged editorial
the
Bolshevik newspaper Profetary should be closed down, and

board of Proletary, the conciliators proposed that

that negotiations should be started with the editorial boanl
of the Trotskyite Pravda for the purpose of turning the

latter ir]tn [l'".' [(. 11r'}.:'1'.|.|:'l..'| .""LHF.!F I!H._' Ttll.'l_‘tlln!_[] K.ill'l'l".:l'l{‘-. 1

secret from the CC, had continued his l,'l;ln'l']'l‘_"\l'llj[tdi_'ﬂ{'{' willy
Trotsky to arrange the terms for rendering material, literary
and other aid to the Vienna Pravda. Kamenev was supporied
by Zinoviev. who wrote to F. Goloshchyokin in Moscow uk
follows: “I feel that an agreement with Pravda is highly
desirable. . .. What is to be done just now in the localitical
At present, one thing can and must be done: resolutions muil
be passed on the need to have Pravda made the CC organ
It will be well for the Moscow Committee and the districhd
to do this. And the sooner the better. This will be an excellent
means of pressure.”?

Lenin voiced a resolute protest against the negotiation
with the Vienna Pravda. On August 18, 1909, he wrote (8
Lyubimov: “As regards Trotsky, I must say that I shall h§
most vigorously opposed to helping him.... Without §
scttlement of this question by the Executive Committee al

U Pod Zaamenem Marksizma No, 9-10, 1932, p. 202.

< Minutes of a Conference of the Enlarged Editorial Board of
Profetary, p. 119,
* Central Party Archives of the [Institute of Marxism-Leninis

377/10/35708/8, 8 rew.
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conciliators
supported the Trotskyites and in the name of a fictitious
Party “unity” suggested all sorts of compromises with the
opportunists, hewing to a “middle-of-the-road” and “golde
mean policy. On November 28, 1908, Kamenev wrote W
Bogdanov: “In the ‘squabble’ which has started [ stand i)
the ‘middle-of-the-road’ and hope to stay there ... | feul
that just as the struggle against conciliation was binding on
me in 1904, so conciliation is equally binding just now,'™
In practice. this “middle-of-the-road” line proved to he
support for various anti-Party groups abroad who werd
acting together with the liquidators, The objective result wil

Milshevik Centre, no steps to help Trotsky arc prermis-
My

BWever, the conciliators and the Mensheviks on the
Mow CC had, back in May 1909, confirmed the editorial
8 of the Vienna Pravda as a CC literary group. Golden-
B (Meshkovsky) started negotiations with I'rotsky, promis-
BBC assistance to his newspaper. The agreement pro

that Dubrovinsky, a representative of the {.(._Iwuuld
the editorial board of the Vienna Pravda, while the
dttal board remained completely autonomous, retained its
B tish account, the CC meeting all the costs of the paper
Bl was to be printed at the Proletary printing press in
% Accepting the agreement, Trotsky declared that he
Wlered retention “of the newspapers nunf_urtuma_t_l
Mer a necessary condition for its further existence .
June 20, 1909, he informed Dubrovinsky (Inok) about his
Bllations with Meshkovsky and the acceptance of the
% of the agreement.® j . §
Polsky strove to have the 1'-IL‘T11I1;‘| Pravda recognised as
Brgan of the RSDLP Central Committee, so as to spread
Wlationist ideas among the workers under the banner ol
Wll-Party newspaper. Having read Trotsky's letter to
bovinsky, Lenin wrote to Zinoviev on August 24, I‘.Hllr_:'
pegards Pravda, have you read I'rotsky’s letter to [nok!
Y have, | hope it has convinced vou that |.1!"i!lth.|'i‘_-' be-
§ like a despicable careerist and factionalist "r; the
anov-and-Co. type? He pays lip-service to the Party
behaves worse than any other of the factionalists.™
inciliation was ruinous for the Party, because it was one
the worst species of opportunism. “The conciliators,
I wrote, “‘are not Bolsheviks at all ... they have nothing
Sommon with Bolshevism ... they are simply inconsistent
Bakvites. . .. ¢ He urged a resolute struggle agamnst con-
Mation, which was gravely damaging the _L-Itnr"l to hl_uld up
Party. The conciliators played an especially hurmt\lull |'u|:;
the January (1910) Plenary Meeting of the RSDLE
firal Committee.

ML enin, Collected [Works, Vol 34, p. 398, ' N: _
LK. D Shalagin. Rarba bolshevikow s trofalizmom I__“I-:: |E:-ll.'~||l.".lk'~
Migple Against Trotskyism) I:.”JI'-'T llrl'l'“‘,?l“k".llm 1965, p. 3.

L r.:-hit:. Collected Weorks, Vol. 54, pp, 399-44

lbid., Vol. 17, p. 261,




Party of the working class, and to expose and expel
portunist elements from the Party, X
¥ing on Trotsky's support, the “E]Ll]datllll:'ﬁ strove to
the Bolsheviks, undermine their influence in the work-
and to create conditions for uniting all the oppor-
elements into a legal reformist party. The most
ent of them called for an open hight against the
iks, a take-over of the leadership, and expulsion
the Party of Lenin and his supporters. But all things
gred, the liquidators dared not have an open break

o, Lr_.-nin‘s Struggle Against Trotsky’s
“Unity” Policy at the January (1910) Plenum of the
RSDLP Central Committee

_ At the end of 1900, the Trotskyites, with the support @
Zinoviev, Kameney, Rvkov and Goldenberg (Meshkovsky)
started a campaign for 2 plenary meeting of the Central
Committee to “reconcile’ and “unite” all factions and trend§
in the RSDLP. Apart from the Trotskyites and the cong
ciliators, calls for a Plenum were issued by spokesmen gf ; :
non-Russian national Social-Democratic organisations ani e Bolsheviks because they realised that their supporters
those abroad. i were much too weak and disorganised to “under-
By then, the arrest of 3 number of Bolshevik members of liere and then the mission of forming a new party
the Central Committee. together with subversion by ih Mation”, as Martov put it.! : D34
opportunists, had weakened the Central Committee, giving liquidators decided to cover up their anti-Party
anti-Party elements a clear superiority. It was clear thal B8 with an adventurist plan proposed by Trotsky and
the relation of forces at the plenary meeting would not be i lifidists. At the plenary mecting, T rotsky acted as a
favour of the Bolsheviks, but they decided to attend anywa y desirous of “reconciling” and “uniting” one and all.
in an effort to make the utmost use of the rostrum it offered g the controversial issues of principle, he strove to
to expose the liquidators, otzovists and Trotskyites. through decisions Fully acceptable for the I:qu::_z.'lrnH
The plenary meeting of the RSDLP Central Commitiel 'S plan boiled down to “uniting” all trends in the
was held in Paris in January 1910, It was the last plenary regardless of their attitude to i|it|uld:tl_mn|5rr_l and.
meeting in the Farty’s history attended by both Bolsheviky lugging the “unity” line, 5‘-'"Llringlthc [[HS“'“!"]".“E
and Mensheviks, The voling members included 14 membepg T:hcvik group and rejecting Lenin’s line of fighting
of' the: Party: CC: 4 Bolsheviks, 4 Mensheviks, 2 Polish i fronts, so as to assure the opportunists of leading
Social-Democrats, 2 Bundists, | representative of the Latvigy within the Party. Trotsky’s plan actually became
Social-Democrats, and | representative of the Vperyodisiy Platform of the opportunists. Thus, a liquidator-
Not a single pro- Party Menshevik attended. Those attend e bloc, supported by Zinoviev, Kamenev and “”.m
ing the plenary meeting from the Bolsheyik group tors, took shape at the plenary meeting. It was “an
Zinoviev, Kameney, Dubrovinsky, Goldenberg (Meshkavsky) Wicipled bloc against Party and principle” . i -
and Nogin—took 2 conciliatory attitude and supported i subjected the liquidationist essence of Trotsky's
Trotsky. Lenin had to carry on a struggle with the oppol 0 relentless criticism, pointing out that Trotsky wanted
tunists and the conciliators jn 3 very difficult situation. Ha ile” in the Party “the given persons, groups and insti-
subsequently wrote to Maxim Gorky “Three weeks of agony, regardless of their ]drutugicul-puli_ticul_ line. the
all nerves were on edge, the devil to Pl ' it of their work, or their attitude to liquidationism i{”d
At the plenary meeting, there was a clash between twa M, keeping silent about the differences, and doing
incompatible views of the Party’s role and tasks, and va; i g to expose their roots, their significance and _the
aspects of Party construction, Lenin was alone in taking o ¥e conditions of their origination. Lenin wrote: “The
consistent stand on the revolutionary Marxist line. [y thing is to ‘reconcile’ persons and groups. If they do
worked to unite all the Party forces on the basis of Marxis|
principle, to preserve angd consolidate the illegal revaly

S Martov, Spasiteli il uprazdniteli? (Saviours or Abolitionists?).
101, P 10,

! Lenin, Collected it lorks, Vol, 34, p. 420, i, Collected Works, Vol. 16, p. 226.




not agree on carrying out a common policy, that policy musl
be interpreted in such a way as to be acceptable to all. Live
and let live. This is philistine ‘conciliation’, which inevitahly
leads to sectarian diplomacy. To ‘stop up’ the sources of
disagrecment, to k-.'r.'p silent about them, to ‘adjust’ “conflicty
at all costs, to neutralise the conflicting trends—it is to this
that the main attention of such ‘conciliation’ is directed."
At the plenary meeting, Lenin stood up for the revolutionary
view of Party unity on a principled ideological basis, and
on the basis of implacable struggle against everv deviation
From Marxism, ;

A |‘1{'T:L' wias a4 protracted debate over the resolution on
“lT'he State of Affairs in the Party” which had been drafted
by L{'PH‘.IH. In face of the lierce resistance of the liquidators
and Trotskyites, he succeeded in scoring a victorv on
principle. The resolution adopted by the plenary mecting
said that liquidationism and otzovism were manifestations ol
the bourgeois influence on the proletariat, although the
terms “liquidationism” and “otzovism” were not actually
spelled out in the text itsell.

There was a debate involving principle over the claus
of the resolution dealing with the struggle on two  fronls
against the liquidators and the otzovists. “Nothing at the
plenum aroused more furious—and often comical—indigng
tion than the idea of a ‘fight on two fronts’.” Lenin wrote
“The very mention of this infuriated both the Vpervodisty
and the Mensheviks.? In an effort to slur over Lenin'd
clear-cut formulations, Trotsky motioned the insertion in thi
draft resolution of this hazy phrase: “Overcoming of botl
deviations through the extension and decpening of Social
Democratic work.” After a long debate. the Mensheviks, wha
were supported by the Vpervodists, the Bundists and the
conciliators, managed to force through Trotsky's proposal
Mevertheless, the plenary meeting recognised the need (4
struggle against “both deviations”, and this was of EXCE
tional importance,

'he Party’s tactical line for the period of reaction had
been set out in the resolutions of the Fifth Conference of (h
RSDLP. The plenum was to confirm the main decisions of
the Conference. Accordingly, the introductory part of Lenin's - &

P OPSE in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses. Conferences
B Plenums, Part 1, p, 234,

Lenin, Collected [orks, Vol, 16, p. 226

lhbid., p. 227.

pesolution on “The State of Affairs in the Party” sand:
Ponfirmation of the decisions of December 1908 and in
Bince of them.” However, the Mensheviks flatly
lred that they refused to vote for the resolution unless
words are deleted. Trotsky supported the liquidators.
pesolution was adopted by a majority, without the words
Sonhirmation. ...

Wreover, the Mensheviks managed to insert into the
flition a highly obscure and hazy point one, which said
Social-Democratic tactics had always been fundamen-
goherent and always designed to achieve maximum
I8, and that the proletariat of Russia now had the first
irtunity, by organising itself into a massive Social-Demo-
i¢ Party, to apply this tactical method of international
il-Democracy  consciously, systematically and con
itly.1

in opposed the inclusion of this clause in the resolu-
L He said: “In my draft of the resolution this point was
Wlly absent and, with the rest of the Proletary editorial
B, I most emphatically opposed it.”* Point One of the
blution did not spell out the fundamental principles of
bil-Democratic tactics, the immediate aims of the struggle
Ml methods, or the reasons for which the tactical line of
Social-Democrats remained unchanged. All this, said
i, turned Point One into “unnecessary and useless
st ? Besides, the formula—that the conscious proletariat
being given the first opportunity of consciously applying
M lactical method of international Social-Democracy
led the liquidators to interpret the whole clause as
ilying the need to make use of reformist methods
pwed from the Social-Democratic parties of the West.
Mmediately after the plenary meeting, the liquidators
I8 use of this clause to argue that the illegal party was
gessary. Their newspaper, Golos Sotsial-Demokrata,
g that underground work “has had its day and will
¥ be revived”, and that the Russian labour movement
glowly but surely to develop “towards assimilating
jpean forms”™.

' Lenin. Colfected (orks, Vol. 16, p. 21
! kil p 214
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After a long and stubborn struggle, the resolution on
“The State of Affairs in the Party” was passed unanimousls
By means of numerous amendments, remarks and addends
the liquidators and Trotsky had managed to delete many of
its 1mportant provisions. The resolution rounded off the
sharp corners and failed to answer a number of fundamental
questions. Lenin gave an all-round critique of the concilial
ory errors of this resolution after the plenum in his Notes of
a Publicist, in which he proved it to be inconsistent, i
resolute and amorphous. He traced all the intricacies of the
struggle at the plenary meeting, characterising the stani
taken by the Bolsheviks and by the Mensheviks on the ques
tions debated, and giving a detailed analysis of the resolu
tions adopted.! Many prominent members of the Party
supported Lenin’s assessment of the plenum resolutions, (n
Pl.'l.'lrt'_h 2, 1910, Felix Dzerzhinsky wrote to Z. Leder: “I da
not !IL'{‘. the CC resolution: it is vague—unclear. [ do not
believe in unifving the Party with Dan's participation. |
think that before unification, the Mensheviks should bi
brought to a split, with the Dans, the now masked liquidad
ors. expelled from a united Party beforehand.”™

. The January (1910) Plenary Meeting of the RSDLP Central
'[;nunmr.h;-c considered the question of calling a regular all
Party conference and adopted a decision to that effect
}?CHI‘H[UIH number of concessions to the liquidators and the
[rotskyites, it was in line with the vital needs of the labow
movement. Lenin wrote that the Conference would help to
vigorously promote the creation of a broader, more stable
and more flexible proletarian basis for the future revely
tionary hattles™ 3 !

A sharp struggle developed at the plenary meeting on
orgamsational matters. According to its decision. a f‘:|||c::i|| "
of CC members was to be set ‘up in Russia with all the
rights of the RSDLP Central Committee, while the activity
of the CC Bureau Abroad was confined to publishing and
]mrth:- technical functions. In this wav. the centre of :.:r".u ity
of CC work was being transfefred to Russia, ‘

[he establishment of a governing centre in Russia was
a positive fact, because it brought the leadership closer to thi

L :.IIIIiH. Jf'--l'."r.'.'rn! Works, Val. 16, pp. 195-250,
1F. E Yeerzhinsky, [:zhranniye wranzvedeniy S elects T
Vol. 1, Moscow, 1967, p, 220, i vedeniya (Selected Work
31

enin, Collected {lorks, Vol 16. p. 135,

Party organisations, helped to unite all the Party
pnd made it possible to start active struggle against
Blnti-Party clements. However, the liquidators were
I on using this decision for their own purposes. By
Mlerring the CC to Russia, they strove to weaken Lenins
piee on Party affairs in Russia, drain the CC Bureau
il of its strength, and bring the Russian Bureau within
g distance of the police. According to the pro-Party
hevik Vasily Fomin, Dan had told Martynov at the
¢ "The reason why we are transferring the CC to
il 18 because it will go down, That is just why we must
un Golos Sotsial-Demokrata remaining.”!
Bin wanted Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks to
tite the Party central organs, but the bloc of hiquidators,
fils and Trotskyites rejected the proposal. On the CC
W8 in Russia and Abroad the Mensheviks were re-
nled by liquidators.
ring the discussion of the 1r|{'rT1h{::'.‘~h-ll1 of the Sotsial-
ikrat editorial board, the liquidators, Bundists, and
Ry strove to “neutralise” the two opposed trends,
Bt giving either an edge over the other, which made
gNilsle to take the “middle-ol-the-road” line on every
jon. The Mensheviks proposed Trotsky or a Bundist as
uitraliser”. Lenin wrote: “The Bundist or Trotsky was
Bl the part of a matchmaker who would undertake to
e in wedlock” ‘given persons, groups and institutions’,
pective of whether one of the sides had renounced
ditionism or not,”*
i Menshevik proposal was not passed. Trotsky's
Ination was rejected, while that of the Bundist was not
| on at all. On the editorial board of Sofsial-Demolkral,
Wolsheviks were represented by Lenin and Zinoviev, the
iiheviks, by Martov and Dan, and the Polish Social-
jocrats, by Varsky, who was later replaced by Leder.
L was also decided to publish a “Discussion Collection™
gupplement to Sotsial-Demokrat, with an editorial board
PBsenting all existing trends in the Party, the non-Rus-
pational Social-Democratic  organisations, and the

"

AL the insistence of the liquidators, and with the consent

enin Miscelluny X XU, p. 83 (Russ, ed.).
L enin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 16, p. 213,




of Zinoviev, Kamenev and other conciliators, the plenuim
decided to extend material assistance to Trotsky's Pravda,

Kamenev was appointed to its editorial board as CC re

presentative. Any changes on the newspaper’s editorial
board were to be made only with the Central Committeey
comsent. Newvertheless, the Trotskyites failed to turn the

III-'i_t'lmu-:L Pravda into the organ of the RSDLP Central Com
mittee, and the question was referred to the next Party con
ference.! '

A great deal of harm was done to the Party by the ple
num's decision to dissolve the Bolshevik faction, stop the
publication of the Bolshevik newspaper Proletary and hand
the money belonging to the Bolsheviks partly to the RSDLP
Central Committee and partly to “neutral holders”—tl
German Social-Democrats, Karl Kautsky, Clara Zetkin and
Franz Mehring—for temporary safe-keeping. The latter werg
to return the money to the CC treasury within two vears,
provided the Mensheviks fulfilled the decisions of the [anu
ary Plenum, :

Lenin vigarously protested against the closure of Prol
tary and the hand-over of the Bolshevik funds to the “neu
tral holders”. He insisted that the Mensheviks should als
stop publishing their Golos Sotsial-Demokrata and dissolve
their factional centre. Under his pressure, the resolution “Og
Factional Centres™ said that “the interests of the Party and
of Party unity demand the closure of the newspaper Golo
Sotsial-Demokrata in the near future” 2
_Lenin did not believe that the agreement with the Menshe
viks could last. Anticipating the Menshevik failure to fulfil
the agreement, the Bolsheviks, on Lenin's initiative. issued
a declaration at the plenum sayving that in the event the
Mensheviks refused to dissolve their factional centre. stop
publishing Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, and promote the all
Party centres in Russia and abroad, the Bolsheviks rescrved
the right to demand the return of their money from {he
“holders™ and the convocation of a plenum of the Party's
Central Committee.” Lenin's foresight was entirely justi
hed: the Mensheviks failed to fulfil any of the CC plenum
decisions, g

VEPSL in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses, Conleren
and CC Plenums, Part 1, pp. 240-41 .

¢ Ibid., p. 241

* Ibid., PP 241-43.

s the January (1910) Plenary Meeting n’rl I.Ih:; RE*:L]_[.I'
4l Committee adopted a number of decisions which
hot through with the spirit of Centrism and were
to undermine Bolshevik influence in the Party. Somc
ecisions were designed not only to weaken but virtu-
W0 liquidate the Bolshevik Party. The plenum failed to
and under the existing relation n! forces could not
Mlved—the main task: real Party unity. In 1911, Lenin
it the plenum’s erroncous decisions had drained the
ol its strength for at least a year.!
anti-Party bloc. finally formalised at the August 1912
pence of liquidators, was in fact formed at the plenum
e whole, the plenum decisions were in the nature of a
Bmise. Because of the relation of forces at the plenum.
was unfavourable to the Bolsheviks, Lenin had to
% number of minor concessions. He considered it pos
ind necessary to do this in order to safeguard the prin-
I line, “provided the line of the Party was not therehy
Mnined, provided these concessions did not lead to the
bn of that line, provided these concessions paved the
lor bringing people back from liquidationism and otzo-
e Party 2 ¢
::nlhul'licltsx “Towards Unity”, “Notes of a Publicist .
New Faction of Conciliators, or the Virtuous and
% Lenin gave a truly Marxist assessment of the plenum
Bilons. In the last named article, he noted .lh..'it :th-.- _plc—
5 merit was “the rejection of the ideas of liquidation-
Wl otzovizm: its mistake was the agreement concluded
Miminately with persons and groups whose deeds are
U hccordance with their promises. . .9 3
Bmeney. Zinoviev and other conciliators played a dis-
ful role at the plenum. helping Trotsky to force
eh decisions suitable to the liguidators. Lenin sharply
Bhed the conciliators for allowing Trotsky to lead them.
lor supporting his “unificatory” efforts. A gl'c;}tlnlraltnf
\ was done to the Party by the conciliationist spirit which
bulled at the plenum. Unity, about which the conciliators
Mulked so much, was possible only on the basis of Marxist
Wiple, and not of unprincipled arrangements with the Li-
litors and Trotskyites.

| |.l'll'l.l1. Collected Tllorks. Vol. 34, p. 445
., Vol. 16, p. 241.
B, Vol. 17, p. 266.




Very soon the conciliation trend collapsed altogether, and
with it the decisions of the January (1910) Plenum, which
Lenin had called “idiotic”, “fatal”.! He pointed out: “Thi
conciliationist mistake ol the Plenary Meeting quite incvi
hllrl'- brought about the failure of its f.um.th..tlnn dec
sions.”® After the January Plenum the struggle within the
‘arty, far from stopping, was in fact further sharpened

The opportunists were delighted with the plenum’s deci
sions. On February 20, 1910, Axelrod wrote to Potresos
“We have scored a great moral victory.™ The liguidationisl

Golos Sotsial-Demokrata wrote just after the plenum: “Al
ter the decisions taken by the CC, the ‘war aganst the liqui
dators’ can be regarded . .. as a past stage of development

The ink of the ["Jlt_'r]l]rl]-.\i decisions on the Vienna Provdd
was harrlslj.' 1|:}f'. when Tr'n".skj.' Wils ;_l.t'l'l;_‘:_l.l;l:.-" irlu:;uiriug
kamenev when he could go to Paris for “talks about the siz
ol the subsidv and—what is most important—{for its imm
diate receipt”™.® In his article, “Onto the Party Path™, he said
the plenum's decisions were a “remarkable fact” and *pur
gold of scientific socialism™. Trotsky's Pravda sang the
praises of the plenum’s decisions which suited the liquidators
but said nothing at all about its condemnation of liquida
tionism and otzovism or the struggle against liquidationism
in general.

Just after the plenum, the liquidators abroad published o
regular issue ol Golos Sotsial-Demokrata which set out what
was virtually a programme for highting against the illegal
Party. In an "Open Letter” 16 Menshevik liquidators d
manded that the Party should switch the centre of its work
to the legal organisations, opposed the bloc of Bolsheviks
and pro-Party Mensheviks, and called for a disbandmeni
of underground organisations. Articles by Martov, Dan and
S. Novich carried by the paper abounded in slanderous at
tacks against the Bolsheviks and backed up liquidationism

At the same time, four editors of Goloes Sotsial-Demokrata
Axelrod, Dan, Martov and Martynov—issued a scparals
leaflet with a liquidators’ manifesto, under the title of “Lel

|II'II'|

! Lenin, l[.'ru'l'r.'.!rr.!' lorks, Vaol. 54, p. 445,
“‘lui Vil. s .
V Solsial- |.|'r!:¢-u.ﬂ.:ri.|’;n:."|r'n'-|_'|,{ duvizhenmiye v Ressii [The - Social-Dema
cratic Movement in Russia), Part [, Moscow-Leningrad, 1928, p. I
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i Our Comrades”'. They demanded abolition of the il-
Party and immediate convocation of a liguidators’ con
iee o sct up a reformist party. Lenin said the “letter
Mlr Comrades” and the whole issue of Golos Sotsial-
rala were a “bomb intended to disrupt the |'=l|['. im-
futely after the unity plenum™.!
Phus, after the January Plenum, the Mensheviks came
With a much more open and uninhibited defence of
ilationism than ever before, With the support of the
llitors abroad and the Trotskvites, the Mensheviks set up
Upportunist centre in Russia headed by Potresov, Chere
B, Levitsky, and Maslov, and launched a subversive
fpign against the Party’s governing organs. In January
J. e liquidators in Russia |Jt”¢ir'i to |1Ll|=|:|\|'| their legal
| nul "nﬂ'x}m Zarya, which openly preached Uckhi ideas.
i called the journal “Nashi pomoi” {our slops).
Wbntrary to the plenum’s decisions, the Mensheviks did
Ything to hamper the work of the C.C Bureau in Russia.
Mensheviks 1. lsuv (Mikhail), P. Bronstein (Yuri) and
Yermolayev (Roman) declared that they rtL,m(I-.{l as
mlul not :m]\ the plenum's decisions but the very existence
ﬂlu CC, H‘u_}. refused not |-:|.|1. to work on ||H. L, but
b attend a single one of its meetings called for the pur
ol co-opting new members. Members of the CC Bureau
Russia, the conciliators Dubrovinsky and Goldenberg
hkn‘.."ﬁk}’}. and, after their arrest, Nogin and Leiteizen
Mtloy), carried on endless negotiations with the liquidat-
o organising the CC, but never got anywhere.
AL the same time, the Mensheviks strove to [rustrate the
kK of the newspaper Sotsial-Demokrat, the Party’s Central
in. Martov and Dan did L"\.'I:'I'!u-'ﬂl.IHIL; to prevent the puhli-
Un of Lenin's articles in the newspaper. T in editing
ol Lenin's articles for its No, 12, there was a flight for
mml C\'L‘]'}' word™,* wrote Varsky. The struggle on the

| I,r|'||:l fr.l.!'qlu.fr.'u" ol ||.-.Q"- al. 16, p 156

‘Uf.ﬁ:h: {Milestones)—a :ullr.-ni:-n of articles by Cadet publicists
gimed against Marxism and the 1905-07 revolution, Lenin said it
"an |.|I|'!.-'l,||||_r.|4,||||, ol liberal vencgation a whole torrent of slops
wil on democracy ™.

' Lenin, f.laa.ffqifraf Warks. Val, 16, P 162,
i“. A Yl:'1||||||._|}|.l.._| "Moviye malerialy o
Meniye partii” (MNew Material on V. 1.
Il. ale the Party), .i"u_.’l.-u-:_l, istorii KIPSS
i 1960, p. 175,
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editorial board of the Central Organ became so acute thal
in L".'ll'I‘_\.' M;q.,- 1910, Lenin sent the RSDLP Central Com
mittee a letter demanding Martov’s and Dan's |'|:’:lr|<u'v||'.|'||l
by pro-Party Mensheviks.!

After the plenum, the Party was also attacked bv the
Vpervodists. In May 1910, they published a slanderous leal
let entitled “To Comrade Bolsheviks™, then broke wilh
Diskussionny Listok, and in November 1910, set up theil
own factional school at Bologna (Italy).

The Trotskyites gave every support to the bloc of liqui
dators and Vperyodists. The Vienna Pravda carried ong
article after another urging Lmﬂ}' with the “quir]utm'ﬁ in the
localities. With the Mensheviks torpedoing all the plenum
decisions, Trotsky insisted that a “great step forward” had
been made, and kept calling for unity. The Trotskyite Pravdd
defended the statement by the 16 Menshevik liquidators and
the manifesto of the four Golos Sotsial-Demokrata editor
In an article in its No. 12 entitled “Towards Unity—Ove
Every Obstacle”, it declared that it was unable and unwilling
to join in the discussion of conflicts, because it was nol
in possession of the facts. It said Lenin's article, “Golog
(Voice) of the Liquidators Against the Party”, which exposed
the anti-Party policy of the Golos people, was “extremely
sharp”. In his article, “One of the Obstacles to Party Unity",
Lenin gave a withering critique of the anti-Party stand taken
by the Trotskyite Pravda, and said that it was bringing grisl
to the liguidators™ mill.

On April 17, 1910, the Vienna Club, consisting mainly ol
Trotsky's supporters, passed an anti-Party resolution. Pre
tending to be “nonfactional”, they defended the liquidatory,
accused the Bolsheviks of wrecking the decisions of the
January CG Plenum, and called for unity with the liquidators
and otzovists, Lenin wrote: l'-|_11'1|I:.~-ih:}'1.‘1' I:.TIH.' l‘Inril._'llru_"g'n:_':l resi
lution only differs outwardly from the ‘efusions’ of Axelrod
and Alexinsky. It is drafted very ‘cautiously’ and lays claim
to ‘above faction’ fairness. But what is its meaning? The
‘Bolshevik leaders’ are to blame for everything—this is the
same '|]h1'|u.‘~'u|:h}' of |ﬁ:~1|||':_.'- as that of Axelrod and Ale
xinsky."# In practice, Trotsky's conciliation was a fraud upon
the workers and, said Lenin, “the more dangerous to th

U Lenin, Collected UWorks, Vol. 16, pp. 191-94.
* Ibid., pp. 209-10,

i the more cunningly, artfully and rhetorically it cloaks
rwilh professedly pro-Party, professedly anti-factional
Mamations".!
the struggle against the Bolsheviks after the January
jiim, Irotsky received continued support from his allies
ey and Zinoviev. Soon after the plenum, the Second
Whevik) Group for the promotion of the RSDLP held
ting in Paris. A. Grechnev-Chernov, who was there,
led that in his speech Lenin showed up the unseemly
played by Kamenev and Zinoviev at the January Ple
il of the CC. Analysing the plenum’s resolutions, Lenin
he doubted that they could be realised.?
imenev, who gave a report about the plenum, stood up
the conciliators’ position and insisted on the fulfilment
Il the plenum’s decisions without fail. He was in a hurry
B0 to Vienna for joint work there with Trotsky. Lenin
ed Kamenev: “[ do not see any possibility of carrying
fruitful work with the liquidators, on the Right and on
B Left, especially with Trotsky, but [ do not object to
i going to Vienna to give you a chance to see for vour-
Inilt I am right.” Indeed, this was fully borne out by
ffjuent events.
1l his capacity as the CC representative on the editorial
ftl of the Vienna Pravda, Kamenev followed a double
ling policy. He tried to exert pressure on the editorial
0l of Sotsial-Demokrat to have it delay its attack against
e o El H . - .
Protskyite Pravda. In Kamenev's opinion, the issuc of
® Vienna Pravda devoted to the January Plenum of the
IBLFP Central Committee quite explicitly emphasised its
iBrmination to work hand in hand with the CC. Actually,
ver, the articles dealing with the plenum said nothing
Wl about the struggle against liquidationism. On March
1910, Lenin wrote to Kamenev: “[ must say that Trotsky
"brhiwi]lg in a most dastardly manner in Pravda No. 10,
't you think?%* Kamenev, for his part, assured Lenin
b it was necessary and useful for the Bolsheviks to co-
tile with Trotsky, and that the latter did not Feel at all
talgic about liquidationism.
Bbid., p. 211,
R0 Dladimire Hyiche Lenine, Uospominauwiva. 1900-1922 (About
limir Ilyich Lenin. Reminiscences, 1900-1922), Moscow, 1963, p. 97.
B lbid., p. 95.

S Lenin, Collected Torks, Fifth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 47, p. 240.
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K rivoy, recalled: “ At the time, Trotsky arrived with
i slatform—umheation of all Factions. I'.Ir'lj.:"ltl_l.{ from
flidators to the so-called Uperyod Bolsheviks, Most of
lidlents, especially those from the Utrals, opposed this
b and rejected Trotsky's proposal.’™!

lle at Bologna, Trotsky made arrangements with the
Nl people to hold a conference aimed against the Bol
B8, Exposing Trotsky's adventurist policy, Lenin wrote
beginning of January 1911, as follows: “In dehance
direct decision of the School Commission appointed
Plenary Meeting to the effect that no Party lecturer
go to the Dperyod Factional school, Judas Trotsky did
il discussed a plan for a conference with the Uperyod
t This plan has now been published by the Uperyod
i in a leallet.,

Bd it is this Judas who beats his breast and loudly
WNes his lovalty to the Party. claiming that he did not
| before the U'peryod group and the liquidators.

gh is Judas Trotsky's blush of shame.”™

the end of 1910, with the Party plunged in a state of
grisis by the liquidators’ disorganising activity, the
Bkyites decided to put paid to the decisions of the Jan-
P Plenum and to make hnal organisational arrangements
Mitinging all the anti-Party clements into a single bloc.
hbut the authority of the Central Committee and in cir-
ntion of it, Trotsky announced the convocation of a
gonference. The Vienna Club met on November 26,
to hear Trotsky's report, which abounded in malicious
ks on the Bolsheviks, their Rabochaye Gazefa, and their
With the pro-Party Mensheviks. At the same time. Trots-
istently urged the meeting to work in concert with the
Witors, arguing that the Party could not be developed
t the liquidators. He added: “"Even allowing that the
Wilators should be crushed. this cannot be done because
e is strong enough to do it. ... Only the liquidators are

Kamenev's statements were soon refuted by life itself, 1
No. 14 of the Trotskvite newspaper, there was a “Letlgl
from FPravda to ?|.|1'lr'|killx'._'h Workers ., which |||H_'|I|l1, stood
for liquidationism. The Bolsheviks exposed the anti-Parky
activity of the liquidators and otzovists alter the plenuig
and demanded that the Party should be purged of them, 1§
response, the Trotskyvite Pravda wrote: “This is a false and]
let us add, most harmful standpoint. lts application
practice would mean the Party's total sterilisation and 8
moralisation.” The Trotskyite newspaper did not call for §
struggle against the liguidators, but for collaboration wills
them, arguing that the epoch of illegal organisations was ovel
and that “there should now be reliance only on open, legil
forms of class struggle’.

To prevent his own exposure as a supporter of overt anl
Yarty action, Kamenev handed in, on August 13, 1910, hi
resignation from the editorial board of the Vienna Frauvdil
Trotsky, for his part, desirous of being free of any contigl
by the Central Committee, jumped at Kamenev's resignatioll
and. contrary to the decision of the _I.H!LIaI'}' Plenum, let hi
go without the CC's consent. Thus, the course of events itsell
unmasked Trotsky as “unifier” and “conciliator™, who was (il
fact carrving on anti-Party activity aimed against the Hol
sheviks in defence of the enemies of the revolutionary Parly
of the working class.

