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INTRODUCTION

Over a pcriud of several decades, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union has been carrying on a sharp and im-
placable struggle against Trotskyism. Let us recall that it
began at the Party’s Second Congress 1n 1903,! when Leon
Trotsky (Bronstein) criticised some basic planks in the Par-
ty’s Programme and Rules. He tried to get the working class
of Russia and its vanguard to travel the beaten track of the
Social—Dcumcratic parties of Western Europe, in which the
opportunists were by then in the ascendant.? Trotsky acted
openly as the worst enemy of Leninism. The trend he led,
while remaining Menshevik, was in fact Russia’s brand of
international Centrism.

In the imperialist epoch, with a fierce class struggle in
progress, Centrism strove to prevent Social-Democratic work-
ers who were disillusioned with the behaviour of the op-
portunist leaders of the Social-Democratic parties from going
over to the revolutionary Marxists. To keep the workers from
leaving the Mensheviks, the Centrists resorted to ultra-rev-
olutionary talk and did not scruple to refer to the authority
of Marx and Engels or to exploit the workers’ noble urge
for the unity of their class, of their Party on the basis of
Marxist-Leninist principles.

i A sharp struggle between consistent Marxist revolutionaries led
by V. I. Lenin against the opportunists developed at the Second Con-
gress of the Party (which was then called the Russian Social-Dem-
ocratic Labour Party, RSDLP). Lenin and his followers, who won a
majority in the elections to the Central Party bodies, came to be known
as Bolsheviks (Russian: bolshinstvo—majority), and the opportunist
t:l;:mt:nts, as Mensheviks (Russian: menshinstvo—minority). At the Sixth
(ll,i‘“l@“'v) Conference (1912) the opportunists were expelled from the

5 For d-L‘lCLi]‘i see V. A. Grinko, N. A. Mitkin, Y. F. Sopin, S. S. Shau-
l'illjluln. Bmfm_ﬁm'm bolshevikoy protiv trotskizma (1909-fevral 1917 g.)
{1 1€ Br}lsh_cvlk Party’s Strugele Against Trotskyism [1903-Fcbruary
917]), Moscow, 1969.




The Trotskyites, constituting Russia’s brand of Centrism,

set themselves the task of uniting the Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks in one Party, with the revolutionaries subordinate
to the opportunists. In practice, this would have meant the
climination of the Bolsheviks as a new type of party. Thus,
Trotsky and his followers were acting as splitters of the Par-
ty, trying to knock together an assemblage of opportunist
clements as a counterweight to the Party. Later, when the

dictatorship of the proletariat was established in the coun-
et about trying to eliminate

try, the Trotskyites once again s
the Bolshevik Party, without whose leadership it was impos-
sible either to maintain and strengthen the dictatorship of
the working class or to build socialism and communism.
They demanded freedom to set up factions and groupings, a
practice that would have ruined the Party.

This book examines the Communist Party’s struggle against
Trotskyism in the post-October period, ending with 1927,
when Trotsky was expelled from the Party, and took up an
out-and-out anti-Soviet stand, converting Trotskyism into
a hanger-on of the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisic. Trots-
ky joined the Party as a Menshevik who had not laid down
his arms, who denied the possibility of socialism winning out
‘n the USSR, and who strove to send the country along @
bourgcois parliamentary way.

The Party’s struggle against Trotskyism became mos!
acute and bitter after the victory of the Great October Social-
ist Revolution, when the theoretical differences on the pos-
sibility of building socialism first in one, separate country
nded by fundamental contradictions over th
Party’s policy of socialist construction. The Trotskyites al-
ways clothed their attacks on the Party in loud statements
about defending the interests of the world proletarian rev-
olution and socialism, charging that the Bolshevik Party was
narrow-mindedly national and that it had either forgotten
or betrayed the interests of the international proletariat. Ac-
tually, however, they fully shared the views of the reform-
ist leaders of international Social-Democracy, who had aban-
doned the struggle for the dictatorship of the proletarial
and socialism. Trotsky and his followers tried to spread
among the Soviet working class scepticism about the suct
cess of socialist construction and to minimise in the ¢y©
of the international proletariat the Soviet Union’s grea!
liberatory role. They were given considerable assistance 11

were compou
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their efforts by the small groups of followers which Trotsky
had set up in the Communist Parties of the capitalist coun-
tries, where they purveyed anti-communist ideas and anti-
Qoviet slander.

Day in day out torrents of filth were poured on the Com-
munist Party and the Soviet Union by the West European
S{;cial~1)cnmc1'atic press and the newspapers and magazines
of renegades from communism while Trotsky was variously
celebrated as a “fighter for the working-class cause’. It
was necessary completely to expose these lies and to show
that Trotskyism had nothing in common with Marxism-
Leninism, or with the interests of the working class and its
tasks in the struggle for emancipation, and that, despite its
subtle disguise, it was aimed against the socialist revolution
and was acting as an advocate of capitalism.

The yarious anti-Party elements, including the Trotskyite
opposition, were usually galvanised into action at the turn-
ing points of the revolution and socialist construction, when
the Communist Party was faced with numerous difficulties.
In these periods, the unsteady elements, lacking the Marxist-
Leninist seasoning and political steadfastness, and feeling
pressure from the petty-bourgeois sections which shun pmlct—’
tarian organisation, self-control and discipline, begin to
vacillate and express doubts about the correctness of the Par-
ty’s policy. Let us recall that in the first ten years of the Soviet
power, the Party had to engage in a number of discussions
with the Trotskyites on issues crucial to the country’s future.

The most acute question after the October Revolution, on
which depended not only the existence of the young Soviet
Republic, but the fate of the world proletarian revolution
was the immediate conclusion of peace with Germany and
her allies.! The “neither peace nor war’ formula, which
E;‘ﬂﬁiky1‘1)111'319‘1‘}\‘711'(1 at HI‘C’.-.HIAI?C: virtually played into the

Is of the German imperialists, who were seeking a pre-
text for stamping out the Soviet power. The statements is-
sued by Trotsky and his followers on the conclusion of a
?rf;sc-c\ ‘trc‘aqi ran cﬂoun\tcr to the w'il{ar.ld desires of the broad

ses of working people, the peasants above all, who were
exhausted by the protracted imperialist war.

! The peace treaty was concluded between the RSFSR a - Ger-
II]E:EVE}I;:)?;11{(;\?1],1-2::“"' ;']\[njr;LriziI—IIu'.nf.;';t_.r)-'. '_{'urkcy and l}lltl:,f\aril;:il ;iltlLB%L‘Lﬂli—
e N()\’C]}]‘){_‘]'.‘]_'g_‘hlf]‘jl‘\.--\—,r‘:lf}. t was annulled by the Soviet Government




The trade-union discussion, which the Trotskyites forced
on the Party, got underway in late 1920 and early 1921,
grave economic, social and political

coinciding with the !
as it switched

crisis through which the country was going
from War Communism to the New Economic Policy (NEP).
At the time, keeping the Party united and further consolidat-
ing the alliance of the working class and the peasantry Werce
the most acute issucs. What was in fact involved, said a res-
olution of the January (1925) Plenary Meeting of the
RCP(B) Central Committee, was “the attitude to the peas-
antry, which was rising against War Communism, the at

titude to the mass of non-Party workers, and the Party’s
approach in general to the masses at a time when the Civil
War was already at an end”.

The next discussion with the Trotskyites was held in the
autumn of 1923, when the country was again faced with
big economic difficulties and when there appeared 2 wide
gpread between industrial and farm prices. The excessively
high prices of durables made them prohibitive for the peasants,
and the middle peasantry began to voice its dissatisfaction
over this state of affairs. That 1s precisely when Trotsky and
his followers forced a discussion on the Party about the
“Party apparatus’”, the “plan”, the CC’s alleged “peasant
deviation””, and the “conflict of g‘c:1lcl‘atim1.~'."’. The point af
issue was in fact again the alliance of the proletariat and
the peasantry, the prices policy, the monetary reform, the
preservation of the Party’s leading role in economic con-
struction and state organs, the fight against freedom to set up
factions and gr(mpingﬁ——thc issue was, in short, the main-
tenance of the Party’s Leninist line during the NEP period.

All of Trotsky’s attacks on the Party’s general line from
1918 to 1924 sprang from his semi-Menshevik view of the
proletariat’s attitude to the non-proletarian and semi-prole-
tarian sections of {he working people, his belittling of the
Party’s role in the revolution and socialist construction, and
his denial of the need for true ideological and organisational
unity of the Party’s ranks.

The discussion 1n the autumn of 1924 showed the differ-
ences between the Trotskyites and the Bolshevik Party to

1 KPSS v rezolyutsiyakh i resheniyakh syezdov, Konferentsii i ple
numov TsK (CPSU _in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses
Conferences and CC Plenums), Part 11, Moscow, 1954, p. 108 (herealter

" CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. - -)-
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even more serious. The discussion was sparked off by Trots-
ky’s slanderous article, “The Lessons of October”, which
he wrote as & foreword to his book 1917. He rejected out of
hand Lenin’s do.ctrinc of the motive forces of the Russian
revolution and, 1n contrast to Lenin’s evaluation of the Oc-
tober Revolution, put forward his own old theory of “per-
manent revolution”, despite the fact that it had been totally
cefuted by the practice of three Russian revolutions. At the
came time, Trotsky strove to convince the Party that even
before the establishment of the dictatorship of the Ip]‘olc~
tariat, Bolshevism had “ideologically re-armed itself”, that
s, it had taken the Trotskyite way, adopting the “pé]‘rﬂ&—
nent revolution” theory as its theoretical wcupi;n.