After the January Plenum, Trotsky continued his efforld
to knock together a bloc of all the anti-Bolshevik forces ani
established even closer ties with the Uperyod anti-Ianly
group. Ignoring the plenum’s decisions, he went to the U8
r'_].'frr! anti P‘.‘;u'l}' school at |5||!u|1;'|:1;L ] l'lf.'g'-:rﬂ.'.:.lt' [y _initll strug
gle against the Bolsheviks. A. V. Lunacharsky later wrol@
that during his stay there, Trotsky was “extremely loval (i
us [ie. Vpervodists.—Authors.]”.! He made all sorts of
advances to the students of the U'peryod school in an effort 1
win them owver to his side. In his speeches, he continued (8
slander the Bolsheviks.* However, Trotsky lailed. One st
mlsm-Leninism, 250 '2/21036), This lact gives further evidence :I|.:-=i1li'|i
- hiirpems falsifiers of GPSLI ||i\|_-:'-|_',-_ wli .:”f‘_!.:-;_' that .|'I1l|.'ik}' Wik
i enemy ol the Bolshevik Party or its leader Lemin, Actually, at
Wlage of its history, Trotsky's attitude was characterised by hatred
wiin and Leninism and the Bolshevik Party. )

B Waletarskaya Revolyulsiva Mo, 3(50), 1926, p. 138,
L enin, Collected Ulorks, Vol, 17, p. 45

U A V. Lunacharsky, Ueliky perevorat (The Great Revolution), Feii
grad, 1919, p. 77.

! Trotsky told the students that Bolshevism as a  political {reil
would soon leave the stage. In December 1910, he wrote [rom Bologiis
lo his [riends in Vienna: “The hght is going to be a great one—and 0§
it Lenim will be slain” (Central  Party Archives of the Institule @




now operating on the political stage, which is why they musl

be cherished, supported and joined."!

e

?IIIII: ['f.‘ji)llll_i(lrl ;.L(l!]'pt(_'[i ]J}' Lll!'. 5'r'il.ﬁ:l'":l.,l {:l“l‘) L;lkl‘_ll t.'i'l ||I'
cstablishment of a fund for preparing and conducting i

“all-Party”™ conference. In a letter to the Karpinskys, Ni
dezhda Krupskaya wrote: “What a swindler, you will pag
don the expression, this Trotsky is. On November 26, he pil
through the Vienna Club (consisting mainly of Trotskyites)
a resolution against Rabochaya Gazeta, The end
resolution
now fully backing this gamble."?

Immediately after the meeting, the Trotskyites staried
practical preparations for the conference. On December 24
1910, they set up a Vienna Committee for calling the con
ference, on which were the Trotskyite Semkovsky and foul
liquidators® Trotsky spoke before a number of Menshevik
organisations abroad, calling for the establishment of com
mittees for convening the conference, and had talks with the
Golos followers, the Vperyodists, and the Bundists aboul
participating in the conference. The Trotskyites tried to gel
the non-Russian national Social-Democratic organisations (6
attend. They sent the Vienna Club’s resolution and a cli
cular letter to Russia demanding the election of delerates (o
the conference, =

The Bolsheviks in Russia and abroad resolutely opposed
the Trotskyite gamble. In December 1910, Lenin wrote his
“Letter to the Russian Collegium of the Central Commities
of the RSDLP” and an article, “The State of Affairs in the
Party”, in which he gave a devastating critique of the Trols
kyites’ anti-Party activity, '|'rr|l_.-ik}'1.‘i main aim, said Lenin
was "o destroy the central bodies so detested by the liqul
dators, and with them, the Party as an organisation” * g
said the Trotskyite action was ideological, party-political amd
organisational adventurism designed to split the Party. Trols
ky rallied all the enemies of Marxism and all those whi
favoured ideological disintegration, whereas the Party's reul
umty was possible only on condition of a resolute break witl

of

I Central Party Archives of the
2012/ 19262/6,6 rev,
¢ Central Party
20(6/37745/1.3 rev.
1 Sotsial-Demokrat, January 13 (26], 1911, Supplement.
* Lenin, Collected [Works, Yol. 17, p. 23,
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e
also speaks about a conference. Trotsky [

tionism and otzovism. Trotsky was rallying the liqui-
and the otzovists, and deceiving the Party and the
plat. The conference was being prepared apart from
Snlral Committee and without its lrQ'l'llli-..-,-HllL which
il aplit in the Party.
In declared that the bloc Trotsky was putting together
fiiomed to fail as an unprincipled association. He urged
Bty to act resolutely against the Trotskyite gamble. In
Bhgtter to the Russian Collegium of the Central Com-
bl the RSDLP” he set the Party these three main
|
B Strengthen and support the unification and rallving
gkhanov's supporters and the Bolsheviks for the de-
‘ ol Marxism, for a rebuff to ideological confusion, and
e battle against liquidationism and otzovism,
P Blruggle for a plenary meeting—for a legal solution
Party crisis,
Slruggle against the splitting tactics and the unprin-
adventurism of Trotsky in banding Potresov and
Ilmu'l.' [Bogdanov.— Authors)] against Social-Democ-
i.’
hewe tasks met with warm support from local Party or-
jltions, which flatly rejected the Trotskyites™ anti-Party
insions. Having discussed the Vienna Club’s resolution,
RSDLP’s Don Committee strongly protested over the
fation of the conference. Its decision said that the
'8 main task was to work for the organisational strength-
of Social-Democratic organisations in the localities
testoration of the CC in Russia. It was up to the re-
il CC to call a conference and, in the event it could not
fitored, the conference should be called by the Party's
ilral Organ.”
Bl behalf of the Don Committee, Prokofy Japaridze,
i was then in Rostov-on-Don, wrote an “Open Letter to
Bditorial Board of the Vienna Pravda™, sharply criticis-
the Trotskyites’ anti-Party schemes. He said that the
iference the Trotskyites were calling was a criminal act
il respect to the Party, because it would lead to a split,
lileh is why it was “in our eves (and not only in our eyes,
b in those of all local organisations and groups) not going

b bid., p. 22.
¥ Sotrial-Demokrat, March 19 (April 2), 1911
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to have any significance and cannot carry any authorily§ i foposal and calling the Trotskyite decision “an adven-
Japaridze advised the Vienna Pravda not to start am I attempt by a circle abroad’.! On January 4, l”.”'
undertakings it had not been authorised to handle.? I wrote to Goldenberg about the Trotskyite resolution
On December 20, 1910, the RSDLP's Tsaritsyn Organl that it was “‘not only downright impertinence. but
sation received an invitation from the editorial board of N disorganising step’ . ;
:'l.:iL'HElil Mravda to attend the conference under preparatioi % Vienna Club’s resolution was also opposed by the pro-
[he E""".T.”H?’"‘ Bolsheviks replied by writing to the editorigl W Mensheviks. Plekhanov said that it fanned “the Hames
board of Sotsial-Demokrat. saying that Social-Democrali§ Wision". adding that it was a characteristic specimen of
workers IL-;_-\,I.r-dL'{' as their 1|:|.i].i||_ Ll,.‘ik [||r_~ l;“'u__Lff.fl[" iL__E"'.'iil'l‘\I il I.I.l.lrﬂ" Sihich .I-1L'i|.1l.‘_l-\l |'||.|'1.|:'|.i|i|.J." in the heads ||'|: readers,
zovism, specifically liquidationism. which “is the most harn Bl the heavy hangover of intrigue .’ Trotsky's gamble
ful chalf in the Party hield”. The letter went on: “The Fraodl sed under concerted blows by the Bolsheviks and the
men would benefit from the knowledge that the Sociall m-t:,- Mensheviks, .
Demaocratic workers have already outgrown the state in which e gplitting activity of the liquidators and the Trotskyites
they could be given lofty instructions from on high. . .. The§ h ll';t January Plenum showed that they were driving for
no longer take anything on trust, and demand proof of (I Mete destruction of the revolutionary Party in an effort
worth of everything they are offered.”™ vert the labour movement into the channel of I]l:f.'l".lnl
In a letter to Leon Tyszka, Felix Dzerzhinsky demanded Jenis politics in a struggle for reform. The bloc of i
that the governing board of the Social-Democracy of Poland fors, otzovists and Trotskvites had prevented the fulfil
and Lithuania should withhold all support for the Trotskyilg t of l1h!.: decisions taken by the January Plenum and was
Pravda and should expose Trotsky's intrigues on the paged Welessly destroying the Party. This was a real conspiracy
of the Party’s Central Organ. He wrote: “It is time thesg { the Party. :
gas-bags were deflated. Their disregard of the ideologicl B8 situation was complicated by the fact that the Party
struggle against liquidationism, their pretentious posturing Willy had no efhcient governing centre. The [\-Ifnsl:u_'wl\s-‘
about their ‘work’, which 1 believe to be the rending of ali Bherous behaviour had prevented the calling of the CC
are doing the Party a great deal of damage. What is mong, u in Russia, while the liquidators and conciliators had
lh;-i.- I.'1_[t-.-.t__r-:_--miutiun. which you have sent me, is downrighl rity on the Bureau Abroad. In a letter to Rykov, in
il"-‘l.-uptm;' II wary 1911. Lenin wrote: “By captivating them, by hand-
| IIl[Sk}'1‘~' J.n:l".-t'lir'lll'i!'i[ I_"II[L'I'}Hi\L‘ Wils I'L"ﬁ-hllltt‘l\.' :_'II'|'||:1|_'1||||1|1 th:m OvVer fr”rl f.{rr' JH.!.I'H.'IS 1:II. l]"l(_' |i.|.'|lii.lf|.i|.tl!ll'."~, thL‘ 1.10 Pll..'.'f
by members of the CC Bureau Abroad, the Bolshevik Niko put a brake on the work of the centres for a year.™
lai scmashko, and the Polish Social-Democrat 5. Golden struggle for the Party spirit, in face of stubborn resist
berg (“Stanislawa™). When the liquidator B. Goldman (Ga h}, the liguidators, was heing carried on only by the
|-_c1_-] Iu_c:]m-.-cd. on behalf of the Bureau Abroad, the adop paper Sotsial-Demokrat on whose editorial board Lenin
tion of a resolution welcoming the Vienna Club's decision | the leading part.
to call an “all-Party™ conference, Semashko wrote an official he Bolsheviks could not be held responsible for the anti
letter to the CC Bureau Abroad 'I-'i;:ﬂr'irllﬂy.' protesting again activity of the liquidators and the otzovists who were
' rncuur'ﬂgcd by Trotsky. Lenin saw a way out of the
WVe crisis through which the Party was going in the con-

PP A Japaridee, [:hranmiye statyi. rechi i pisma, 1905-1018
(Selected Acticles. Speeches and Letters), Moscow, 1958 P 118
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vocation abroad of a new plenary meeting of the CC, which
the Bolsheviks believed would create efficient governing
organs for the Party, which would in turn bring together all
the true Party forces and would prepare an all-Russia Party
conference. “The struggle for the plenary meeting,” Lenin
wrote, "is a struggle for a legal way out, a struggle for the
Party. The fight of the Golos group against the plenary
meeting is a fight against a Party way out of the crisis, is &
fight against legality.”!

On December 5, 1910, the Bolsheviks sent in an applica-
tion to the RSDLP CC Bureau Abroad in which they de
manded, in accordance with the decisions of the January
Plenum, immediate convocation of a CC plenum, In January
1911, Lenin sent a letter to the Central Committee. pointing
out that since the agreement concluded at the January Ple
num had been torpedoed by the liquidators, the Bolsheviks
considered themselves free to fight the anti-Party elements.2
Exposing the conspiracy against the Party, Lenin declared:
“The formalistic game of ‘inviting” the Golosists and Trots-
kyites on to the central bodies is finally reducing to im-
potence the already weakened pro-Party elements, Divesting
ourselves of responsibility for this game, we shall, while
keeping aloof from it, pursue our pro-Party policy of rap-
prochement with the Plekhanovites and ruthless struggle
against the bloc.”™

The course of events showed that the liquidators, otzov-
ists and Trotskyites were the Party’s bitterest enemies, and
that no sort of unity with them was possible. Lenin saw the
purging of the Party of these anti-Party elements as the
important task ahead. He called on all those who cherished
the Party’s interests to close their ranks, to “ra ly the scat
tered forces, and go into battle for an RSDL Party purged
of those who spread bourgeois influence among the prole-
tariat”.% This task was to be fullilled by the conference the
decision on whose convocation was taken by the January
(1910) Plenum of the RSDLP Central Committee,

! Lenin, Collected Works, Vol, 17, p. L0,
“ Ibid., Vol. 16, p. 365
Ibid,, pp- 366-67
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CHAPTER 1V

LENIN'S PARTY IN THE STRUGGLE
AGAINST TROTSKYISM DURING
THE FRESH REVOLUTIONARY UPSURGE,
COLLAPSE OF THE TROTSKYITES'
“UNITY” GAMBLE

1. Historie Significance of the Decisions
of the RSDLP’s Prague Conference on Purging the
Party of Opportunisis

Reaction was rampant in Russia for more than three vears.
But it was unable to stamp out the people's urge for libera-
tion from tsarism and capitalism, By the middle of 1910
came the first signs of a new revolutionary upturn. In the
summer and autumn of that year, the country was swept by
a tide of strikes and demonstrations, while the peasants in-
tensified their struggle against the landowners. “The ‘reviv-
al’, of which everyone is talking,” Lenin wrote, “is a symp
tom of a fresh upsurge of the revolution. ™! }

The Party had to give a lead to the mounting revolution-
ary movement. This called, above all, for an end to the grave
crisis which the RSDLP was going through as a result of
the policies of the liquidators, Trotskyites and other oppor-
tunists. There was need to call an all-Party conference, re-
store the Party's central goverming organs, defeat the op-
portunists, purge the Party of them, and consolidate the
unity of Party ranks.

The Bolsheviks, led by Lenin, worked with inexhaustible
cnergy to consolidate the Party, which had been weakened
by the opportunists in the years of reaction. Lenin wrote:
“Only Bolshevism, which is alien to waverings either to the
left or to the right, can bring the Party out on to the high
road.”2

Despite police harassment and the disorganising activity
of the opportunists, the local Party organisations worked
steadily among the masses of the working people to strengthen

! Lenin, Collected Works. Vol. 4] B 244
¢ Ibid., Vol, 436, I 184
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the bloc of Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks, which
was based on principle. and resolutely .Irrught against all the
anti-Party elements. All over the country, the Party forces
were in the process of consolidation.

In those years. the Bolshevik press played a very important
role in the Party’s cohesion, The first issue of the illegal
Bolshevik newspaper, Rabochaya Gazeta. appeared in Paris
on Uctober 30 (November 12), 1910. Lenin was its editor and
guiding spirit. Among those who worked on it were Na
dezhda Krupskaya, Sofia Gopner, Prokofy Japaridze, Ni
kolai Semashko and !";tt.'pﬁ.n :“;h.nlm}qn. Rabfwochayva Gazela
did a great deal to strengthen the Party’s unity and to EXpOsE
the liquidators, the otzovists and the Trotskyites. It was very
}r(l]'l.llil.l' among the workers, with a circulation r'g_';|_q'|"|i|'|§_:' B 000
t'|i|1i(.'!~'. In 1910-12, ,f,.’;.l,uf;”r,l},_q:,-” Crazeta and Sotstal-Demokrat
were delivered to 356 addresses at 125 points in Russia.!

On the pages of the Vienna Pravda. Trotsky started a
campaign against Rabochaya Cazeta, urging the workers to
]H-}'E"IH this E‘;lrl'_.' press organ. The Trotskvites were espe-
cially indignant over the fact that JrI:-:'a'lrlrJrr'u.frrr._r {rizefa had as
its "main slogan internal Party struggle on two fronts”2 In
December 1910, Lenin wrote his article “On the State of
Affairs in the Party”, exposing Trotsky's hostile sallies against
Rabochaya Gazela, which had become a militant assistant of
the Party organisations in their efforts to unite the Party.

December 1910 saw the appearance of the legal Bolshevik
journal Mys! in Moscow, and at the end of 1911, of the jour-
nal Prosvesheheniye in St Petersburg. A major event was
the publication of the legal newspaper Zvezda, whose hrst
issue appeared in St. Petersburg on December 16, 1010,
Among those who worked on it were Vladimir Bonch-Bruve
vich, Nikolai Poletayev, Mikhail Olminsky, K. Yeremevey,
Suren Spandaryan, Joseph Stalin, Maxim Gorky and De-
myan Bedny. Under Lenin's guidance. the newspaper Zuve:-
l'llrfh iillfl flll:' iI'llllliL!‘i _.”_],_-ff <l|'|l:| f‘arn‘[';'_ﬁ'f:r.ﬁr .r.'.!-_]_'.- |3H..'LL!II:'IL' prop-
agandists of the RSDLP's revolutionary programme and
tactics, and played an important role in the political educa

_' Haboclis kass | rofocheye dvizhenive v Rossii 1a6l-1917 (The
Woarking Class and the Labour Movement in Russia, 1561-1917), Mascow,
1966, p. 242, ;

t Revolyvudsivae i REPiBR) v materials i dokumentokl {The Revolu-
tion and the RCP[B) in Materials and Documenis), Yol 5. Moscow. 1924
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tion of the working class They |1L'||u'|l Lo .\|1||.'.!.t| revolubion
arv theory and |:_l.'-:-||.|||r-11~|1'y .\||l\'.',.111-_ consolidate the ties
between the local Party organisations and the Bolshevik
centre abroad, expose the anti-Party activity of the Liqu
dators and the Trotskvites, and promote the unity of the Party
ranks.

Lenin believed that the most important condition for en
hancing the Party’'s combat efhciency was the trainming ol
staunch, theoretically well-grounded revolutionaries from
among the working class, capable of giving a lead in mas
sive revolubionary action and |i|1;||r-||1;.; the 1I|r|.llll:rl.ll'li:\r‘\. The
solution of this task was largely promoted by the all-Party
school organised by the Bolsheviks at Longjumeau near
Paris, Students at the school consisted of representatives ol
I':lll.lT'_\-. ﬁlrl‘_:'..l.”-l."':l.liiﬁl'l‘- il('ll'l'l R“"\-\i..l."‘ I'l”l‘l't;lllu{l‘l l.'v:.'I'ItI'L"-. I.'ulh.‘l
were not only Bolsheviks, but also pro-Party Mensheviks.
and representatives of the Polish Social-Democrats, etc.!

At the school, Lenin gave 56 lectures, a report on the pres
ent situation and the state of affairs in the Party. Lenin’s
lectures were i‘.-l|||.-:rIIIH||'!. scientific and were t'|ll‘~'t'|'!.' tied in
with the practice of revolutionary struggle in Russia. Those
who graduated from the school carried on a successful strug
gle to unite the Party organisations in Russia and to prepare
an all-Party conference.

The all-Party conference was to bring together all the
true Party lorees, and to purge the Party ol opportunists.
[n February 1910, Lenin wrote that the conference should be
called “hrst of all, immediately and at all costs”.? There
was need for a pll.'l'nll'}' |'|=n'[il'||a: of the }’.111'}-".\ CC to decide
on the work of the Party centres, to cut short the splitting
activity ol the liquidators and the lrotskyites and pass a
decision to convene an all-Party conference. As early as De-
cember 5, 1910, the Bolsheviks had demanded a plenary meet
ing abroad. But this legitimate demand was rejected by the
liquidators and the Trotskyites.

:"-'1.'l.|-ﬁ|1g use of thei |11.|';u1"|lj-.' on the GO Bureau Abroad
and sabotlaging the work of the CC Bureau in Russia, the
liguidators and their allies did everything to break up the
Party organisations, The Bolsheviks exposed the opportunist
character of the activity carried on by the Bureau Abroad

! Istorichesky Arkhiv (Historical Archives) No. 5, 1962 P 40,
! Lenin, Collected [orks, Vol 16, p. 135



and h-]'n_k[: 'n;ll_F] this anti-Party establishment, On May 14(27),
1911, N. A. Semashko, representing the Bolsheviks, made
an official announcement of his withdrawal from that body

H-L'{'iILIS:L' the CC Bureau in Russia was virtually non-exis-
tent, while the Burcau Abroad ignored the Bolsheviks' de
mands for an immediate convocation of a CC plenum, the
Bolsheviks, together with the Polish Social-Democrats, took
urgent steps to call a plenipotentiary meeting of RSDLP
Central Committee members to decide on the convocation
of a Party conference. .

On May 14(27), 1911, Lenin sent. on behalf of five mem-
bers of the {'{ 5 to all CC members who were then uhrn;'ul
a letter inviting them to attend the meeting.! [t was held
in Paris from May 28 (June 10) to June 4 (17), 1911, It was
directed by Lenin, who gave a “Report on the State of Affajrs
in the Party™.? The convocation of an all-Party conference
was the central question at the meeting. Because it was im-
possible to call a CC plenum right away, the meetine took
the initiative to call the Sixth All-Russia Party Conference
I'he decision taken on this question said that the convocation
ot an all-Party conference was now made urgent by the
imminent elections to the Fourth Duma, the revival L?F the
lul;uur. movement, and the state of affairs in the Partv.? An
Organising Commission Abroad was set up to carry out the
preparatory work for calling the conference, and a Technical
Commission Abroad to cater to the needs of the Party press
and to provide transport facilities, e n

The Organising Commission Abroad got representatives
of local Party organisations in Russia to take part in prepar-
ing the conference, with the task of setting up a HLlFﬁiiﬂnE(':]r-
:_:f{[','lll[n uslsunﬂ as pujr_»sihlu. Lenin believed that the centre

r preparing the confe - > in Russi;

5 Ir[[u|}-li|]([t;t|]{[g~|11, erence should be in Russia and should

The conciliators attending > meeting pr sed the
representatives of the 'l'['cmtﬁi?u"thE:th’mLt-:’l”r‘ lj'I“J’:LUltU'J Hihg

. . 3 ravela, the Uperyod group,
the Bund and other groups abroad should be invited to work
on the Urganising Commission Abroad. Lenin strongly ob-
jected to this proposal, saying that these groups were “ca-

g Lenin Miscellany XXU, p. 50 (Russ. ed.).

S r_..l.:ﬁll':: .f.rifl'r':!r't! Warks, YVol, 41, PPp- - .'_;-_':‘I._"i:-'_

. {.{.‘3:!': in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses, Conferences
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| 26

pable only of acting against the Party, only of slowing down
its work, only of helping the independent legalist labour
party or the otzovists ™!

The June Meeting of CC members played a great part in
uniting all the Party forces for the struggle against the
liquidators, otzovists and Trotskyites, and in preparing an
all-Party conference. The decisions of the June Meeting were
unanimously supported by the Party organisations in Russia
and the Bolsheviks living abroad.

But they were met with hostility by the liquidators, otzo-
vists and Trotskyites. Martov and Dan withdrew from the
Sotsial-Demokrat editorial board, announcing their refusal
to work together with the Bolsheviks. After their withdrawal,
there was not a single central Party establishment on which
the Bolsheviks were working together with the liquidators.
In November 1911, the conciliator Leder, representing the
Folish Social-Democrats, left the editorial board of the Cen-
tral Organ. From then on, the editorial board of Seisial-
Jr:ll' HI‘”JI:.'I"H! hq_'i'.;l.ml._' I,l,l”,:r Hlll!‘ih{'\"ik.

In view of the decisions taken by the June Meeting of
CC members, Trotsky launched another slanderous cam
paign. The Trotskyite Pravda called these decisions “Bona
partism”, “usurpation”, “seizure of power”, “split”, etc. The
paper wrote that it held the Bolsheviks' internal Party policy
to be “deeply mistaken™. On June 17, 1911, the Trotskyite
Vienna Club passed a resolution recognising the opportunist
CC Bureau Abroad as the only all-Party establishment, and
promising it “full moral sympathy and assistance”.? In ad-
dition, the editorial board of the Trotskyite Pravda gave
financial assistance to the CC Bureau Abroad and urged that
an organising committee should be set uwp at once to con-
vene an “all-Party™ conference without the Bolsheviks.

On August 20-23, 1911, the liquidators and the Trotsky-
ites convened a meeting at Bern which they called their
“meeting under the CC Bureau Abroad”, It was Dan and
Trotsky who set the tone at the meeting, which adopted an
appeal, “To All Party Members”, aimed against the deci
sions of the June Meeting and urging that an organising
committee should be set up in Russia to convene a liquida-
tionist conference. However, the Party organisations in Rus-

! Lenin, Coliected (Dorks, Vol, 41, p. 241,
? Listok “Golosa Sotsial-Demokrata”, June 23, 191




sia turned their backs on the opportunmists. and the latter
failed to set up an organising committee.

The Trotskyvites were backed by only a small section of
the conciliators abroad. who had no support among Party
11r'gillli~iilri1-lll~' in Russia. After the _|u|:|1_' ["-'h':_'ﬁng_ the con
ciliators abroad (among them Miron Vladimirov, Solomon
Lozovsky and A. Lyubimov) formed a group of so-called
pro-Party Bolsheviks, They set out their platform in a special
leallet, entitled “To All Members of the RSDLP, in which
they accused the Bolsheviks of splitting the Party and urged
that a conterence should be convened at all costs on the
basis of unity of all trends in the Party, ie., virtually on
the basis of the Trotskyite plan for “uniting” one and all
The “pro-Party Bolshevik™ group subsequently began to
publish their own newspaper Za Partiyu abroad, and together
with the Plekhanovites, another, called Yedinstvo, in Russia.

In his work, “The New Faction of Conciliators, or the
Virtuous™, published in QOctober 1911 in the newspaper
Sotsiel-Demokrat, Lenin subjected the platform of the Paris
conciliators to obliterating criticism, demonstrating that there
was no difference between the conciliators and the Trotsky
ites, hecause neither had anything in common with the
Bolsheviks. “In every single proposition,” Lenin noted, “the
alleged Bolsheviks (who in reality are inconsistent Trotsky
ites) echo Trotsky's mistakes.”! Lenin stressed the menace of
conciliationism and called on the Bolsheviks to |1|||'_.' all their
torces in the struggle [or an carly conference

Because the Bolsheviks appointed to the Organising Com-
mission Abroad were unable to arrive from Russia, the con-
ciliators took over the Organising Commission and the Tech
nical Commission Abroad, and did evervthing to hamper pre-
parations for a Party conference. Under the pretext of “ral-
Iving together” all factions. they demanded a break-up of
the bloc of Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks. They
went to the extent of !'t'rl.i-'iil‘l_:.',' to issue any money to the
Bolsheviks for Party work, including the publication of
Sotsial-Demokrat. Osip Pyatnitsky, who was then in charge of
the transport of literature from abroad to Russia, wrote:
“Leva [Vladimirov.—Authors.]. member of the Technical
Commission, demanded that [ should not dispatch Sotsial-
Demokrat to Russia. while proposing that 1 should send

Lemin, Collected Ulorks, Vol, 17 250,

Informatsionny Byulleten which the Technical Commission
Abroad had started to publish. ... When he realised that |
was not going to stop to dispatch Sotsial-Demokrat to Rus-
sia, he told me that the Technical Commission was stopping
the issue of money for transport.”™

The conciliators’ efforts to frustrate the work of the Bol-
sheviks in preparing the conference failed. Just after the
June Meeting, Grigory Orjonikidze (Sergo), [I. Shvarts
(Semyon) and B. Breslav (Zakhar) were sent to Russia as
authorised agents to establish a Russian Organising Com
mission. Wherever they came. Party organisations were
reestablished, Party work was started and preparations for
the conference carried on,

The Trotskyites tried to prevent the establishment of a
Russian Organising Commission. They spread all sorts of
inventions about it, in an effort to get local Party workers to
think that the Bolsheviks were trying to convene a factional
conference, that they were denving the use of all legal work,
and looking down on workers in the legal organisations.

The Trotskyites tried to persuade the pro-Party Menshe-
viks to give up their work in the Russian Organising Com
mission and to take part in preparing a liguidationist con-
ference which they presented as an “all-Party” one. To
carry on their disorganising tactics, the Trotskyites recruited
all the elements who were most hostile to Bolshevism. In
a report on the work of the Russian Organising Commission,
Orjonikidze noted: “Trotsky set on us everyone he could
find."* The Trotskyites’ provocative activity met with
resolute rebuff from the Party organisations. Thus, Trotsky's
agent tried to persuade members of the RSDLP's Baku Or
ganisation not to take part in setting up the Russian Orga-
mising Commission, but got a flat refusal. In September 1911,
Stepan Shaumyan wrote to Nadezhda Krupskaya: “1 learned
today that one Pravdist [Trotskyite.—Authors) from the
second Organising Committee has arrived. Of course, he will
leave empty-handed.”™ Trotskyite agents were also sent
packing from Kiev, Rostov, Yekaterinoslav and other towns.

L'0. Pyatnitsky, Zapiski bolshevika (A Bolshevik's Notes), Moscow,
1956, p. 157, .

* . K. Orjonikidze, .\I!rn'.'.'ﬂ. i rechi [Articles and h'|}|_-|;-.:'|'.¢--.| Part 1,
Moscow, 1956, p- 21,

1 8. Shaumyan, Pisma (Letters). F896-1918, Armenian Gosizdal
Publishers, 1959, p. 164,
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A meeting of the Russian Organising Comumission opene
at Baku on September 29, 1911. It was attended by repre
sentatives from the Baku, Tiflis, Yekaterinburg, Kiev an
Yekaterinoslav organisations of the RSDLP. Among those
who attended were Stepan Shaumyan and Suren Spanda
rvan. Grigory Orjonikidze. the authorised apent of th
Oreanising Commission Abroad, attended as a non-voting
member,

he meeting constituted  itself as a Russian Organising
Commission for convening a Party conference, and adopte:
a message to all local Party organisations, urging them to
“promote in every way the cause of the Party's revival
immediately to elect delegates to the Party conference, and
resume Social-Democratic work in the localities”.! The meet
ing decided that the Russian Organising Commission woul
undertake all the preparations for convening the conference
with the Organising and Technical Commissions Abroar
subordinate to the Russian Organising Commission and not
taking any steps without its knowledge?

The Bolsheviks and the l:rn-}‘:urg; Mensheviks worke
together to establish the Russian Organising Commissis
[t is a characteristic fact that Plckhanov no longer took part
in the work. The burden of his Menshevik mistakes had
prevented him, at the crucial moment, from making a final
organisational break with the ligquidators. In a letter to
Maxim Gorky, Lenin wrote: “Plekhanov s hedging, he
always acts that way—it's like a disease—before thin
break.” The decisions of the Russian Qrganising Commi
sion were who :;-|u'.‘1r'hd|v :1|Jt1|'uk’{t|:l i:‘.v.' P.i.l'["f-.-' t'rl_'-_';ill'l'!h.'llinl'
in Kussia. Election of delegates to the Party conlerence wa
started all over the country.

The establishment of a highly authoritative Party centr
in Russia was a most important event in the life of the RSDLP
It put an end to the "unification™ ecrisis in the Party. Lenin
wrote: "“The banner has been raised. workers™ circles all oves
Russia are being drawn to it. and no counter-revolutionar
attack can possibly haul it down.”* However, a vast amoun
of Lll_'.§.|!'|i.‘~.|‘.ill.*&2[! work had to be done hi'fln'{_‘ the q‘ul'||-<_".e“|.-

d
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Whs actually convened, in face of persecution by the tsarist
Blkhranka and attacks by the liquidators, Trotskyites, con
piliators and othe opportunists, .

The 'l'l'cllii'{}"ih.'ﬁ opposed the decisions of the Russian
Bliganising Commission, insisting on the unification of all
lictions and groups within a single party. The Trotskyite
Pravda No. 22, appearing a month after the Commission
WS set up, totally ignored its decisions. But it carried
material in defence of the Vperyodists and liquidators. In this
gintext, Lenin wrote: "As far as Trotsky is concerned, the
Russian Organising Commission does not exist. ... To him
the Russian Party centre, formed by the overwhelming
ajority of the Social-Democratic organisations in Russia,
ieans nothing. Or, perhaps it is the other way round, com-
fides? Perhaps Trotsky, with his small group abroad, is just
iothing so far as the Social-Democratic organisations in
Russia are concerned?”! )

While the Party organisations in Russia were making
|ll|:"|_!.'ll':!l.lirl-lh' for the all Pélr*.:-,' conference, the Trotskvites
mEhin started to make noises in their newspaper over the
Mreedom of coalition” slogan, in an effort to convince the
Workers that this was their main class demand at the moment.
Lenin wrote that Trotsky was in fact covering up the
gpportunism of the otzovists and liquidators. The conciliators
fom the Organising Commission Abroad started fierce
Mltacks on the Russian Organising Commission, aceusing it of
Muctionalism™, of ignoring the non-Russian national orga-
flllations, of failing to carry out the instructions of the Or-
ganising Commission Abroad, and of being too hasty in con-
¥ening the conference. Exposing the anti-Party activity of
the conciliators, Orjonikidze wrote to the editorial board
Wl Sotsial-Demokrat that the Russian Organising Commis
lillll‘\'-'{]lljf{ be sure to “convene an all-Party conference,
tlespite the efforts of its antagonists. Meanwhile, the Organ-
Bing Commission and the Technical Commission Abroad.
lter all they have just done, can of course be regarded as
flead as far as the organisations in Russia are concerned.”?

Heing unwilling to be held responsible for the anti-Party
felivity of the conciliators, the Bolsheviks withdrew from
the Organising Commission and the Technical Commission

4 1bid., p. 560,
G, K. Orjonikidze, op. cit., p. 52.
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Abroad in November 1911, These fell apart under the blows
of the Bolsheviks, and were followed by the self-dissolution
of the liquidationist CC Burcau Abroad. The unprincipled
“unification” policy of the Trotskyites and the conciliators
was a complete fiasco. Lenin pointed out that conciliationism
“within a vear and a half ... suffered complete collapse. [t
failed to ‘reconcile’ anyone; it did not ereate anything any-
where: it vacillated helplessly from side to side, and for that
it fully deserved the bouquets of Golos™.! The Party did not
follow the Trotskyites and the conciliators. It followed Lenin
and the Bolsheviks in closing its ranks on the basis of the
revolutionary principles of Marxism. The Trotskyites and
the conciliators remained, as they had always been, a hand-
ful of intriguers in foreign countries, out of touch with the
realities in Russia, and having nothing in common with the
revolutionary Party of the working class.

The establishment of the Russian Organising Commission
and active work by the Party organisations in Russia helped
to consolidate the Bolshevik forces abroad. A meeting of
Bolshevik groups abroad was held in Paris from December
27 to 30, 1911. It opened with a specech of greetings by
Lenin, who also gave a report on the state of affairs in the
Party. He gave a profound analysis of the Party’s struggle
against the opportunists after the CC January Plenum, and
showed that the hquidators were setting up a new party,
disorganising the work of Party organisations, and under-
mining the unity of the working class, thereby helping the
bourgeoisie. Lenin put the straightforward question ol
expelling the liquidators from the Party. He said: “We stand
on the soil of two parties. . . .=

His report sharply criticised the Trotskyites, conciliators
and otzovists, who were helping the liquidators to cheat the
workers. To isolate these anti-Party groups, he emphasised,
was @ most important task before the Bolsheviks, the Party’s
only revolutionary force. When A. Popov (Antonov) de-
clared that the Bolshevik organmisation was “neither a faction,
nor a party” and proposed that it should be called an *al-
liance of revolutionary Social-Democrats”™ or the “Party's
Left wing”, Lenin replied: “Antonov’s proposal is Trotsky-
ism, There are no revolutionary Social-Democrats other than

I Lenin, Collected {llorks, Vaol. 17, p. 269,
* Lenin Miscellany X XU, p. 109 (Huss, ed.).
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the Bolsheviks.”! The meeting recognised that the Party
consisted of the Bolsheviks and a section of the pro-Party
Mensheviks who were with them,

The meeting passed Lenin's resolution welcoming the
decisions of the Russian Organising Commission, and favour-
ing participation in the forthcoming all-Russia Party con-
ference, It elected a committee of the RSDLP organisation
abroad which included Inessa Armand, Nadezhda Krup-
skaya, Nikolai Semashko and Mikhail Viadimirsky.