That was a distortion of the actual pl'cp;lmlinn for and
victory of the Great October Socialist Revolution and a
denial of the leading role played in the 1'&‘.\*‘0]uli0n‘ by ﬂltc
p(Jlshwik Party fmd its Central Committee, headed by 'Lcuin.
That was ascribing to Trotsky himself a special role in the
revolution. A resolution adopted by the January (1925)
Plenary Mecting of the RCP(B) Central Committee and Cen-
tral Control Commission described this article of Trotsky’s
as a revision of Bolshevism and said: “Present-day Trots-
l_cglsn}[!s esfsenllz_tlly a falsification of communism in the spirit of
:Lenltlll tllcl]c]t:::vl;\\xllltjw ttl;ll(;:t; ].":1.‘1.1‘0])13‘21‘11' ‘modcli; Qf pscudo«vl\iarxisqt,

o] ) 1€ spirit of ‘European Social-Democracy.”

T'he four successive discussions forced by Trotsky on the
Bolsh)cwk Party showed that the cleavage between him and
the Party I}vu{cne_d from year to year, as they bore on the
bE!;HIC questions of the Marxist-Leninist outlook and the Par-
ty’'s poh;::y. tactics and organisational principles. Because
Tr.ots.k_y s ha‘]f-bal{cd ideas were essentially Menshevist they
[ taatly adopied by e O ot b
B : 1‘c‘k (,'(_'.)]1( 11.119'11;1{1011:1!,lrL_‘nc—
t,}z]u es from communism who strove to denigrate Leninism
ihi E\L]S:I::‘J; :iffnl}l.if;.n,l..Em{{i the Communist International in
e .}h_c 1)(,11]-:“:;ffls“'i“i 0 1"_,ul1'npc so as to have them side
published '"l'r:tca]-'f:.' *t!l.l]l -“I:’i'?l";vlw'ﬂlc rencgade Paul Levi
e o Ky'S .41 .1§ ¢, e L.essons n_F October™, in

‘man with an introduction of his own, while the German
Soglxﬂ -Democratic Jeadership undertook to i reulate it. ‘
Pal‘th::-..:tslthu?} E}[, 1.1_'11.5 bm}lf give a dc_l‘ailcd analysis of the

rty’s struggle against Irotskyism in the Soviet period,

__‘1-__: DOTT - 2 .
CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. .., Part II, p. 108
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exposing the ideas and acts of Trntsk}-' and his followers,
which were erroneous and harmful for the dictatorship of
the working class. Reading the book helps one to se¢ how the
Trntskyihcsk came to a final break with Marxism-Leninism
as early as the 1925-1927 period, sliding down to anti-Sovi-
etism and starting to organise an anti-Soviet party, which
carried them into the camp of the (.‘f_!t‘l‘l“li‘cl‘-1'\‘.\-‘011111011.

The authors present @ great body of facts to show that
the fight carried on by Trotsky and his followers against the
Bolshevik Party was not the result of temporary 111}51:\1{(-\- or
delusions, but of deliberately hostile activity, which natu-
rally led him into the counter-revolutionary camp.

In its struggle against Trotskyism, the Communisf Party
was implacabﬂli: and displayed a high sens¢ of pr_mcrplc. I'his
was a life-and-death issue for the young Sovicl chuE)Eer.
involving the historical destiny of the country and the whole
of mankind, and bearing on the fundumcn%nl pro‘hlmm of
Marxist-Leninist ideology, and the programme, strategy, tac
tics and m‘gunisati(mal principles of the new type of party. I‘u
these circumstances, the Party’s Central Committee not only
safeguarded the Leninist doctrine from Trotskyite revision,
but also further developed 1t, upheld the policy of \\-'cln‘k_nv__—
for the victory of socialism, and secured its |_111plt:p*1:3nl;ﬂ:n_nlw.

The writing of a scientific history of the Partys struggle
against Trotskyism 18 also highly IHCLl‘l“l.inf_‘_,'irl‘li today, when
the bourgeois falsifiers of history arc singing 1 rotsky’s praises
in an effort to revive the rotien corpsc of Trotskyi
Today, the bourgeoisie regards Trotskyism as iis;' ad.\-'n(';} ¢
in the fight against revolutionary }*I:u'xim‘l. and 1ts ideolo-
gists have been trying to sell a refurbished version of it to
the working class and communist movement and to redecm
'l'rot_sl{\-'isn{ in the eyes of the fighters against imperialism
It has been assigned the role of a “fifth column’” within th
revolutionary movement, in the fight against communism.

Present-day Trotskyites have been treading in the step
of their master, like him betraying the interests of the work
ing class and acting as agents of in_u)crin]im]_ in the work-
ing-class movement. That is why it 15 @ most important and
pressing task to study the experience of the Commun!
Party’s struggle against Trotskyism, to expos¢ the slande!
ous statements by Trotsky’s prcscni—day followers in sOmX

countries, and fo show the masses their splitting activity 1

the working-class movement.

Chapter I

THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY'S STRUGGLE AGAINST
TROTSKYISM DURING THE PEACE TALKS
AT BREST-LITOVSK

Exposure of Trotsky's Anti-Leninist Stand
on Theoretical and Tactical Questions of the
Socialist Revolution

The establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat in
Russia led to a change in the world balance of class forces,
and opened up broad prospects for deepening and extending
the anti-imperialist movement. This gave rise to the need
for a profound analysis of the socio-economic and political
changes in the Qoviet Republic, and determination of the
ways and concrete tasks of socialist construction.

Lenin summed up the world historical significance of the
October Revolution and showed that henceforth the contra-
diction between socialism and capitalism was the principal
one, which determined the character and content of the new
epoch in world history. All the political developments in
the world, he said, were henceforth concentrated on the
central issue—the imperialist fight against the Soviet Re-
public.!

A correct understanding of the processes going forward
throughout the world hinged on the comprehension of the
international significance of the October Revolution and the
part Soviet Russia had to play in the struggle for liberation
of all nations. Let us recall that during the First World
War Lenin had analysed the specific manifestations of the
law of the uneven economic and political development of the
capitalist countries under imperialism, and predicted that
the socialist revolution could win out initially in a few or
even in one single country. The subsequent coursc of his-
torical events showed that Lenin’s prediction had been scien-
tific and correct.

In the post-October period, Lenin further elaborated this

| See V. L Lenin, Collected tDorks, Vol. 31, p. 241,
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proposition in the light of the prospects of the socialist con-
struction which had started in Soviet Russia. The very next
day after the establishment of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, he declared that the country was entering a new
phase of historical development and that the third revolution
in Russia was ultimately bound to lead to the victory ol
socialism.!

Under Lenin’s guidance, the Party started to organise
the socialist state. Overcoming the resistance of the bour-
geoisie, the Soviet power began to hand over factories,
plants, power stations and mines into the hands of the pco-
ple. At the end of 1917 and in the first half of 1918, the
Council of People’s Commissars? and the All-Russia Central
Executive Committee of the Soviets? issued decrees national-
ising the banks and separate enterprises and then the whole
of large-scale industry, and cancelling the external loans
contracted by the tsar and the Provisional Government.
Workers’ control over the production and distribution of
commodities was instituted throughout the country. Tor all
practical purposes, land was nationalised. These measures
of the Soviet Government cut the economic ground from
under the exploiting classes and laid the foundations of the
socialist system.

Lenin believed that it was necessary and possible to car-
ry the revolution in Russia to a complete transformation of
economic and political life along socialist lines.

Trotsky took the opposite stand. He still clung to his
“permanent revolution” theory and insisted that the Soviet
Republic would find itself in a desperate state, unless there
was an instant victorious revolution in Europe. He flatly
denied the possibility of socialism winning out in one coun-
try, and told the Second All-Russia Congress of Soviets:
“Unless the insurgent peoples of Europe crush imperialism,
we ourselves shall be crushed; that is indubitable.”

The first major clash with Trotsky in the post-October
period was over the conclusion of the Peace Treaty of Brest-

UV, 1. Lenin, Collected Works. vol. 26, p. 239.

* CPC—the ecarlier name of the Soviet Government.—FEd.

b All-Russia CEC—the supreme legislative, administrative and con-
trol organ of the RSFSR.—Id.

" Wtoroi Userossiiskii Syezd Sovietov R. i S, D. (Second All-Rus-
sin. Congress of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers” Deputies), Moscow-
Leningrad, 1928, p. 29. :
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Litovsk. Soviet Russia was then going through a tense and
difficult time. The Communist Party’s most urgent task was
to stop the war and secure a breathing space so as to safe-
guard the gains of the October Revolution, consolidate the
Soviet power, organise the forces to beat back any possible
imperialist attack and create favourable conditions for
socialist construction. Lenin said: “From the very beginning
of the October Revolution, foreign policy and international
relations have been the main questions facing us.”!

Lenin’s Decree on Peace, adopted by the Second All-
Russia Congress of Soviets, branded the imperialist war as
the most heinous crime against humanity: the world’s first
workers’ and peasants’ state called on all the belligerent
countries and their governments to stop the slaughter and to
conclude a general peace on democratic terms.