The Bolshevik effort to unite the Party organisations in
Russia, their consistent and uncompromising struggle against
the liquidators, Trotskvites, otzovists and conciliators resulted
in the calling of the Sixth (Prague) All-Russia Conference
of the RSDLP. which was held in January 1912. [t was
attended by delegates from all the major proletarian centres
in Russia, representing Party organisations in 37 cities.? The
Conference had full right to constitute itself as a “general
Parly Conference of the RSDLP which is the supreme Party
authority™*

Plekhanov, who had been invited to attend, refused under
the pretext that not all the Party organisations were repre-
sented. Maxim Gorky, who was invited to the Conference,
could not come, because he was unwell, and sent the Con-
ference a warm letter of greetings.

A group of delegates addressed letters to the non-
Russian national Social-Democratic organisations, to  the
editorial board of the Trotskvite Pravda, to the Uperyod
group and others, inviting them to attend the Conference.
However, contrary to the intentions of the rank-and-file
members, the governing centres of the non-Russian national
Social-Democratic organisations refused to send their
representatives to Prague.

[n this connection, the resolution on “The Absence of Dele-
gates from the Non-Russian National Centres from the Gen-
eral Party Conference” noted that all the responsibility
for this fell on their cenires. The Conference authorised the
RSDLP Central Committee to work for the establishment

! Thid.

* Userossiiskaya  konferentsiva  Rossiiskoi  sotsial-demokraticheshoi
JE':JJH_--'J’HIIi'”."J:H'IIi_I’FfJ'.‘ goda (All-Kussia Conference of the RSDLP, 1012),
aris, 1912 p. 7.

¥ Lenin, %Jru'!{'r ted Uorks, Vol. 17, p. 454,

" A M. ('ml'k}'. Sachine miya (Works), Yol. 29, pp. 222-28.
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of normal relations with the national organisations, and
expressed the confidence that, despite every obstacle, “worker
Social-Democrats of all the nationalities of Russia will work
in harmony and fght shoulder to shoulder for the cause of
the proletariat and against all the enemies of the working
class”.! This fact best of all exposed the Trotskyite allega-
tion that the Bolsheviks had “excommunicated” the non-
Russian national Social-Democratic organisations from the
Party.

The Paris conciliators, Vperyodists and Trotskyites also
refused to attend the Conference, thereby demonstrating their
unwillingness to work together with the representatives of
the Social-Democratic organisations in Russia, and exposing
their true face as enemies of the revolutionary Party.

The Conference. which was equal in significance to a Party
congress, worked in an atmosphere of businesslike, comrade-
ly discussion of the cardinal questions facing the Bolshe-
viks in that period. Lenin directed all the proceedings of the
Conlerence and gave reports on the most important items
of the agenda. He also drafted all the main resolutions,

In his report, “The Tasks of the Party in the Present Situa-
tion”", Lenin gave an assessment of the current situation and
the Party’s tactics in the conditions of a fresh revolutionary
upsurge. The resolution adopted on the report called on the
Party organisations to continue consolidating the illegal Par-
ty. uniting the working class, strengthening the alliance of
the proletariat and the peasantry and supporting the revolu-
tionary movement of the masses “under the banner of full
implementation of the Party slogans™ ?

A major task before the Prague Conference was to restore
and consolidate the illegal Marxist Party, purge it of op-
portunists, and set up a Central Committee, the Party’s com-
hat HQ). After the Conference Lenin wrote to Maxim Gorky:
“We have finally succeeded—in spite of the liquidationist
scoundrels—in reviving the Party and its Central Commit-
tee."™3

The Prague Conference summed up the Bolsheviks' manv
vears of struggle against the opportunists, and for the estab
lishment of the Leninist Party, a new type of party. The

1 Lenin, Colfected Ulorks, Vol 17, p. 4635,
2 Ihad., P 468,
# Ibid., Vol. 35, p. 25.
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Conference noted that the liquidators grouped round the
legal publications of Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni, had
long since severed their ideological and organisational ties
with the RSDLP and were building up a new legal party: it
declared that “by its conduct the Nasha Zarya and
Dyelo Zhizni group has definitely placed itself outside the
Party".!

The Conference devoted much attention to the state of
Party work abroad. [t subjected to sharp criticism the anti-
Party activity of the Trotskyites. conciliators. Vpervodists
and Bundists, who had broken awav from the RSDLP, con-
ducting subversive activity against it and helping the liqui-
dators to set up a reformist party.

Lenin called for resolute struggle against the anti-Party
groups and exposure of the Tr-:‘rtslc*_uit-::a‘. At the Conference
he said: “What is Trotsky, the head of the conciliators? This
man . .. has been conducting on the sly and smuggling into
the midst of the Russian workers liquidationism in the guise
of illegal Partv literature, This had to be exposed, It was
also necessary to indicate those who were playing inte his
hands, wittingly or unwittingly. There is now a life-and-
death struggle, and this is not the time to whimper or com-
plain."2 Speakers at the Conference emphasised that the
Trotskyites had long since placed themselves outside the
Party by their actions in support of liquidationism.

The Conference reversed the mistaken decision of the
January (1910) Plenary Meeting of the RSDLP Central
Committee on the agreement with the editorial board of the
Trotskyite Pravda. The Conference called on all true Party
elements abroad to unite, and urged them to carry on a
relentless struggle against all the Party's enemies and those
who were helping them, It recognised the need to have a
single Party organisation abroad, working under the con
trol and guidance of the Central Committee. The Confer-
ence confirmed the Committee of the RSDLP Organisations
Abroad as the only Social-Democratic organisation of Russia
abroad. Those groups abroad which “failed to submit to the
centre of Social-Democratic work in Russia, i.c., the CC, and
who disrupted things by establishing special relations with

! Ibid.. Vol 17, p. 48]
? History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Vol. 2, pp.
361-62.
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Rlll.ﬁ':xm in L‘i!'L‘LJIE]'-'I:‘IJIintl of the CC. mayv not make use of the
RSDLP’s name™,! said the resolution “On the Party Organi-
-;.'1I.t|unl Abroad”. This meant. in fact, that the 'ri'gnlslg;.-'ittj
Golosists, "nr'pr:r'j.'ndli::ts_ conciliators, Bundists and other
opportumst groups hostile to Bolshevis rere W side
g ;.['Jt_hc [.IEHI}I,[’, e to Bolshevism were placed outside
Thus the Prague Conference purged the Party of the
opportunist scum. This meant the complete triumph of Lenin's
line for a break with the opportunists. Fven when lu;:f:thr.r
with the Mensheviks in the ranks of the RSDLP, the Bolshe-
viks had virtually always constituted an independent Party
with its own platform, its own revolutionary tactics, and its
own Hnlshﬂvik_ centre, headed by Lenin. Lenin pointed out:
Between 1903 and 1912, there were periods of several
years in which we were formally united with the Menshe-
viks in a single Social-Democratic Party, but we never
stopped our ideological and political struggle against them
as opportunists and vehicles of bourgeois influence on the
proletariat.”™
The victory of the proletarian revolution and the establish-
ment of the dictatorship of the proletariat would have been
impossible without purging the Party of opportunists and
consolidating the unity of its ranks. In 1920, with the bene-
hit of the experience of the proletarian revolution in Russia
and Hungary, Lenin wrote: “Victory in the proletarian rev-
olution cannot be achieved. and that revolution cannot be
safeguarded. while there are reformists and Mensheviks in
one’s ranks. That is obvious in principle. ... That is a deci-
sive consideration,”™ : .
I'he expulsion of the opportunists from the ranks of the
revolutionary Party was of enormous international impor-
tance. It set before all the revolutionary elements in the Sec-
ond |l!t¢r'n'.|l:ml1a| parties an example of principled struggle
for unity of the proletariat’s revolutionary Party and ugal!?lst
the agents of the bourgeoisie in the labour movement
Lenin held that it was a law for every Marxist Party to
expel reformist leaders and replace them with truly rt:v::ﬂu—
tionary leaders. He wrote: “The question of replacing
experienced reformist or ‘Centrist” leaders by novices it

VCPSL in the Resolution d Decisi (OREFE '
.-.'.u.-.flI.T.' Plenums, Part 1, p. '2::{:”" i i S Ly P
Lenin, Colfected Iorks, Vol. 31, P 72,
¥ Thid., Pp- 583-54.
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not a particular question, of concern to a single country in
special circumstances. It is a general question which arises
"

in every proletarian revolution.

But in breaking organisationally with the opportunists,
the Bolsheviks never ignored the workers who followed the
former. Lenin demanded that concrete facts should be used
to explain to such workers the harmiulness of opportunist
policies, and that they should be addressed over the heads
of the leaders of the anti-Party groups. He said: “The policy
which has been and is being pursued by Bolshevism and
which it will pursue to the end despite all obstacles is to
appeal to the Russian workers who are connected with Upe-
ryod and Pravda, over the heads of these groups and against
them. ™

Having taken the decision to expel the opportunists from
the Party, the Prague Conference formed the Party’s central
bodies which the liquidators had destroyed. [t elected a Cen-
tral Committee headed by Lenin. It set up a CC Bureau in
Russia for practical guidance of the work at home. The Con
ference also confirmed the editorial board of the Party’s
Central Organ, the newspaper Sotsial-Demokrat. It recog-
nised Rabochaya Gazeta as an official organ of the Party’s
Central Committee.

Under the leadership of the newly elected Central Com-
mittee, the Conference united all the illegal Party organisa-
tions actually operating in Russia. In the conditions of the
fresh revolutionary upswing, this helped to enhance the Par-
ty's authority and leading role in the labour movement. A
communiqué on the Conference said: “All the viable ele-
ments. all those who want to serve the cause of the working-
class’s emancipation are once again rallying round the glo-
rious banner of the RSDLP. All the wavering elements,
everyone who is weak in spirit has gone to the other side of
the barricades. The Party is advancing and will overcome
all the obstacles thrown up in its way.™

The Prague Conference decisions consolidated the triumph
of the revolutionary principles of Leninism in building the
proletarian Party, exerting a great influence on the further
struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat, and setting
all the revolutionary elements of the socialist parties of

I Thid., p. 388,
? Thid.. Yol. 17, p. 273.
3 Af-Russia Conference of the RSDLE, 1912, pp. 11-14.
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Western Europe an example of courage and steadfast be-
haviour.

Fhe material of the Prague Conference was published by
the RSDLP(B) Central Committee and was sent to Russia
as soon as 1t was over. CC members and delegates
to the Conference travelled to the localities to explain
the Conference decisions and to carry out organisational
work. . '

All over the country, Party organisations welcomed and
approved the decisions of the Prague Conference. A St, Pe-
tersburg worker, Y. Onu friyev, who had been a delegate to
the Conference, later recalled: “Wherever 1 happened to
give an account of the Prague Conference, which was led
and inspired by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, the workers always
gave warm support to the Party decisions taken in Prague,
and asked many questions about the details of the Confer-
ence. Of course, at cvery meeting the workers asked about
Lenin."!

In the course of February, March and the first half of
April 1912, the Prague Conference decisions were approved
by the St. Petersburg. Moscow, Tiflis, Baku, Kiev. Yekate-
rinoslav, Kharkov, Poltava, Yenakiyevo, Odessa, Nikolavev
]{t[ﬁrm'. samara, Saratov, Riga, Yekaterinbure and ﬂEi'IEIi
RSDLP(B) organisations. The Conference line of breaking
with the opportunists was supported by the Bolsheviks abroad.
Inessa Armand wrote in a report on the work of the Com-
mittee of the RSDLP Organisations Abroad that the Bolshe-
viks there “to a man support the Conference, its resolutions
and the Party centres it elected”.2

The liquidators and the Trotskyites expelled from the
Party took up arms against the Prague Conference decisions.
lhey spread all sorts of inventions about it being “illegal™
and “factional™. In February 1912, Nadezhda Krupﬁl'cm".l.
wrote to Samara that Trotsky “had already started a desper-
ate squable” over the Conference and “that it was being
“helptully reprinted in a separate leaflet by Golos Sotsial-
Demokrata™ 5 i : -

"' Y. Onufrivev, Ustrechi s Leninym {Uospominaniya delcgata Prazh-
shai  partiinei  konferentsii) (Meetings with  Lenin -

by a Party Delegate I .

3 Party gate to  the Prague P;

1966, p. 28. Presdan: b
storichesky Arkfiiv No. 2, 1961, p. 112,

3 '.I'..'.ra.:.'.'_a dampara. Shornik dokamentov | omaterialov (Lenin and
Samara. Collection of Documents and Materials), Kuibyshev, 1966, p- 466
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The Trotskyite Pravda tricd to persuade its readers that
the Prague Conference had been unrepresentative, with a
biased selection of participants who were all of one mind
with Lenin. The editorial board of the Trotskyite newspa
per waxed indignant over the fact that invitations had not
been sent to representatives of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata and
other liquidationist groups. Trotsky published an article,
entitled “Raid on the Party”, in which he held forth about a
“usurpation of power” by the Bolsheviks, declaring that the
Prague Conference had been “illegal” and “unauthorised™,
and that it would have no marked influence on the work of
the Party organisations in Russia.!

In their efforts to discredit the Prague Conference deci-
sions, the Trotskyites spread rumours casting doubt on the
actual existence of Party organisations in St. Petersburg.
Nikolayev. Yekaterinoslav, Kazan. Tiflis and other cities
which had sent delegates to the Conference. These inven-
tions were at once exposed by the Bolsheviks, who gave the
Trotskyites a fitting rcbuff. On February 2 (15), 1912,
Nadezhda Krupskaya wrote that the Nikolayev organisa-
tion “has already adopted a resolution on adhering to the
Conference decisions, despite the agitation conducted by the
Trotskyites who arrived there during the Conference”?

When the Moscow Bolsheviks heard of the rumours being
spread by the Trotskyites to the effect that they had been
represented at the Conference not by a Bolshevik, but by a
member of the nationalistic PPS party, they at once wrote
a letter to Sotsial-Demokrat, branding it as a shameful lie
from start to finish.®

I These Trotskyite assertions are even today being rehearsed by hour-
geois falsifiers of CPSU history. Thus, W. Scharndorlf, bewailing the
expultion of the Trotskyites from the Party, repeats their inventions about
the Praguc Conference having been called by the Bolsheviks illegally.
in violation of the Party Rules, in circumvention of the GG, and without
the 1'i.q||t to fg;pd the Mensheviks and the 'Ir-:-1'.k}'|r|'i. from the Parly
(W. Scharndorff, Die Geschichte der KPASU, Minchen, 1961). Actually,
however, the Conference had been ealled under the decisions of the
January (1910) CLG Plenum and the June Meeting ol members of the
RSDLF Central Committee, so that there can be no question of any
violation of the Party Bules. The major Party organisations were rep-
resented at the Conference. [t was prepared together by the Bolsheviks
and the pro Ilﬂl"}" Mensheviks, who were 1|.'5||'l:':1|'l|l:r.'l.1 at the Confer-
cnee,

T Proletarskaya Revolutsiya o, 1, 1941, p. 59,

' Sotsial-Demokrat, June 4 (17). 1912, Supplement.
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Fhe Trotskyites also tried to denigrate the Tiflis dele-
gate G. Orjonikidze, by insisting that he had been nominated
by a handful of men, and that the RSDLP organisation
i Lillis was non-existent. The Tillis Bolsheviks cited
concrete facts to show that these assertions were absurd.!
In _s:}n‘tmlipg slander about the Bolsheviks of the Trans:uul-
casia, the Trotskyite Pravda insisted that the liquidationist
Caucasian Regional Committee was the only representative
of the proletariat in the area. Actually, however, it was a
group of Menshevik-liquidator intellectuals who had no
fnnth‘i_nld in the working class or the Party organisations of
t.h': Caucasus. In his report at the Prague Conference, Suren
Spandaryan said that “the Regional Committee is not con-
ducting any illegal work, while its legal work boils down to
a dl!igl'r:l{‘{'tu] rejection of the proletarian line and tactics.

[ts claims to speak on behalf of the Caucasian pm]t:r:ur-i'-lf:
are ridiculous.™ :

I'he Trotskyites started their campaign of slander against
the Bolsheviks in order to present them as “factionalists”
to prove that the liquidators expelled from the Party were
the “only valuable component part of the RSDLP”. Trotsky
even went so far as to demand that the Bolsheviks should
attend the liquidationist conference to explain why the liqui-
FI;LILHFE hu-—_J hcgn expelled from the Party. Waxing indignant
Irotsky inquired: “Who has authorised vou to exercise
supreme control over all the other trends in the Party? Who
has given you the key to the Party's gate, like the conqueror
who is given the key to the vanquished city? Who has given
you the right to admit some and expel others?” .

[rotsky came out as a bitter enemv of the Prague Con-
ference and plunged into feverished activity in an effort to
complete the organisation of the bloc of all anti-Party
forces, as a Stolypin labour party. However. this

“unificatory” gamble by the Trotskyites was likewise doomed
to failure.

II Sotsial-Demokrai, Jlll'li_' 4 {17}, 1912, Hll[’pll'l:ﬂ{'rl[_

18 8 1; Statyi. pi i i
pandaryan, Staly:. pisma § dokumenty {Article rs &
Diciae g TR I pllrgﬂj_ wnenty (Articles, Letters and
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2. The Rout by the Bolsheviks of the
Trotskyite Augusi Bloc. The Bolshevik Triumph
Over Opportunism and Centrism in the Revolutionary
Labour Movement of Russia

The liquidators were terrified by the successes of the Bol-
sheviks and tried to discredit the Prague Conference at any
cost. On Trotsky's initiative, they decided to call their own
conference, to counter-balance the Bolshevik Conference,
and to present it as an “all-Party” conlerence.

In January 1912, the Bund, with Trotsky's approval, held
a meeting of a number of opportunist groups in one of the
border towns of Russia. It set up an Organising Committee
for convening an “all-Party” conference, which was to be
attended by representatives of “all party groups and organi-
sations, regardless of their affiliation with this or that trend’.!
This meant that the conference was to unite all opportunist
groups, big and small. within one party.

The Trotskyite Pravda at once sent its representative to
the Organising Committee. Trotsky conducted a loud cam-
paign for convening the conference, attacking everyone who
opposed liquidators’ invitation. He wrote: “The liquidators
are nothing but a faction of our old RSDLP. ... No one has
the right... to block their way.™ Trotsky received 5,000
marks from the board of the German Social-Democratic
Party to organise the liquidationist conference.

Trotsky spurred on his liquidator friends with calling the
conference, even striving to designate it as a “party con-
gress”. Shortly before the conference, Dan wrote to Marty
nov: “Trotsky has virtually made this promise to ‘his own
men’: ‘We shall outdo” Lenin, and I am informing you in
strictest secrecy that about two months ago Trotsky wrote
me (and asked me not to tell anyone) that he is toying with
the ‘idea’ that in view of Lenin's conference, cte., ete.—our
conference should, perhaps, best declare itself to be... a
party congress.

Trotsky rebuked the liquidators for being weak and idle,
and threatened to switch to “another combination™.

Actually, however, Trotsky’s stand on all the political and

U Listok OK po sozyvs obshchepartiinoi konferentsii (0C Leaflet on
Convening an All-Party Conference), May 20 (June 2), 1912

* Byulleten venskoi ""Pravdy” (Vienna Pravda Bulletin), June 15 (28),
1912,
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internal Party questions was completely identical with that
of the liquidators, a fact the latter admitted themsclves.
Martynov wrote to Trotsky: “You do not allow any com-
promise in the organisational dispute. Here you will not
agree ... to throw out of the Party even a single liquidator

. and on the vital political questions you will not by any
means make a concession of a certain minimal platform in
the interests of ‘unity of action’. ... What you are writing in
Uorwiirts can be signed by any liquidator.... It looks as
though we now have in the Party on all key current ques-
tions two irreconcilable tactics, with you and us defending
one of these, and Lenin the other.”!

Trotsky kept saying that the spirit of factional struggle
was alien to the liquidators’ conference which was being
prepared. That was an attempt to cover up with the “Party
spirit” the true aims of the liquidators and to deceive the
working class of Russia. In January 1912, Dan sent Marty-
nov resolutions from a number of liquidators’ meetings in
Russia, which testified to their striving to set up legal polit-
ical workers’ clubs in place of the illegal Party organisa-
tions, and to set up a Central Initiative Group, which
would then be transformed into a liquidationist CC.2

Thus, the liquidators, whose plans Trotsky so rabidly
defended, were not at all preparing to unite all Social-
Democrats, but to proclaim a legal, reformist party. Lenin
qualified the opportunist bloc Trotsky was putting together
in the following words: “The basis of this bloc is obvious:
the liquidators enjoy full freedom to pursue their line in
Zhivoye Dyelo and Nasha Zarya ‘as betore’, while Trotsky,
operating abroad, screens them with r-r-revolutionary
phrases, which cost him nothing and do not bind them in
any way. s

The Organising Committee (OC), which the Trotskyites
had set up with such a fanfare, was dragging out a miser-
able existence. The Polish Social-Democrats, and even the
“pro-Party Bolsheviks” had refused to take part in it
Plekhanov, who had been repeatedly invited to take part in
its work, declared that the liquidators were calling a eon-
stituent conference to set up a new party, and also declined

! Proletarskaya Revolyatsiya No, 1 (G0), 1927, pp. 162-64.

* Central Party Archives of the [Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
341/2/21227/1-4,

¥ Lenin, Collected [Works, Vol. 18, p. 24.
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the invitation. As a result, the only people on the Organis-
ing Committee were the liquidators, the Yperyodists, the
Trotskyites, and the representatives of the Dund and the
Central Committee of the Social-Democracy of the Latvian
area, the latter constituting the only real force among all
these groups. But it should be borne in mind that the local
Party organisations in Latvia did not support the liquida-
tionist line of the Central Committee of the Social-Democ-
racy of the Latvian area. Orjonikidze told the Prague
Conference that with the Latvians, the centre was one thing,
and the workers, something else again. The other orga-
nisations represented on the Organising Committee had no
support at all in the labour movement in Russia.

[n spite of all this, Lenin said that it was not right to take
a thoughtless attitude to the anti-Party sallies of the liquida-
tors or to shrug them off. In early April, 1912, he wrote
Orjonikidze, Spandaryan and Yelena Stasova, who were
members of the RSDLP(B) CC Bureau in Russia: “We must
hight stubbornly, seriously and systematically. There must
be a round tour and explanation everywhere of the liqui-
dators’ deception.”! RSDLP(B) CC members attending the
Frague Conterence had carried out much work in explain-
ing its decisions among the local Party organisations. As
a result, not a single organisation in Russia sent its repre
sentatives to the liquidationist Organising Committee,

As a result of the Bolsheviks' explanatory work, Trotsky's
agents, whom he sent to Party organisations in Russia,
were everywhere given a rebuff. In early April 1912, the
I'rotskyite Adolf Yoffe tried to persuade the Kiev orga-
nisation to take part in the liquidationist conference, The
Kiev Committee rejected the Trotskyite importunities,
declaring that it would not promote the split in the Party.
In a letter to Sotsial-Demokrat, its members said: " Just
recently we had a visit [rom a ‘Pravda’ man [agent of the
rotskyite Pravda.—Authors.) who is travelling all over
the place in an effort to secure, wherever possible, a resolu-
tion in favour of the Bundist-liquidationist conference. He
was given a good drubbing in Kiev, where the organisation
is well informed.™?

U Ibid.. Val. 35, p- 33
- Hrlf.ﬂ!]!:l"].&l_ {.?k-’r’.‘l-.';_].' e _Pr'.l'fr:lrf .rﬂ{.'.:.lllrhl ,fJ{I'I:'ﬁ'J- 1: .-r;.-.u-nﬁ f}n.r:.lltnril:,r.'ua
demokraticheskimi revolyutsiyami v Rossii (iyum 1907 g.-fevral 1907 p.).
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Nor did Yoffe have any more success with the Odessa
organisation of the RSDLP in obtaining a mandate for the
Organising {.umnm_!-:u_ The liquidators” agents N. Berdi-
chevsky and A. Paikes had as little result  in the Donets
Basin and Yekaterinoslav, The Kharkov orgunimtiuﬁ
resolutely refused to support the Trotskyites. Having failed
to secure support in the Samara organisation, the Trotskyite
agents tried to get individual workers to attend the con-
{eanr:La but failed too. A Samara police report said:
Workers of the Levensen printing works, Kairovich and
mlkh'i;"] If'[-"l.‘;; name unknown), had been invited to g:: to

¢ osocal-Democrati erence  whi i
peies: cpow 1-cfu5cd_'r'llf conference which was held in
. The Bolsheviks of Tsaritsyn flatly refused to take part
in_ the liquidationist conference. The Polesie urganiswifiun
rejected all of the Trotskyite importunities, ;[charingttlml
joint work was possible only on the basis of recognition of
the CC elected by the Prague Conference.? The liquidator
B. f;ulldm:in (Gorev), who came to St Petersburg on lthe
eve ol the August Conference. reported to Trotsky that he
found complete absence of any allies of ours”, and that
only the liquidators could attend the conference? 9

All these facts testified to the Trotskyites'  political
bankruptcy, and their complete estrangement from il"u:
labour movement in Russia. The Organising Committee’s
agents failed to recruit anyone, with the exception of re :re:
sentatives of some liquidators’ “initiative groups” HulEinr
failed to drum up support among the Party {:rg:;nimtiuni
of Russia, the liquidationist Organising  Committee was
rlnmr:‘:f:r.l to remain inactive. Instead of zfn.-lnusr.-nltati.vu u!‘J.-
rl;tfuss:a conference, it managed to get together an assembly
o [T{':fﬁl_:inr,“m[ of whom were out of touch with Party work

The liquidators’ conference was in Vie ;
August 25 to 28, 1912, Of the 29 d&lrl?:fi':lcl: :'iT-hm}{:! r{:::::u“
dates (18 voting and 12 non-voting mandates), almost all

.?f:;r.-:;i riulkmnj'r:m.-u malerialoy (Ukrainian Bolsheviks Between the First
IF } : EiEt, Bourgeois-Democratic Revolutions in Russia, Junc 1907-
-:*tllm:l:r 1917, Collection of Documents and Materials) Kiev, 1960, p. 412
N Ocherki istorii Kuibyshevskoi  orpanizatsii KPS [I-jun - I}.' he
Hl:i_’lcur}r of the Kuibyshev CPSU Organisation), Kuib shev i‘]lg_l“ . IIL:‘:
] Rabochaya Gazeta, August 12, 1919, ; § ) 3 s
*¥. 0. Martov and P. B. Axelrod, op. cit., Val, [, p, 250
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were émigrés. The organisations in Russia were represent-
ed only by delegates from the liguidators’ groups in
Sevastopol, Krasnoyarsk and the Seamen’s Trade Union of
the Black Sea merchant fleet. Many delegates at the confer-
ence had fictitious mandates, because no one had elected
them. Trotsky is known to have told his agents to obtain
mandates in every possible way. That is why Trotskyites
frequently got together two or three persons in a place, and
got them to elect delegates to the conference. Among those
who had such a mandate was Martov, who represented a
Moscow “initiative group” which was unknown to anyone.

It later turned out that the Sevastopol liquidators’ group
was represented by a provocateur. A top secret report
submitted by the police department to the Minister of the
Interior in September 1912 said that the Sevastopol delegate
was an agent of the police and represented a non-existent
organisation.! In order to increase the number of delegates,
4 members from the Polish Socialist Party (PPS “levitsa™),
which was not affiliated with the RSDLF, were invited to
attend as non-voting delegates. Because of this poor repre-
sentation, the liquidators’ August Conference was consti-
tuted, contrary to Trotsky's proposal, not as an all-Party
conference, but only as a “conference of RSDLP organisa-
tions".

The reporters on the main questions—Trotsky, Martov
and Liber—made a stand for liquidationist views in dif-
ferent ways, though with equal stubbornness, At the very
beginning of the conference, during the discussion of the
Organising Committee’s report, the liquidators” reporter
declared that the Committee had had no intention at all of
reviving the old RSDLP, because it was non-existent, and
that the conference should be regarded as a constituent one.
This was the best proof that Trotsky's talk about “unity”,
“co-operation”, and “non-factionalism™ was only a screen
for the liquidators” real aims.

The conference avoided any discussion of acute political
questions, but went out of its way to blow up the question
of the election campaign to the Fourth Duma. Of 16 sit-
tings, 5 were devoted to working out the standing orders,
the agenda, the reports by three members of the Orga-
nising Committee and their discussion, one to constituting

I Central State Archives of the October Revolution, DP QO/1911/5/90.
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the conference, 5 to hearing reports on the election cam
paign, and the remaining 5 to discussing all the other
fuestions.,!
. The conference failed to give an assessment of the polit-
ical situation in the country and refused to discuss the
agrarian question. Basok (Melenevsky), representing  the
Ukrainian Spilka (Union), declared that the question
of land was leaving the stage and that it was not a part
of the Social-Democrats’ tasks to agitate among the
peasants,

The conference also virtually abandoned the demand for
a democratic republic. In a report on this question, Trotsky
manoeuvred in every way, referring to the fact that in
Austria, the Social-Democrats were not demanding a repub-
lic, that the British Socialists were calling only for the
climination of the House of Lords, while the German Social-
Democrats had issued the slogan: “Down with Wilhelm's
Personal Policy”. He was trying to suggest that the democrat-
ic-republic slogan could be very well done without. Trotsky
was followed by the Bundist Liber, who declared that the
republic slogan was meaningless, and that it should be
replaced by a demand for universal suffrage. The Bundist
Movich went even farther, insisting that revolutionary
slogans were being put forward only by demagogues
waving a “red rag” at the government. Trotsky made a
ft‘thlc_i_l.tt{.'mpt at calling for caution, because “an excess
of political practicism™ could easily harm the cause, but he
did not in essence object to what the speakers said.

Having buried the democratic-republic slogan, the con-
ference put forward as its main demand the reformist
slogan of “freedom of coalition™.2

Meeting the Bund's demands, the conference accepted
the reactionary nationalistic slogan of cultural-national
autonomy, which clashed with the workers' class solidarity
and proletarian internationalism 3 \

The f.|t'EI.I[t clection platform, put together by Trotsky,
Martov. Liber and Braun, was explicitly liquidationist. Its
main demands were: universal suffrage. “freedom of coali-
tion', and review of agrarian legislation of the Third

' Prole tnr-.!rr;l;,'rr Revalyutsiva No. 1{60), 1927, p. 169

4 :’::'nhrﬁrmyr' o konferentsii organizatsii RSDRP (Communiqué on
1h{'"(.|r.i-rlirltn.-nu- of BSDLP Organisations), Vienna, 1912, p. 35

" lbd., e 21,
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Duma. The revolutionary slogans of the RSDLFP Programme
were discarded. There was not a word about preparing
the masses for another revolution. One delegate proposed
that the words “a general onslaught on tsarism” in the
resolution should be replaced by the word “uprising”, but
Martov flatly ohjected, arguing that “with us the word
‘uprising” has been compromised”.

The conference resolution, “On the Organisational Forms
of Party Building”, was also liquidationist. The conference
rejected the principle of building an illegal party and came
out for an “open party”. Trotsky told the conference that
the illegal party was a thing of the past, and that it belonged
to the epoch of “complete social illegality”. Now “the
propertied classes can already organise themselves legally,
and this new legal sociality of the propertied classes gives
rise¢ to the need for proletarian legal sociality”. But Trotsky
did not even consider the possibility of such a “proletarian
legal sociality”, i.e., the Party existing in tsarist conditions.
The resolution adopted by the conference urged Party
organisations “to adapt themselves to the new forms and
methods of the open labour movement™.! Lenin subjected this
resolution to scathing criticism in his article “The Illegal
Party and Legal Work™.

A bloc of anti-Party forces, known as the August bloc,
took shape at the conference. It elected an Organising
Committee as a governing centre. The conference sent a
letter to the Second International, slandering the decisions
of the Prague Conference, urging the opportunist leaders
to intervene in “Russian affairs”, and expressing readiness
to accept mediation by the International Socialist Bureau
“in restoring organisational unity with other sections of the
RSDLP”.* This was a fresh attempt on the part of
the liquidators to fall back on the Second International
in their fight against the revolutionary Marxist Party in
Russia.

On the whole, the results of the Aupust Conference were
lamentable. [t was conceived as a “unifying” conference,
but did not unite anyone, except the liquidators, and even
their unity was purely nominal. As for the factional liqui-
dators” periodicals (the Trotskyite Pravda and Golos Setsial-

bid., p. 28.
hi

! Thid..
! Ibid., p. 17.
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Demokrata), they did not pass under the control of the
Organising Committee even nominally. Within the bloc
there was constant bickering between the participants.
Hardly had it originated, when the August bloe began to
fall apart. The representative of the Uperyod group walked
out before the conference was over. The Latvian Social-
Democrats objected to the liquidationist declarations at the
conference. From the outset, the Polish Social-Democrats
refused to take part in the proposed bloc. Nor were the
sponsors of the bloc supported by Plekhanov, who declared
that the conference was not representative of the organisa-
tions in Russia, that its results were pathetic, and that its
resoluions “reeked of diplomacy ten versts away™.!

Thus, the August bloe, which Trotsky had knocked togeth-
er, was based on an unprincipled alliance of anti-Party
forces for the purpose of fighting Bolshevism. It was an
attempt to set up a Centrist, petty-bourgeois party in Russia,
entailing a betrayal of the programme and organisational
principles of Marxism.? The Trotskyite August bloc,
isolated from the labour movement, was doomed to failure.

Back in May 1912, during the preparations for the
liquidators’ conference, Lenin said that the bloc, Trotsky
was trying to set up, was destined to go down in scandal-
ous failure because it was based on “an unprincipled
approach, on hypocrisy and hollow phrases™? The bhasic
reason why the August bloc was doomed to fail was that
it had no mass support in the labour movement in Russia
and did not enjoy any backing from the Party organisa-
tions. The August Conference decisions were not accepted
by a single Party organisation in Russia,

L G. V. Plekhanov, op. cit,, Vol. X1X, p. 433.

* Present-day bourgeois fabricators allege that the August bloc was
sl up by the Trotskyites to keep the Party umited in face of the
Bolsheviks' splitting politics. Brahm writes that Lenin was wrong in
classing Trotsky among the liquidators, because the latter had always
worked for Farty unity. He adds: "Onece again Trotsky tried, with the
help of the so-called August bloc ... to preserve Party unity (H. Brahm,
ap. cit., 5. 45-46).