Soviet Russia’s peace initiative was rejected by the gov-
ernments of Britain, France and the USA, who had a stake
in continuing the imperialist war. A few days after the pub-
lication of the Decrec on Peace, the mood of the reactionary
circles of the imperialist powers was expressed by the French
Prim’?. Minister Clemenceau when he declared: “I am at
war.”’2

The governments of the imperialist states realised that
once Soviet Russia was out of the war she would increase
her influence on the revolutionary struggle of the working
people of the world. That is why, as soon as the workers’
and peasants’ state was established, they started a broad
campaign designed to discredit its policy of peace. In their
efforts to implement their perfidious schemes, the reaction-
ary circles of the capitalist countries resorted to the most
subtle methods in blocking the conclusion of peace, and did
not scruple to violate the elementary rules of relations be-
tween states. They strove to frustrate the Soviet Govern-
ment's peace initiative by all manner of means, including
open threats against the Soviet Republic, attempts to knock
together an anti-Soviet centre at the Russian armv’s GHQ,
the weaving of a web of plots and conspiracies, and open
Support for the counter-revolutionary forces inside the
country,

: V. L Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 28, p. 151.
. = Jacques Duclos, Octobre 17 vu de France, Editions Sociales, Pa-
tis, 1967, p. 103. '
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In November 1917, in view of the refusal of the Entente
countries to negotiate peace, the Soviet Government began
peace talks at Brest-Litovsk with Germany and her allies,
Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey. At the peace talks,
ation upheld a programme of general dem-

the Soviet deleg
nations to self-

ocratic peace, championed the right of all
determination, and demanded a withdrawal ot troops occu
e territories of other countries, renunciation of an-

pying th
f pt;litiull

nexations and indemnities and the granting o
independence to colonial peoples.

However, at the end of December 1917, the German Gov-
ernment came to be dominated by a military clique which
openly advocated the seizure and annexation of foreign
territories. On December 29, 1917, the German delegation
at Brest-Litovsk made a set of territorial claims, flatly de-
manding acceptance of its terms. The Soviet Government was
faced with this alternative: either an onerous peace with the
Quadripartite Alliance (Germany, Austria-Hungary, Turkey
and Bulgaria) or war. There was essentially no other way
out, Lenin said at that time.!

In view of the complicated internal and international
position of the Soviet Republic, Lenin came out in favour of
signing an annexationist peace with Germany and her allies.
Lenin was opposed by the Mensheviks, Cadets,? anarchists
and SRs?, who tried to prevent the establishment of peace
by loud talk about the need to go on fighting "to a victorious
end”, and made desperate efforts to push the Soviet Re
public into a disastrous war against the other states.

At that precarious moment Trotsky launched an attack
within the Party against Lenin’s strategy and tactics on the
war-or-peace issue. He came out with his ‘“‘neither peacc,
nor war’ formula, which meant: no signing of peace, no
waging of war, and demobilising the army. The conclusion
of the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty was also opposed by the
“Left Communists” headed by Bukharin, who proposed
so-called revolutionary war against the imperialists. Trotsky
argued that “no matter how subtle we are, no matter what

I See V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 26, p. 444.

2 Cadets—members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the lead-
ing party of the imperialist bourgeoisie in Russia, founded in 1905, —£d

3 Shs (Snriuﬁ_\'!—Hr':lnhs.‘i'fmmf{ s)—members of a petty-hourgeois party
which emerged in Russia in 1902. After the October Revolution the
SRs actively fought the Soviet power.—Ed.
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kind of tactics we contrive, only a European revolution, in
the full sense of the word, can save us’.!

As before, so after the revolution, Trotsky refused to
understand the nature of imperialist contradictions and the
tendencies in the development of monopoly capitalism. In
antithesis to Lenin’s conclusion that the uneven economic and
pnliticall development of the imperialist countries was becom-
ing ever more acute, he held that their development was
levelling off. From this it followed that in the 20th cen-
tury the conditions of the class struggle in the various coun-
tries were “levelling off” so that FEurope as a whole was
ripe for instant revolution. At the same time, Trotsky spread
the theory that capitalism was “stagnating”, implying that
from the First World War on it had entered info a ?)crin.cl
of "‘;1l)snlutc stagnation and breakdown.

The October Revolution showed Trotsky’s inventions about
the prospects of a collapse of impcrizflism to be utterly
groundless, but even after October 1917 Trotsky and his fol-
lowers continued to distort the dialectical interconnection
and character of the proletariat’s class struggle in each
country and on a world scale. They invented all kinds of
abstract constructions, engaged in tenuous calculations about
an instant victory of the revolution in the West Furopean
countries, and tried in every way to minimise the inter-
national importance of the Octobér Revolution and to dis-
tort Soviet Russia’s place and role in the world-wide move-
ment for liberation.

I'rotsky regarded the October Revolution not as a com-
ponent part of the emancipation struggle of the international
wlpr%\'m;z; c]us.\,Tbui: only as a malch that would instantly set
?)'flgl]‘l‘[t(; d\:?;):llu i{,:},;lil;-liillizittwi;q{gC1heyld Ifl{mt n'nll'iy the collapse
Soviet Republic’s c\it;i'r.ncc.“‘lnd“ ""“'('m‘( eahs l_)‘)-:}ﬁ’blc e

s exis : give it meaning. That was

a petty-bourgeois revolutionist attitude, a Left-wing op-

portunist approach to the theory and tactics of lhcbcl‘ilus'

struggle. ’ il
R . 5 .

0(;[[;1{{:\ .l i'}uiﬁk)-'nbcs 1)({%;'1151"'011‘1 ?1fli'LL‘I(?(: to the fortunes of the

sber Revolution was a corollary of this kind of reason-
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Exi-v:s{fh'm“ f.\h‘um_\' g‘r':rlr' RKP(B). Stenografichesky otchot (Seventh
196-17“01 dinary (;:_unu'cw of the RCP(B), Verbatim Report), Moscow,
2, p. 65 (hercalter—Seventh Extraordinary Congress  of the
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ing. They denied the need to defend and maintain the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat in Russia on the plea that i
tended to slow down the collapse of world imperialism. The
“Left Communists”, the SRs and other petty-bourgeois
adventurists took the same attitude.

Lenin resolutely opposed the Trotskyite attempts to mini-
mise the international importance of the October Revolution
and gave profound theoretical backing for the idea that i
was natural and necessary for the working class of Russia
and its Party to defend their proletarian country as the chief
international duty. In further developing the Marxist doc-
trine, Lenin proved that the division of spheres of influence
between imperialist alliances could result in agreement be-
tween them and inan interweaving of the interests of different
imperialist countries. The overthrow of bourgeois domination
in this or that country deals a heavy blow at the system of
imperialism. That is why the victory of socialism in one
country is a component part of the world revolutionary proc
ess and a most important stage on the way to the final
elimination of exploiting classes.

The October Revolution not only dealt a powerful blow
at the bourgeoisie of Russia, but also shook the imperialist
system as a whole. It sparked off revolutionary initiatives
by other contingents of the world proletarian army, brought
about a considerable increase in their activity and helped to
consolidate and strengthen their ranks. Under its direct
impact, revolutions took place in Finland and Germany as
early as 1918, while the liberation movement grew in the co-
Jonial and dependent countries of Asia, Africa and America
Emphasising the interconnection between the revolutionary
changes in Russia and the anti-imperialist struggle of the
proletariat of other countries, Lenin said that in Octobe:
1917 the working class of Russia had given tremendous as-
sistance to the world liberation movement by raising the
banner of socialist revolution.! This is something the Trots
kyites totally discounted.

The historical importance of the October Revolution was
not limited to its direct influence in accelerating the class
struggle in other countries. Lenin said that it determined the
main_ lines of the world’s revolutionary renovation, and
expressed regularities of the class struggle which were bound

1 See V. L. Lenin, Collected TWorks, Vol. 27, p. 188.
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to recur in other countries. There was profound international
significance in Lenin’s conclusions about the leading role of
the new-type party, the hegemony of the proletariat and the
alliance of the working class and the peasantry, the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, the need to eliminate private property
and establish social property in the means of production, the
need to organise the defence of the revolutionary gains
against internal and external enemies, about the Jd'icﬂéiship
of nations, and the international solidarity of the working
eople, conclusions which were all confirmed in the course
of the proletarian revolution in Russia.

Countering the Trotskyite prophecies, Lenin set before
the working-class Party and all the working people of Russia
the main task of safeguarding the Soviet Republic as the
bastion and mainstay of the world liberation movement, and
of defending the gains of the dictatorship of the proletariat
because “today the cause of socialism could suffer no heavier
blow than the collapse of the Soviet power in Russia™.' The
fortunes of the revolutionary struggle depended on whether
the working class and all the working people of Russia were
able to preserve their revolutionary gains.

Lenin exposed the defeatist approach of Trotsky and other
opportunists and emphasised that, with the emergence of the
Soviet Republic, “the preservation of the republic that has
already begun the socialist revolution is most important to
us and to the international socialist movement”.* That was
precisely the basis of Lenin’s strategy and tactics designed
to conclude the enforced annexationist peace with the Austro-
Ge}*man bloc, so as to preserve and consolidate the work-
ers’ and peasants’ state.

B e ipiceie as tn ey the mesmins of his

_ : gies so as to twist the meaning of his-
torical events—was clearly brought out during the struggle
vaacsr l;l;zt c?;—ti&tﬁ:z&»((I)filth; p(,a(tn,ihuilt\ U'[[ li_:‘_cs{:—],ifova'f{,\ It
Paris C(‘JIHIIDUI‘]C and the ()cliti:'}l;g ‘11’IULl i

_ and : r Revolution.
[ e s St
] 1 une he een the revolutionary
:’:Lnguard. 0_1 the qu'l_‘opc ’n! its ({a}.}' \-\-'hqcrc:is Soviet Russia
s nothing of the kind, and that “the European proletariat

L See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27 ;
e V. 1. L < i | S, . 27, p. 61.
2 Ibid., Vol. 26, p. 452. il A
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is more mature for socialism than we are. Even if we are
crushed, there is still absolutely no doubt at all that there
cannot ensue a historical failure of the kind that occurred
after the Paris Commune”.!

That was fundamentally at variance with Lenin’s char-
acteristic of the October Revolution. Let us recall that Lenin
put a high value on the experience of the Paris Communc
for the subsequent development of the socialist movement.
[n his works, Fear of the Collapse of the Old and the Fiohi
for the New, How to Organise Competilion, The Proletar-
san Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, and other writ-
ings, Lenin analysed the programme of the Paris Com
mune, its essence and weaknesses, which led to the deleat
of the first harbinger of the proletarian revolution.

Lenin countered Trotsky’s inventions by showing the his-
torical continuity between the Paris Commune and the Soviet
Republic, which he regarded as links in the same chain o!
proletarian class struggle.? But Lenin also characterised the
Commune as the embryo of the Soviet power, adding that
the Soviet Republic was a higher type of proletarian statc
than the Commune.

Lenin sharply criticised the Trotskyites and other “Lef
opportunists for their failure to understand the actual rela
tion of forces, and emphasised that destruction of the Soviet
Republic, far from carrying the proletariat closer to its
revolutionary goal, would, in fact, weaken the growing inter-
national ties and have a grave effect on the working-class
struggle against imperialist oppression. Lenin referred to the
lessons of past class battles, especially that of the Paris Com-
mune and of the Russian revolution of 1905-1907, and anti-
cipated an inevitable offensive by reaction if revolutionary
Russia were defeated. He stressed that if the Soviet power
were to go down, the chain of imperialism breached by the
October Revolution would once again be joined, and the
shaken imperialist positions streng thened.

The provocative line taken by Trotsky and his followers
echoed the aims of the aggressive circles of imperialism and
the bourgeois-landowner counter-revolutionaries, who werc
nursing the hope of destroying Soviet Russia, weakening the
revolutionary forces, and preserving and consolidating the

U Seventh Extraordinary CGongress of the RCP(B)..., p. 71
2 Gee V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 28, p. 431.
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ositions of monopoly capitalism. A characteristic feature of
Trotsky’s bch;u:iuur during the conclusion of the Brest-
Litovsk Peace Treaty was his striving to cover up his reck-
less orientation with declamatory statements, on which he
almost at once rencged. This was most pronounced in his
attitude to the revolutionary war slogan. :

The demand for an instanf revolutionary war against the
pourgeoisic of Germany and “the whole world” was advanced
by the “Left” opportunists immediately after the October
Revolution. At the Seventh Congress of the RCP(B), this
slogan was the basis of speeches by Bukharin and his fol-
lowers, who saw only two extreme alternatives: a revolution-
ary war, to be started right away, or surrender to the enemy
and renunciation of the dictatorship of the proletariat. At
the Congress, Bukharin argued that despite the prospect of
a series of defeats there should be no compromise with the
bourgeoisie, because “we can accept the prospect of instant
war against the imperialists”.! Refusal to fight a revolution-
ary war, he declared, meant that “there is no prospect at
all”, a'nd the only thing to do is to “knit oneself a stomacher
and sit by the fire” The “Left” phrasemongers accused
the Communist Party of deviating towards opportunism and
refusing to wage a revolutionary war against imperialism.

In the carly stages of the discussion, Trotsky appeared
to take a dim view of the idea of instant revolutionary war
and even said on several occasions that it was impossible.”

.Today, bourgeois historians fall back on this fact in their
distortcr([ descriptions of the period of struggle for the peace
treaty. They seek to create the impression that in that period
tbcre were no differences between Lenin and Trotsky. Leonard
Schapiro, for instance, claims that in 1917 and 1918 Trotsky
:?Og;tchr !\,w‘th Lcnin'”"di._s?d]k}iss;;d‘ tFI‘C.‘Ellt’(_'ll‘llaﬁ\’.{.l of revolu-

ary war out of hand”.* Werner Scharndorff distorts the
Pariy.'s policy in that period in the same way.
~ This view of the record of the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty
1§ totally at variance with the actual course of events. In

;Sr’f_rf-n!h Extraordinary Congress of the RCP(B). .., p. 26
: blhid.. p. 33. : . o
See Protokoly Tsentralnoge Komiteta RSDRP(B i 3
Dee | koly 1 10 ISDRP(B) (Minutes of the
CCll!Illill (_I,unll]tliluc of the RSDLP(B)), Moscow, 1‘.1'}'\,J 1)(. 211: : i
196_0‘ p ?;1.11?1;:!1'::. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, London,

. ;53(‘(: W. Scharndorff, Die Geschichte der KPdSU, Mimchen, 1961,
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fact, on the fundamental issues of war, peace and revolutio
Trotsky then took a stand which was the very opposite o
Lenin’s. His occasional statements at the carly stages of the
discussion about war being inexpedient, really served
cover up the substance of the matter. The whole tenor o
Trotsky’s views and attitudes impelled him into the arn
of those who advocated a revolutionary war, those whos
platform he scon openly adopted.

Trotsky told the Seventh Congress of the RCP(B) that the
advocates of war took the most correct view. He saw as the
only obstacle to his issuing a call for a revolutionary we
the unwillingness of the majority of the Party, led by Leni
to support such a call.! Trotsky justified the splitting actiy
ity of the “Left Communists™,? declaring that “it was thei
duty, over-riding formal Party considerations, to make
issue of the matter”, inasmuch as they believed that instan
revolutionary war against imperialism was “the only solu
tion and the sole salvation™.”

Lenin subjected the attitude of the advocates of revolu
tionary war to devastating criticism, and proved that in the
concrete situation of 1918 it was quite untenable. But let u
note that the Bolsheviks nowhere in principle denied the
revolutionary war slogan but, on the contrary, accepted
depending on whether it would serve the purposes of the
revolution. During the bourgeois-democratic revolution
1905-1907, Lenin emphasised that there was historical expe
rience to show that under capitalism revolutionary wars we:
not only possible but showed in fact a positive trend, whic!

is why the proletariat should never forswear participation

in such wars and should regard them as just.’

During the First World War, Lenin said that the prole
tariat would use arms to fight against any attempt to “c
port” counter-revolution. That would be a just and legiti
mate war. In this context, the Party saw participation in

revolutionary war in close connection with its struggl

against abstract pacifism, defencism and the denial of th
defence-of-one’s-country slogan.

U Seventh Extraordinary Congress of the RCP(B). . ., pp. 65, 66, 72, 1

2 “Left Communists’—an anti-Party factional group which
shape within the RCP(B) in early 1918 over the differences on
conclusion of the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty.

3 Seventh Extraordinary Congress of the RCP(B)..., p. 69.

% See V. L. Lenin, Collected tDorks, Vol. 13, p. 80.
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In the April Theses' and his speech at the First All-Rus-
sia Congress of Soviets, Lenin once again :L:frcxscd that the
Marxists of Russia regarded the demand of a revolutionary
war as being subordinate to the interests of the proletariat’s
class struggle, which is why they would agree to one only if
power was in the hands of the working class and the poor
peasantry. To repudiate the revolutionary-war slogan would
mean deviating towards pacifism.”

Despite the demagogic declarations of Trotsky and his
followers, the Bolsheviks did not, after October 1917, repu-
diate the revolutionary-war slogan. In the post-October pe-
riod, Lenin repeatedly said that a war was possible and
preparations should be made for one, considering that the
imperialist aggressors would try to destroy the world’s first
workers’ and peasants’ state. Lenin said the Trotskyites were
making a mistake by taking an abstract approach to the ques-
tion of a revolutionary war, ignoring the balance of class
forces inside the country and in the international arena.’

The demand for instant revelutionary war just after the
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat was un-
tenable primarily because of Soviet Russia’s grave economic
situation. The rule of the tsar and the landowners, the
Provisional Government’s anti-popular policy and the devas-
tating imperialist war had brought the country’s economy
to a disastrous state. Production in the leading industries had
dropped sharply. In 1917, large-scale industry was produc-
mg at 77 per cent of the prewar level;* 44 blast furnaces
out of 177 were idle and the rest were operating below ca-
pacity. Many enterprises were being closed down because of
lack of metal, fuel and raw materials. There was an acute
shortage of food. Lenin wrote: “A country of small peasants,
hungry and tormented by war, only just beginning to heal
its wounds, opposed to technically and organisationally high-
€r productivity of labour—such is the objective situation at
he bcginning of 1918.”% The reduction in industrial output,
the crisis in agriculture, and the fuel shortage insistently

——
i A reference to Lenin’s Theses, “On the Tasks of the Proletariat
igrﬂ_ll—' !}JI'&'\'CHT Revolution”, which he made public at a Bolshevik meet-
8 In Petrograd (now Leningrad) on April 4(11), 1917.

7 bl‘-}' V. I. Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 25, p. 39.