However, the facts show that Trotsky fully shared the liquidators’ pro-
gramme and tactical propositions, and was a sworn enemy of the
Bolshevik Party, although he did cover up his views with Centrist
slogans, The August bloc, which he set up, was designed not to preserve
Party unmity, but to rally all the opportunists in fighting the Party.

¥ Lenin, Collected Warks, Vol. 18, p. 24.
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However, this did not mean that the bloc was not a
danger for the revolutionary labour movement. The liqui-
dators exercised a definite influence on the 1f}tc1l:gent5m. the
urban artisans, and the politically anxptnen_ccrl workers
who had but recently come from the countryside and were
vet to be schooled in the proletarian class sltrugglf:. More-
over, the August bloc was being given active support by
the leaders of the Second International. That is why Lenin
called on the Bolsheviks to put up a resolute struggle against
the August bloc. A resolution, “The Attitude to Liquida-
tionism, and Unity”, adopted by the Cracow mecting of
the RSDLP(B) Central Committee, stated that the August
1912 Conference had proved to be a liquidationist one, and
that after it the liquidators’ organs Nasha Zarya and Luch
had redoubled their preaching of liquidationist ideas. The
resolution went on to say: “Hence one of the Party's tasks
is still to wage a determined struggle against the liquida-
tionist group of Nasha Zarya and Luch, and to make clear
to the mass of the workers the great harm of the liquida-
tors’ propaganda.”! .

Thi [Fesgh revolutionary upswing continued steadily to
mount. The Lena shootings in April 1912 gave a further
impetus to the strike movement of the working class, peasant
disturbances, and discontent in the army and the _navy.
Lenin noted that a fresh breeze had begun to blow, there
is an urge for revolution™.? :

The revolutionary movement was unfolding under the
Bolshevik Party's slogans: “Down wnhithfc tsarist monar-
chy!”, “Long live the democratic republic!™, F'ihnur work-
ing day!”, “Confiscation of all landed estates!”, “Long live
socialism!” The Party was carrying into the labour move-
ment a militant spirit and organisation, rallying all the
revolutionary forces in the country for the fight against
tsarism. To succeed in its revolutionary tasks, it had to rout
the August bloc and to isolate the opportunists from the
working class in their efforts to divert the revolutionary
movement to the reformist path and to subordinate the
proletariat to the influence of the liberal bourgeoisie.

In the winter of 1910, the liquidators and the Trotskyites
had started in St. Petersburg what they called a petition

! Lenin, Collected UWorks, Vol. 18, p. 464
2 Ibid., p. 464.
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campaign which was essentially a call for the workers to
submit petitions to the Black Hundreds
“freedom of coalition”, The Bolsheviks
this campaign, trying to explain to the
tioning the Duma would merely produce eonstitutional
illusions in the masses and divert them from the revolu-
tionary struggle. In its resolution “On the ‘Petition Cam-
paign’ ", the Prague Conference
was doing harm to the labour movement. The “freedom of
coalition” slogan, in isolation from the aggregate of polit-
ical demands made by the working class, meant in fact
a “liberal fight for the ‘renovation’ of the June Third regime
by partial improvements™. !

Although the petition campaign was not supported by
the working class and ended in complete failure, the liqui-
dators and the Trotskyites again and again tried to foist
on the proletariat the “freedom of coalition” slogan, argu-
ing that it was its primary demand. Trotsky went so far as
to say that the workers’ demand for “freedom of coalition’
was at the root of the Lena events and the revolutionary
upswing as a whole, f

This was ridiculed by Lenin, who wrote: “Nothing could
be more false than the liberal invention, which Trotsky
repeats in the Vienna Pravda after the liquidators, that ‘the
struggle for freedom of coalition is the basis of both the
Lena tragedy and the powerful response to it in the country’,
Freedom of coalition was neither the specific nor the
principal demand in the Lena strike. It was not lack of the
freedom of coalition that the Lena shootings revealed, but
lack of freedom from provocation, lack of rights in general,
lack of freedom from wholesale tyranny,”?

The Party explained to the workens th
assertion that it was possible to secure democratic freedoms
was nothing but a fraud upon the masses. Lenin repeatedly
emphasised that under the autocracy it was ridiculous and
stupid to demand “freedom of coalition” of WNicholas
Romanoff and the Black Hundreds Duma, and that only
liberal windbags could centre the revolutionary mobilisa-
tion of the masses on this slogan. Lenin pointed out: “It is
necessary to strike at the centre, to attack the source of

Duma, demanding
strongly  opposed
workers that peti-

had said that this campaign

at the Trotskyite

! Lenin, Collected LWarks, Vo, 17, p. 470,
' Ibid., Vol. 18, PP 103-04,
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evil, to destroy the whole system, the “]'11'_{1[!' regime, of the
Rusi;;iu of the tsar and the I}l‘zmk I_l.pnlt_!re_t_ K% 5 e
i ey 'h'“ Ilruith'hull;:‘:::_uiht country. The
T mewspaser Lk insisted that the frequent S
]:qulr}:ik“"_r:‘_ :1u1d rili:||| them as a Hm:il‘l'l”‘?'m:“ll wul}?.““i :‘11:::1
‘til'}:'lihilt :::'l:‘ not right to overdo H"i, "Hl}'::iqli‘ ?—T*f_[.lf.t}';llﬂ l‘i{[l.il‘::iTI"l.'
3 I . R, N wcember 1912: : :
rr:“f“.l:] ::;i.:-xl,:z.-:-:::?u?;E%Lﬂufk against revolutionary
Ors o Arr} ey
" A P » revolutionary potenti
[ disonte andh i dhe s SosEEIG CTIEC AT 9
proletariat ﬂngl.i}:?ltf.il:.:]i{r“.ﬁfit;:“:tm:ﬁ~. ™ (_fmlm.t.tjm.ﬁ -:.ntlr.
rc"'n!“,tm? - .,L."“:. a revolutionary victory LL'L_(-E‘:IHI]_.JT]-}.
- E“_m.m‘?[-l t: l-:-.- early as 1911 in an article, * ||'H‘-‘r ;“*ltl'*]‘*]'
Tfﬂth‘lk; li{;:-“{ ountry and Our Tasks”, as I'ul!ln'-u'\:. -E;lu:.:ti;l
::'E;“t'km:{:t that withiti the :r:xt vear cru'gl;:rg]u. ::;’:‘H e
once again be hurled on the ey @ Of ft';l!TSE. N
T T st think so0.... v
llapr.lili!i;' ::: 't:‘iu;l!:l\;( :Hi:.ri.ﬁl['l broke out soon, or 1f1.";l:
..'}ml |;r'n|f_'l;u'ian |'L'1r'ulluliun bT[‘k‘: ”}lt Lr:‘rf{'litf.'.r"my' ;
too, would be drawn into the European ras no hope of an
Thus, according to Trotsky, if thum- “‘l]. TI' r the imme-
ecarly |-(:1..ru|Llli11lt'I,l there w;ufg m-:?ii:l;:{.“it:-lﬁﬁ.ﬁu T:nr:in;,r arrbd
diil.t'L'l eli!:'ll'n,t!f:lr:r “Iilll'rr;liiu;:;lblgf.‘! '“_ the revolution (I.-I'l RU::::W
i;:[;lgndéd on a Furopean war {rlt; a Jfat-iilrli":: IIQT:M':;‘.-:{:NI[ i
s ﬂ.ﬂTlllt’E}l CF[:‘IICEIII:UII: ::;‘:H:a.ﬂEf-::rn:;n revolution. These WHE.
mthm:t‘:ﬂ;t L;L:ltulatiunist propositions which_ [Ilf:r-:trr'uﬁ'ldlh:L
:,E:'Il:il-l:lmj: class to a passive wﬂ':t—und--‘[f:'ﬂ attitude and ¢
folding-up of their revolutionary “t rlffg - in the country was
A different assessment of the .\ﬂLI:'l- ion e Rerol
iven by the Bolshevik Party. In his articles 0 -
| ,WU swing”. 1*The Slogans of the All-Russia "““;"‘
[Iﬁﬂdr}f tt: H(fmp in January 1912 and ﬂ}e May I,a‘f.
i “The ‘Liquit-laMrﬂ Oppose Revolutionary I'+1L1~.~.~T
}Tm‘“:-rwn}‘(;un the Slogan ‘Freedom of Coalition .,hf"f.f{flh
2 ‘Basis for the Working.Class Movement Today?", “May

! Thid., p- 114. :
2 Ibid., Vol. 35, p. 68.
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Pny_ Action by the Revolutionary Proletariat” and others
l.{'“mjn {[‘-:E'mﬁi':! the opportunist propositions of the liquida-
ti-:lf‘ and the Trotskyites and gave a scientific analvsis of
e situation in the country, giving the Party a Marxist
v!{;._l-lv of the revolutiona ry prospects in Russia. :
- aving made a deep analysis of the revolutionary
.uwtl.mlmt going forward in the country, Lenin drew this
;r::mr Euimn_ in June 1913: A nation-wide political crisis s
- evidence in Russia, a crisis which affects the very foun-
: Ee’mu c!rF the state system and not just parts of it. which
altects the foundation of the edifice and not an outhuilding
not merely one of its storeys,”! s
ﬂ_nl]'_w' a revolution, not partial reflorm as suggested by the
.ItII:lI]f]ﬂ_tillﬁ u:nc_llthr [rotskyites, would solve the pressing
socia and [ln|rF|{';l| problems facing the country. In these
:‘urt.tr_mlnjncc.n, it was the task of the proletariat's revolu-
Ilr;il'hu}. ldr_T_i.I' to do everything to help prepare the revo-
utten's political army and to build up the revolutionary
onslaught of the masses. . .
: h!th. the rf:r_nlui:'immrf.f movement  on the rise, the
0 _uru_k':k organisations, following Lenin's  instructions
IC'L:n{' Iitt;.d '.ul: :LL‘LH;C struggle for the masses, rallying them
trlc.lun}t_ the RS I'JI,P-‘H‘} revolutionary platform and eExposing
e harm of reformist illusions being spread by the spon-
ﬁ-:]:r-: nIF :hv .F:Lug:u?et bloc. A great part in this struggle was
played by the legal Bolshevik dailv P . which it
ved by : ; daily Pravea, whicl i
established on April 22 (May 5), 1912 -y v
Pr;lrlil':’:‘a][?]l::dah[]r:f right aw:;l}r started a campaign against
k ¢ ol the men who teok part in sett]
i Vo Mg kg ok pa setting up the
!J;uhpia:. h’.:ku_Lu Poletayev, wrote in his reminiscences that
e ‘l';lz u.?t 4 gnashing of teeth among the liquidators and
th: ensheviks, am{“u fighting campaign was started against
mﬁm]:n;np?ﬁcd paper m:?suu:n as there was an announce-
n the newspaper Zvezda about Pr ' i
L in 4 avda
E:Lih|lt‘£ltl0ﬂ.? x rnrthmmmg
I‘I(.:*lu‘tdff;'tclurws and plants. in clubs and trade unions, the
) !:1 ‘]1 ors orgamised legal meetings in an effort to prove
1at they alone, and not the Bolsheviks had the right to
publish a workers newspaper.
Trotsky launched a slanderous campaign against Pravda

U Lenin, Calfected thlork Vo %
* Pravde, May 5, 1098, | - O P-2ER
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from abroad, and even demanded that the paper be given
another name, because his own rag was being published in
Vienna under the same name. The Pravda editorial board
resolutely rebuffed Trotsky's importunities.

The Trotskvites did everything to spread the story that
Lenin's Pravda was not financed by workers’ collections,
but by some “dark source”. Lenin was highly indignant over
Trotsky's slander and wrote: “This intriguer and liquidator
goes on lying, right and left.'" He advised the Pravda
editorial board to reply in their “Mailbag” as follows:
“To Trotsky (Vienna). You are wasting your time sending
us disruptive and slandcrous letters. They will not be
replied to.”?

To offset the effect created by the Bolshevik Pravda, the
liguidators began to publish, in September 1912, their legal
daily Luck, among whose permanent contributors was
Trotsky. The liquidationist Luch was allegedly published
by “Marxists of various trends”, but in fact its only con
tributors were the liquidators and the Trotskyites. Having
failed to frustrate the publication of the Bolshevik Pravda,
the Trotskyites started a campaign to merge it with the
liquidationist Luch and subordinate it to the control of the
trade unions, whose governing bodies at the time still had
many liquidators. By uniting Luch and Pravda, the liquida-
tors and the Trotskyites hoped to transform Pravda into
a liquidators’ organ. Exposing Trotsky's liquidationist
designs, Lenin repeatedly pointed out that there could be no
question of any unity between the Bolshevik Pravda and the
opportunist Lucf.

Under Lenin's direction, Pravda became the actual organ
of the RSDLP(B) Central Committee, which exercised con-
stant control and direction of the paper’s work. On its board
were experienced Party workers and journalists, and many
articles were edited by Lenin personally. The policy-
making articles which determined the paper’s face were
those written by Lenin, over 280 of them from 1912 to 1914.%
Pravda played an outstanding role in the ideological
and organisational consolidation of the Bolshevik Party, in

! Lenin, Colfected Uorks, Vol. 35, p. 41,

2 Thid.

3 V. T. Loginov, Lenin i “Pravda” 1912-1944 godov (Lenin and
Pravda in 1912-1914), Moscow, 1962, p. 236
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winning the masses over to the Bolshevik side, and in rout-
ing the anti-Party August bloc.

 Lenin urged the Pravda editorial board to conduct an
irreconcilable struggle against the liquidators, Trotskvites
and other opportunist groups, and consistently to imple-
ment the Prague Conference decisions on the final break
with the opportunists, He took a resolute stand against the
mistaken view of some editors who held that as a “popular”
organ, Pravda should not engage in polemics with the
liquidators, Lenin wrote: “Pravda has in practice the posi-
tion of leader. That position must be defended honourably.
It should say clearly, calmly and Frmly: against the liqui-
dators.”! F ]

The struggle against the liquidators. Trotskvites and
other opportunists was being promoted by Lenin's letters
to the Pravda editorial board, the paper's reorganisation
in the spring of 1913 under a decision of the RSDLP(B)
Central Committee’s Cracow Meeting with Party workers,
and its staffing with experienced Party cadres.

Pravda’s boundless loyalty to the working people’s
interests, and its relentless struggle against the opportun-
ists helped the Bolshevik Party to rally, on Pravda's plat
form, four-fifths of the conscious proletariat of Russia. That
was a great triumph for Bolshevism. Pravda’s influence was
so great and incontestable that even the adversaries of the
Bolsheviks had to recognise it. Trotsky declared in 1914:
“There is no doubt that the majority of Russian workers.
especially in St. Petersburg., are  now grouped  round
Pravda’s banner....”® This meant a virtual admission of
defeat by the organiser of the anti-Party August bloc.

The Bolshevik Party scored a convineing victory over
the August bloc at the elections to the Fourth Duma from
the workers’ curia in November 1912, The Bolshevik orga-
nisations carried on their election campaign under the Prague
Conference resolution. and the “Election Platform of the
RSDLP"”, which Lenin had written,

The Bolshevik Party was trying to win seats in the Duma
to make use of its rostrum for spreading socialist ideas, for
exposing the anti-popular tsarist policy, “in other words
in order to prepare an army of class-conscious fighters for

! Lenin, Collected [orks, Vaol. 35, p. 46.
* Borba No. 7-8, 1914, p. 4
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a new Russian revolution”.! The Bolshevik election plat-
form called on the working masses to struggle for the
overthrow of the autocracy, the establishment of a demo-
cratic republic, an 8-hour working day, and confiscation of
all landed estates, The Trotskyite-liquidator bloc cam-
paigned on the basis of its own platform, which had been
adopted by the August Conference.

Thus, in the elections to the Duma there was a clash
between two platforms: the revolutionary, Leninist platform,
and the reformist, liquidationist one. Lenin emphasised that
the two were diametrically opposed, and wrote: “The
Social-Democratic Party wants to use the elections in order
again to drive home to the masses the idea of the need for
revolution, and the fact of the revolutionary upswing which
has begun.... The liquidators are using the elections to
the Fourth Duma to preach constitutional reforms and
weaken the idea of revolution.™?

The returns in the Fourth Duma elections showed that
the vast majority of the working class supported the
Bolshevik Party’s policy. This was convincing proof that
the Bolshevik election platform had been right, and that
the liquidator-Trotskyite slogans were a complete failure.
[n the six major industrial gubernias, Bolshevik workers
were elected deputies from the workers’ curia. The guber-
nias which returned Bolsheviks had over a million workers,
and those which returned Mensheviks only about 156,000,
two figures which clearly showed whom the proletariat of
Russia was following.

As the revolutionary struggle grew, the problem of the
political unity of the working class became an acute one.
During the election campaign and after it, the opportunists,
led by Trotsky, made demagogic use of the unity slogan,
again and again accusing the Bolsheviks of engineering a
split. Trotsky continued to plug his “unity over every
obstacle” slogan, an attempt to cash in on an idea popular
among the workers, and an effort to mislead the masses
and detach them from the Bolshevik Party. The Trotsky-
ites read the umity slogan as meaning elimination of the
revolutionary Party, and “unity” between the revolutionaries
and the opportunists through a bloc arranged “from above”,
behind the back of the working class.

! Lenin, Collected Tllorks, Vol. 17, p. 510.
? Ibid., Veol. 18, p. 385.



In his articles, “Unity”, “Disruption of Unity Under
Cover of Outeries for Unity” and others, Lenin showed
that the working class was truly in need of unity, because
that was its main weapon in the fight against the exploiters.
But working-class unity meant above all the unity of its
vanguard, of its political Party, based on acceptance of
revolutionary theory, programme, tactics and organisation.
“Unity is a great thing and a great slogan,” Lenin wrote.
“But what the workers’ cause needs is the unity of Marxists,
not unity between Marxists, and opponents and distorters
of Marxism."!

The working class could be united only through
acceptance of the illegal Party and revolutionary theory.
The Cracow Meeting of the RSDLP(B) Central Committee
with Party workers recognised as the only correct slogan
the slogan of unity from below, starting from factory com-
mittees and district groups, to enable the workers them-
selves to see “whether the recognition of the illegal organisa-
tion and readiness to back the revolutionary struggle of the
masses and revolutionary tacties are really put into effect™.?
Relving on the wunity-from-below slogan, the Bolshevik
Party rallied the working class in the struggle against the
autocracy.

The facts which Lenin mustered against the Trotskyite
declarations about the Bolsheviks' splitting the working
class added up to irrefutable prool that the vast majority
of the working class was rallied round the Bolshevik
Party. Thus, Bolshevik deputies from the workers’ curia
constituted 47 per cent in the Second Duma, 50 per cent
in the Third Duma, and 67 per cent in the Fourth Duma.
In 1912 and 1913, funds for the Bolshevik Pravda were
collected by 2,801 workers’ groups, and for the liquidators’
Luch by only 750. Lenin drew this conclusion: “Where the
majority of the class-conscious workers have rallied around
precise and definite decisions, there we shall find unity of
opinion and action, there we shall find the Party spirit, and
the Party.”?

Lenin cited irrefutable facts to show that the Bolsheviks
alone were working for the unity of the working class, and

! Lenin, Collected Uorks, Vol. 20, p. 252,
? Ibid.. Vol. 18, p. 465,
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156

that the liquidators and Trotsky, who “dissociated them-
selves from the ‘underground’ as well as from the organised

workers, are the worst splitters™.!

During the revolutionary upswing _pf:riqd, the Bolsheviks
relied on Lenin's principles to combine illegal and legal
activity and started active work in the legal organisations
of the working class—the trade unions, co-operative soci-
elies, cultural and educational clubs, and insurance societies
—transforming them into the Party's strongholds and
driving out the liquidators. i

The liquidators believed that legal organisations were
their impregnable fortress, and slandered the Bolsheviks by
asserting that they refused to work in these organisations.
“There is nothing more erroncous than H:u: view that the
pro-Party  Social-Democrats repudiate !cgal.l activity,
Lenin noted. “The very opposite is the truth, since in this
activity too they are stronger than the hql_{uiatu_rs. ? The
Poronin Meeting of the RSDLP(B) Central Committee with
Party workers in September 1913, v.:hu_:h passed a special
resolution on “Work in Legal Associations”, called on all
Party organisations to intensify their work in the legal
organisations of the working class and "to strive to convert
every one of them into a stronghold of the Social-
Democratic Party”? :

The Bolsheviks' activity in the trade unions offers a
visual example of their struggle for the legal organisations.
The liquidators and Trotskyites spread the idea of “neu-
tral” trade unions, independent of the Party, which in
practice meant their subordination to bourgeois |_'f1ﬂu+:nc:*..
The Bolsheviks resolutely opposed this “neutrality” theory,
declaring that the trade unions should take the class stand-
point and operate under the Party’s leadership. ke

When the workers saw for themselves that the liquidators
were hampering their struggle against the autocracy, they
began to expel the liquidators from the trade union leader-
ship and to elect representatives of the Bolshevik Party.
From 1912 to 1914, the Bolsheviks won a preponderant
majority in almost all the trade unions across the country.

This, together with the predominance of Pravda men in

I Ibid., p. 161.
2 [bid., Vol. 17, p. 544.
3 Ibid., Vel. 19, p. 426.
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other legal organisations, and the cash contributions to the
Bolshevik press fund, all spoke of the enormous growth in
the Bolshevik Party's influence on the workers' masses, and
of a complete fiasco for the liquidators and Trotskyites.
The liquidator F. Bulkin wrote in the journal Nasha Zarya
as follows: “We liquidators assumed in wvain that the
workers' mass was with us.... As before, Bolshevism
proved to be its mouthpiece and ideologist. ... Directed by
the Bolsheviks, it rejected all the liquidators . . _up for elec-
tion to all the governing bodies. One legal position after
another passed from the liquidators to the Bolsheviks. ...
Step by step Bolshevism was ousting the Mensheviks from
what appeared to be their entrenched positions.™!

The growing revolutionary upswing in the country and
the Bolshevik victory in the labour movement brought the
anti-Party August bloc to the point of collapse. When the
crunch came, the liquidators’ “HQ™" was shown to have no
army. The reformist programme was rejected by the work-
ers’ masses. Realising that for all practical purposes the
August bloc was not exerting any influence on the labour
movement in Russia, Trotsky announced, in 1913, his with-
drawal from the editorial board of Luch and Nasha Zarya,
and in February 1914 started the publication of a “non-
factional” journal which he called Borba. In his article,
“The Break-up of the ‘August’ Bloc”, Lenin wrote: “The
famous uniters even failed to unite themselves and we got
two ‘August’ trends, the Luchist trend (Nasha Zarya and
Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta) and the Trotskyist trend
(Borba)."?

The final blow was dealt the August bloc by the Latvian
Bolsheviks, who had been fighting the liquidafionist leader-
ship of the Seocial-Democracy of the Latvian area for
several years. Local Party organisations demanded that the
SDLA Central Committee withdraw from the August bloc
and call the Fourth Congress of the SDLA. The Menshevik
CC of the SDLA tried to prevent the convocation of the
congress. The local Party organisations then announced that
they would convene the congress whatever the CC thought.
The SDLA leadership was forced to start preparations for
the congress.

! Nusha Zarya No. 6, 1914, pp. 45, 47.
* Lenin, Collected Warks, Vol. 20, p. 150,
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Lenin gave the Latvian Bolsheviks a great deal of assist-
ance in preparing for the congress. In May 1913, he wrote
the “Draft Platform for the Fourth Congress of Social-
Democrats of the Latvian Area”, formulating the basic
tasks of the Social-Democrats of the Latvian area in their
struggle against the liquidaters. At the end of 1913, Lenin
met leading workers of the SDLA, J. German, J. Gipslis
and ]. Berzins-Ziemelis in Berlin and Paris, and discussed
the forthcoming congress with them.!

The Fourth Congress of Latvian Social-Democrats was
held in Brussels in January 1914. It was attended by Lenin,
who helped the Latvian Bolsheviks to lay down the correct
tactical line, and to draft the resolutions, and gave a report
at the congress on the attitude of the SDLA to the RSDLP
and the Social-Democratic group in the Duma. Lenin's
participation in the congress was of great importance for
consolidating the Latvian Bolsheviks at the congress itself
and after it.

The congress declared liguidationism to be a bourgeois
trend and adopted a decision to withdraw from the August
bloc. This was a great victory for the Latvian Bolsheviks.
Lenin put a high value on the work of the Fourth SDLA
Congress, remarking that the Latvians had dealt a “death
blow at the liquidationist August bloc™.? With the with-
drawal of the Latvian Social-Democrats, the August bloc
fell apart in March 1914. That was the end of the Trotsky-
ites” “unificatory” venture. They failed to set up an oppor-
tunist, Centrist party in Russia.

Having suffered a crushing defeat, Trotsky did not stop
his fight against the Bolshevik Party or break with the
liquidators. As he was withdrawing from the editorial board
of the liquidationist journal Nasha Zarya, Trotsky wrote
in February 1913: “I hope there is no need to explain that
my withdrawal from N.Z. is not a break with liquida-
tionism. ...

On February 25, 1913, in a letter addressed to Nikolai
Chkheidze, Trotsky urged the Menshevik deputies of the
Fourth Duma to oppose Lenin's slogan for unity from below,
to issue a Menshevik manifesto, calling for nothing less

L0 Lenine, Unspominaniya revolyutsionerov Latvii {About Lenin.
Reminiscences by Latvian Revolutionaries), Riga, 1959, pp- 33, 36,
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than the destruction of “the very foundations of Leninism™.!
The Trotskyite journal Borba continued to stand up for
the liquidationist platform of the August bloc, which was
in ruin. In formulating his journal's “credo”, Trotsky
wrote that its editorial board was acting on the *“principal
ideas formulated in August 191272 In his article, “Dis-
ruption of Unity Under Cover of Outcries for Unity”,
Lenin showed that behind Trotsky's pompous talk about
“non-factionalism™ and “unity” were liquidationist views
and attempts to mislead the workers.

Yakov Sverdlov also spoke of the liquidationist character
of Trotsky’s journal. On June 29, 1914, he wrote to Klavdia
Novgorodtseva-Sverdlova: “Borba is Trotsky's organ, where
the Vperyodists and AN(Kostrov)? have taken shelter. Their
whole stand...can yield nothing distinct from the liqui-
dat{ors).”* The Trotskyite empty talk was exposed by the
Bolsheviks and overthrown by the very logic of the revo-
lutionary struggle. Without any support or influence in the
masses, Borba folded up in June 1914,

Thus, during the fresh revolutionary upswing, the
Bolsheviks, led by Lenin, did a great deal of work in rally-
ing and consolidating the Party, routing the opportunists
on the Right and on the “Left”, and in keeping clean the
Marxist revolutionary banner. In face of fierce persecution,
and working in great secrecy, the Bolsheviks succeeded in
this period in holding an all-Party conference and two
enlarged mectings of the RSDLP(B) Central Committee
with Party workers. The Party Central Committee operated
all the time, and the local Party organisations gained con-
siderably in strength and stature. The Party issued print-
ings, which were very large for that period, of legal and
illegal newspapers, journals, leaflets and handbills, spread-
ing the revolutionary ideas among the masses, and rallying
them round the Bolshevik Party. The Bolsheviks skilfully
combined legal and illegal work among the working people.

Armed with Marxist-Leninist theory, the Bolshevik Party
was transformed into a powerful political force. It succeed-

U]. V. Stalin, Trotskyism or Leninism?, Moscow, 1924, Anncx,
pp. 29-32 (Russ. ed.).

2 Borba No. 1, 1914, p. 6.

3 The liquidator Noi Zhordania.

Y. M. Sverdloy, Izbranniye proizvedeniva (Selected Works), Val. 1,
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ed in rallving round the slogans issued by the Prague
Conference the vast majority of the working class, and
became the vanguard of the country’s revolutionary lorces.
“This was no casy task—to be in the vanguard, marching
at the head of one's people,” the Secretary-General of the
CPSU Central Committee, L. 1. Brezhnev, told the Ninth
Congress of the Hungarian Socialist Workers™ Party. “This
called for unflinching loyalty to Marxism-Leninism, to the
working-class cause, the cause of the working people. tor
keen sight and clear-cut orientation, strI;nIF:Lstnc;s of prin-
ciple and simultaneous flexibility of tactics, persistence and
a cool head, to be able to overcome all the difficulties and
sharp turns of history.”! Fostered by Lenin. the Bolshevik
Party had all the qualities required to head the masses in
the revolutionary upswing, and to lead them to another
revolution.

3. Exposure by Lenin of Trotsky's Anti-Bolshevik
Intrigues in the International Arena

Lenin never regarded the struggle against opportunism
inside the RSDLP in isolation from the struggle against
opportunism in the international arena. In 1|‘||:-'. early work,
What Is To Be Done? he wrote: “The English Fabians, the
French Ministerialists, the German Bernsteinians, and the
Russian Critics—all belong to the same family, all extol
each other, learn from each other, and together take up
arms against ‘dogmatic’ Marxism,"™ . :

Lenin carried on a relentless struggle against interna-
tional opportunism from the earliest days of his revolution-
ary activity. He closely followed the development of the
international labour movement and expressed concern over
the growth of opportunist tendencies in it. In his numerous
articles and letters, and speeches in the International Social
ist Bureau, on which he represented the RSDLP. Lenin
exposed the treacherous role of the opportunist leaders, 'w:hn,
as Clara Zetkin put it, “wanted to transform Social-

i L. 1. Brezhnev, Bech na IX syesde Uengerskoi sotsialisticheskoi
rabachei partii (Speech at the 9th Congress of the Hungarian Socialist
Workers” Party). Provda, November 30, 1966
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Democracy into a tame lap-dog of the national-social. or
Hlit'iiil-lilll'l'iLl Hil'i[H_'. Fi | |:l|3 dug 'n.'\'lli:i"h danced on its hind l::;_r-'.
before any bourgeois riff-raff”.!

Lenin saw the danger of Centrism long before the First
World War, He rejected the policy of peaceful coexistence
with the opportunists and Centrists, and lavoured unremit
ting struggle against them until a complete organisa-
tional break,

In the years of reaction and the fresh revolutionary
upsurge, Kautsky and the other leaders of the Second Inter-
national gave every support to the liquidators and the
I'rotskyites in their fight against the Bolshevik Party.
Having slid into the bog of opportunism, Kautsky preached
reformist ideas, insisting that Social-Democracy must avoid
anything which could “throw the bourgeoisic and its
adherents into a state of violent socialistophobic dementia’”.’
He preached the peaceful living together of the opportunists
and the revolutionaries in the same party, and did not fight
revisionism, which was eroding German Social-Democracy.
With the help of the Trotskyites, Kautsky tried to foist on
the RSDLP the worst opportunist traditions of German
Social-Democracy. He denied the possibility of another revo-
lution in Russia, and allowed only ecconomic forms of
working-class struggle.

The Kautskyites and the Trotskyites were united on a
common ideological foundation—paying lip-service to Marx-
ism while actually highting it. Trotsky regarded Kautsky as
a spiritual leader of the proletariat, and referred to his
authority on every possible occasion, The Trotskyite Pravda
extolled “European experience”, calling for a mechanical
application on Russian soil of the brand of opportunist
tactics and inner-party relations obtaining in European
Social-Democracy,

It was no accident that the opportunists of the Second
International gave Trotsky and his supporters every atten-
tion and considerable material assistance for their anti-Party
work. The German Social-Democrats and other parties of
the Second International gave the Trotskyites and the liqui
dators wide access to the pages of their newspapers and

U Slavaiye  bolshevichki I:':}ut*-!:ll‘l:”l'if Bolshevik 1|‘|.'||||11_'n:|_ Muscomw,
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11 i,
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journals. With the support of Kautsky and the other Cen-
trists. Trotsky conducted a systematic campaign ol slander
against the Bolsheviks in the periodicals of the Social-
Democratic parties of the Second International.

On August 28, 1910, on the day the Copenhagen Congress
of the Second International opened, the newspaper Uorwdrls
carried an anonymous article, entitled “The Social-Democ-
racy of Russia”, with the subtitle "“From our Russian Gorre-
spondent”. Its author was Trotsky. He gave a distorted
picture of the state of affairs in the RSDLP and made
malicious attacks against the Party central organs. On
September 2, 1910, on Lenin's proposal, the RSDLP sent a
resolute protest to the Central Committee of the German
Social-Democratic Party, pointing out that Trotsky's article
was damaging to the Social-Democratic movement in Rus-
sia, and “is an unprecedented breach of international soli-
darity and brotherhood with respect to Russian Social-
Democracy”.! Lenin followed this up with an article, “How
Certain Social-Democrats Inform the International About
the State of Affairs in the RSDLP", which Sotfsial-Demokrat
carricd in September 1910,

The leadership of the German Social-Democratic Party
ignored the protests of the revolutionaries in Russia, In
September 1910, their theoretical journal, [ie Newe Zeit.
published Trotsky's article, “Tendencies in the Develop
ment of Social-Democracy in Russia”, followed by Martov s
article, “Prussian Discussion and Russian Experience”. Both
gave a distorted view of the history of the revolutionary
movement in Russia, the prospects for the Russian revolu
tion, and the internal Party struggle in the RSDLP.

In reply to Trotsky and Martov. Lenin wrote a long
article tor the same journal, but its editors Kautsky and
Wurm refused to print it. On September 24 (October 7),
1910, Lenin wrote to the Polish Social-Democrat. ]. March-
lewski: “What a pity that even Kautsky and Wurm do not
see how disgusting and mean such articles as those of
Martov and 'J1|ut:~|-:}' arc. ... Lt is r':_'u":u' i :|.u'.'n'|‘|1'i§.§hl scandal
that Martov and Trotsky lie with impunity and write
scurrilous lampoons in the guise of ‘scientific’ articles!™®

Following Die Newe Zeit's refusal to publish Lenin’s article

I Lenin, Collected Tvrks, Filth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 47, p. 207
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1 163



against Martov and Trotsky, he wrote a separate article
against Trotsky and sent it to Kautsky.! We do not know
what happened to this article. The slanderous inventions
by Trotsky and Martov against the RSDLP were exposed
by Lenin in his article. “The Historical Meaning of the
Inner-Party Struggle in Russia”, which was published in May
1O11.

Lenin flatly rejected the assertions by Trotsky and Mar-
tov that the struggle between the Bolsheviks and the Men-
sheviks sprang from rivalry among Marxist intellectuals
over influence on a “politically immature proletariat”, and
demonstrated that the roots of the differences between the
Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks lay in the economic eontent
of the Russian revolution. The article exposed Trotsky's and
Martov's inventions about the backwardness and immaturity
of the proletariat of Russia, Lenin said that the proletariat
alone could be leader of the revolution, that it alone “won
for itself the hegemony in the struggle for freedom and
democracy as a pre-condition of the struggle for socialism.
It won for all the oppressed and exploited classes of Russia
the ability 1o wage a revolutionary mass struggle, without
which nothing of importance in the progress of mankind has
been achieved anywhere in the world™ 2

Trotsky tried to spread his Centrist ideas not only in Rus-
sia but in other countries as well. Encouraged by Kautsky,
he tried to “unite” the Tesnyaki Party and the Shiroki
Socialists in Bulgaria.®

The Tesnyaki Party, led by Blagovev, consisted of rev-
olutionary elements, and in spite of some weaknesses {insuf-
hicient political flexibility and mobility, denial of the rev-
olutionary potential of the peasantry, and other points), was
following the way of the Russian Bolsheviks, fighting against
opportunism, and for the preservation of the independent
Marxist Party and for the proletarian internationalism. The
Shiroki Socialists were a rallying centre for all the anti-
Marxist clements. They had no support from the workers,
because they were in essence a bourgeois party. “of the most
vulgar calibre™, as D. Blagoyev put it.?