‘( Ibid., Vol 27, p. 48.
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i "3;«.'1_‘ (.\.fr;rf_-_.'r.r SSSR (History of the USSR), No. 4, 1957, p. 27.

V. 1. Lenin, Collected tWorks. Vol. 27, p. 22.
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demanded a breathing space, however short, in order to gef
the ruined economy going again.

The workers and peasants were exhausted and had n
desire to fight, and that was one of the most important fac-
tors which made a revolutionary war in those conditions
impossible. Let us recall that the overwhelming majorit
of the workers’, soldiers’ and peasants’ deputies attending
the Third All-Russia Congress of Soviets came out against
the war and approved Lenin’s policy of concluding peacc
and ensuring the conditions for socialist construction. Poll
of gubernia, volost and uyezd Soviets, taken on Lenin’s or
ders in February and March 1918, showed that broad scc
tions of the people supported the Soviet Government’s peac
policy. Of the 173 uyezd Soviets 88 came out for peace.’
The reports coming in from the localities also provided evi-
dence that the calls for a revolutionary war were baseless
Of the 31 telegrams received by the Fourth All-Russia Con-
gress of Soviets from volost Soviets, 22, or 71 per cent, con-
tained calls for peace.

The fact that the Soviet Republic lacked the military force
to defend the gains of the October Revolution also made
the immediate conclusion of peace an urgent necessity. Hav
ing made a thorough study of the concrete situation, the re-
ports from the front and letters from soldiers, Lenin arrived
at the conclusion that the old army had disintegrated and
had lost its fighting efficiency. It was a diseased organism
wasted by the long imperialist carnage. A spontaneous dem-
obilisation had begun at the front, with the soldiers leaving
their units en masse.

With the imperialist war still on, the Soviet state found
itself in a highly dangerous situation because the old Rus-
sian army was totally unfit to fight and a new, workers’ and
peasants’ army was still to be arrayed. In these circumstancces,
the preaching of a revolutionary war against imperi
ism amounted to a reckless and criminal gamble over
future of the Soviet Republic.

Having made a comprehensive analysis of the real facis
Lenin drew the conclusion that “the muzhik will not have
revolutionary war”, and that in those conditions the worl
ing people were quite unable to fight a war.? The Party had

t See Lenin Miscellany XI. p. 60 (in Russian).
2 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, pp. 96-97.
3 Ibid., Vol 26, p. 523, Vol. 27, p. 46.

to reckon with the mood of the broad masses. Lenin’s policy
__to withdraw from the war and secure a breathing space
by concluding a separate annexationist peace—expressed the
working people’s will and true interests.

The Trotskyites and other “Left-wing™ phrasemongers took
a different approach. A characteristic feature of their behav-
sour was refusal to reckon with the opinions, feelings and
demands of the masses. They revised the fundamental tenet
of Marxism on the decisive role of the masses in history.
The Trotskyites believed that it was not the people but they
themselves that shaped the course of history. )

Trotsky clearly displayed his petty-bourgeois adventurist
nature in the first year ol the pmlciariaﬁ dictatorship in
Russia. At the Party’s Seventh Congress he poured scorn
on the inertness of the “broad masses of backward people”,
who refused to “fight the war against the Germans and
against our bourgeoisie”.! At the same time, the opponents [
of the Leninist line called for “pressure on the masses”,
arguing that in that way “we shall have a real holy war”.?

Historical experience shows that it is not aroundless calls,
to say nothing of coercion, that generate revolutionary en-
thusiasm among the masses. The working people must draw
conviction from their own experience that a revolutionary
war is necessary. Countering the calls of the “Left-wing”
opposition, Lenin emphasised that a revolutionary war would
generate energy and a capacity to work miracles only when
the working people took an interest in it, so that they knew
what they were doing and what they were fighting for.3
But_ the Trotskyites wanted an instant revolutionary war at
a time when the bulk of Soviet Russia’s popll]at‘i()n;wals op-
posed to war. Theirs was a stand which threatened to bring
down the dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin attacked the
gdvloce'ltcs of a revolutionary war and stressed: “The Soviet
Oﬁgiahlst;llhl;gn!h]:f’t lc:?.mu'}t' wage a war when the obviously
3 drw 1clming majority of the masses of workers, peasants
WY;r.’S,gldu:rs who elect deputies to the Sovicts are against the
tiolf;cglfn sh‘qwcd that the Trotskyite approach to the ques-
g revolutionary war was also unsound in the light
l“%cp;'-mh Extraordinary Congress of the RCP(B). .., p. 66
5 q),lfl.,r]};a_ 106, 107. N
i il:itd\ ,VI.IT_.E;I_lm. (::thuh d Works, Vol. 30, p. 153.

-+ vol. 27, p. 59,




of the aims and the purposes of the proletariat’s class strug-
gle. The incongruous Trotskyite calls for Soviet Russia
instant attack on imperialism were based on the anti-Marxis
thesis that the declaration of a revolutionary war agains
the capitalist world would result in instant world revo-
lution.

In attacking Lenin’s stand, Trotsky insisted that renun
ciation of peace with Germany would make it possible “to
exert a revolutionising effect on the German proletariat”
This Trotskyite idea was even more clearly expressed by the
“Left Communists”, who asserted that a revolutionary wan
fought as it would be against technically well-equipped
states, would promote a revolution in the West and speed

it up.?

The “Left-wing” phrasemongers tried to reinforce their
stand by asserting that in the West European countries
revolution was rapidly coming to a head. They exaggerated
the role of the strikes which had broken out in Germany and
Austria, and from January to March 1918 kept saying that
a revolution had started in Western Europe, that the gos
ernment of Wilhelm II was about to collapse, and that Lieb-
knecht would be “installed in power” within a few days. The
Trotskyites even tried to predict the exact date of the total
collapse of the imperialist system and to set deadlines for
the outbreak of revolutions in other countries. This kind of
reasoning was based on the anti-Marxist idea that war could
give world revolution “a push” and bring on the destruction
of the imperialist system.

In their lifetime Marx and Engels, exposing petty-bou
geois conspirators, dubbed them alchemists of revolution
because they did not set themselves the task of organising
massive revolutionary struggle but relied on a forcible ac-
celeration of the revolutionary process through action by
lone-wolf individuals, “artificially pushing it into crisis and
staging extempore revolutions, without the necessary condi-
tions being there”.?

In the new historical situation, the Trotskyites sought to
revive the old petty-bourgeois views and to have them a
cepted as a “policy platform” for working out and imple-

ventlh Extraovdinary Congress of the RCP(B). .., p. 68.
* See Sotsial-Demokrat, February 23 (March 8), 1918,
3 Marx/Engels, (Uerke, Bd. 7, Berlin, 1960, S. 273.
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menting the foreign policy ‘of the Soviet state, and the
Party’s strategy {11_1(! _t‘;tci.l(‘rs_ln the mtlc_rlmtm_nal arena.

Lenin sharply criticised this ultra-Leftist attitude, showing
it to be totally untenable in the light both of the general
principles of the Marxist doctrine of the proletariat’s class
struggle and of the concrete revolutionary developments
after the October Revolution.

Summing up the experience in the struggle of the prole-
tariat of Russia and the world, Lenin pointed out that rev-
olutions cannot be “impelled” from outside to originate and
develop, but must result from the maturing of the contradic-
tions in a given society. Revolutions depend on deep-going
objective processes and cannot arise without a revolutionary
situation. Lenin categorically rejected any attempt at forc-
ibly implanting socialism in other countries, and reckless
strivings to start a war “to spark off” the flames of revolu-
tion in the West. In an article, entitled “Strange and Mon-
strous”, he declared the idea of giving world revolution “a
push” to be anti-Marxist.

When exposing Trotsky’s unsound and harmful stand,
Lenin repeatedly urged the need for a scientifically grounded
consideration of the extent to which the revolution had
matured, and warned against groundless prognostications and
childish and thoughtless attempts to get ahead of events. He
underlined the harm of haste in assessing the prospects and
course of the proletariat’s class struggle. Lenin said that the
“Left-wing” phrasemongers were engaging in wishful think-
ing because the revolution in the West was. maturing but
had not yet matured,! and it would be inexcusable adventur-
1sm fo try to “give it a push” by means of war. Risking an
armed fight with capitalism and jeopardising the very exis-
tence of the Soviet government would not in fact help but
hinder the mat uring of the revolution, because it could
result in the destruction of its main base. That is why Lenin
said the attempts by the “Left-wing” opportunists to base
their tactics on an expectation of faster revolutionary de-
Velopments in Western Europe were adventurism and
phrasemongering.

enin repeatedly subjected the “Left-wing” doctrinaires
0 sharp criticism for their sectarian and voluntarist ap-
Proach to the problems of the anti-imperialist movement,
e

1

See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, pp. 24, 95-96.
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and for their refusal to take strict account of the degree f
which the subjective and objective factors in a socialist rey
olution had matured.

Lenin said the calls to impose socialism on other coun
tries by force of arms amounted to a complete break with
Marxist doctrine and a denial of the regularities of the pro-
letariat’s class struggle.! He rejected the idea that it was pos.
sible to overthrow the government of Wilhelm I and the
Wilson Administration through war, and added: “We can-
not overthrow them by a war from without. But we can speed
up their internal disintegration. We have achieved that on
an immense scale by the Soviet, proletarian revolution.™

Consequently, Lenin’s critique of the theory of giving th
world revolutionary process a “push” was comprehensive.
Ienin showed this conception to be unscientific because 1
ignored the internal objective factors and the relation ol
class forces. He rejected the idea that a war between i
Soviet state and capitalism would increase the pace of world
revolutionary development, and showed the true face of
those who were advocating this theory as having taken the
way of revising Marxism and so doing the imperialists a real
favour.