! Lenin, Gollected Torks, Fifth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 19, P 437.
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The revolutionary activity of the Tesnyaki and their ties
with the Bolsheviks won them the hatred of the 1t'irt§k}'ltt"u:
and the opportunists of the Second International. In 1!1.4-.
summer of 1010, on assignment from the liquidatiomst
RSDLF CC Bureau Abroad, Trotsky attended a congress 1:1
the Tesnyakil in an effort to get them to abandon their rciv—.
olutivnary programme and tactics Izmd to unite with the
Shiroki Socialists. After the congress, in the autumn of 1910,
he published an article in the Austrian Social-Democratic
journal, Der Kampf, which distorted the history _nf] tl'u.:
labour movement in Bulgaria, slandered the Tesnyaki Party
and tried to intimidate them with all sorts of reprisals by
the Second International. . 1

On October 31, 1910, Blagoyev wrote this about Trotsky
to the Sotsial-Demokrat editorial board: “He has even
threatened us with an international court for having men-
tioned in our Party organ. Raboinichesky Uestnik, that he
‘would be brought up before a Party court for incorrect
reports in the German press about affairs in the Russian
Partv'. In general, he is very angry W|thw1.ll.~a just now, and
we expect him to make all sorts of trouble.”™ vk

In January 1911, Blagoyev wrote an ;utu-l;z1 to .‘mr.trf: -
Demokrat, entitled “Socialism in the Balkans”? exposing
Trotsky's slander of the Bulgarian labour movement, and
declaring that his “unificatory” efforts played into the hands
of the bourgeoisic, and could do irreparable harm to the
labour movement. Thus, the Bulgarian Tesnyaki rebuffed
all of Trotsky’s importunities and remained loyal to the
revolutionary banner. _ 1

After the Party’s Prague Conference, Trotsky started
another campaign of slander and invention against the Bol
sheviks. His reckless anti-Party activities were given active
support by the opportunist leaders of the Second Interna-
tional. !

L:\ meeting of anti-Party groups of Golosists. I".-'m‘l'}'n-rl-
ists, Trotskyites, Plekhanov Mensheviks and conciliators was
held in Paris on March 12, 1912. They charged that the

" ; : " -
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Bolsheviks had “usurped™ power in the Party, and passed a
“resolution” against the decisions of the Prague Conference,
urging local Party organisations not to recognise the Party's
central organs it had elected. The text of the “resolution”
was sent to the International Socialist Bureau, whose sec-
retary Camille Huysmans circulated it to all the Socialist
parties of Western Europe and sent a copy to Lenin.

Upon receiving this, Lenin wrote to Huysmans that the
anti-Party groups, which had adopted this “resolution™, did
not represent anyone in Russia and had no influence at all
in the country. He wrote: “It is just as difficult to carry out
anything real in Russia as it is casy to vote for abusive res-
olutions in Paris. And, of course, Paris, Vienna, ete., do not
possess the right to speak in the name of Russia.”!

On behalf of the RSDLP(B) Central Committee, Lenin
sent the International Socialist Bureau an official report
exposing the slanderous character of the Paris “resolution’,
shedding a true light on the state of affairs in the Party,
stating that the Prague Conference had united an absolute
majority of Party organisations operating in Russia and had
assumed the functions of the Party’s supreme organ, He went
on to inform the I1SB about the expulsion of the liquidators
from the Party and declared that the RSDLP(B) was not in
any way responsible for the behaviour of any anti-Party
groups abroad, so that the ISB would have to maintain all
its relations with the Party only through the Central Com-
mittee elected at the Prague Conference? On Lenin's
demand, the report was circulated to all the Socialist par-
tics for publication in the press. In spite of this, the press of
the German Social-Democratic Party continued to publish
Trotsky's slanderous articles.

On March 26, 1912, the German Social-Democratic {or-
wirts published an anonymous article entitled “From Rus
sian Party Life”, which abounded in slander about the Prague
Conference. On March 28, Lenin wrote to Orjonikidze,
Spandaryan and Yelena Stasova: “In Uorwirts of March
26, there was a furious and malicious article against the
Conference, from the editorial board. Clearly this is Trotsky.
There is a great battle over the Conference....? Lenin
exposed Trotsky's slander in his article, “ Anonymous Writer
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in Uorwiirts and the State of Affairs in the RSDLP”, which
he sent to the editorial board of the newspaper. rl[nwwer.
the opportunist board refused to publish it. Whereupon
Sotsial-Demokrat issued the article in a separate pamphlet
and sent it to 600 addresses in Germany, including the
editorial boards of Social-Democratic newspapers, libraries
and local Party organisations.! The article analysed the
Prague Conference decisions and described the actual state
of the RSDLPF.

Lenin insisted that the Bolsheviks should arrange an
information service for socialists abroad to tell them about
the state of affairs in the labour movement in Russia, to
expose the slanderous statements by the Trotskyites and
the liquidators in the foreign press. and resolutely oppose
any interference by opportunist leaders of the Second .ln-
ternational in the internal affairs of the RSDLP. Lenin him-
self set an example in this respect. He wrote articles, gave
talks to foreign workers, and made a point of informing
the ISB about developments in the Party, not letling a sin-
cle anti-Party attack by the liguidators and the 1 rotskvites
to go unanswered. ‘

The press of the German Social-Democrats, which had
taken a hostile attitude to the Prague Conference decisions,
save extensive coverage to the documents of the liquida-
tors’ August Conference. The leadership of the Social-
Democratic Party of Germany helped Trotsky to publish the
materials of the conference, and gave him the use of the
Uorwiirts printing press free of charge. On September 28,
1912, the German Social-Democratic newspaper Leipziger
Uolkszeitung published an anonymous article about the
liquidators' August Conference, which misled the German
Social-Democrats and  distorted the true character of
the Trotskyite bloc which had taken shape at the confer-
ence.

On Lenin's demand, the same paper published, on October
9, 1912, an article he wrote on behalf of the RSDLP(B)
Central Committee, showing the Bolshevik Party's leading
role in the labour movement and exposing the anti-Party
essence of the August bloc. “We consider it neccssary to
point out” Lenin wrote, “that the said conference was
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actually in no sense a conference of Russian Party Organisa-
tions.”' He proved that Russia's working-class centres had
been altogether unrepresented at the liquidators™ conference,
while the striving of the groups abroad, which had attempt-
ed to speak on behalf of the RSDLP. was an effort to mis-
lead the German Social-Democrats. Lenin went on: “We
protest against this most resolutely, pointing out that the
liquidators’ anonymous information will continue to mislead
the German comrades until they demand that the ‘infor-
mants’ should come out publicly under their own names and
with proof in their hands.”2

The leaders of the Second International also gave assist-
ance and support to the August bloc during the election
campaign to the Fourth Duma. Kautsky saw the main task
of the clection campaign in getting together “all the war
ring socialist brothers”.? Kautsky interfered in the RSDLEs
affairs in a high-handed manner and fell back on his pres-
tige in an effort to make the Bolsheviks abandon the
Praguc Conference decisions and  “fraternise” with the
liquidators.

On Trotsky's initiative, the Board of the German Social-
Democratic Party tried to convene, in September 1912, in
Berlin, a meeting of 11 opportunist “centres” and “groups”’
abroad, with the declared principal aim of achieving the
“unity” of Social-Democracy in Russia. and ;LIJ:I::..'a.[ing
S0.000 marks which the Board had earmarked for the elec
tion campaign. Lenin said this was an ultra-stupid venture
by Trotsky.

Lenin categorically objected to the convocation of the
meeting, and sent a letter to the Board on behalf of the
RSDLP(B) Central Committee. Being quite sure that they
ulr'nuld not publish the letter, Sotsial-Demokrat issued, in
f'r-t:r.u[q.'mhciu_- 1912, Lenin’s pamphlet in German, entitled The
f*rr'_.f:'n! Sttuation in the RSDLP, which was circulated to the
regional and district centres of the German Social -
Democratic Party, the editorial boards of Social-Democratic
newspapers, and delegates to the Party's Congress in
Chemnitz which was just in session. Lenin re-emphasised
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' Luch, Octoher 2, 1912,
¥ Lenin, Collected Uorks, Filth (Russian) Edition, Val. 48, p. 79
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that none of the “centres” and “groups™ abroad. striving to
call a “unilicatory” mecting with the aid of the Board of
the German Social-Democratic Party, had any connection
with the labour movement, and that no conferences
and meetings “can  transform the liquidationist mothing
in the Russian working-class movement into a some-
thing".!

Lenin warned the Board that the monev it was going to
give the liquidators would be used by the latter to set up a
liguidationist newspaper and found a new party hostile to
the RSDLFP(B). As a result of Lenin's vigorous protest, the
meeting of opportunist groups abroad was called off. How-
ever, most of the money was handed over to the August
bloc,

Lenin urged the Bolsheviks to carry on an unremitting
:itl.'llggll: ng;lltnﬁt the npl}llrhlrt-l.-itﬁ and Centrists in the Ger-
man Social-Democratic Party, who were helping the Trots-
kvites in their anti-Party business. He levelled sharp criti-
cism at Kamenev, who wanted the attacks against the op-
portunists softened. to prevent their “taking offence” and
"heing antagonised”. Replying to Kamenev, Lenin wrote:
“It is inevitable for us to war against the Germans, and
we have started to do so with (a) Anonymous + (b) Chem-
nitz. . . .2 The war is on, and here vou are being naive: you
say they will be angrv and offended. | don’t understand
vou! "

Following the collapse of the meeting of opportunist
“centres” abroad, the leaders of the Second International
continued to interfere in the RSDLP's internal affairs. In
December 1913, a regular session of the ISB examined the
question of “Russian affairs”, diseussing it haphazardly,
without any preliminary preparation. The liguidators at-
tending the session jumped at every opportunity to attack
the Bolshevik Party. Karl Kautsky was the reporter on
“Russian affairs”, and declared that there was no wviable
social-Democratic Party in Russia, while the old Social-
Democracy was dead. It followed from his statement that
since the old party in Russia was dead. there was need to

! Lenin, Coflected Cllorks, Vol 15, p. 2258,

* A reference to Lenin's “Anonymous Writer in Corwirts and the
State of Affairs in the RSDLE”, and The Present Situation i the
RSDLP.

* Lenin, Collected Ulorks, Fifth [Russian) Edition, Vol. 48, po 121
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set up another one, according to the image and likeness of
the Socialist parties of the Second International.

Maxim Litvinov, representing the Bolshevik Party, is-
sued a categorical protest, emphasising that there was a
revolutionary Social-Democratic Party in Russia, enjoying
the support of the working class, and that the Bolsheviks
would not accept any unification with the opportunists.’

Nevertheless, the International Socialist Bureau adopted
a decision authorising the Executive Committee to call a
conference of Social-Democrats in Russia for an “exchange
of opinion™ on the existing differences. Lenin assessed this
decision and Kautsky's report at the ISB session in his
articles “The Question of Bureau Decisions™, A Good Res
olution and a Bad Speech” and “Kautsky's Unpardonable
Errar .

Lenin protested vigorously against Kautsky's slanderous
assertions. In a letter to Inessa Armand, he said Kautsky's
speech had been “shameless, insolent, monstrous, igno
rant” 2 He would not even consider the idea of the ISB
interfering in the purely internal affairs of the revolutionary
Party of the proletariat in Russia. Lenin called on the
workers of Russia to express their attitude to this interfer-
ence by the opportunists of the Second [International,
emphasising that the ISB should hear the true voice of the
waorkers of Russia, instead of the whispers of the Kquidators.

In January 1914, Lenin met in Brussels with Emile Van-
dervelde, Chairman of the ISB. According to L. Popov, in
his talk with Vandervelde on the question of “unity” with
the liquidators, Lenin said: “We are not going to seck, pro-
pose or discuss any compromise deals.... We shall not
make any ideological concessions.”™@ He told Vandervelde
that each side should openly set forth its views and
be prepared to answer for them before the working class.

On January 31, 1914, Lenin sent Huysmans his "Report
to the International Socialist Bureau”, reiterating that the
Bolshevik Party had broken organisationally with the liqui-
dators, Trotskyites and other opportunists. and was not will
ing to have any sort of “unilication™ or “eonciliation”
with them. “Since we have in two years united the over-

U Profetarskave Pravda, December 8 (21). 1913

 Lenin, Colfected UWorks, Fifth (Russian) Edition, Vol 48, p. 254,

3 Pospominaniya o Uladimire lyiche Lemine (Reminiscences About
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whelming majority of Social-Democratic workers’ groups in
Russia,” Lenin noted, “we claim recognition for our method
of organisation. We cannot depart from that method.™

The ISB decision to call a meeting on “Russian affairs™
put fresh life into the liquidators and the Trotskyites. They
launched a real campaign against the Bolshevik Party. On
January 13, 1914, Nadezhda Krupskaya wrote to V. Kaspa-
rov: “The International Bureau's intervention has revived
all sorts of corpses. Those who had long since abandoned
all work, like the conciliators & Co., are now beginning to
stir, and intend, with the Bureau's assistance, lo decide on
the Party’s future.”™

The liquidationist press started a campaign of preparation
for the meeting. Already on December 15, 1913, the liqui-
dators’ organ Novaya Rabochaya (Gazeta carried an article,
entitled “Looking Forward to the International”, demanding
a tactical and organisational platform within whose frame-
work every “trend” could [I'L‘L‘|j-.’ conduct its own line in a
single party. The paper wrote: “This platform should as-
sure the non-Leninists of full possibility to propagandisc
and conduct within the framework of a single Social-
Democratic Party the struggle for the open existence of So-
cial-Democracy.”™ In January 1914, Martov had an article
in the journal Nasha Zarya, entitled “The International’s In-
tervention and Social-Democratic Unity”, which virtually
demanded recognition for the August bloc platform, and
flatly stated that “there can be no agreement on the basis
of a recognition of 1905".% This meant that the Bolsheviks
had to give up their revolutionary programme and tactics,
and switch to reformist positions. This liguidationist stand-
point was given full backing by the Trotskvite Borba, which
called for vigorous use of the Second International’s “uni-
ficatory™ initiative.

The liquidators and the Trotskyites pinned great hopes
on Vandervelde's trip to St. Petersburg in May and June,
1914, Pretending to make an impartial on-the-spot study to
see whom the working class of Russia was following, Van-
dervelde was in fact hoping to “unite” the Bolsheviks and

U Lenin, Collected [Llorks, Vol 20, p. §1.

2 Istorichesky Arkhiv Mo, 1, 1957, p. 16

' Novaya Rabochaya Gameta (New Workers” Paper), December 15,
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the liquidators. Behind the backs of the Bolsheviks, he made
a deal with the liguidators about their unconditional recog-
nition of the International Socialist Bureau as the supremc
arbiter in the affairs of the Social-Democrats of Russia.
Martov told Vandervelde in so many words that the liqui-
dators were prepared to accept in advance the “unification
platform™ the ISB would map out.!

However, Vandervelde did not succeed on his trip. On
Lenin's proposal, the Bolshevik deputies invited Vandervelde
to meet Pravda’s editorial board, and produced concrete
facts to show whom the working class of Russia followed.
Grigory Petrovsky, Bolshevik deputy to the Fourth Duma,
told Vandervelde that the Russian labour movement should
be studied “not from the whispers of people abroad”™ and
that the next congress of the International should not deal
with “conciliation”, but with the substance of the matter,
and that it would be impossible to unite the Bolsheviks with
the “intellectualist general staffs without armies”. Having
made a study of the structure of the legal workers’ organ-
isations, the activity of the Duma deputies and the work
of the cditorial boards of the newspapers, Vandervelde was
forced to admit that the majority of the working class of
Russia was behind the Bolsheviks.

Lenin exposed the liquidationist and Trotskyite campaign,
under the sponsorship of the I5B’s Centrist leadership,
against the Bolshevik Party, and called on the Party organ-
isations to give a fitting rebuff to the Russian and inter-
national opportunists. In January 1914, he wrote to Inessa
Armand: “It looks as it we are again witnessing another
tide of idiotic conciliationism, which the ISB is sure to want
to use to stage a farce in the spirit of the January 1910
Plenum. Well, we are now steady on our feet, and shall
expose this riff-raff.”=

However, the Sccond International still enjoved high
prestige, and the workers could well misunderstand any
refusal to take part in the meeting. On instructions from
the RSDLP(B) Central Committee, the 1SB resolution was
discussed in the Party organisations. The material of the
discussion was published in Pravda.

On December 17, 1913, the CC published in Proletarskaya

LY., 0. Martov and P. B. Axelrod op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 291,
' Lenin, Collected [Lorks, Filth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 48, p. 253.
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Pravda a “Resolution on the Socialist Bureau's Decision™!
signed by a “group of organised Marxists”, who gave a
clear-cut formulation of the differences between the Bol
sheviks and the liguidators. and also stated the terms on
which unity could be possible. The resolution, which had
been written by Lenin, emphasised that only representatives
of workers” organisations existing in Russia, and not circles
abroad, should take part in the meeting.

Lenin prepared a CC report for the meeting, worked out
instructions for the CC delegation, and briefed all the mem-
bers of the delegation in detail. In his letters to Inessa Ar-
mand he explained the tactics the delegation should adopt
at the meeting, and the documents it should use in the
polemics,

The idea that international opportunists, no matter who
they are, have no right to impose their decisions on the
Bolshevik Party, runs like a red thread through everything
that Lenin wrote. In one letter to Inessa Armand he said:
“NB. We are an autonomous party. Bear this well in mind.
No one has the right to impose another’s will on us, and
this goes for the International Socialist Bureau, as well.
Any threats will be empity phrases.”? Lenin tirelessly ex-
plained that the Bolsheviks should attend the meeting being
{'u”["ll IJ}' IHE |HH “nl;\" II:H_' lhl_' I:I'LII'pU‘H_" [TE L"Ki]ﬂ_‘ii_ng I_E'H_' {'III:I-
portunist character of the August bloc.

The RSDLP(B) Central Committee sent a delegation con-
sisting of Inessa Armand, Mikhail Vladimirsky and 1. Po-
pov. Lenin did not go to the meeting. Y. Ganetsky wrote
later: “l remember trying to persuade him to attend the
conference himself: his prestige was very important, and
could influence the Mensheviks by making them change
their tactics. But he laughed at my naivete. He said: ‘If the
Mensheviks have decided to follow us, why call a confer-
ence? All they want to do is to attack me in front of the
International. That is a satisfaction | am not going to let
them have. Besides, | hate to waste the time, it is better
to get on with the job than do a lot of talking.” ™

The meeting opened in Brussels on July 3 (16}, 1914, and
continued for three days. The report of the RSDLP(B)

! Lenin, Collected Tlorks, Vol. 41, pp. 308-04,

® Lenin, Collected [Warks, Filth (Russian) Edition, Vol. 48, p. 316
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Central Committee, written by Lenin, was read out by Inessa
.'1||. FIm:an I:,l..

It pave a clear-cut analysis of the state of affairs within
Social-Democracy in Russia, Characterising the diflerences
between the Bolsheviks and the liquidators, Lenin wrote:
“This is not disagreement over a question of organisation,
of how the party should be built, but disagreement con-
cerning the very existence of the party. Here, conciliation,
agreement and compromise are totally out of the question.™
The report contained 14 points of unification, and empha-
sised that “unity will be possible only when the liquidators
are ready, once and for all, to abandon their entire tactics
and cease to be liquidators™,?

As soon as the meeting opened, the Bolsheviks faced a
united front of West European and Russian opportunists.
Under the pretext of “uniting” the Bolsheviks and the op-
portunist groups, the Second International leaders in essence
tried to liquidate the Bolshevik Party. In a letter to the
RSDLP(B) Central Committee’s Bureau in Russia. Nadezhda
Krupskaya wrote: "Martov demanded equality for all the
groups attending the meeting. There was no examination at
all of the guestion who had the majority. All had been
decided in advance by agreement with Axelrod, Trotsky,
Rosa & Co.™™

Kautsky, Vandervelde and the other Centrists from the
ISB leadership tried very hard to impose their terms for
unity on the Bolsheviks. The representatives of international
Centrism were given unconditional support by Plekhanow,
Martov and Axelrod. Trotsky tried to prove. as he had
always done, that he was outside the contending factions,
but in fact gave full support for the Second International
Centrists and liquidators,

At the meeting, Latvian Secial-Democrats gave consistent
support to the Bolshevik delegation. This angered Trotsky,
and when the Bund representative accused the Latvian
social-Democrats of supporting the 14 points of unification
proposed by the Bolsheviks, and said that they would have
to bhear rl‘.‘;p:nlhilriﬁi}' lor the u.‘il)“l“, 'I'rrllxk}' declared:

U Lenin, Collected (arks, Vol 20, P 499
2 Ihidl.. P 515
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“That is absolutely correct.”’ Working behind the scenes,
he organised all the attacks against the Bolsheviks, but to
cover up his real stand he refused to speak at the meeting.
although he was twice invited to do so. Together with
all the opportunists, Trotsky voted for the ISB reso-
lution, .

The ISB resolution adopted in December 1913, it will
be recalled, had provided only for an exchange of opinion
at the meeting. However, the organisers of the meeting
called for a vote on Kautsky's resolution, insisting that there
were no substantial obstacles in Russia for the establish
ment of unity among the Social-Democrats. The resolution
said: “Today, revolutionary Marxism does nol in any sense
demand a division, but will, on the contrary, develop much
better within the entrails of a united Party.”* This was a
virtual attempt to nullify the decisions of the Prague Con
ference of the RSDLP about purging the Party of the op
portunists.

The Bolshevik delegation courageously and steadfastly
beat back all the opportunist attacks. The Bolsheviks
flatly refused to vote for Kautsky's resolution, despite open
threats and insults, and stood four-square behind the ideas
set out in Lenin's report on behalf of the RSDLP(B) Cen-
tral Committee. The Latvian Social-Democrats joined the
Bolsheviks in voting against the resolution. d

The resolution was passed by the votes of the liguidators,
Trotskyites, Plekhanovites and other opportunists. Lenin
noted that during the Brussels “unificatory” meeting, the
so-called July Third bloc was set up in place of the August
bloc, which had fallen apart, i.e., “the alliance concluded in
Brussels, on 3.7.1914, between the Organising Committee,
Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Alexinsky, Plekhanov, the Bun-
dists, the Caucasians, the Lithuanians, the Left wing, the
Polish opposition and so on™.* .

The participants in the July Third bloc decided to issue
an appeal “To All Workers of Russia” written by Plekha-
nov, Martov and Trotsky. It repeated the main ideas of

I 8. 8. Shaumyan. “V. L Lenin i Brusselskoye ‘obyedinitelnoye’
soveshchaniye”, fstoriya 558K (“Lenin and the Brussels ‘Unificatory
Mecting™. History of the USSH) No. 2, 1966, p. 37, !

2 1. M. Kriveguz, (Moroi faternatsional, 1889-1914 (The Second In
lernatiomal, 1589-1914), Moscow, 1964, P 458,

" Lenin, Ceollected [Llorks, Vel. 21, p. 115



the Kautsky resolution, which the ISB had adopted. The
July Third {Brussels) bloc was unable to do anything at all.
Like the August bloc, the new one was out of touch with
the labour movement in Russia, it turned out to be a fiction
and soon fell apart.

The Bolsheviks refused to submit to the Brussels meeting
decisions and have any sort of compromise with the op
portunists, once again showing the way to fight for the pu-
rity of Marxist theory and for the unity of Party ranks. In
extremely difficult conditions, on the eve of the imperialist
war, the Bolsheviks, led by Lenin, saved the Party from
opportunist degeneration and safeguarded its revolutionary
programme and tactics, demonstrating to the international
proletariat unbending steadfastness, surpassing lovalty to
principle, and an implacable stand against the enemies of
Marxism,

The Bolshevik Party regarded the struggle against op-
portunists of every stripe, and defence of revolutionary
Marxism as its most important international duty. In Octo-
ber 1914, Lenin wrote: “Our task now is the unconditional
and open struggle against international opportunism and
those who screen it.... This is an international task. It
devolves on us, there is no one else. We must not retreat
trom it.”"! The Bolshevik Party’s consistently revolutionary
policy won [or it ever greater prestige with the international
proletariat.

Having beaten back all the attacks of the international
opportunists ancd the Centrists, and having defeated their
agents within the labour movement in Russia—the liguida-
tors and the Trotskyites—the Party, headed by Lenin,
steadily guided the working masses of Russia along the
revolutionary path. Its policy was in line with the wvital
interests of the working class and all the working people.

U Lenin, Collected Weorks, Vol. 35, p. 162

176

CHAPTER ¥

THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY'S STRUGGLE
AGAINST TROTSKYISM DURING
THE FIRST WORLD WAR AND THE FEBRUARY
REVOLUTION IN RUSSIA

l. The Bolshevik Pariy's Tactics During
the First World War, Lenin's Critique of
Troisky's Tactical Slogans

During the First World War, the Bolshevik Party con-
tinued actively to prepare the proletariat of Russia for
fresh battles against the autocracy. Having provided the
answers for the fundamental issues of the proletariat’s class
strugple, which appeared in & new light in wartime, the
Party headed the massive struggle against the war, tsarism
and capitalism. The Bolsheviks safeguarded their strategic
and tactical line in stubborn struggle against social-
chauvinism, Centrism and “Left-wing™ sectarianism.

The war was a test for the theoretical views and practical
activity of all Social-Democratic parties and their leaders.
Attitude to the war became the touchstone for rating
Social-Democrats as revolutionaries or as opportunists.

The revolutionary trend within the Social-Democracy of
Russia and other countrics was led by the Bolshevik Party,
headed by Lenin,

During the war, in most Social-Democratic parties of the
Second International, and in Russia the Mensheviks and the
SRs, took an open stand in defence of imperialism. The Sec-
ond International collapsed. The opportunism of peacetime
developed into social-chauvinism, an open and direct ally
of the imperialist bourgeoisie.

Lenin gave the following wartime differentiation of
forces within Social-Democracy in Russia and other countries:
the chauvinists (“social-patriots™), their friends and defend-
ers (Uentrists.—Authors.), and the anti-chauvinists (con-
sistent revolutionaries-internationalists.— Authors.).! In his

I Lenin, Collected Uarks, YVol. 35, pp. 187-88.
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numerous writings in the period, he gave a deep-goi
analysis of the social roots and political essence of socia
chauvinism, showing why the Second International h:
collapsed, why it had abandoned the class strugele, and h:
openly allied itself with the imperialist huuru';.u:"r.tiic. Socia
chauvinism, said Lenin, was not an accidental phenomeno
[tslrrruts ay in the specific features of the imperialist epoc
which enables the bourgeoisic to draw on its plunder
exploitation of colonial and dependent peoples for throy
Ing sops to the upper section of the working class.

_In the West, the social-chauvinist leaders were Bissola
_‘h;mdcl'x:uldr. Guesde, Sembat, Scheidemann and others, ar
in Russia, Axelrod, Plekhanov, Levitsky, Potresov. ar
others. The social-chauvinists campaigned under the “di
fend your country™ slogan, urging the working class to co
laborate with their own bourgeoisie. Thus, Plekhanov insiste
that in wartime the policy of the working class and tl
bourgeoisie should be defermined by “concerted collab
ration whenever it comes to defending the country again
external attacks™,! :

The Bolsheviks branded the social-chauvinists as the wor:
traitors .l” the working class, and called for relentless strug
ele against them. The Centrists, who were latent social
i‘|‘IU.LI‘r'II'IIHlH._ were an especial danger to the workine class.
In that period, as in the earlier one, K. Kautsky cu;tinuni
to be the leader of Centrism in the international arena. In
Russia, the Centrist trend was headed by Trotsky and
Martov. : APk

In wartime, Centrism was a reflection of the wavering ol
the petty bourgeoisie between social-chauvinism and petty
bourgeois pacihsm, between the proletariat and the bour
geoisie. While the social-chauvinists took an open  stand
in defence of the interests of the imperialist bourgeoisic
the (:&_‘Hi!'_iﬁ:[ﬁ followed the same policy, but covered ‘lt,.uE;
with “Leftist’ talk. They did yeoman service to the bour-
geois cause, trying to divert the masses from the revolution-
ary struggle, and to deceive them with illusory demands for
a jJust peace and “universal disarmament”. The Centrists
did not want a socialist revolution against their “own” gov-
ernments, and naturally issued no calls for one, nor did
they carry on any r'w.'u:ulllf'run;u']. work among the masses.

VG V. Plekhanow, op. cit,, Vol XX, p. 15
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unfining themselves to loud pseudo-revolutionary sermons.
the Trotskyites also tried to foist upon the working class
'.*. H,I_,lhklrd {:l.."'ll_li‘-i "rit".'n'.‘i -||'|. 1l|:||“lﬁi.l-|1l[|. | 11 Ih‘.' “lllhllﬂ".-'lk
Birty's revolutionary line.

| In that period, Trotsky, based in Paris, continued his strug-
ge against the Bolshevik Party and its leader, Lenin.! The
ﬂ'rrlﬁk}'ilf |:|E:.|l|'r|1'r1| wils :|p|ru${'d. to the Bolshevik one on all
e basic issues of war, peace and revolution. During the
war, Menshevik-Trotskyite views were spread by the news-
ipers Golos and Nashe Slovo. which replaced it, both pub-
#hed in Paris. Lenin wrote: “In Paris, the newspaper Nashe
Wovo (the former Colos) was launched, with the participa-
won mainly of Martov and Trotsky, who wanted to combine a
slatonic defence of internationalism with an absolute demand
W unity with Nashae Zarya, the OC or the Chkheidze
geoup.”™ These newspapers carricd articles and statements
% social-chauvinist and Centrist leaders, among them Van-
ervelde, Kauotsky, Plekhanov, Axelrod and Aleksinsky.
#mong those who were members of the editorial board and
wtive contributors to Nashe Slovo were A. Martynov, [. As-
@ov, Y. Larin, [, Ber, M. Vladimirov, V. Antonov-Ovseyenko,
8. Rvarzanov, A. Lunacharsky, M. Pokrovsky, A. Lozovsky,
K. Zalevsky and D. Manuilsky.

The Trotskyites acted as rabid enemies of Lenin's doctrine
of imperialism and socialist revolution, spreading Kautskyite
ideas of “ultra-imperialism’ and the "permanent revolution™
doctrine, which the Bolsheviks had l.;JC}JII.'iL‘l,l back in the
1905-07 period. The Trotskyites tried to oppose the Bol
shevik slogans—"Turn the imperialist war into a civil war™,
and “Defeat for your own government”—by putting forward
the Menshevik slogans—"Peace at any price”, and “Neither
victory nor defeat” —which ignored the class interests of the
proletariat, subordinated them to those of the bourgeoisie,
and led to abandonment of the revolution. Behind the

! Isaae Deulscher, a Trotskvite and a lalsither of CPSU history, has
tried to prove that during the war Lenin and Trotsky had no differences
ol principle, but merely a difference of view, and Trotsky was even pre-
pared to break with the Mensheviks and go over to the Bolsheviks' side
[Isaac Deutscher., '.frr-ti.ﬁ;.'. Le lfl.i"crlf.'.ih'!-r arme [1879-1921], . 1. p- 295).
The [acts of history testify to the very opposite. During the war, as
before. Trotsky was a sworn enemy of Bolshevism. [n the newspaper
Nashe Slora, he himsell admitied that he was carrying on an uwleslogical
struggle against the Leninists (see Nashe Slove. November 25, 1915).

¢ Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 21, p. 357,
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fagade of “internationalism”, they continued to work for
“unification” between opportunists and revolutionaries with-
in one party. At the back of this demand lurked the hope
of all opportunists to do away with the Bolshevik Party.

In order to rally the masses round the revolutionary slo-
gans and to rouse them for the struggle against the autoc-
racy and capitalism, the Bolshevik Party had to rout social-
chauvinism and Centrism. In his articles, “What Next:",
“The Collapse of Platonic Internationalism”, “The Defeat
of One's Own Government in the Imperialist War”, “On the
Two Lines in the Revolution™, “*On the Slogan for a United
States of Europe”, “The Peace Programme”, “Imperialism
and the Split in Socialism”, and many others, Lenin exposed
the anti-Marxist character of the Trotskyite platform
and showed its petty-bourgeois substance and harmfulness
for the proletariat's class struggle. On the pages of Sotsigl-
Demokrat and other periodicals, the Bolsheviks exposed l;m
Centrist character of the Trotskyite propositions. In hegce
struggle against the social-chauvinists and the Centrists. the
Bolshevik Party worked out, by the very early stages of the
world war, the only correct revolutionary tactics designgd
to overthrow the autocracy and bring victory for the social-
ist revolution. .

The First World War was a war of aggrandisement start-
ed by the imperialists of all countries. It was caused by the
irreconcilable  economic and political contradictions of
imperialism. [t demonstrated that imperialism, as an cCoNoOMiIe
and political system, is basically unworkable, and can exist
only by producing incredible calamities and suffering for
masses of people.

The law of capitalism’s uneven economic and political
development at its monopoly stage leads to a change in the
relation of economie, r1|iHTﬂ1'!.-" and |Jt1|:ili|:':l| forces hetween
various states and groups of states. The spheres of inlluence,
earlier divided between monopoly alliances and states. run
into a contradiction with a new relation of forces. There
arises a conflict whose solution the imperialist bourgeoisie
seeks only through war.

In his writings during the First World War, Lenin exposed
not onlv the economic, but also the political causes of
the war and its character. He said the war was a continua-
tion of the policy of the imperialist bourgeoisie, that it was
a war “of slave-owners quarrelling over their chattels and
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cager to consolidate and perpetuate slavery™.! The bour-
geoisie of the belligerent countries strove to neutralise the
revolutionary energy of the working class, to dull the edge
of the more dangerous class contradictions, and to bring
chauvinism and nationalism to the fore.

Lenin's conclusions on the origins and character of the
First World War were the ideological foundation for work-
ing out the Bolshevik Party’s tactics, which provided a rev
olutionary way out of the imperialist war, and preparation
for overthrowing the autocracy and the rule of the bour
geoisie. The main requirements, which Lenin sel forth in
working out the Party's tactics, were: “(1) Bringing forward
a formulated appraisal of the moment and the tactics to be
used .. . all this on behalf of an organisation: (2) advancing
a militant slogan for the current moment: (3) linking up
these two points with action by the proletarian masses and
their class-conscious vanguard.”

The first few documents which determined the Bolshevik
Party's attitude to the war were Lenin's works, “The Tasks
of Revolutionary Social-Democracy in the European War',
and the RSDLP(B) CC Manifesto, “The War and Russian
Social-Democracy”, written on the basis of the former. The
(C Manifesto contained a class analysis of the world war as
the basis for a clear-cut formulation of the Bolsheviks’
principal tactical slogan: conversion of the imperialist war
into a civil war as “the only correet proletarian slogan. ..
dictated by all the conditions of an imperialist war hetween
highly developed bourgeois countries”™.® Closely allied with
this slogan was that of working for the defeat of “one’s
own' government in the imperialist war. which Lenin put
forward in opposition to the social-chauvinist “defend your
country” slogan.

The Manifesto showed why the Second International had
collapsed, gave an assessment of its social-chauvinist essence.
and set the task of organising another, proletarian Third
International. The Manifesto pointed out that apart from
avowed social-chauvinists blocking the establishment of
another revolutionary International there were wavering
elements who were inclined to justify the betrayal of the
Second International leaders and were trying to restore it.

"1 Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 23, p. 196G
? [hid., Vol. 20, p. 436
 Tbad., p. 34
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The Manifesto played an outstanding part in the history
of Social-Democracy not only in Russia, but in other coun-
tries as well. It gave the Left-wing internationalist forces
a clear-cut orientation in the complex conditions of the im-
perialist war. It was smuggled into Russia, and became the
basis for the activity of Bolshevik organisations. Thanks to
the internationalist activity of the Bolshevik Party, the over-
whelming majority of the workers in Russia did not suc-
cumb to nationalism and chauvinism, The Manifesto was
also widely circulated abroad. It was sent as an official docu-
ment of the RSDLP(B) CC to the International Socialist
Bureau and also to some German, British, French, Swedish
and Swiss socialist newspapers,

The next stage in the claboration of Bolshevik tactics
was the decisions adopted by a conference of the RSDLP(B)
sections abroad, which was held in Bern from February 27
to March 4, 1915. By then some Party members ahroad
had been affected with pacifist, even defencist ideas. Thus.
some RSDLP(B) sections in Montpellier, France, came out
with such slogans as “Down with the war” and “Long live
peace!”! The Baugy group, which included Nikolai Bu-
kharin, Nikolai Krylenko, Y. Rozmirovich, G. Pyatakov and
Yevgeniya Bosh, came forward in oppoesition to the Leninist
slogans of “transforming the imperialist war into a civil
war' and working for “the defeat of one's own govern-
ment”, with the Trotskyite slogan for peace, and urged a
policy of conciliation with the Centrists.? The Baugy group
demanded permission to publish their own periodical inde-
pendent of the Party CC, invitation for Trotsky to collabo-
rate with Bolshevik publications, and establishment of friend-
ly contacts with the Nashe Slove editorial board. All this
made urgent the need for a Party conference of the
RSDLP(B) sections abroad, it being impossible to call an
all-Party conference in the conditions of wartime.

The Bern Conference was convened on Lenin's initiative
and had the importance of an all-Party conference. It was
attended by representatives of the RSDLP(B) Central Com-
mittee. of the newspaper Sotsial-Demokrat, the Social-
Democratic Women's Organisation, and the RSDLP(B)

U Proletarskaya Revolyulsiya No, 5 (40), 1925, pp. 167-T0,
E “li:ll.. LB 172,
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sections abroad, including those in Paris, Zirich, Bern, Lau-
sanne, Geneva, and London, and of the Baugy group.!

The question of war and the Party’s tasks was the main
one before the conference. A report on the subject was given
by Lenin. In the resolutions adopted on the report, the con
ference defined the Bolshevik Party's tasks and tactics in the
conditions of the imperialist war. These decisions were the
basis for the activity of Bolshevik organisations in Russia
and abroad.

Lenin believed that the decisions of the Bern conference
“will prove of usc to all Social-Democrats who are carnestly
seeking the way towards live work from the present-day
welter of opinions which boil down to an acknowledgement
of internationalism in word. and an urge to come to terms
at any cost with social-chauvinism in deed™.?

The Trotskvites joined the social-chauvinists in attacking
the Bolshevik Party's tactical line as worked out in Lenin's
articles and the Bern Conference decisions. As in the carlier
period, Kautsky was their spiritual mentor.

[t will be recalled that Kautsky took the wrong view of
the origins and character of the First World War, arguing
that *until now imperialist contradictions have been incapable
of directly causing wars™.® He insisted that the outhreak of
war had been accidental: the governments, terrified by
mutual threats, had started the war unintentionally. Kautsky
tried to justify the chauvinists in every way, declaring that
everyone had the right and the duty to defend one’s country.

The Trotskyites fully shared Kautsky's opportunist views
on the origins and aim of the war. Trotsky admitted that
the war was an imperialist one, but declared that its out-
break had been a spontaneous explosion with which the
imperialist governments had nothing to do, that the “war
has no definite, politically dehned aim” and that it had
become “a war of atrition for all the belligerents”." This
abstract, scholastic approach to the character of the war
tended to ignore its class, imperialist essence.

I Mamed after ”.Lll.u}'. a suburk of Lausanne. The Eroup was not an
independent unit confirmed by the CC, but was part of the Lausanne
section.

B l.l;'uin, {.'uHr:ﬂ;'rf EI Ir.l.rﬁ!.'.. 1."'”|_ ':.'|, *. I':--\.

1 Bee K. Kautsky, Nationalstaat, Imperialistischer Staat und Staaten-
bund, Mirnberg, 1915

¢ Golos, Movember 28, 1914,
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The opportunist, Kautskyite views of the character and
origins of the war became the basis for the tactical slogans
of the Trotskyites, who from the very hrst day of the war
came out against the Bolshevik slogans. In early November
1914, Lenin gave a lecture in Ziirich on “The War and
Social-Democracy”. Trotsky, who took part in the debate
that followed, declared that by and large he agreed with the
speaker’s stand. In actual fact, his speech was in defence
of the Centrist “programme for peace”.

Trotsky argued that the war tended to paralyse the rev-
olutionary potential of the working class, and ruled out the
organisation of revolutionary action. In face of the com-
bined might of the government power, Social-Democracy
was powerless, which is why, Trotsky said, the proletariat
should first of all secure peace, a halt to the war between
the German and the French proletariat, and then think about
a revolution. !

Trotsky accused Lenin of disrespect for Kautsky, and
demanded a “more fitting tone” in polemics with him.
Behind this demand was a virtual attempt to stand up for the
West European Centrists, with whom the Trotskyites had
common cause. The views propounded by 'I'rnh.ln_.;' destined
the proletariat to remain passive, to bow to the spontaneous
course of events, and diverted it from the revolutionary
struggle. These Trotskyite propositions were resolutely
opposed by the Bolsheviks. !

The Bolshevik Party's central tactical slogan for “turning
the imperialist war into a civil war” gave a correct definition
of the motive forces of the revolution, the ways leading to
it, and the ways and means of the revolutionary struggle in
the conditions of wartime. It sprang from the character of
the war and the inevitability of the revolutionary crisis
which it produced. :

Drawing on the experience of the war, Lenin wrote:
“From the standpoint of progress, from the standpoint of the
progressive class, the imperialist bourgeois war. the war of
highly developed capitalism, can, objectively, be opposed only
with a war against the bourgeoisie, i.c., primarily civil war
for power between the proletariat and the hourgeoisie: for
unless such a war is waged. serious progress is impossible,”t
U Lewin Miscelfany XIT, p. 139 (Russ. ed.).

* Lenin, Collected [larks, Vol, 23, p. 316
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Dehning the means of revolutionary struggle which led
to the transformation of the imperialist war into a civil war,
Lenin pointed out a number of factors. He believed that
the first steps which could be taken in that direction were:
“(1) an absolute refusal to vote for war credits, and resig-
nation from bourgeois governments; (2) a complete break
with the policy of a class truce (bloc national, Burgfrieden):
(3) formation of an underground organisation wherever the
governments and the bourgeoisie abolish constitutional liber-
ties by introducing martial law: (4) support for [raterni
sation between soldiers of the |!'u,;l|ig:_-r:_-n1 nations, in the
trenches and on battlehields in general: (5) support for every
kind of revolutionary mass action by the proletariat in gen-
eral.”™! The th‘L‘ilt.'lﬁlle ecomomic crisis and the spread of
revolutionary attitudes among the masses warranted the
conclusion that the working elass, the army masses, and the
peasantry of Russia were advancing towards a point
at which they would start a civil war against their exploi
ters.

Implementation of the principal slogan of the Bolshevik
Party called for concrete revolutionary action by the masses,
and knowledge of how to organise them for the strug-
gle against the autocracy. It was up to the revolutionary
Social-Democrats to promote the policy of defeat of one’s
own government, because “the comversion of a war between
governments into a civil war is, on the one hand, facilitated
by military reverses (‘defeats’) of governments: on the other
hand, one cannot actually strive for such a conversion with-
out thereby facilitating defeat™.*

Trotsky opposed the Bolshevik Party’s Leninist tacties in
a number of his articles. such as “The War Crisis and
Political Prospects™ and “Programme for Peace”, and in his
speeches declared that “civil war is a factional formula of
the Bolsheviks, which they want to impose on others™?
Trotsky held that the struggle against the war had its
natural expression in the demands for peace at any price.
the struggle for peace spontaneously impelled the proletariat
to action against war and towards revolution. That is

L [bid.. Vol. 21, e LGl

T Thid.. I 2706

' Central Party Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism
351 10/27506/2.
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why the Social-Democrats should demand: peace without
annexations and indemnities, sel f-determination of nations,
and, finally, when the proletariats international forces
were ripe, a United States of Furope without monarchies.
standing armies or sccret diplomacy. He regarded his “pro-
gramme for peace as applying to the whole of Europe. He
eaid it was an expression of the fact that the national state
had outlived itself as a framework for the development of
the productive forces and as a basis for the proletariat’s
class struggle. Trotsky’s “programme for peace” was Men-
shevik and opportunist. It was no accident that Martov
wrote in a letter to Axelrod that on the Golos editorial
board he had managed to rescue the peace slogan “with
great support from Trotsky™.!

The Trotskyite “programme for peace” was criticised by
Sotsial-Demokrat in the light of the proletariat’s class
struggle. Lenin remarked that the Bolshevik Party was not
opposed to peace. that the Bolsheviks stood for peace, and
tonk account of the urge of the masses for a just and demo-
cratic peace. He wrote: “An end to wars, peace among the
nations. the cessation of pillaging and violence—such is
our ideal, but only bourgeois sophists can seduce the masses
with this ideal. if the latter is divorced from a direct and
immediate call for revolutionary action.”?

The task was to direct the peace movement into  the
channel of the proletarian, instead of the pacifist struggle.
and to connect it with the proletariat's struggle for power.
In view of the stratified class basis of the peace movement.
the Party was right in believing that the peace slogan could
not be a slogan in the proletariat's class struggle. In the
conditions of wartime, the peace slogan was “absurd and
mistaken (especially after the betrayal by almost all the
leaders up to and including Guesde, Plekhanov, Vander-
velde, Kautsky). In practice it would mean petty-bourgeois
moaning. But we must remain revolutionaries in war condi-
tions too. And must preach the class struggle among the
troops also.”™

In his articles. “The State of Affairs in Russian Social-
Democracy”, “Socialism and War", “The Peace Programme”
and others. Lenin showed the class contenl of the peacc

1 ¥ 0. Martoy and P. B. Axelrod, op. cit, Vol. 1, p. 310

? Lenin, Collected Warks, Yol. 21, p. 293,
3 Thid., Vol. 35, p. 172,
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slogan, which gave no indication of how to fight against
the war or which way the proletariat had to advance
towards winning power. Sotsial-Demokrat wrote: “Have a
look at the ‘peace-at-any-price’ slogan from the standpoint
of the power grouping in the present war. Couldn’t this
slogan become the most r:rzu:tiun;u-i; one, to be defended by
[zvolsky and Bethmann-Hollweg?” )

The war. which did not yield any tangible results for
either group of powers, intensified the suffering and plight
of the masses. The working people began insistently to
demand peace. The governments of the belligerent coun-
tries were terrified at the advance of the revolution. The
hourgeoisie strove to use the massive urge for peace to pro-
mote its own ends. Pointing out this tendency towards peace
in some circles of the bourgeoisie in the belligerent coun-
tries. Lenin wrote that representatives of advanced capital
“are shedding tears over the war and incessantly voicing a
wish for peace”.?

[n these conditions, the social-chauvinists and the Cen-
trists, speculating on the working people’s feelings, also
began to talk about peace. Conferences of socialists from
neutral countries meeting in Copenhagen, socialists from the
Fntente countries in London, and the German, Austrian and
Hungarian Social-Democratic parties in Vienna, issued calls
to the governments to promote the establishment of peace.
I'rotsky regarded this sham urge for peace among the social-
chauvinists and the Centrists of various countries as a plat-
form for united “international” action. He claimed that all
the “Leftists” were rallied under the banner of peace. while
the Leninist Sotsial-Demokrat was in total isolation, its
attitude being  “the ultimate of sectarian blindness™.*
These statements fully revealed Trotsky's chauvinist face,
for, as Lenin put it, to aveid remaining in isolation, he was
“predestined to hang on to the coat-tails of Kautsky and
Bernstein™.} y

U Sopvigl=-Demokreat, December 5, 1914, Izvolsky was a Russian states
man and diplomat. During the First World War, he was ambassador
to Paris and played an active part in preparing and starting the war,
Bethmann-Hollweg was German  Reichschaneellor  during  the First
World War. His policy was to suppress the labour movement, and he
had played an active part in starting the war,

? Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 21, p. 1592

* Nashe Sfovo, October LE, 18915,

¢ Lenin, Collected Tllarks, Vol 21, p. 285
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Thus, the social-pacifist “programme for peace” proclaimed
by the Trotskyites was a refuge for patent social-chauvinists,
mealy-mouthed Centrists, and the governments of the
belligerent states. In practice, it was designed to prescrve
imperialism, because it spread in the working class the illu-
sory hope that the ruling classes would put an end to the
war of their own accord.

Assessing the attitude of the opportunists, who backed the
“programme for peace”. Lenin wrote: “He who accepts the
class struggle cannot fail to accept civil wars, which in
every class society are the natural, and under certain condi-
tions inevitable, continuation, development and intensifi-
cation of the class struggle. That has been confirmed by
""r'{'["_l' j."'r{'qif I't"l-""[l.”i["'l. llI“_F |'l_"]||.|.d-||-|.1'l" ['i\.ll war, or Lo 1‘"[}_‘:1_'[
about it, is to fall into extreme opportunism and renounce
the socialist revolution.™!

The Trotskyites’ Right-wing opportunism was even more
glaring in their attitude to the Bolshevik “defeat one’s own
government” slogan. Trotsky wrote that “no revelutionary
party can regard defeats even as an indirect ally”2 In
opposition to the Bolsheviks, the Trotskyites backed up the
Menshevik slogan of “neither victory nor defeat”. They held
this slogan to be necessary for the proletariat in implement-
ing the “programme for peace”. Trotsky declared that
defeats tended to disorganise the “ruling reaction”, but they
tended even more to “disorganise the whole of social life,
its working class above all™.?

Taking a one-sided view of the experience in the Russo-
Japanese war, Trotsky declared that Russia’s defeat in the
world war would strengthen Germany and Austria. as it
had strengthened Japanese imperialism in 1904-05. But
what he absolutely ignored was the fact that Russia’s defeat
in the Russo- Japanese war had accelerated the revolutionary
explosion in 1905, '

Trotsky deliberately falsified the Bolshevik “defeat one’s
own government” slogan. He alleged that the Bolsheviks
considered it possible to apply this slogan to Russia. which
was why its realisation would promote the strengthening
of Prussian militarism. This was slander of the Bolshevik

Ulbid., Vol 23, pp. 78-79
* Nashe Slovo, March 14, 1916

b Ibid., September 1, 1915

Party. Sotsiol-Demokrat brushed it aside and wrote: “This
would have been so, if we had not demanded of all the
socialist parties that they fight the governments of their own
countries, if we had not proclaimed the slogan of ‘turning
the imperialist war into a civil one” for all countries where
there was anything like a developed labour movement.

The Trotskyites joined the overt social-chauvinists in
accusing the Bolsheviks of lacking patriotism. In his article,
"On the National Fride of the Great Russians”, which
appeared in Sofsicl-Demokral in December 1914, Lenin
debunked these inventions. The working class and its Party
loved their country and were proud of it. They would do
everything to make Russia free and mighty. The Bolshevik
Party’s patriotism did not consist in supporting the “defend
your country” policy of the Purishkeviches and the Guch-
kovs, but in destroying the oppression of the landowners and
the bourgeoisie, establishing the power of the toiling
people and creating a real motherland for the working
people. ;

The Bolshevik Party worked insistently and systemati-
cally to explain to the working masses that the call for the
defeat of one’s own government in the imperialist war meant
a continuation of the revolutionary struggle, and that defeats
in wars tended to weaken tsarism, thereby [facilitating
its overthrow and promoting the victory of the revolu-
tiom.

The Bolsheviks resolutely opposed the Trotskyite “neither
victory nor defeat” slogan. In his article entitled “The Defeat
of One’s Own Government in the [mperialist War”,
Lenin wrote that Trotsky and his supporters “have adopted
the viewpoint on the war held by governments and the bour-
geaisie, 1.e., that they eringe to the ‘political methodology
of social-patriotism’, to use Trotsky's pretentious language !

The Trotskyite “neither victory nor defeat” slogan was
designed to substitute intergovernmental relations for class
relations. It meant that the old order, including the Russian
autocracy, was to remain intact, This was an open call for
“peace’” with the bourgeoisie, and an abandonment of the
proletariat’'s class struggle. Lenin wrote: “Whoever is in
favour of the slogan of ‘neither victory nor defeat’ is con-

U Sotsial-Demokrat, Febroary 12, 1915,
! Lenin, Collected Tllorks, Vol 21, p- 276
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sciously or unconsciously a chauvinist: at best he is a concilia-
tory petly bourgeois but in any case he is an enemy to pro
letarian policy, a partisan of the existing governments, of

the present-day ruling classes,”!

During the First World War, Trotsky loudly claimed that
his stand was internationalist, thus trying to prove that he
favoured the unity of proletarian action and unity of inter-
national forces. Actually, however, he stood only for the
unity of the Centrists and social-chauvinists.

At the time, an objective criterion of true internationalism
was recognition of unitv of action by the revolutionary
forces, which were united on the basis of recognition that the
war was an imperialist one, that a revolutionary crisis was
inevitable, and were preparing the proletariat for direct
revolutionary action. This umity was ensured by Lenin’s
tactics of “converting the imperialist war into a civil war”
and “defeat of one’s own government”. Any other “unity”
in practice abandoned the soil of class struggle and took the
]:rnl::i;u'i:ll towards collaboration with the hl-lll'[.f{,'ﬂlﬁ-ll'.
instead of a struggle to prepare revolution. .

“Today, following 1914," Lenin emphasised, “unity of
the proletarian struggle for the socialist revolution demands
that the workers' parties separate themselves completely
from the parties of the opportunists.”™ Real internationalism
was determined above all by unfailing advance towards the
socialist revolution. This advance could be a success only
provided there was complete separation of the revolution-
ary internationalists from the social-chauvinists and the Cen-
trists.

Trotsky took a different view of internationalism. On
hehalf of the Nashe Slove editorial board, he kept saying
that the truly internationalist trend had as its slogan a
struggle for peace and an end to the war. He was deliberate-
ly silent about the fact that it was not the internationalists
but the social-chauvinists, the Centrists and the governments
of the |';u;_'||i,g|::|'::nl powers that were united |:F}' that HU;:;I.II.

lgnoring the class content of social-chauvinism and its
bonds with the imperialist bourgeoisie. Trotsky waved the

internationalist flag, while preaching peaceful coexistence

between real internationalists, and  social-chauvimists  and

' Lenin, Collected Uerks, Vol 21, p. 279,
! Ibid., p. 1LL.
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F::.'utri:,r.s. Thus, he urged the cohesion “of all international-
ists, regardless of their factional origin or differing shades
ol internationalism™.! He insisted that “the connection of
all factions of the revolutionary internationalists was much
higher than the purely factional, politically reactionary con-
nection™,® '

[n practice, this Trotskyite formula, which proclaimed the
“unity " of one and all, was a convenient screen for fighting
the revolutionary elements, the Bolsheviks above all. Lenin
exposed Trotsky's demagogy, remarking that he who did not
take trouble to sort out the class content of social-chauvinism
and nationalism “is consequently quite incapable of drawing
an ‘ideological line’ between himself and social-chauvinism.
no matter how vehemently he may assert that he is ready
to do so™' The cohesion of the revolutionary forces of
mternational Social-Democracy was possible only through
relentless exposure of social-chauvinism and Centrism. h[l;-l.‘,ll'
job now is a merciless war on chauvinism, s Lenin declared.

Whereas the Bolshevik Party was carrying on an uncom-
promising struggle against the opportunists, rallying the rev-
olutionary forces of international Social-Democracy, the
Trotskyites flew the flag of “internationalism™ while preach-
ing the “unity” of all socialschauvinists and Centrists. In
this context, the Trotskyite newspaper Nashe Slovo took a
characteristic stand during the London Conference of the
Entente countries’ socialist parties, which was held in Feh-
ruary 1915. The conference debased the great words “social-
ism” and “internationalism”™ and actually followed in the
wake of the bourgevisic of the belligerent countries.

Ihe delegates—social-chauvinists from Britain, France.
E““! Belgium, and Russian Mensheviks and SRs—came out
in support of their governments for war until final victory
over Germany. Estimating the results of the London Con-
ference, Lenin wrote that the hourgeois governments ot
the main thing, “the British and French socialists having
been won over to the side of the Anglo-French bourgeoisie”™.?

Shortly belore the conference, Trotsky and Martov sent
the Bolsheviks, an behalf of the Naske Stovo editorial board.

! Nashe Slovo, _[u!}' 4, 1915,

“lhid.. December 12, 19105,

* Lenin, Collected [orks, Vol, 21, P 154,
v Ibid., Vol. 35, p 1L
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a letter offering an arrangement for a joint stand at the
conference against social-chauvinism. Similar letters were
also sent to the liquidationist OC and the Bund.

Lenin expressed doubt about the possibility of maintain-
ing business-like contacts with the Nashe Slovo people. He
wrote to Alexander Shlyapnikov: “Hopes of an agreement
with them are not great, because Axelrod, it is said, is in

Paris—and Axelrod is a social-chauvinist.”! However,
in the interests of the cause. the Bolsheviks decided to accept
the proposal.

On February 9, 1915, the RSDLP(B) Central Committee
sent the Nashe Slovo editorial board a draft declaration,
written by Lenin, which was to be read out at the London
Conference.? It set out a programme for struggle by the
revolutionary Social-Democrats against the imperialist war,
and contained a call for the organisation of massive revolu-
tionary action. However, the Trotskyites rejected the Bol
shevik declaration. Writing to A. Shlyapnikov about this,
Nadezhda Krupskaya said that the resolution had been dis-
cussed by the Nashe Slovo people, who had, as a result,
worked out their own resolution.” The Trotskyite draft
declaration distorted the basic propoesitions of the Bolshevik
draft, and said nothing at all about the betrayal of the
German Social-Democratic leaders, or about the need to
stage massive revolutionary action.®

Nashe Slove said the patently social-chauvinist London
Conference was a stage “towards the re-establishment of the
International” under a slogan for peace which “could unite
all conscious proletarians and not simply minority groups™.®

The Bolshevik Party vrganisations in Russia and abroad
branded the conference of the Entente countries’ socialists
as a chauvinistic one. The Bolshevik section in London
declared in a resolution that it was “unable to welcome the
present conference”.

Only one man spoke the truth about the war at the
London Conference. It was Maxim Litvinov, representing the
Bolsheviks, who was attending the conference on Lenin's

! Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 85, p. 157,

! Lenin, Collected [larks, Filth {Russian) Edition, Vol 26, P 128-240,

3 Central Party Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
171/ IV 161 4/8.

v History of the Communist Party of the Soveet nion, Vol 2, [ S,

3 Nushe Slova, |"1|||u.|.|"\ 13, 1915
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instructions for the purpose of making public the anti-war
declaration issued by the RSDLP(B) Central Committee.
However, the social-chauvinists did not even allow him to
complete his speech, Litvinov handed the text of the decla-
ration to the presidium and left the conference. The Bol-
shevik declaration was subsequently circulated among the
socialist organisations of many countries and among workers’
newspapers in the USA, Britain and Holland.

While fghting social-chauvinism and Centrism. and
exposing Trotsky's “unification” platform, the Bolsheviks car-
ried on painstaking work in rallying the Left-wing forces
in the international labour movement. Lenin wrote to Alex-
andra Kollontai in August 1915: “It would be devilishly
important to have a joint international statement by the
Left Marxists! ™1

The [nternational Socialist Conference at Zimmerwald
in September 1915 was an important stage in the struggle
to unite the Left-wing internationalists, Thanks to the
important preparatory work carried out under Lenin’s direc-
tion, the Left-wing internationalists came out at the confer-
ence as a united group. On every item of the agenda, the
Leftists had their own platform. They worked out a draft
resolution on the attitude to the war and the tasks of inter-
national Social-Democracy, and also an anti-war manifesto.
Although the Leftists were in a minority (8 out of 358 dele-
gates) their unanimity and cohesion and spirited defence of
their views left a great impression on the wavering partic-
ipants of the conference.

The Zimmerwald Left was opposed by the Right wing,
consisting mainly of the Centrist-minded delegates, led by
Ledchour. It was supported by a small group of delegates,
led by Grimm and Trotsky, who hid behind revolutionary
catchwords, while supporting the Right wing of the confer-
ence on all the essential questions. Trotsky, together with the
Centrists, strove to isolate the Leftists. He tried to present
the Bolsheviks as sectarians. constituting an extremist orga-
nisation isolated from the international labour movement.?

U Lenin, Collected Tlorks, Vol 35, p. 200,

1 Present-day bourgenis fabricators try to build up Trotsky as a
fighter for the new, Third International, arguing that his stand at the
Zimmerwald Conference was not different from that of Lenin's, [saac
Deutscher insists that although Trotsky took a somewhat less categorical
stand on this question, his attitude was in the main the same as that
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The conference was the scene of an acute struggle over
the draft resolution tabled by the Zimmerwald Left dehin-
ing the attitude to the world war and the tasks of inter
national Social-Democracy. The draft urged the need to
recognise the imperialist character of the war, and to trans-
form it into a civil war, to work for the defeat of “ones
own” government, a break with social -chauvinism, and
establishment of the Third International. Most of the
Centrist-minded delegates declared that they were not
authorised to discuss these matters, and that their task did
not go bevond issuing a general protest against the war.

In order to put paid to the Zimmerwald Left dralt
resolution, the Right-wing delegates, on Grimm's proposal.
put off its discussion indefinitely. Trotsky said he agreed
with the resolution of the Left-wingers, and voted for its
discussion, but did not express his agreement with the
substance of the resolution. He declared that the masses
were not prepared for a revolutionary struggle against the
war, that the resolution did not contain the slogan for peace,
and that it was premature to demand a condemnation
of the social-chauvinists, becausc the masses themselves
were affected with chauvinism. !

During the discussion of the next item of the agenda—
a manifesto against the war—Trotsky's Centrist attitude
was completely exposed. Three dratts—that of the Zimmer
wald Left, of the Ledebour group. and Trotsky's -were
submitted for discussion.

The draft submitted by the Left-wing Zimmerwaldists
stated that imperialism had created objective conditions
for revolution, while the war was bringing it to a head,
which was why the Social-Democratic parties regarded it
as their duty to organise the proletarnat’'s revolutionary
action under the slogan of civil war and defeat of “one’s
own” government. It was impossible to organise revolu
tionary action by the working class without 1deslogical

ol l.enin s '[ [jl_ul'\ilhl_'l_ I.rll"|"l':._'|'. .I’.r r-'-ulj'n’:r‘.rr rr.'n'-'J:' |I||-'\‘L--Ill ,I".I_E'II'II. L. I
. S16)
3 But the facts show that Trotsky Hatly objected to Lenin's demand
for an organisational break with the opportunists, and did not want the
I-Ij_'.ll:li\.lll.-:'n of the Third International, but a restoration of the old,
Second Internatiomal, in which the opportunists and the Centrists would
vematin dominant.

LY. (a Temkin, Zimmersald ﬂru-.l.ll'.llalhl'. Moscow, 1967, p. 62 [HH“--
e} Nashe Slovo, October 6, 1915,

exposure of the social-chauvinists and organisational sepa-
ration from them. The Leftists were intending o start
“l'g..l'l'li.‘-ill.:._'\. il'll!-l -;.':'-'.'I.'IIIrI11'|1I ':!t'l'll““.‘-hll.l.i'i:'t'l.‘\-. {'1.'1||.|.|:|"|I|i|.' ul.”'.l.
|'l”|‘iti_|,'i,|.l N[l'il\:i_'li. i,“l{‘l Ll'li[i-\"u';,li' |r|...Jr1i|i._"~l:L|:ii:ar|H.

However, many of these fundamental propositions were
not supported by the commission, which was working on the
final draft of the manifesto. Trotsky, Grimm, Ledebour,
Merrheim, Modigliani, Rakovsky and other Centrists were
doing everything they could to keep the Leftists’ proposals
out of the draft. After long debate, the commission worked
out a compromise draft manifesto which the conference
adopted unanimously. Some of the manifesto provisions
were inconsistent and vapue. Nevertheless, because ol
Lenin's principled stand, the Centrists failed to strip the
manifesto of all its revolutionary content. Lenin remarkecd
that the document contained “a number of fundamental
ideas of revolutionary Marxism™.!

The manifesto gave a correct dehnition of the imperial
ist character of the war, but failed to say that imperialism
had already created objective conditions for socialist revo-
lution in a number of countries. This deprived the working
class of clear prospects for struggle. The manifesto said
that the “defend your country” slogan was a capitalist lie,
but it failed to say that the vehicles of this lie were the
social-chauvinists and the Centrists. The manifesto eriti-
cised the Social-Democratic parties for taking the “defend
your couniry” attitude and voting for war credits, partici-
pating in the bourgenis governments, and preaching “eivic
peace”. But the manifesto did not explain these disgraceful
facts in any way. While calling for a struggle for peace,
freedom and the S.ll'n_'f[ aims of :\llli.l]imn, it I.iliIL:d (1] irl(j-l
cate the revolutionary ways and means required by this
struggle.

For all its shortcomings, Lenin believed the Bolsheviks
were t'igllt in higni.ng the manifesto. He asked: “Was our
Central Committee right in signing this manifesto, with all
its inconsistency and timidity? We think it was.”* Explain-
ing the need for signing the manifesto, Lenin said that it
took a definite step forward in the struggle against oppor-
tunism and towards a break with it, and that it would have

Lemin, Collected Waorks, Vol 21, p. 3584
¥ [bid., p. 557.
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been sectarianism and “poor war tactics to refuse to adhere
to the mounting international protest movement against

social-chauvinism™.!

The Zimmerwald Left, refusing to be bound by the
inconsistent section of the manifesto, issued a special decla-
ration reserving the right of criticising its shortcomings, for
the purpose of further rallying the international forces.

The international socialist conference at Zimmerwald
was of great importance in the revolutionary Marxists
struggle against the war and social-chauvinism. It showed
that the Bolshevik Party's ideas were exerting a great
influence on the best men in the socialist parties of Western
FEurope,

At Zimmerwald, the Leftist group took shape organisa-
tionally and elected its governing organ, a bureau headed
by Lenin. It then became the nucleus of an international-
ist movement in all countries. Although there was no com-
plete unanimity of views within the Zimmerwald Left,
it left its mark on the international socialist movement,
and in fact became the embryo of the Third Interna-
tional.

Soon after the Zimmerwald Conference, Trotsky hegan
to spread the rumour that he was virtually the only con-
sistent internationalist at the conference, and that it had
owed its success entirely to him. He equated the Liquida-
tionist [zvestia Organizatsionnogo Komiteta and the Bolshe-
vik Sotsial-Demokrat, alleging that they were not the “only
sources of international thinking of its kind".2 In his reports
on the conference, Trotsky distorted the facts, and poured
dirt on the Left-wing Zimmerwald group.®

Trotsky arrogantly ridiculed the Left-wing clements,
directed by Lenin, calling them an “extremist trend
isolated from the international forces, and issued a dema-
gogic call for the struggle “on two fronts"—against the
Rightists and the “disorganising sectarianism of the extrem-
ists".% His statements about the struggle “on two fronts”
were designed to present him as an extreme “Leftist”, so
as to cover up his ties with the Right-wing opportunists. In

I Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 21, p. 387.

2 Nashe Slovo, November 24, 1915,

3 Central Party Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
351/11/27368.

4 Nashe Slove, November 25, 1015,
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actual fact, Trotsky had no intention at all of carrying on
the struggle against the Rightists, because he was a secret
ally of the social-chauvinists. He conducted a campaign
of slander only against the Bolsheviks and the Left-wing
Zimmerwaldists.

The Bolsheviks resolutely opposed Trotsky's inventions
over Zimmerwald. Discussions of the results of the confer-
ence were held in the RSDLP(B) organisations abroad and
at internationalist clubs set up on Bolshevik initiative,
which approved the stand of the Bolshevik delegation.
Reports on the results of the Zimmerwald Conference were
given by Lenin at Lausanne, Geneva and Ziirich.

There was an acute ideological struggle in the largest
internationalist club at Paris. At its mecting on November
13, 1915, it adopted, in face of Trotsky's resistance, a reso-
lution on the Zimmerwald Conference, saying that it
adhered to the “Left-wing section of the conference”.! It
voiced solidarity with the tactical slogans of the Bolsheviks,
and rejected the Trotskyite propositions. Even those mem-
bers of the club who had earlier supported Trotsky voted
for a message of greetings to the Zimmerwald Left. Having
failed, Trotsky wrote a letter to the board of the Paris
Internationalist Club, reiterating his disagreement with the
stand taken by the Leninist delegation at Zimmerwald, and
announcing his resignation from the club.?

Trotsky worked hard to recruit supporters in Russia,
making use of the newspaper Nashe Slove. However, its
possibilities were very limited. [t was out of touch with
the revolutionary labour movement in Russia, being a
mouthpiece of the Menshevik émigrés. The newspaper
repeatedly complained that it had no ties with Russia, but
still hoped to find an audience among the proletariat in
Russia. However, the hopes of the Trotskyites were not
justified. The newspaper failed, after all, to find any sup-
port among the workers of Russia. Lenin said that little
groups abroad, like those of the liguidators, Trotsky and
the SRs, represented the opportunist intelligentsia and
“among the working class in Russia they never had

I Central Party  Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,
A51712/ 29454

* AL 5, Shapovalow ' borbe za solsializm (In the HITII[:].:’[L' for Secial-
ism}, Moscow, 1954, p. 803,
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;111}'thing_ and have 11r|.l|:ﬁr1g. You cannot trust them in the
slightest™ !

Even at the beginning of the war, Trotsky had actively
campaigned  in support of the Mensheviks' chauvinist
policy in the Duma. In the teeth of the lacts, he insisted
that on the question of war, the Menshevik group in the
Duma “adopted a stand which no internationalist would
have to repudiate’.?