The petty-bourgeois essence of the anti-Marxist thesis of
giving the revolution a “push” was also revealed in the fact
that its advocates had forgotten about the conditions in which
forcible methods could be applied. Lenin condemned the
“Left-wing” doctrinaires for turning armed force into an
absolute and regarding it as virtually the only motive force
behind historical progress. They discarded the key tenet f
creative Marxism that not every revolutionary fa
could be solved by the use of force, by means of arn
struggle.

In itself, force has a great part to play in revolution, !
it is the midwife of the old society when it is pregnant witl
the new. to use Marx’s expression. In elaborating this Marx
ist proposition, Lenin made the point that armed force had
been a necessary and legitimate method in revolution o1
2t definite moments of its development, when the class stru
gle presented special conditions. Indeed, organisation of the
proletariat and broad sections of the working people was @

l See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, 'pp. T1-T2.
2 Thid., Vol. 28, pp. 112-13.
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much more pm[fmnd :m_d u_:m[;u:it u:.;p(_:c_t of ‘f_h‘c.pli‘()!s.l%ill'%ilbl}
-evolution and a must_1111}_)011;1_111' cnndfium for its victory.
le‘:fhc classics of Marxism-Leninism said on many occasions
that the policy and tactics of the working c]_:..xss and of its
Party procccdcd from thg purposes n_i 1'1;\’()11}{1:;1‘1;11'}’ ]]1111_1;111—
;sm and had the task of overthrowing capitalist rule in a
way that would cause the people the least suffering and sac-
rifices. The proletariat has a stake in the peaceful way of
revolution, wherever the objective conditions and premises
xist.

inficanwhilc, the Trotskyites and the “Left Communists”
advocated nothing but armed struggle against imperialism.
Lenin sharply criticised them for making a fetish of violent
methods in the class struggle, something that cou_ld (1cpr1‘vc
the working class of the possibility of using flexible tactics
and that could ultimately slow down the solution of rev-
olutionary tasks.

The revolutionary class, waging its struggle against the
forces and traditions of the old society, can succeed only
if it wields every form of struggle—peaceful and non-peace-
ful, parliamentary and extra-parliamentary—and learns to
apply each skilfully, depending on the circumstances. Let
us note that at the Party’s Seventh Congress Lenin strongly
objected to a proposal that the Party’s Programme should
not mention the possibility of using parliamentary forms of
struggle. He said: “We ought not in any way to give the
impression that we attach absolutely no value to bourgeois
parliamentary institutions. They are a huge advance on
what preceded them. ... We cannot leave the way open for
a purely anarchist denial of bourgeois parliamentarism.”

It was Lenin’s opinion that the Communists had a rev-
olutionary duty of making use—after taking stock of the
situation, the balance of forces, the sharpness of the class
struggle within the country and in the international arena—
of the slightest possibility of rallying under their leadership
the overwhelming majority of the people in order to 1so-
late the ruling groups of the monopoly bourgeoisie and the
social-conciliators who were helping it. Lenin believed that
the use of bourgeois parliamentary institutions was one of
the possible and permissible means which helped to achieve

=

! 8ee V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 29, pp. 89-90.
2 Ibid., Vol. 27, p. 146.
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these aims. He censured any sort of semi-anarchist attitud
to the possibility of the revolution running a peaceful course,
and taught the Party to make a creative analysis of the
situation that was taking shape, and to determine the ways
and means of bringing about the revolution on the strengt]
of the realities and the proletariat’s class tasks. Only the:
could the Party head the working-class and democratic
movement and display firmness, courage and confidence in
leading it to a victorious socialist revolution.

Lenin also sharply objected to the “Left-wingers” stereo.
typing the conditions of the anti-imperialist struggle in the
various countries, and their striving to make a mechanical
application of the tactics used in the October Revolution fo
the world liberation movement. The Trotskyites were captive
to their illusory scheme of the collapse of the capitalist world
and refused to see the point that while the basic features of
the October Revolution would inevitably recur on an inter
national scale, there was no implication that other contin
gents of the proletariat would automatically borrow Bol-
shevik tactics without due consideration of local condition:
and the sharpness of the class struggle. Let us note that in
his polemic against the “Leftists” at the Seventh Congres
of the RCP(B), Lenin specifically stressed that it was wrong
to make a stercotyped application elsewhere of the tactic:
used to fight the bourgeoisie in Russia.! Genuine international
ism does not consist in standardising the ways and means of
struggle, as the Trotskyites claimed, but in obtaining
scientific understanding of the general regularities of the
revolutionary transformation of the world, and of the vari-
ous specific ways in which these are expressed in each
country.

While emphasising that the destruction of imperialis
was objectively inevitable, Lenin pointed out that the wa
to it would be long, hard and labyrinthine. He resolutels
rejected the groundless reasoning of the “Left-wing” dog-
matists, who took the Trotskyite view and sought to present
an unreal picture of an easy and early victory over inter-
national capitalism. Lenin urged the Communists to make
a deep study of the experience of the October Revolution,
of Bolshevik strategy and tactics, and to apply them creative-
ly in each country.

L'V. L. Lenin, Collected t0orks. Vol. 27, :p. 108,
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In his works in t]lc Sovicr_pcrim_i._ Lf:ni;_l proved that the
victory of the working class in Russia in Ot'inlacr_ 1917 had
been a law-governed necessity, but went on to point out all
the specific cmldilun}s wh_lch had !ml(_]c it casier im‘_ the prole-
tariat to establish its dictatorship in Russia. Of these, he
believed the main ones to be the existence of the tsarist
monarchy, which gave exceptionally strong impetus to the
people’s attack; the fusion of the proletariat’s struggle
against the bourgeoisie with the peasant movement against
the landowners; the vast political experience the workers and
peasants of Russia had accumulated in their class battles,
especially during the first Russian revolution; the favourable
geographical situation; the emergence of the Soviets, a
new form of proletarian revolutionary organisation; and
$0 on.!

All these specific features lent an unprecedented edge to
the socio-economic contradictions, giving powerful scope to
the class struggle of the proletariat and toiling peasantry
of Russia, which is why the chain of imperialism was breached
in Russia, its weakest link. The conjunction of class
antagonisms at home with a favourable international situa-
tion—the imperialists were fighting each other and were
unable to give sufficient help to the Russian bourgeoisie—
likewise made it relatively easier to establish the dictator-
ship of the proletariat in Russia.

On the strength of his concrete analysis, Lenin drew the
conclusion that it was much harder for the proletariat of
western Furope to start a socialist revolution than it had
been for the proletariat of Russia.? He stressed that the
revolutionary struggle of the West European working class
Was seriously complicated by the existence of an econom-
‘cally and politically strong bourgeoisie; the use by monop-
oly capital of the means of military dictatorship against
the proletariat; a sizable labour aristocracy, and in conse-
quence, the strong influence of bourgeois chauvinistic ideo-
logy: and the activity of conciliatory petty-bourgeois parties.
D this connection, he advised West European Communists
to make a thoughtful approach to various aspects of leader-
ship of the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat and the
Working people, to take a realistic view of the domestic and

—_—
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29




|

the international balance of class forces, and to give their
policy, strategy and tactics a sound scientific basis.

While exposing the untenable stand taken by Trotsky
and other “‘Left-wing” opportunists and their abstract, scho-
Jastic approach to questions of the theory and practice of the
class struggle, Lenin set before the Communist and Workers’
Parties, the vanguard of the international proletariat, the
task of finding ways leading the broad masses of the work
ing people to socialist revolution and discovering what was
specifically national for each country.

At the same time, Lenin took an implacable stand against
any display by the “Left Communists”, Trotskyites, anarch
‘«ts and Left-wing SRs of scepticism over the revolution-
ary strength of the international proletariat. At a sitting ol
the All-Russia Central Executive Committee on April 29,
1918, he sharply attacked anarchist assertions that the pro
letariat in Germany was “spoiled” and “infected with th
plague”. He said: “The proletariat in Europe is not one bi
more unclean than in Russia, but to start a revolution there
:s more difficult because the people in power are not idiots
like Romanov or boasters like Kerensky but serious leaders
of capitalism, which was not the case in Russia.”! Lenin
qualified as hationalism any talk about the proletariat ol
Furope being insufficiently active.

The objective regularities which caused the October Rev-
olution were also operating in other countries and constitu
ing an iron necessity that made proletarian revolutions ine-
xorable. The essence of the Communist Party’s international-
ist policy, as Lenin saw it, was not to start a revolutionary
war against imperialism right away but to support the work-
ing-class and democratic movement in capitalist, colonial a d
dependent countries, and to exert an influence on the na-
ture and pace of historical progress through the forc
example and economic achievement.

The Party’s Efforts to Conclude the
Peace of Brest-Litovsk
Soviet Russia’s withdrawal from the war and the winning
of a breathing space were the main prerequisites for @ uc-
cessful solution of her economic tasks. That is why Lenin?®

I V. I Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 27, p. 307.
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ts to conclude a peace with Germany and her allies

effor : ; S : Pt hadas
were of primary importance for consolidating the Soviet
sower and strengthening the world’s first workers’ and

seasants’ state.

There were two basically absurd premises underlying
Trotsky's “neither peace, nor war” formula. The Trotsky-
ites’ stereotyped and oversimplified view of Soviet Russia’s
relations with the capitalist countries sprang from their
anti-Leninist assessment of the essence of imperialism and
their denial of the objective law of its uneven ¢conomic and
pnliticali development.

They ignored the need to make use of the contradictions
between the imperialist countries and their division into
hostile alignments. Trotsky insisted that there was no need
to “‘conclude the peace so as to secure the figment of a breath-
ing space’ and that it was not right to retreat in face of
Germany “for the sake of a breathing space with an indef-
inite prospect”.! Trotsky’s nihilism over the Soviet Repub-
lic’s securing a breathing space sprang directly from his
thesis that socialism could not initially win out in one sepa-
rate country.

At the same time, the Trotskyites put forward and stub-
bornly backed up the idea that peace with the Austro-Ger-
man bloc would mean betrayal of the principle of inter-
nationalism and carried the risk of the Soviet Republic’s los-
ing the sympathy of the international proletariat, in addi-
tion to being a betrayal of the Ukrainian and Finnish peo-
ples, who would fall into the clutches of German imperial-
ism.2 The same attitude was taken by the “Left Communists”
and Left-wing SRs, who were in fact acting in a united front
against the Communist Party’s Leninist policy in the period
when the Soviet power was being consolidated.

In his “Theses on the Question of the Immediate Con-
clusion of a Separate and Annexationist Peace”, Lenin gave
the fundamental reasons for the vital need to conclude the
Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk; he showed the idea of instant
revolutionary war to be quite absurd, and Trotsky’s “neither
peace, nor var’ slogan defective. In his polemics with the

Left-wing”” opportunists, Lenin gave irrefutable proof that
the foreign policy of the Soviet state was scientifically based

—_—
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and viable, showed the need for making skilful use of inte
imperialist contradictions to promote the interests of
proletarian dictatorship, and explained where, when and
how the working class should resort to compromises an
agreements in its struggle for socialism.

Lenin proved above all the objective inevitability of rey-
olutionary compromises and agreements which were made
necessary by the complex situation of the liberation stru

gle. He said that the revolutionary transformation of the

old world could not proceed in a straight line, withou
zigzags and temporary retreats. The revolutionary Marxists
would succeed only if they reckoned with the turns evenis
took, elaborated and applicd flexible tactics in working fo;
the proletariat’s ultimate aims, and learned how to avoid
fighting against the enemy when they were at a disadvan-
tage.

But while resorting to temporary compromises, the Bol-
sheviks never stopped their ideological and political strug-
gle for the unity of all revolutionary forces and the purity
of Marxism-Leninism. Before the Great October Revolu-
tion, the Party resorted to compromises and agreements
establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, and once it was
established, to promote the successful implementation o
socialist change.

The Trotskyites and other petty-bourgeois deviationists
ignored the fact that ahead of the Soviet Republic lay
long and intense fight against the bourgeoisie not only
side the country but also in the international arena. Th
required the greatest effort and the skilful use of the con-
tradictions between the capitalist powers and also betwecen
the various groups of the bourgeoisie in Russia herself, Those
who denied this patent truth failed “to understand even the
smallest grain of Marxism, of modern scientific socialism i
general.”!

The Party’s foreign-policy line—to secure, through an
agreement with the Austro-German bloc, a breathing space
to get the country’s economy going and increase its defence
capacity—was not an abstract theoretical proposition, not a
set of tactics with an “indefinite prospect”, as Trotsky
asserted, but a definite step which an analysis of the objec-
tive conditions proved to be right.

i
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Two main tendencies appeared in the policy of the 1m-
perialist powers after the October Revolution. On the one
hand, they strove to band together in an alliance against
Soviet Russia, and were impelled to d_o so by the common
economic interests of the monopolies intent on plundering
other nations and stamping out‘thc J‘_cvn!utmncuy_ movement.
On the other hand, because of various contradictions they
were divided into warring groups and coalitions, and this
made joint action against the Soviet Republic much harder
and often altogether impossible. That is why Lenin said
that while the imperialist class alliance continued to be the
main economic tendency within the capitalist system, it “is
not the moving force of politics”.! The clash between these
two tendencies not only determined international relations,
but also created an objective possibility of exploiting the
inter-imperialist contradictions in order to safeguard and
consolidate the proletarian dictatorship in Russia and lay
the foundations of a socialist economy.

Another Trotskyite thesis that Lenin exposed was that the
conclusion of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk signified a deal
with imperialism and an abandonment of proletarian inter-
nationalism.

Summing up the Communist Party’s experience in its
efforts to secure a breathing space, Lenin wrote that one of
the most difficult aspects of the socialist revolution in Rus-
sia was that the proletariat’s class-conscious vanguard had
to pass through a phase in which its views sharply clashed
with the sense of patriotism of the petty-bourgeois elements,
who refused to recognise anything but their country’s imme-
diate advantages in the old sense. Their ideology was pet-
ty-bourgeois nationalism, which paid lip service to the equal-
ity of nations, to internationalism, while surrendering noth-
ing of national egoism. However hard they pretended to be
“internationalists” and “patriots”, they were nevertheless
impelled to action by nationalistic preconceptions, which con-
flicted with the proletarian outlook. When the petty bour-
geois held forth on patriotism what was uppermost in his
mind was his own advantage, and he went into convulsions
Over any slight of his national feelings.

o

SV L Lenin, Collected TWarks, Vol. 27, p. 366,
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The petty-bourgeois parties saw the peace of Brest-Litovsk
only as an unwarranted sacrifice and humiliation. Hence,
their lamentations over the “ignominy” of Brest-Litovsk,
their insistence that concessions to the enemy were intolera-
ble, and their calls for a fight for “total victory”. Actually,
this petty-bourgeois attitude was pseudo-patriotic, and not
only ran counter to the interests of the working people of
the world, but was ultimately aimed against the people of
Russia.

The Trotskyites’ stand was a reflection of this pressure
from petty-bourgeois fanaticism, with its aloof utopian ideas
about the ways and means of fighting world capitalism. They
distorted the prospects of the development of the world
socialist revolution and Soviet Russia’s place and role in the
liberation movement, also taking the wrong view of the
internationalist duty of the proletariat of Russia. Their error
was rooted in the fact that they altogether failed to make
any distinction between a revelutionary agreement and a
reactionary compromise. In other words, the spinners of
“Leftist” words took any compromise with the bourgeoisie
to be a sliding down into the bog of opportunism and an
abandonment of revolutionary Marxism.

Lenin criticised the “Left-wing” factionalists and said that
only “mincing young ladies” and “affected youths”, together
with those who were infected with the “itch” of the revolu-
tionary phrase, could regard any compromise settlement of
issues as being “dirty” or as an anti-revolutionary act.' The
Communists must learn to draw a distinction between reac-
tionary compromises with the capitalists concluded by those
who betrayed the interests of the working class, and com-
promises which sprang from the objective course of the class
struggle in defence of revolutionary aims.

While the opportunists sacrificed the working class’s vital
interests for the sake of temporary and partial advantages,
real revolutionaries would allow temporary sacrifices, whic!
were secondary from the standpoint of socialism, in order to
preserve and consolidate the gains of the revolution. Thercmn
lay the fundamental distinction between the Party’s policy
and the line taken by the opportunists on the peace of Brest-
Litovsk. Acceptance of the German ultimatum was in 10

U'V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 38.
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sensc a brcach_of ]Jl“()l.cliu‘i’al;l intcrnl:}ti.m?z‘lllisnl‘ It was, Lenin

:d. a sound view of the balance of forces. ‘

SmTi]e “Left-wing” doctrinaires disregarded the fact that
the Party was ;1c_cc_|)t_ing a compromise \\’iih_illll)[‘.l‘ia“ﬁﬂ_l. I_'m‘
the sake of the Vl‘till interests oi‘ ihc_ proletarian dictator H}‘llbl).
While doing so, it not only 1'numtaun1cd all the pla‘nks)ni its
platform, but also consfohdatcd the f}gvlct power in I\.ussla.
Lenin said that in signing the Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk
“we did not conclude a bloc of any l\'mdl: we nowhere ex-
ceeded the borderline that would undcrmmp or dcfaupc the
socialist state; we simply took advantage of the conflict be-
tween the two impcr_ialim_ns in such a way tl_lat hotl) were
ultimately the losers”.? Contrary to Trotsky’s predictions,
the conclusion of the peace treaty did not lead, and in fact
could not have led, to any further concessions to imperial-
1Sm.

Trotsky’s petty-bourgeois, nationalistic stand was also
expressed in his assertion that the conclusion of the peace
treaty allegedly signified a betrayal of the working people’s
interests in the Ukraine, Latvia, Poland and Lithuania. This
was an untenable stand because it was based on a false
view of the relations between the working class’s national
and international interests, and on an anti-Marxist approach
to the balance to be struck between the tasks of socialist
revolution and the right of nations to self-determi-
nation.” _

By concluding the peace of Brest-Litovsk, the Party subor-
dinated the interests of the proletarian struggle in one coun-
try to those of the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism on
a world scale. Lenin saw the working class of the Soviet
Republic as a contingent of the world army of socialism,
and the proletarian revolution in Russia as a component
part of the world-wide liberation movement of the working
people. Accordingly, he urged on the whole Party the need
to tackle national tasks in the context of the main and
overall goal of the anti-imperialist struggle.