The Sotsial-Demokrat’s exposure of the delencist atbitude
taken by the Menshevik group in the Duma was qualihed
by Trotsky as criminal persccution. By his “Leftist” talk
he was in fact helping the social-chauvinists of Russia to
conduct a Rightist policy. Emphasising this, Lenin wrote
that “Chkheidze and Co. ... ‘play’ at Leftism with the help
of Trotsky!! T dont think they will succeed in deceiving
the class-conscious Pravdists™?

In that period, Trotsky continued to preach the idea of
“uniting” in one party the Bolsheviks and all opportunists
expelled from the RSDLP by the Party’s Prague Confer-
ence. In March 1915, the Naske Slove editorial board came
out with a proposal for a conference abroad of internation-
alist Social-Democrats in Russia to work out a joint pro
gramme on the war and social-chauvinism. The editorial
board sent its Pl'[l'l]l,ﬁﬂ].‘i to the R"“"P[“] CC, the |i{]u'ld-'.l.-
tionist OC, the Bund and the RSDLP({B) sections abroad.
Consequently, the Nashe Slovo editorial board histed among
the “internationalists™ the liquidationist OC and the Bund.
which were following a chauvinist line.

On March 23, 1915, Lenin wrote, on behalf of the
R5DLP{B} Central Committee, to the Nashe Slove editorial
board as follows: “Before replying to your practical propos-
al, we consider it necessary to clarify with frankness certain
preliminary questions, so as to know whether we are at one
in the main issue.” He asked the editorial board to reply
to a number of fundamental questions, What the RSDLFP(B)
CC was interested in above all was the editorial board's
attitude to the svstem of “representation of the notorious
‘trends’ abroad”, i.e., the big and small Menshevik groups,

! Lenin, Colfected Tlorks, Vol 35, p. 176
? Nashe Slovo, July 11, 1915.

3 Lenin, Collected Uorks, Vol. 85, p. 205,
% Ihid., Vol. 21, p. 165.
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which were isolated from the labour movement in Russia, but
claimed representation on a par with the Party.

Emphasising that the Bund and the liquidationist Organ-
ising Committee were conducting a social-chauvinist policy,
Lenin asked: “We would like to know what grounds you
have to number the Bund among the internationalists. ...
We again ask vou: what facts do you possess to consider
that the Organising Committee adheres to an internationalist
stand?”! The Bolsheviks, he stressed, were working to unite
the internationalists, and would want their numbers to
increase. but “we must not, however, go in for self-deception,
wi cannol count among the internationalists p::n]ﬂ-.' and
orgamisations whose internationalism exists only on paper™.*

Lenin also asked the Nashe Slove editorial board te
express its attitude on the question of restoring the Interna-
tional on the basis of a mutual “amnesty”.* He stated that
no concessions to or agreements with the Centrists were
admissible. A necessary condition of internationalism was a
complete break with the Kautskyites and a resolute struggle
against them.

Not unexpectedly. the Nashe Slove editorial board. in its
reply to the RSDLP(B) Central Committee. came out in
defence of the OC and the Bund. declaring that they were
abiding by the principles of revolutionary internationalism
and that they had “proved this both by their activity in Rus-
sia and by their definite statements before the International ™.t
On the question of restoring the Second International on the
principles of a mutual “amnesty”, the editorial board agreed
with the social-chauvinists and Centrists, saying that it had

I Thid.. PP l6G, 167,

* Ibid.. p. 166,

! Kautsky, Adler and other Centrists insisted that the eollapse of the
Second [ntermational was "1{1||p|||.,|.1}'“, and that it was “a '||1.'.'|-:'1'I:||.|l::
instroment” wnht for the conditions of wartime. Thev held that after
the war it would be restored in its old form. and that all that was ne eded
was to put an end to mutual attacks and accusations, and to amnesly vach
other. In his work, Socialism and {Dar, and a number of others, Lenin
l.:\.|!'ll'\-l.'l.| the idea of a “mutual amnesty . amd I':.'\II|H|R'|‘_|' I~|-i--’-'-1~'| any
attempt to restore the Second International.

At the very start of the war. Lenin ouat forward. as the mosi
important tactical slogan ol revolutionary Social-Democracy. a demand
for a L'II|1||:-|1.[1.' hreak with the |L;,1|||-l.|:|_||||, Second International, and the
establishment of a new, truly revolutionary Third International (Lenin
Callected Works, Vol. 21, pp. 323-25).

v Lenin Miscellany XU, p. 205 (Russ, ed.).
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no intention of making an issue of the matter, and that at the
present time it saw no need for an organisational division
from the opportunist trends.! Earlier, the newspaper had
published A. Lunacharsky’s discussion article entitled “On
lrnit‘_v". in which all the acute guestions were circumvented
and which recommended that the conference doors should
be flung wide open to “all Social-Democrats in general™?

Trotsky's proposal for the convocation of a conference had
far-reaching aims. While pretending to work for the unity
of the internationalists, the Trotskyites were trving once
again to call a “unificatory”™ conference. to “reconcile™ the
Bolsheviks with the opportunists. and, in the event of their
refusal, to accuse the Bolsheviks of being splitters.

Lenin wrote: “Not a bad intrigue: inviting us (‘in the
eyes of all’) to join them in attending a common LHIII[LL'HIL'L
of Russians, and using our refusal against us!™ Trotsky's
“unificatory” gamble, which the Bolsheviks Ch}\ﬂin’.fl. failed
once again. The Trotskyites failed to call anv conference.

Having failed over the conference, Trotsky tried to get
through his proposal to “unify™ the St. Petersburg Bolshe
vik Committee, the liquidationist Initiative Group and the

“Mezhraiontsv” into a single organisation. because. he
insisted, they had “outlived themselves™ as separate organisa-
tions." Thus, Trotsky tried to set up something like the dis-
solved August and Brussels blocs in a refurbished form, so
as to lay the foundation for a Centrist party in Russia which
would be free “from the sins of Leninism and Menshevism™,
as he put it. For that purpose, he tried to vse the Mezh-
raiontsy, a Centrist group which wavered between the inter-
nationalists and the defencists. They declared their accept-
ance of the Bolshevik slogans for “turning the imperial-
ist war into a civil one” and working for the “defeat of one's
own government”. But they also said that a civil war was
possible only as simultancous “action by the proletariat of
all countries against their governments ™. In practice this
meant nothing but a rehash of the Trotskyite idea that a rev-
olution could not win out in one separate country,

Of c‘.ur.-i't‘i:ﬂ danger was the Mezhraiontsy slogan [or strug-

1 .F.'u“ Miscellany XU, p. 206 (Russ. ¢'1|.:|.
Nashe Sfavn, "l.]JI-:h T. I'II
* Lenin. Collected IE’rIrﬂH«. Fifth (Hussian) Edition, Vol. 49, p. 91
v Nashe Stovo, July 24, 1915,
Z f’rrr'r_!,'m’!, .-"l.:ll'il 2%, 1915
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gle to set up “one RSDLP” through a “reconciliation” and
“unification” of the warious political trends and factional
groupings, that is, “unification” on the basis of the Trotskyite
platform. The newspaper Uperyod wrote that the “Mezh-
raiontsy” based their activity on the “organisational unity of
all revolutionary Social-Democrats”, “resolutely condemning
any attempt to bring about a split”.! But everyone knows
that in Russia there were no other revolutionary Social-
Democrats except the Bolsheviks. It was clear, therefore, that
what the paper called for was “unification”™ of the Bolshe-
viks with the Mensheviks.

The Bolsheviks countered the Trotskyite propositions for
unity with the Mensheviks and other w‘w:ring elements
by consistently employing the revolutionary tactics of bring-
ing together, rallying and uniting the revolutionary, interna-
tionalist forces.

“Conciliationism and unificationism.” Lenin wrote, “is
the most harmful thing for the workers’ party in Russia—not
just idiocy, but the destruction of the Party.”? The Trotsky-
ite idea of “unifying” revolutionaries and opportunists in one
party. which the Mezhraiontsy were spreading, met with
resnlute resistance from the Bolshevik organisations in Rus-
sia. Guided by Lenin's precepts, they worked to consolidate
the united front of revolutionary workers on the basis of
unity from below. The Bolsheviks tirelessly exposed social-
chauvinism and conciliationism. and united the Left- wing
internationalist forces, wresting from the Mensheviks and
the conciliators the more healthy elements, mainly from
among the workers. :

The Trotskyite attempts at “unification™ were a complele
fiasco. Sotsial-Demokrat remarked that "rr“:ﬂ'k.k\,il.."]‘ Con-
ciliationism turns out to be a round zero. It sump]y has no
place in the living practical labour movement in Russia™?
The proletariat of Russia was closing its ranks under the
slogans of the Bolsheviks, the only consistent revolutionary
Party, which had won the working people’s great trust. By
the summer of 1916 the editorial board of the Trotskyite
m-mnpdp::r Nashe Slovo, isolated from the labour movement

1 Russia and deprived of support from its few advocates

I Thid
£ Lenin, Collecied tarks, Vol. 35, p. 234
4 Sotsial-Demokrat, November 20, 1915,
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abroad. began to fall apart. Martov withdrew from the edi
torial board in March 1916,

This was followed with criticisin of some of Trotsky's state-
ments by some of those who worked for the newspaper
(Lozovsky, Lunacharsky, Antonov-Ovseyvenko, Manuilsky
etc.). But their criticism was inconsistent and  haphazard.
Thus, for instance, Manuilsky wrote an article, entitled “In
Search of Russian Internationalism”, admitting that the core
of the internationalist revolutionary forces in Russia was
the “waorkers’ circles which before the war were grouped
round the Social-Democratic newspaper Praoda’, but adding
that Bolshevism “is as yet not internationalism in itself”,
that it needed to be europeanised, and “to be rid of the
influence of the narrow national mentality”.! This was in
effect a call on the Bolsheviks to conclude a “peace”™ with
the opportunists.

Remarking on Nashe Slove’s vacillation and inconsisten-
cv. Lenin wrote: “It was only ‘under pressure’ {of our erit-
icism and the criticism of the facts) that Nashe Slovo sup
porters retreated from position to position: but they have not
yet said the decisive word.™ In September 1916, the news-
paper was closed down, justifyving Lenin's prediction of
July I‘JI 5, when he wrote that Nashe Slove’s “demise (polit-
ical or ‘physical’, it does not matter wvery much) is now
unlj.' a matter of time",®

Finding himself in total political isolation, Trotsky began
to manoeuvre, criticising social-chauvinism and condemning
pacifist slogans. Making use of Bolshevik arguments, he urged
an organisational break with the social-chauvinists and the
{.LII[II‘-1‘- in .1” 'H|.III1.IL\| of thil"r“"r (I:I[HI“II'IL‘ the peace slo
gan, |u.ﬁ|:11|nhr on the “need to lpll|!t|:l1=|tl the re '|-1'IIII1'1II"I ey shir-
rings of the mass and the call for action”% and throwing
out various hints to the effect that he no longer had any
differences of principle with the Bolsheviks. But that was
only a tactical move. By issuing these statements, Trotsky
was paving the way for his entry into the Bolshevik Party.
in order to carry on the hght against it from inside,

V' Naske Slove, April 1, 1916,
' Lenin, Collected Dllorks, Yol. 23, p. 171.
' [hid.. Vol. 21, p. 2583,

% Central |_"l|||,!.-' Archives of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism,

2/5/692/2 rev.
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The Bolshevik Party exposed the Trotskyite propositions,
and worked steadily and persistently to implement Lenin’s
tactical slogans. In the ditficult conditions of wartime, the
Bolsheviks carried on active agitation in the masses to trans-
form the imperialist war into a civil war, The Bolshevik
Party set the revolutionary elements of international Social-
Democracy an example in courage and loyalty to socialism,
showing them how to prepare the masses for revolution. The
class-conscious scetion of the proletariat of Russia followed
the Bolsheviks, carrving with it the hruad section of the
working |:Luph The Bolshevik Party's tactics  were
embodied in the revolutionary action taken by the working
class, the soldiers and the peasants. Correctly anticipating
the advent of fresh revolutionary battles, Lenin  worked
during the war further to develop the Marxist theory of the
socialist revolution, enriching it with new conclusions, and
the doctrine of the possibility of socialism winning out ini-
tially in one, separate country.

2. Exposure by Lenin of Trotsky’s Reckless Stand
on the Prospects for the Development of the
Socialist Revolution

During the First World War, Lenin not only worked out
the proletariat’s revolutionary tactics in the class struggle,
but also gave a deep scientihic analysis of the epoch of
imperialism, and substantiated the prospects for the socialist
revolution in the new historical conditions.

..-\nu.l}rﬁili of the il1l|jt:l'i;'l|-l.\j|,, 1:[‘11.111'1 was such a pl‘l:.‘ﬁsllng and
politically vibrant need that it was tackled by representa-
tives of all the political trends. However, no bourgeois scholar
or petty-bourgeois theorist was able to produce a scientili-
cally based analysis of the imperialist stage of capitalism,
let alone drawing the correct political conclusions. It was
Lenin who in a series of works, notably, fmperialism, the
Highest Stage of Capitalism, gave a scientihic analysis of
the epoch of wnperialism.

Lenin's theory of the socialist revolution flowed from his
analysis of the imperialist epoch. He emphasised that that
was the only base on which “can we correctly evolve our
tactics”.! Failure to understand the character of the epoch

! i.{'llill. {u.l:ll!.llfftl:l'l! {-Ere.lrk'\l., 1I-'rlll. _:II I'l. I"1'-I
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led to gross distortions and errors in the theory and tactics
of the proletariat’s class struggle.

In 1915, Lenin showed that in its development the capi-
talist formation had gone through a number of epochs. The
first of these covered the period from the French bourgeois
revolution to the Franco-Prussian war. That was the epoch
of bourgeois-democratic revolutions, the period in which the
bourgeoisie rose and established its domination. The second
epoch extended from the establishment of full domination
by the bourgeoisie to the beginning of its decline and its
transition to reactionary finance capital. That was also a
period in which the working class mustered its forces and
organised. Lenin drew this conclusion: “The third epoch,
which has just set in, places the bourgeoisie in the same
‘position” as that in which the feudal lords found themselves
during the first epoch. This is the epoch of imperialism and
imperialist upheavals, as well as of upheavals stemming from
the nature of imperialism.”!

In the epoch of imperialism, capitalism acquired new
features and characteristics. In contrast to the pre-monopoly
stage of capitalism, the imperialist epoch in economic life
was marked by the domination of monopolies and fnance
capital. The vast socialisation of production, the concentra
tion of the productive forces in the hands of a few monopoly
alliances brought about an unprecedented sharpening of all
contradictions. The principal contradiction of capitalism—
the contradiction between the social character of production
and the private capitalist form of appropriation—hecame
especially acute. In the sphere of class struggle. it took the
form of an intensified antagonism between the proletariat and
the monopoly bourgeoisie, and this inevitably led to revolu-
tion. At the same time, monopoly associations promoted the
creation of the material conditions for a transition to social-
ism. On the strength of all this, Lenin said that imperialism
was moribund capitalism, and the eve of the socialist rev-
olution.

Thus, Lenin showed that in the imperialist epoch objective
conditions ripened for the victory of the socialist revolution,
Lenin’s conclusion that “imperialism is the eve of the social
revolution of the proletariat™ was a stunning blow at the

! Lenin, Collected Tlorks. Vol. 21, p. 146.
? [hid.. Vol. 22, p. 194.
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opportunist theories, which denied that the socialist revolu-
tion was a law-governed development, and opened up encour-
aging prospects before the revolutionary-liberation move-
ment. Lenin gave a scientific substantiation to the proposi-
tion that the imperialist epoch was being followed by a new
epoch, the epoch of transition from capitalism to socialism.

In contrast to Lenin, whose assessment of imperialism
brought to the fore its contradictions, Trotsky held that for
imperialism the “centralising tendency in the modern econ-
omy was the principal one”.! Trotsky regarded this “central-
ising tendency” as a progressive tendency in the economic
development of imperialism, expressed in the development
of the productive forces, which would go beyond the fetter-
ing framework of the nation and the state, and would result
in the “national great power” being substituted by an “im-
perialist Weltmacht'™=, i.e., a world power.

Thus, Trotsky ignored the deep-going internal contradic-
tions of the imperialist epoch, denying its monopoly stage
and arguing that the development of imperialism would ulti-
mately lead to the formation of a world imperialist power.
In this way, he opposed Lenin's principal conclusion that
imperialism was the final stage of capitalism, a capitalism
that was stagnating and moribund, paving the way for the
proletariat’s social revolution.

This conclusion of Trotsky's was an echo of the Kautskyite
theory of “ultra-imperialism”. Kautsky had insisted that in
the epoch of imperialism universal centralist, unifying ten-
dencies were becoming more and more pronounced and could
ultimately lead to the establishment of a world-wide alliance
of the strongest powers. Kautsky held that the establishment
of such an alliance would create favourable conditions for
the working-class struggle for socialism. From this he drew
the conclusion that the working class should follow a policy
designed to encourage capitalism.® In accordance with Kaut-
sky, Trotsky wrote that the “imperialist trust” would be a
great stride forward because it would create a solid “'mate-
rial base for the labour movement' .5

Kautsky's “ultra-imperialism™ doctrine was subjected by
Lenin to withering eriticism. Lenin said that what it circum-

| Nashe Slove, February 3, 1916.
* Goloes, November 20, 1914,
+ K. Kautsky, op. cit, 5. 78,
5 Nashe Slovo, |"::'|:|I'u.1.l'}" 4, 1916,

205



vented and obscured was the deepest and most fundamental
contradictions of imperialism, thereby making it more attrac-
tive and resulting in an abandonment of revolutionary strug-
gle and preservation of capitalist domination. Lenin said
Trotsky and Kautsky took the same view of the imperialist

epoch, because they refused to recognise deep-going inter
nal contradictions of ]lu|r|:_'|'i;|,|i,li]|,1,L

Being the eve of the socialist revolution, the imperialist
epoch was the start of the successive change of two epochs
in world history: the epoch of bourgeois domination and the
epoch of socialism. It was a transition epoch and was so
calied, Lenin emphasised, because “it encompasses the sum
total of variegated phenomena and wars, typical and untyp-
ical, big and small, some peculiar to advanced countries,
others to backward countries”™.* That is why the contradic
tions inherent in imperialism had their roots deep in the
pre-monopoly stage of capitalism. Consequently, it was not
right to view the relations of monopoly capitalism in a “pure
form”, because they were interwoven with various survivals
of the past. The existence of such contradictions |!J'I'1.I"r'l_'1.] that
imperialism could not be classified as pure capitalism, There
was a diversity of contradictions in the imperialist epoch.
behind which lay delinite political antagonisms and social
trends.

Trotsky unified the concept of imperialist epoch, viewing
it in the light of “pure capitalism”. He reduced the complex-
ity and diversity of phenomena and contradictions to the
abstract idea of centralism. Trotskv denied that there was
any continuity or connection between the imperialist epoch
and earlier epochs, and ignul'l.:i_l the active role of the tran
sitional phenomena and antagonisms inherited from the past.
He asserted that the all-penetrating tendencies of capital-
ism worked to eliminate the pre-capitalist structures, and that
tJiL" ﬂli.'lT'“:_'r'lt-s J.l‘lfl l."'il.{']'llllllﬂ_'ll.u I:ll:- ih.l"lf L'I”:l{'l:'lﬁ {il"\;l.L‘l}li:-ﬂ.lli:fl
under the force of capital. Thus, he declared. the economic
foundation which gave a foothold to the petty bourgeoisie
had disappeared, and that capitalism “was making short
work of the intermediate classes "

That sort of unsubstantiated assertion. without any eco-
nomic analysis, was not only incorrect, but politically harm-

! Lenin, Collected Works, Vol, 21, p. 131

# Ibid., Vol. 23, pp. 36-37

' Nashe Slove, October 17, 1915,
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ful. Trotsky used it as an argument to deny the revolutionary
role of the peasantry, and of the anti-imperialist. demoeratic
movement of colomial and dependent peoples.

In analysing the epoch of imperialism, Lenin examined
the features and characteristics not only of capitalism in
general, but of Russian capitalism as well. He emphasised
that at its monopoly stage of development capitalism in Rus-
sia retammed many features of feudal-serf-owning relations.
The specilic character of its economic development consisted
in ils backward il_a-,llltllllllln'. At the same time it was “the
most advanced industrial and finance capitalism”™.! The in-
terlacing of the feudal-serf-owning survivals in the economy
of Russia, of the military bureaucratic apparatus. and of
monopoly capitalism gave its economic and political con-
tradictions an especially sharp edge. Russia became the [ocal
point of the most acute contradictions of the world imperial-
ist system,

Trotsky distorted the economic essence of Russian capital-
ism, its features and characteristics, denying that it had in-
dependent internal sources of development, which he derived
from the protectionist policy of the Russian autocracy. He
absolutised one of the characteristics of imperialism in Rus
sia—its dependence on European finance capital—and argued
that imperialism in Russia had no roots of its own. and that
its capiialist industry had arisen “under the direct and
immediate pressure of European capital™. By depriving the
imperialism of Russia of its own economic basis, and accen
tuating the country’s economic backwardness, Trotsky was
denying the existence of material conditions for revolution
in Kussia, and held that it had no prospect for development
without assistance from outside.

Subsequent events confirmed Lenin's profoundly correct
analysis of the imperialist epoch as the highest and final
stage of capitalist development, characterised by all-round
preparation of objective conditions for socialist revolution.
The DHH]II and r:ufi'i.'ring of the masses were E:-rn;rught to a
pitch |!||:-' the ir1l|‘u'l'i.‘l|i.~.f war, which made them realise the
need for a revolutionary way out of the crisis produced by
monopoly capitalism, In this context, the Bolshevik Party
was faced with the task of preparing the proletariat for win
ning political power. This it could not have done without

! Lenin, Collected [orks, Vol. 13, p. 442,
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exposing and instantly breaking with social-chauvinism, on
the one hand, and on the other, with the so-called Centre, o
trend, which stood for “unity with the social-chauvinists and
for the preservation or correction of the bankrupt Second
International, and which vacillates between social-chauvinism
and the internationalist revolutionary struggle of the prole-
tariat for the achicvement of a socialist system”,!

The basic propositions of Lenin's theory of socialist rev-
ﬁ!l.l:[.ll.lTJ were polished to a high state of perfection in sharp
polemics with the social-chauvinists, Centrists and other
ideological opponents of the Bolshevik Party. In this connec-
tion, Lenin’s critique of Trotsky’s “permanent revolution”
doctrine was of fundamental importance.

During the First World War, the “permanent revelution”
doctrine was not modified in any substantial way. It was
still based on a negation of the possibility of the socialist
revolution winning out initially in one country, an ignoring
of the bourgeois-democratic stage of the Russian revolution.
a denial of the proletariat’s hegemony in the revolutionary
struggle, and an underestimation of the revolutionary rolc
of democratic, national liberation movements. ‘

In Russia, Trotsky saw no force capable of carrying out a
revolution, He insisted that “the Russian revolution cannot
be ‘brought to completion’ either through the proletariat’s
co-operation with the liberal bourgeocisie, or its alliance
with the revolutionary peasantry™.? According to Trot-
sky's theory, a revolution in Russia could merely
serve as an external impetus for a socialist revolution in the
West, which was then to ensure the victory of socialism in
Russia. Trotsky wrote that during the First World War he
continued to hold these views and to develop them, and that
he saw “no reason to abandon these forecasts, the lion's
share of which belonged to Parvus™.?

hus, during the First World War, Trotsky admitted tha
on the basic questions of the revolution, its prospects
and motive forces he was at one with Parvus and not with
Lenin.
~ After the October Revolution, Trotsky falsified the facts
in a deliberate attempt to minimise his part in the ideological

.I. | FH-II'I. Collected Uorks, Vol. 24, . 470
¥ Nashe Slove, February 14, 1915,
4 Ihid.
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muggle against the Bolshevik Party during the First Waorld
Mar. Admitting that he had “set himself up in opposition
b Lenin* on tactical and organisational questions, and that
in had been right on these points, he tried to prove that
¥permanent revolution”  doctrine “immeasurably
foser to the historical line of Lenin and the Bolshevik Party™.
The same argument is now being used by present-day bour-
gois falsifiers of CPSU history. Thus, L. Schapiro writes
lhat Lenin had condemned Trotsky's “semi-anarchist”™ views,
set out in his “permanent revolution” doctrine, only out
Wl tactical and not out of principled considerations, that
here had been no fundamental differences between the
Spermanent revolution” doctrine and Lenin's theory of so-
glalist revolution, and that the whole struggle had centred
on personal prestige.

In 1915, the revolutionary attitudes in the working class
and the broad masses of working people began to develop
into active manifestations against the wm'.mlr: MaAsses Were

radually moving to the Leltfind their revolutionary activ-

Ly 'lm:'rt-:mt:ilz‘.[f]:? Eat was the first sign of the looming revo-
lutionary crisis.

The change in the situation demanded that the Party
ghould analyse the conditions, prospects and motive forces
of the revolution. Lenin proved that the uneven economic
and political development of individual countries in the im
perialist epoch led to an aggravation of contradictions within
“the whole capitalist system. Capitalist development became
gpasmodic and conflicting. Thus, on the eve of the First

orld War, unevenness of development had led to an ex-
treme sharpening of the contradictions between the 1m-
perialist powers. The war intensilied the plight and suffering
of the masses, and this led to a sharpening of capitalist con
fradictions—that between labour and capital, and between
the metropolitan countries and the colonies. Thus, all the
gontradictions of imperialism—economic, class, political and
national—were aggravated.

The aggravation of the contradictions of capitalism due
to its uneven development makes the working class and the
Loppressed peoples of a definite group of countries, or even
:F one country, secck a way out in revolution., Such knots
of contradictions become weak links in the imperialist sys-
tem. “The workers' revolution,” Lenin said, “develops un-
evenly in different countries, since the conditions of political

Wils
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life differ. In one country the proletariat is too weak and
in another it is stronger,”!

The uneven development of capitalism sharpens the con
tradictions between the imperialist states, hampering their
joint action against the proletariat starting a revolution.
Lenin spearheaded this conclusion of his against the social
chauvinists and Centrists, who asserted that in the imperial
ist epoch there was a reduction of the uneven development
of capitalism and a dulling of its contradictions.

Trotsky followed the Kautskyites in trying to refute
Lenin's proposition that the operation of the law of uneven
economic and political development of capitalism in the im-
perialist epoch could have a decisive influence on the pos
sibility of victory for the socialist revolution in a few or even
one separate country, and on its prospects. He denied the
working of the law of uneven development under capitalism,
declaring that the principal tendency of imperialism was the
need to “structure a united world economy, regardless of
national frameworks or state-customs barriers™.*

That is why, Trotsky insisted, it was the task of the pro-
letariat to make use of the centralising tendencies of im
perialism, and not its fits and starts. Trotsky reduced the
uneven development of capitalism to a discrepancy between
the levels of economic development of various countries,
insisting that in the imperialist epoch these levels tended
largely to be evened out. The whole point, Trotsky wrote,
is that “this unevenness is in itself highly uneven”. The
cconomic  levels of Britain, Austria, Germany or France
were not the same, but compared with Africa and Asia, these
highly developed European countries had the same condi-
tions for revolution.

Replying to those who denied that the law of uneven
development of capitalism was the crucial condition for the
victory of the socalist revolution initially in one separate

country, Lenin said it was a politically harmful conclusion
to insist “that the rule of finance capital lessens the un-
evenness and contradictions inherent in the world economy,
whereas in reality it increases them™.?

However, revolution did not come about only as a result
of the uneven development of capitalism, and intensification

U Lerin, Collected [lorks, Vol, 28, p- 110
 Naske Slowvo, February 3, 1916,
! Lenin, Collected {lorks, Vol, 22, p. 272,
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8 contradictions or maturity of the mattjrial condition;
io chowed that the revolution also required the proper
itical conditions, such as the arrangement of class forces,
dch would give the revolutionary class an opportunity
on successful action, that is, there was need for 4
alutionary situation. 1
) h]l-;t;lg. arti}:rzle. “The Collapse of the Second International”
ain noted that the existence of a revolutionary situatio
d three main characteristics: “(1) when it is impossible fi
¢ ruling classes to maintain their rule without any change.
hen there is a crisis, in one form or another, among th
ser classes’, a crisis in the policy of the ruling class, leadin
 a fissure through which the discontent and indignation of
oppressed classes burst forth. For a revolution to tak,
lace, it is usually insufficient for the ‘lower classes not y
ant’ to live in the old way; it is also necessary that i
oper classes should be unable’ to live in the old way: [}
fhen the suffering and want of the oppressed classes hay,
own more acute than usual; (3) when, as a consequence if
above causes, there is a considerable increase in
etivity of the masses, who uncomplainingly allow themsely,
s be robbed in ‘peace time', but, in turbulent times,
Jrawn both by aﬁ the circumstances of the crisis _um.!lp_.l
f1i 'uﬁ:{mr classes’ themselves into independent historig
Ac:nthc same time, Lenin emphasised that a r{;vtﬂutiuqn;.;:.
ation did not in itself always lead to a revolution, For,
olution to come about it was necessary that to these g,
Jective changes there was added a subjective one, name;
%he ability of the revolutionary class to take mass actin
which should be strong enough to break or at least to cripyg,
old government, which would not give up power, unl,
was overthrown.? it | -
" The degree of maturity of the subjective conditions f,
revolution was determined by the level of political awarep,
ind organisation of the working class, the extent to why,
farxist ideas had penetrated into the masses of the workn
people, and the ability of the proletarian Party, at the rig
moment, to direct the revolutionary action of the massey,
the overthrow of the existing regime. During the war yer,

1 Ibid., Vol. 21, pp. 213-1+
2 [bid., p. 214
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the Bolshevik Party devoted primary attention to preparing
the subjective conditions for the victory of the revolution.
Because the objective conditions for the socialist revelution
were mature, there was an insistent need to educate the
revolutionary forces, to form the political army of the rev-
olution, and to have the Marxist Party ideologically and
organisationally united. Lenin's doctrine of the unity of
objective and subjective conditions for the revolution was
aimed against Right-wing and “Left-wing” opportunism.

The Trotskyites did not have any scientific approach to
determine the objective and subjective conditions of the
revolution or of their correct correlation and interaction.
Trotsky held that the war had taken the peoples into an im
passe, thereby creating the conditions for revolution, “for-
cibly taking the proletariat onto the way of a socialist revo-
lution”.! He said the war, which was an cxplosion of ecle
mental forces, should have awakened the elemental will of
the masses, giving it impetus and direction. Trotsky said
that the highest manifestation of the revolutionary = spirit
was the expression of the elemental factor in the masses. He
ignored the painstaking day-to-day work among the masses,
their education and organisation, and did not believe it was
necessary to form a political army for the revolution. Trotsky
reduced the Party's role to taking passive stock of events
and simply adapting itself to the elemental process of de-
velopment,

Lenin had always opposed the notion that the objective
conditions for revolution were connected with wars or flowed
from wars. He said that they were built in to the system of
imperialism itself, and that a revolutionary situation was
not produced only or mainly by war, but by the outstanding
economic and political problems, and the relationship be-
tween classes. The subjective conditions for revolution ripened
in the course of the class struggle, which was an objective
process. The class struggle produced political awareness
among the proletariat and convinced it of the need to have
a proletarian party. The proletarian party, which brought
organisation and purpose to the proletariat’s class struggle,
was the most important subjective factor of the revolution.

Lenin’s doctrine of objective and subjective factors in the
victory of a socialist revolution has retained its importance

I Golos, November 20, 1914,
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the civilised countries of the capitalist world”, Trotsky as-
serted that the mass revolutionary movement could develop
successfully and triumph only as an all-European movement,
for while it remained isolated within the national bound.
aries, it was doomed to inevitable failure. That is why it was
quite hopeless for the proletariat to wage a struggle for its
dictatorship in any one separate country, because it could
establish its dictatorship only throughout the whole of Fu-
rope, i.e., in the form of a European United States.!

Lenin gave an all-round substantiation of the impossi-
bility of implementing the United States of Europe slogan
under capitalism. He said this slogan merged with socialism
and acquired political meaning only under socialism. It was
politically correct also from the standpoint of the need to
overthrow the three reactionary monarchies of Europe—that
of Russia, of Germany and of Austria-Hungary. But in view
of the uneven development of scparate countries, it was im-
possible to implement the slogan in practice. “From the
standpoint of the economic conditions of imperialism—i.c.,
the export of capital and the division of the world by the
‘advanced’ and ‘civilised” colonial powers.”” Lenin wrote. “a
United States of Europe, under capitalism, is either impos-
sible or reactionary.™ Also this slogan “may be wrongly
interpreted to mean that the victory of socialism in a single
country is impossible, and it may also create misconceptions
as to the relations of such a country to the others’

Indeed. each of the great powers strove to unite a numbe
of smaller states under its own domination. Britain wa
trying to set up two united states on the territory of Europe
an alliance of Belgium, Alsace-Lorraine and Luxemburg
and an alliance of southern Slav states. The former was
act as a shield against Germany and allied France. and the
latter, against Germany and allied Russia.

With the support of the social-chauvinists, the German
imperialists argued that Germany's productive forces had
outgrown its state boundaries, and that history was dictating
the need for the establishment of a Central European States
The ultra-chauvinists backed up the slogan of a Unitec
States of Europe under German hegemony. Russia also strove
to set up an alliance of states ranged against Germany anc

¥ Nashe Slova, February 4, 1016,
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Trotsky fell back on his notorious “permanent revolution™
doctrine, insisting that one country was unable to withstand
the united strength of the capitalist states. That js why. even
if the socialist revolution started in that country, its proletar
iat was immediately to take action against the capitalist
countries so as to spark off a revolutionary war there. He
insisted that it was the task of the proletariat to create “'a
higher Fatherland of the revolution—a Republic of Europe,
on the basis of which alone the proletariat would be able
to revolutionise the whole world”, Later. during the Brest
Litovsk peace talks, Trotsky applied these theoretical postu
lates in practice, thereby exposing the adventurist substance
ol his concept of the way the socialist revolution was to take,
The victory of the Great October Revolution in 1917 started
the development of the world-wide socialist revolution, cover-
ing a whole epoch and embracing diverse social movements

Trotsky’s conclusion that the socialist revolution could
not initially win out in a few countries or in one. separate
country was based on an incorrect appraisal of the epoch
of imperialism, and the ways of development of the socialist
revolution, expressing a denial of the revolutionary poten-
tial of the working class and peasantry of Russia. and an
overestimation of the strength of world imperialism.

The proposition that the conditions for socialist revolution
would ripen at different times meant that different countries
would start their transition from capitalism to socialism at
differentitimes. The most favourable conditions for break-
ing the solid chain of imperialist domination were taking
shape in tsarist Russia. However, to take the path of socialist
revolution the working class and peasaniry of Russia had to
do away with the monarchy, win political freedoms and elim-
ihate the survivals of feudalism and serfdom. Russia was
faced with a bourgeois-democratic revolution, without which
she was unable to go the way of socialist change.

Lenin regarded the historical process as a coherent whole.
with a succession ol stages following one another in strict
uniformity and ruling out any subjectivism or arbitrary
action. He said that for every stage of historical develop-
ment the proletariat must have a definite tactic of class strug-
gle. The Bolshevik Party relentlessly fought those who tried
to introduce subjectivism and arbitrariness into the concept
of the revolutionary process. The facts show that Trotsky
artificially separated the stages of revolutionary development,
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ity in the fight to overthrow the reactionary governments
and establish socialism. During the First World War, the
relation of class forces in Russia was such that it created
favourable conditions for a bourgenis-democratic revolution
rapidly growing into a socialist one. The existence in the
country of a conscious and organised proletariat, leading a
revolutionary peasantry and being guided by a Marxist-
Leninist party, opened up fresh prospects involving a recon-

struction of the country on socialist lines.

The situation in Russia was unique hecause there the tasks
of a bourgeois-democratic and a socialist revolution were
very close together and were even interwoven. But that did
not mean that it was possible to bypass the stage of a

bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia,

Subsequent development of revolutionary events showed
that the bourgenis-democratic revolution solved the main

question, the question of power—the autocracy was over-
thrown. The victory of the working class and the peasantry
over tsarism and the landowners cnsured the necessary
democratic freedoms and created the conditions for further
development of the struggle for socialism.

Trotsky denied that the bourgeois-democratic revolution
in Russia was an objective uniformity. He declared that the
period of the Stolypin reforms had once and for all destroyed
any economic basis for the democratic sections. which is why
the development of the Russian revolution could not he made
dependent on internal forces, the peasantry in particular.
He wrote: “No national bourgeois revolution is possible in
Russia, because of the absence of bourgeois democracy.,”! It
followed from this that the revolutionary movement of the
proletariat in Russia had to be subordinated to the tasks of
the European proletariat, and the revolution in Russia made
dependent on the proletarian struggle throughout the capi-
talist world. Thus, Trotsky held that Russia was on the very
threshold of a socialist revolution which was to take place
simultaneously with a revolution in the West.

Lenin sharply eriticised Trotsky's assessment of the motive
forces of the revolution, that was coming to a head in Russia,
He showed that the Mensheviks were cither trying to evade
the solution of the task of arranging the class forces, or sub
stituting “Left-wing” talk for it. “This task,” Lenin wrote,

U Nashe Slove, October 17, 1915,
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that was why there was a much stronger tendency for the
drawing together of the interests of the peasantry and those
of the proletariat. This went to create favourable possibilities
for an alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry in a
bourgeois-democratic revolution, and with the poor peasantry
in a socialist revolution. On this assumption, Lenin safeguarded
and developed the most important principle of the theory
of socialist revolution—the alliance of the working class and
the peasantry—and exposed Trotsky's reckless atlempts to
undermine this alliance, to isolate the proletariat from the
other classes, thereby dooming the revolution to defeat,

In that period, the national-colonial question acquired
cnormous importance. This was due to the part the demao-
cratic movements had to play in the epoch of imperialism,
and their connection with the proletariat's struggle for social-
ism. On this question, the Bolshevik Party had to fight
against the “Leltist” catchwords of the “imperialist econom.-
ists " within its ranks, and against Trotsky, outside the Party.

At the Bern Conference of the RSDLP sections abroad.
Nikolai Bukharin came out against the Party's programme
demand, that of the right of nations to self-determination.
including secession. This demand was also rejected in the
joint theses of Bukharin, Pyatakov and Yevgeniva Bosh,
“On the Slogan of the Right of Nations to Self-Determina
tion”, drawn up in the autumn of 1915. Similar views of
the right-of-nations-to-self-determination slogan were s
out by Trotsky in his article, “The Nation and the Fcono-
my ", published in Nashe Slovo.

Lenin argued that one of the principal conditions of the
proletariat’s winning state power was the merging of the rev-
olutionary movement of the working class in the metropoli-
tan countries with the national liberation movement in the
colonies and dependent countries, In his works of this period,
he substantiated the possibility of and the need for an al
liance between the proletariat of the metropolitan countries
and the peoples of the colonial and dependent countries, The
peoples of the colonial and dependent countries needed this
alliance to secure democratic changes, and the working class
of the capitalist countries. to weaken the whole system of
imperialism and win out in a socialist revolution. !

Lenin examined the national-colonial question in the light

! Lenin, Coflected Tllorks. Vol, 23, P 67,
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lutely single enterprise of a certain group of the world bour-
geoisie”. From this it followed, as in Trotsky's reasoning,
that to demand the implementation of the right of nations to
self-determination was to run into contradictions with the

natural historical process of development,

Assessing Trotsky's attitude to national liberation move-
ments, Lenin remarked that Trotsky paid lip-service to self-
determination, “but in his case, too, it is an empty phrase,
for he does not demand freedom of secession for nations
oppressed by the ‘fatherland” of the socialist of the given
nationality”.! Trotsky failed to answer the main question,
which was of crucial importance for the Social-Democrat’s
practical activity: it was the question of “one's attitude to
the nation that is oppressed by ‘one’s own' nation”? This
was circumventing the question of the great intensification
of national oppression and exploitation under imperialist
states, including Russia. Thus, by ref using to accept the self-
determination of nations, Trotsky was objectively giving
Eu[{.l""“ to “Russian social-imperialism™.?

he Bolshevik Party believed that the peoples of colonial
and dependent countries would have to stand up arms in
hand for their right to national independence, against en
croachments of imperialist states. In such cases, it was the
duty of revolutionary Social-Democrats to “assist their up-
rising—or revolutionary war, in the event of one—against
the imperialist powers that oppress them™.% This would be a
Just, revolutionary war, undermining the foundation of jm-
perialist domination.

In opposition to this, Trotsky cast doubt on the possibility
of the oppressed peoples waging just, revolutionary wars
against imperialism. He said that such wars were possible
only at first sight, when the question was raised in the ab-
stract, without any account being taken of concrete reality.
Under the prevailing world relationships and the all-
powerful groupings of imperialist powers, no coleny or op-
pressed nation could wage a liberation war without relying
on another imperialist power, or being a pawn in its hands.
That is why “ ‘national’ wars fought by backward peoples
can no longer have any independent significance”™, [n this

! Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 22, p. 167,
% Ibid., p. 359.

9 Ibid., p. 360,
b Ihid., P 152,
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Letters” were in principle quite in accord with
n's analysis of the revolution as given in his L‘ittt'.:cr;
Afar”.! Moreover, the Trotskyites widely circula &
2 that Trotsky's “March ILcth:rs had ﬂﬂtlFIPﬂI}Eh__
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' es. 2 :
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. y Y e re

In his “Letters from Afar”, Lenin gave a profound Marx- Lsm. hctuufl)«l.. the ' Tdcﬁ?nb{ [t:..erjm:: Elc'hcrs, Trots-
ist_analysis of the bourgeois-democratic revolution which ‘permancnt rwulutlm} th?-nli-iﬂﬂlshﬂ'ik “with no tsar,
had taken place in Russia, showing its unique characteristics, = again hmug. o ﬂut“ ‘[ dan which meant a revolu-
giving an assessment of its motive forces, and answering the | workers ERE SGReIL, BOE
most intricate questions of Party theory and tactics, without the Pﬂdsan!rz' having anything to do with Trots-

L.enin’s main conclusion was that the first stage of the enin resolutely ',"!‘I'_.n“: i act':;s" S inndealpoantistl
revolution was over, and that it was necessary to go on to its |]u_gf_1n. In hls- ;.;HL.F A S aimed :igainst Trotsky, who
second stage—the socialist revolution—which was to win sising that his t u;u wr:zsin of the bourgeois-demo-
power for the working class and the poor peasantry. On trying to ignore the g‘".;_ ¢ ‘Ent Lenin said Trotsky's
the strength of this, Lenin also worked out the Party’s tac- ¢ revolution into “L:““.“ o e slogan was play-
tical positions, which he formulated in a telegram to Bol- no tsar, but a wurﬁrflﬂglﬂn uist adventurism”™.2 In his
sheviks on their way to Russia in early March 1917, He  “seizure of F"WEL’ i"il situation at the Petrograd
wrote: “QOur tactics: no trust in and no support of the new Nng-up 51-""-“‘;. D{: tEFSFE;—fPEB} on April 14 (27), 1917,
government; Kerensky is especially suspect; arming of the s ﬂon‘fcrc‘nc‘c . i AT g o et govern-
proletariat is the only guarantee; immediate elections to the o~ said: r[r”t"’k!"rli“' ttohuur‘ eoisie exists, and it can-
Petrograd City Council: no rapprochement with other par This is wrong. A petty twggnﬂs The poorer of the
ties.”! Lenin's strategic line and tactical propositions, ap be dismissed. But it is in .
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proved by the Seventh (April) Party Conference, became a 5 with the ,""“"k"i'_lg. .le"?-ntsk set out in his “March Let-
course followed by the whole Bolshevik Party. e propositions w |a.':“ ::l'ﬂ' :::nt from Lenin’s proposi-

In that period, Trotsky once again opposed the Bolshevik § were f"".""l“.""':“mh};‘ ﬂ,: . roletariat’s task was to take
Party’s political line. He gave his assessment of the February Jtotaky insisted that the p rkers’ government which,
revolution and its motive forces in a number of articles, en. right away and set up a wo go
titled “March Letters”, which were published in the LISA in
the newspaper Novyi Mir.? Trotsky later asserted that his

In the new historical situation, the Bolshevik Party wag
faced with the task of working out the proletariat’s correcly
strategic and tactical line in the revolution. and determinin
the attitude to the Soviets, the Provisional Government nn:i
the continuing imperialist war. It was Lenin who solved
this task in his “Letters from Afar”, his April Theses

and the decisions of the Seventh {(April) Conference of the
RSDLP(B).

1 ) joined the Novyi Mir publishers and began
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! Lenin, Collected torks, Vol, 23, p. 292,

2 At the end of 1916, Eollowing the closure of Nashe Slove, Trotsky
went to the United States. At the time, there was in New York a publish
ing enterprise called Novyi Mir {New World), which had been set uj
by Russian socialist émigrés, who published a newspaper of the same
nmame. On its editorial board were representatives ol various trends,
including social-chauvinists, Centrists and Leltists, who supported Zim
merwald. Novyi Mir's ideological leader was 5, Ingerman, a Menshevik
and a rabid chauvinist. In the autumn of 1916, a small group of
Bolsheviks was formed on the editorial board, and it hegan a vigorous

struggle against the Rightists and for the removal of 8. Ingerman from
the leadership.
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wed. ... (Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 33, p. 285.) o

Leninizm ili trotskizm? (Leninism or Trotskyism?), Moscow, 1925,

]
4 Lenin, Collecied (orks, Vol. 24, p. 48.
Ibid., p. 150.
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by some Bolsheviks, but life soon dispelled these illusio
In these common organisations, the Mensheviks continue
their old opportunist policy, remaining enemies of the socig
ist revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat. In vig
of the preparation for the imminent socialist revolutio
having the Mensheviks in the same Party meant disorganiy
ing the working class and weakening its forces. This woul
have done the cause of the revolution irreparable harm,

Alter the victory of the February revolution, Lenin kep
emphasising that the Bolshevik Party had to maintain coms
plete political independence and be chary of any “unificas
tory” adventures. He wrote to Anatoly Lunacharsky in
March 1917: “Independence and separateness of our Party,
no rapprochement with other parties, are indispensable cone
ditions for me. Without this one cannot help the proletarial
to move through the democratic revolution to the COMITUnG,
and | would not serve any other ends,"'!

Under Lenin's lcadership, the Bolshevik organisations
overcame these “unificatory”  attitudes. They closed their
ranks and carried out a vast amount of theoretical and prac-
tical work, defcating opportunists of every stripe and uniting
round them the proletariat and the poor peasantry of Rus-
sia, whom they led in the assault on capitalism in October
1917. The wvictorious QOctober Revolution, which ushered in
the epoch of the universal revolutionary rejuvenation of the
world—the epoch of transition from capitalism to socialism

—was a model of implementation of Lenin’s theory of so-
cialist revolution,

CONCLUSION
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ing Committee, Trotsky and Co.) and to continue the work
of our Party in a consistently internationalist spirit.”"!

The heavy defeat inflicted by the Bolshevik Party on
Centrism before the First World War, and the Bolsheviks’
consistent struggle against Centrism in Russia and abroad
during the war, showed that this was a trend without any
influence in the labour movement of Russia, and that the
leadership in the revolutionary struggle of the masses dur-
ing the February revolution had gone forward without any
participation by the Centrists, Thus, Centrism was faced
with ideological and political bankruptey, and all of Trots-
ky's efforts to revive it after the February revolution came
to nuthing.

Upon his return to Russia from abroad, Trotsky continued
to preach Centrist ideas, in the hope of “"unilying~ the rev-
olutionary Bolsheviks with the opportunists under the spon
sorship of Trotskyism, and securing control of the revolution-
ary labour movement in the country. Trotsky headed the
“Mezhraiontsy™ group, set up in St. Petersburg in 1913.
This was a Centrist organisation which included Trotskyites,
Plekhanov Mensheviks, and a section of the former Bolshe-
vik-conciliators. Trotsky had hoped to make the group a
nucleus round which a future Centrist Social-Democratic
party would take shape. But his groundless hopes were over-
thrown by the course of historical development.

While the Bolshevik Party confidently prepared the
masses for the struggle for the victory of the socialist rev-
olution, the Menshevik opportunists and their allies increas-
ingly exposed themselves as out-and-out counter-revolution-
aries. Acting on Lenin’s instructions, the Bolsheviks exposed
the betrayal of the petty-bourgeois party leaders, and strove
consistently to eliminate the “unificatory” tendencies which
were in evidence in some local Party organisations, Of cru-
cial importance in overcoming the “umficatory” attitudes
were Lenin's April Theses and the decisions of the Seventh
(April) Conference of the RSDLP(B), which started the proc-
ess of intensive disintegration of the unified Party organisa-
tions.

In the circumstances, the Trotskyites naturally realised
that it was pointless to preach “unification™ between the Bol-
sheviks and the opportunists, because there was no question

L Lenin, Collected [Lorks, Vol. 85, p. 208.
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not only of “unification”, but even of any drawing together
of the revolutionaries and the opportunists. Accordingly,
Trotsky and a handful of his supporters decided to join the
Bolshevik Party, which had the masses behind it, and to
which the working class and the poor peasantry had entrusted
their country’s future. At the Sixth Congress of the
RSDLP(B), the Mezhraiontsy group, which declared its ac-
ceptance of the Bolshevik line and announced a break with
the Menshevik-defencists, was admitted to the Bolshevik
Party.

Subsequent events showed that some of the “Mezhraiontsy™
did in fact break with their Centrist past, but the entry into
the Bolshevik Party of Trotsky and the group of his close
associates did not mean that they had gone over to Bolshe-
vik positions. Trotsky joined the Bolshevik Party in order
to continue his fight against Leninism from inside, and to
try to impose his Menshevik line on the Party, and take
over the Party leadership. This is seen from a record of
Trotsky's speeches, which Lenin made at the “Mezhraiontsy™
conference on May 10, 1917,

Something like ten weeks hefore the Sixth Congress of the
RSDLP(B). Trotsky had warned his supporters about the
danger of “automatic” entry into the Bolshevik Party, de-
claring that the unification of Social-Democrat internation-
alists required “the preparation of a broad Party congress™.!
Trotsky emphasised that such unification should take place:
“not through automatic entry—but through an All-Russia
Congress prepared both by the Bolsheviks and us and or-
ganisations in the localities and the Menshevik-internation-
alists.”?

Trotsky's desire to eliminate the Bolshevik Party by unit-
ing it with the “Mezhraiontsy”, the Menshevik-internation-
alists and other groups is also seen from his statement that
it was not desirable for the Party to retain its name of Bol-
shevik. Trotsky, as Lenin's notes show, declared: "It is un-
desirable to keep the old factional name.”

Trotsky's real attitude to Bolshevism is also seen from
his assertions that the “Bolsheviks had become de-Bolshe-
vised” and that “I cannot call myself a Bolshevik™, adding
that “we cannot be required to accept Bolshevism™.?

U Lenin Miscellany 1T, p. 302 (Russ. ed.).

2 Ibid., pp. 301-02.
3 Ibid., p. 303.
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Throughout the subsequent decade in which Trotsky w
a member of the Bolshevik Party, there is evidence that |
remained a rabid enemy of Leninism and that “non-Bolshe
vism” had always been a part of his make-up.! It is ng
surprising, therefore, that in the whole period Trotsky active

ly fought Leninism, and hinally exposed himself as ay

avowed enemy of the Communist Party and the Soviel
power. Characterising Trotsky's long struggle against Leniy

and the Bolshevik Party, R. Palme Dutt. 4 prominent leade
of the labour and communist movement, and a foundin
member of the Communist Party of Great Britain, remarke
that he was a “political leader . .. with a venomous, almosl
pathological hatred of the basic principles of Lenin and

Bolshevism, and the Communist Party, resulting in a long

record of slander and disruption™.?
While the Party was preparing

October 1917, Trotsky, who had Just joined the Bolshevik

Party, did not dare to come out openly against these prep-

arations but in fact took an anti-Leninist stand. trying in

every way to put off the uprising, proposing that it should
be timed for the opening of the Second All-Russia Congress
of Soviets, and trying to make the offensive contingent on
whether the Provisional Government took open action, fol-
lowing a take-over decision by the Congress of Soviets.

As Chairman of the Petrograd Soviet, Trotsky repeatedly
made such statements in public. including his speeches on
October 18 and 24, 1917, The idea of waiting for the Con-
gress of Soviets gave the bourgeoisie an opportunity to im-
prove its organisation and concentrate jts forces, while de-
priving the revolutionary detachments of the important ad-
vantage to be got from the element of surprise. Lenin reso
lutely protested against putting off the uprising until the
opening of the Congress of Soviets, “To miss such a moment
and to ‘wait’ for the Congress of Soviets,” Lenin wrote,
“would be utter idiocy, or sheer treachery.”s

Soon after the Great October Revolution, Trotsky, joined
by Bukharin and other “Left Communists”, came oyt against
Lenin on the question of concluding the peace treaty al
Brest-Litovsk, Although there again he tried to create the im-

tha l.eniﬁv:’fﬁleﬂ Works, Vol. 56, p, 595,

* R. Palme Dutt, The fmternationale, London, Lawrence & Wishart
Ltd.. 1964, p, 183.

4 Lenin, Collected llarks, Vol. 26, p- 82,
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the armed uprising in

lowing a “middle” course between

"f; g}mmurﬁsu" by putting forward I'-h':
jor peace” slogan, his attitude was in fact

the calls issued by the “Left Communists
¢ “revolutionary war” against a well-armed
y imperialism. Trotsky was sure that the ‘du:-l
proletariat in Russia could be maintainec
nt of a victorious world-wide socialist rqvh—
th had to be “propelled” through a war“u[wt{
ism. The line taken by Trotsky and the “Left

" fo frustrate the Brest-Litovsk peace was ;i"

gsco. Lenin's line on the question of war an
it at the Extraordinary Seventh Congress of the

' i 1918.

I t;']:ahri?rt'::til their expulsion from the Party
stsky and his supporters waged a bitter fight
Leninist general line, setting up anti-Party groups,
ding freedom of factions and groups in the Party.
duced their own platforms, aimed at prevcn‘tmtg
truction in the USSR and restoring the capult:a -
thin a relatively short period, the Tmtskjrnt]fs:
on the Party a number of discussions: one l.'m.l -
uns (1920-21), another on the basic questions of Pdtl‘{;}:
m and economic policy (1923), and one on hl..
of the October revolution (1924). In l‘.-}"Ib-fE.n the
ed an ideological and organisational defeat on
lhy-Zinoviev opposition bloc, which was n:sn:mln_-ugt-
implementation of the programme for socialis

in tﬁc USSR worked out by I.ET‘IIT‘IL T
ling that it was impossible to build socialism [|.u
L unless it was preceded by a victory of the pro Lh-
tion in the West, the Trotskyites spread doubt
ngth of the working class of the USSR, and
eprive the Party and the Soviet people {rf1rt:vu'[}4—
pspects, The theses of the CPSU Central (anrrgrri}b
' Anniversary of the Great Uc!uherl Sncm]nst
", say: “Using the screen of ‘Left’ ultra-revolu-
phraseology, they (the Trotskyites) tried to |n1|}t;$f!:
iturist puficy of artificially ‘pushing’ the rt::j.r;? u-
slher countries and dooming the building of socia mnE
in our country. They demanded the ﬂ-r.!uph{?'l 1?
pocratic, militarised methods of leadership o _'t Ie
ithin the country, rejected the Leninist principle

bty ]




aki hese
the task of breaking up t
ct:h:;:rmct of Trutskg;}chgruutps Em;:.
d the establishment o
i l:??Il'J::tikyites called the+l‘uurth_l|.1-
Iiun to the Third, Communist lntt{:lt_rhl—_
reat hopes on this outfit, and flatly
he E hc rogramime ﬂr thl:
the next 10 years, the progra s o8 v
will win over millions. [quthé
ol justified: 30 years have gone by, but the
nu s, consisting of rencgades from

of democratic centralism, insisted on ‘freedom’ for faction
struggles in the Party and, on this road, slid into a
Sovietism, "L

The Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party, wh
was a landmark in the struggle to consolidate the Paty
unity, declared that the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition |
not only violated Party discipline, but had also gone oulyl
the framework of Soviet legality, going over from faction
ism to the establishment of an anti-Soviet Trotskyite pagh b
The congress expelled the leaders of the Trotsky-Zinoy t movement and anti-communist-
bloc from the Party. Membership of the Trotskyite oppe QG intellectuals are dragging out a
tion and the propaganda of its views were declared to | urgeois 1
incompatible with membership of the Bolshevik Party.

Emphasising the importance for socialist construction §
the defeat inflicted by the Party on the Trotskyite a
other anti-Leninist opposition groups, Secretary-General ¢
the CPSU Central Committee [, I. Brezhnev in his
Fifty Years of Great Achievements o
“As the Party solved these tasks it waged a relentless struggl
against the Trotskyites, Right opportunists and other oppi
sitional groups, whose views mirrored the pressure of boy
geois and petty-bourgeois sections, The oppositionists, pe
pudiating the possibility of building socialism first only |
olir country and not believing in the strength of the workis
class and in the stability of its alliance with the peasanty
tried to lead the Party away from the Leninist road. Bui |
routed the opposition ideologically and politically, retaing
the purity of Murxism—Lcninism, the Leninist general lig
and consolidated the unity of its ranks,”'2

e ivity ahroad, Trotsky once again
| T:tlda'g::;:zﬁcratc, Karl I{a}:lt:ik}': Ffur l.lllld;::}:
the mask of conciliation and “Leftist Plrlaiat
jle promoting the bourgeois, opportt ]:?ui-
labour movement andtﬁghtwlg %Hu‘:;:f}]}cma
-wing clements in the . ;
ﬂm{‘\;;:{:r‘: LFUI'G]JE. During Trutsﬁc?ﬂ [5 tcl:f
ip of the Soviet Commu?lﬂ-. P‘Iaralr?;,ictugﬂw;}nn-
on the opposite sides of the b o
| her secretly, to m\‘ndpct 108
?giagn:meug;st Party and the Soviet power.
with hatred for the Soviet socialist stfxtc,
for the forcible overthrow of its gt_lw_:lt:;.
ky, who said socialist construction i tbe
rl'lnidurian coup” or “Bonapartism”, Idl:l 1
. e PUhﬁshl‘?d i"l‘] ;.;?gullh:tll:at;f:rin;d
i artism
ﬂfi;?tagﬁﬁt:\mmnt “should be supp-mr'tfcl
It was a logical finale for Kautsky I"dt?-.[c
lexs of Centrism, to end up in the camp to_ "
m and engage in open anti-Soviet activ 1}-}.
| great hopes on the overthrow of the hnweﬁ
'uf a war against the USSR 'I:I'Fhll:t{ :-:.ra.‘
b}l' the imperialist pOWErs in the lE'LEﬁs.ﬂ Léﬂ.
goming war would inevitably En_l:_lillr.l IEt;m
eat and the collapse of the socialist system,

T:'I L1} ]
f Socialism declared

* 3 =

After the Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Parly,
the Trotskyites continued to fight the Party and the Soviel
Government. [p 1929, Trotsky was deported for his antje
Soviet activity.

broad, Trotsky remained the bitterest
ism, the Communist Party and the
hard to split the international ¢
to set up or enlarge factions of

U Fifticth z’lnm'wr:ar}- of the Great Dctober Socialise Revoluiln
Moscow, 1967, p. 12.

* L. I. Brezhnev, F;
Mn:tuw, 1967, p, 92,

_ enemy of Lenig
Soviet state. He worked
ommunist movement, tryii
his supporters in the Coms

i henii imperialisticheskoi pro-
byl HTTh:::ml]n:laru:rr?;::“ u? Imperialist F'rupggund;g,
fey Years of Greay Achicvernents aof Socialli I ml:ﬂ.ucltium o CESU Histor) No. 12, 1965 p. 50.
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because the proletarian revolution had not yet won out in the

West Furopean countries, In 1936, he wrote: “Can we expect
that the Soviet Union will come out of the coming great war
without defeat? To this frankly posed question we will
answer as frankly. If the war should remajn
defeat of the Soviet Union would be inevitable, In a techni-
cal, economic and military sense imperialism is incomparahly
more strong. If it is not paralysed by revolution in the West.
imperialism will sweep away the regime which issued from
the October revolution.”!

Trotsky tried to substantiate the inevitability of the Soviet
Union's defeat in the coming war on the strength of his old
notorious “permanent revolution” doctrine. On the basis of
this bankrupt theory, Trotsky strove to mislead readers in-
experienced in politics and get them to accept the idea that
the “Soviet Union's inevitable defeat” would be nothing but
a “short episode” which was to be fol lowed by a “victory of
the proletariat™ throughout Europe.

Even before the victory of the Great October Revolution,
Trotsky used the “permanent revolution” doctrine to cover
up his fight against Lenin's theory of socialist revolution and
the conclusion that socialism could win out initially in a
few countries, or even in one, separate country, and when
the dictatorship of the proletariat was established in Russia, he
used his doctrine in an attempt to sabotage socialist construc-
tion in the USSR, and to restore capitalism in the country.
But when socialism had been built in the Soviet Union, Trots-
ky once again resorted to his theory in an effort to justify the
need to destroy the world’s first workers' and peasants’ state.
_ There was no longer any doubt in anyone's mind that the
“permanent revolution” doctrine was not the fruit of some
kind of mistake or “misapprehension” on Trotsky's part. It
has always been a demagogic weapon wielded by the Trots-
kyites in their fight against Leninism, the Soviet state and

the international communist movement.

only a war, the

£ 1

The struggle against Kautskyism and Trotskyism was of
great importance not only for the further strengthening of
the Bolshevik Party, but also of the entire international com-
munist and labour movement. The Bolsheviks' final break

' R. Palme Dutt, op. cit., P 247,

¥
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ists « Centrists was an example fol-

he opportunists and the (.-Itli st e i

rhlldt f:-}r cht-wiug elements in Social-Democratic _[Jq{llll::.l:;

I'i::nnd who set up the Communist Pm{-tﬁx which joined i
o 15 mational in 1919,

§ ., Communist International in y Jiv we
th‘L::ilr:dh:I{(:n:d it was necessary to acquaint the tmiuln_ul
parties with the Bolshevik Party's tx[ﬁt]'ll:lltt:.l_il.llllll. E::I}:ﬁ:
gised the historic importance of the struggle ”, LHE. e
viks in Russia against Centrism. In a s:p{:euh. d[ .t|.L--“rt i
Congress of the Communist International, he stressed: W egn
Russia have already had adequate political experience :n 4
struggle against the Centrists. As long as htul_w.;n )rw:ule:ﬁ::jms

1 s AFAINS ortunists and L 515,
re waging a struggle against our opp ists and Gents
:F:d alsugag%iicnﬁt the Mensheviks, and we were ‘rl_Ll.ur.iDl.!.l'.h-._ntl:l
only over the Mensheviks, but also over the scm:-uhnurn; -I;IL.:-

“}[rf we had not done this, we would m:lt h:;v:ﬁr ;:;r; J”r

i ey i ; hree and a h ;
retain power in our hands for t ,
:.l:-:n for llhrf_-f: and a half weeks, and w-:1: wm_..l{d not have
i rresses here,
ble to convene communist congresses .
hti:::in m:1d:: a special point in drawing :ntt#ﬂit:{;ﬂ of 'th
2 . - 1I.

' ist Parties to the need to hight agair
ffﬂ-tfl‘!'lﬂl [-“'1‘1“1_'-'"}“ - delegates to the Third Congress of
Centrism and gave the {Iftht,l_? ::a thu S SR b .

Comintern a reminder tha e i A0, SREITEN
lhh:d been held under the “Down Wlllh the l;_.l.ntnata! t_.‘,h:c
an. It will be recalled that Lhr_ f:-_:;c_und Lm!gtcssh n['[mll.
gan‘ rlil'll-('l'l‘t had adopted *21 conditions lm‘f:nlrjrr ”m?-t[ ;: i o
munist International, which closed access to LF"EH-—T -.tl';.'l. At
ganisations. Thanks to the resolute and princip ed ; ]l_-]ubE‘U—
against Centrism, the l'cvnluticmur}-'—m}llud(:d. h;:lnf:l.l;l t':.:il.:d

: ‘rance everal other countries dec
ts of Germany, France and several ol . le
Elaccept,thc “3] conditions , and this helped to establish
¥ ist Parties i s¢ countries.
pmmunist Parties in these o 3 | S
" When the Trotskyites and other anti- Pq:-l{gijEp: a:tﬂrrn_:}
i acks Ishevik Party's Leninist genera

up their attacks on the Bo . gene
]iII;E the Communists of all countries took a r«:.su:nlrutlrj tS:iITL"::

ainst these hostile attacks, wiudll were dD:I;IH a B{c?h : ':1.-
of harm to socialist construction in the USSR unf\ Lrll;c
ternational communist nmwzﬂwnt. The]..rfrregardiﬁgltlr;_ |5:¢:1[:£:ﬁ-.g

i T ' ir affair, clear :

ainst the Trotskyites as their own affa; ca . -
:Eat a victory for Trotskyism could do irreparable {IJI:II.EIIEL
not only to the Communists of Russia but of all CI:JL!I'[T.I.IILSi

Emphasising the great importance of the ideological anc

1 Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 472,
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political defeat inflicted by the Bolshevik Party on the Trots-
kyites, William Z. Foster, an outstanding leader of the in-
ternational communist and labour movement, wrote: “Even
more vital than the British general strike, the Austrian up
rising, or the revolutionary battles in China—during the
period between the fifth and sixth Comintern congresses
was the struggle that was developing in Russia against the
dangerous opposition movement led by Leon Trotsky. In
this fight not only was the fate of the Revolution in Russia
at stake, but also that of the world Communist movement.
A victory for the Trotsky forces would have been a decisive
success for world reaction.”!

In the 19205 and the 1930s, the international communist
and labour movement dealt Trotskyism a crushing blow from
which it never recovered. However, the leaders of the Trots-
kyite groups in some countries are now trying to retain the
role of a “fifth column™ in the international communist and
labour movement. They have been infiltrating the Parties
and mass organisations of the working people, where they
act as provocateurs and as actual accomplices of the impe-
rialists, spreading all sorts of inventions about the policy of
the Communist Parties, and hostility and mistrust for the
Soviet Union. Rodney Arismendi, First Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Uruguay,
put it very well when he said that today the Trotskyites
were the debris of an old shipwreck, the flotsam and jetsam
which is littering the waves of the world socialist revolution.?

The ideologists of anti-communism, who do not shun the
use of any means in their fight against the socialist camp
and the world communist and labour movement, have ac-
cepted Trotskyism as their weapon and hope that this bank-
rupt trend may be rehabilitated.

The propaganda of anti-communism had been intensihed
in this direction when the CPSU started to criticise the per
sonality cult. The ideologists of the imperialist bourgeoisic
were hoping to earn political capital on this event by making
an attempt to rehabilitate Trotskyism and in every possible
way to denigrate the history of the Leninist Party’s struggle

I William 2. Foster, History of the Three Internationals. The Ulorld
Socialist and Communist Movements from 1848 to the Present, MNew

York, 1957, p. 349.
1 Anti-Communism—a w.q.:glf.lpn of fntlflr.’r’l-ﬂﬁ.ﬂ Reaction, Moscow

1967, p. 241, (Russ, ed.).
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st it. But all these attempts on the part of the anti-
munists have failed, because the CPSU's criticism of
] pl:rsunerd‘ity cult did not and does not mean any rehabil -
lon of Trotskyism or of other anti-Leninist trends and
?uﬁl. The defeat inflicted by the CPSU on the Trotskyites,
K IE!IJ-W}ng L;pptj}'ltl.lniat.tt the national-deviationists and
upings hostile to Leninism, is a historical service
Mdﬂ'cd_ by the Party to the Soviet people and the world
NIFII'I‘EI'I.II‘.I.ISt ;:l[ll_llljlilhﬂur movement.
8 was fully explained by A, N. Kosygin, 1 T
Polithureau of the CPSU Central (Zumn:igtrtt-: ‘:::ﬂu(bll-t].u:}f
Miin of the USSR Council of Ministers, at a press conference
ven at the Diplomatic Press Association in Paris in Decem-
#1966, A UPI correspondent asked Kosygin: “Don’t you
lnk that Trotsky deserves to be rehabilitated and cleared
I thr: charges levelled against him in the Stalin epoch?”
Bplying to this spokesman of the anti-communist press,
ygin said: “If the author of this note is very much in-
terested in what Trotskyism is and in what damage it has
done to the -:ur!ununist movement, a special lecture could he
Aftanged on this question. Our Party, which has conducted a
Mitcessful struggle against Trotskyism, has always con-
lemned Trutrsk}'i.\'m and continues to condemn it. That is how
things stood in the past, and that is how they stand today.”!
H.II;IIHEL CL:ES]'IEIIJ lr::-.ts,k}ri.nm i.dcnlugica]ly and politically,
olshevik Party set an cxample of steadfastness and
uwal  to compromise in the struggle for the purity of
IXism-Leninism, demonstrating its indestructible unity
Wil eohesion round the Leninist banner. The historical ex.
perience of the CPSU's struggle against Trotskyism is a part
m unly_ﬂf its own experience, but of the other fraternal
inunist Parties and of the entire international com-
Winist and labour movement. All-round study of the ex-
Erl:m:n of the I‘.L‘tl'llliail Party, including its experience in
0 Miuggle against Trotskyism in the pre-revolutionary
ik, will help to expose Trotsky's present-day followers
0 are busy in a number of countries and are wm]uctinf;‘
Versive activity in the international labour movement. It
will also be of great help in exposing the bourgeois fal-
Wication of the history of the CPSU's struggle against Trots-
yham,
E—
! Pravda, December 5, 1966,

9
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