During the period of effort to conclude the peace of

rest-Litovsk, Lenin set out the fundamental arguments for
the paramount requirement of proletarian internationalism:

—_—
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readiness on the part of the working class in power to mal
national sacrifices, wherever necessary, for the sake of
common interests of the international proletariat. He regard-
¢d the peace treaty as an enforced concession to imperiz|-
1sm, which at the time was stronger than socialism, and as
a temporary retreat in order to secure the gains of the rey.
olution and muster its forces. He explained that the objective
cause of the retreat was that revolutions did not mature

all countries simultaneously, and that the development f
the socialist revolution in any country was nothing at 4]
like a smooth triumphal procession. He wrote: “The waycs

of revolution follow one upon the other not smoothly, 1,
evenly, not all in the same way.”! '

Lenin was sure that the international proletariat's rey-
olutionary struggle would thwart the insidious schemes of th
imperialist governments and scrap the Peace Treaty o
Brest-Litovsk, which had been forced on the Soviet Republic
That is exactly what happened.

Lenin had to carry on a highly intense struggle to take
Soviet Russia out of the war and secure a breathing
space.

To all intents and purposes, at the end of December 1917
Germany had served an ultimatum on the Soviet Republic,
and the powers of the Austro-German bloc strove to exploit
the whole period until the peace treaty was signed. Or
December 13 (26), 1917, they sent a telegram to the count
revolutionary Ukrainian Rada inviting it to send its re
sentatives to Brest-Litovsk. When they informed the Soy
delegation of this the following day, its head, Trotsky,
agreed to the Rada’s participation in the talks.2 This suifcc
the Austro-German coalition very well, for they hoped to do
a_deal with those who were betraying the Ukrainian p
ple’s cause. On December 28, 1917 (January 10, 1918),
Ukrainian Rada delegation issued a declaration demandi
dismemberment of Russia and recognition of an independent
say for the Rada on international issues. It also announced
its non-recognition of the Soviet Government,

A conference held in Berlin on February 3, 1918, decided
to send the Soviet Republic an ultimatum on the peace

L'V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 36, p. 461.
* Sce Mirniye peregovory v Brest-Litovshe (The Peace Talks
Brest-Litovsk), Vol. 1, Moscow, 1920, pp. 32, 49-53,
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terms. It also dclcrmiﬂncd the terms I(){: a treaty with tl%c
Ukrainian Rada.! On F chruar)_f 9, 1918, just after the Ukrai-
nian Rada had treacherously signed the treaty, ‘Gcn_'mzu}y and
her allies made a peremptory demand on the Soviet Repub-
Jic that it accept their terms without demur. § TR

Lenin recalled that before Trotsky had left for Brest-
Litovsk, it had been agreed “between us that we would hold
out until the Germans presented an ultimatum, and then
we would give way”.* But acting in bad faith, Trotsky went
back on the understanding and countered the German ulti-
matum of January 27 (February 9), 1918, with a declaration
saying that, while refusing to sign the annexationist peace
treaty, Russia declared the state of war with (.xcrman)-'_.‘/\us—
tria-Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria to be at an end. Simul-
taneously, Trotsky sent the Commander-in-Chief, N. V. Kry-
lenko, a telegram demanding that he issue an order demo-
bilising the army. When Lenin learnt of this, he counter-
manded Trotsky’s arbitrary orders.?

New documents recently discovered in the USSR Foreign
Policy Archives show that the German delegates at Brest-
Litovsk had permission to delay with the presentation of an
ultimatum in the expectation that the Soviet delegation would
display impatience, giving them the pretext to break off the
negotiations. Kaiser Wilhelm’s government tried hard to
cover up its aggressive aspirations, to delude the working
people about the nature and content of the peace talks, and
to blame the Soviet Republic for their failure. By virtually
taking the initiative in torpedoing the talks, Trotsky helped
the most aggressive circles of imperialism to realise their
aims,

The consequences of Trotsky’s step for the Soviet Republic
Were exceptionally grave. Immediately following his decla-
ration, the peace talks were broken off and on February 16
c€rmany announced that she was resuming military opera-
tions on February 18. This was in patent breach of the armis-
tice, which contained a provision that its repudiation
Iequired seven day’s notice.

n February 17, 1918, the Party’s Central Committee dis-
e
I * See Erich Ludendorfr, Meine Kriegserinnerungen 1914-1918. Ber-
', 1919, 8. 44445, _
% Y L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 113. . %
see M. D, Bonch-Bruyevich, Usya vlast Sovietam. Uospominaniya
(Al Power to the Soviets. Reminiscences), Moscow, 1958, p. 239

37




cussed the announcement by the German Command. Lenin
insisted that Germany should at once be invited to enfer
into fresh negotiations on a peace treaty, without waiting
for her to resume military operations. However, it was
rejected by six votes to five. Trotsky, Bukharin and the other
oppositionists got through a decision to delay a resumptio;
of the peace talks until the German offensive became suffi-
ciently “apparent” and until its effect on the working-class
movement became clear.!

The following morning, the Central Committee met again
to discuss the telegraphing of an offer of peace. “Not
hour must be lost”, Lenin said, demanding that the Germ:
should be offered peace without delay. His proposal fo
resumption of the peace talks won six votes as against the
seven for Trotsky and Bukharin.2 The business manager of
the Council of People’s Commissars, Bonch-Bruyevich, later
recalled: “Lenin appeared to be bursting with energy. He
was in a state of incredible tension. He clearly felt tha
everything was at stake. With the slightest delay, the Sov-
iet power, not yet well established, not yet on its feet, coul
be wiped off the face of the earth. And so he let everythin
go and threw all his energy behind this most important
issue.”’®

Trotsky and his supporters tried to justify their anti-
Party stand, which had led to the breakdown of the Brest-
Litovsk talks, insisting that the German troops “‘cannot
attack” the Soviet Republic because they would be prevented
from doing so by a German revolution.* This was tanta-
mount to saying: “We know that the German Government
will be overthrown within the next few weeks.” However,
it was quite impossible to set a deadline for the outbreak
of the revolution in Germany and, Lenin said, “all such
attempts, objectively speaking, would be nothing but a blind
gamble”> That is why Lenin branded the Trotskyite

 Sce Protokoly Tsentralnogo Komiteta RSDRP(B) (Proceedings
of the Central Committee of the RSDLP (B)), pp. 194-95.

2 Ibid., pp. 197-99. o

4 V. Bonch-Bruyevich, Na boyevykli postakh fe oralskol i U}f.'lr‘.'f-"{f-’“"l"rlu
revolyutsii (At the Action Stations of the February and October Reve
olutions), Moscow, 1930, p. 267. _ 0
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declarations as loud talk by people who were completely out
of touch with reality. ! )

The revolution in Germany, Lenin sauc_l, was undoubtedly
coming to a head, but there was much history to show that
it took more than a lrcx:?lgtlo_narylc1.‘1515 to stop a war. Lenin
warned the “Left-wing” factionalists th.at 1‘cfusa_l to conclude
a peace treaty would lead to a resumption of military opera-
tions along the front, and that Russia wquld be forced to
accept very much more onerous terms. Subsequent events
showed that Lenin was quite right.

On February 18, 1918, the German troops started an
offensive all along the front. Lenin’s warnings, which the
Trotskyites had ignored, were borne out. The German Com-
mander-in-Chief ordered his troops to take Kiev, Moscow
and Petrograd. Germany’s ruling circles, anticipating an
easy victory, were already engaged in sharing out the ter-
ritory of Russia: Emperor Wilhelm wanted to turn the
Duchy of Kurland into one of his estates; Prince Friedrich-
Karl of Hessen, the Emperor’s brother-in-law, yearned to
wear the crown of Finland; von Urach, the Duke of Wur-
temberg, wished to become King of Lithuania.! The German
imperialists expected their offensive to topple the Soviet
Government, allowing them to conclude a peace treaty with
a non-Bolshevik government.

The proletarian Republic found itself in a critical situa-
tion. Lenin wrote: “The week from February 18 to 24, 1918,
has been one that will be remembered as a great turning-
point in the history of the Russian—and the international—
revolution”.2 That week’s events showed that the young
Soviet state was incapable of fighting a war. The headquar-
ters set up at the time to direct the country’s revolutionary
defence was receiving reports that units of the old army
not yet demobilised were refusing to hold their defences.

e soldiers were in massive flight from the front, failing
to carry out orders to burn and destroy everything behind
them, and even sweeping along with them the newly formed

ed Army units.?

Despite the terrible danger, the Trotskyites insisted on
the continuation of the war. When news had come in of the

—_—
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German offensive, Bukharin declared at the evening sitting
of the Central Committee on February 18, that “there ig
now no possibility of putting off the battle” and Proposed
that the “muzhiks should be set on the Germans”. Bukhariy
was supported by Lomov, who proposed that the countyy
should wait until the German workers came to feel the “cf.
fect” of the German offensive. That day, which was cruciy]
for the revolution, Trotsky ran true to form as a politicy]
adventurist. At the morning and evening sittings of the
Central Committee he urged that it “should await the effec:
of the German offensive, arguing that the conclusion of 3
peace treaty would “merely throw our ranks into confusion”
Instead of taking immediate measures to stop the German
offensive and save the Soviet Republic, Trotsky proposed
that the Germans should be “probed” by having Berlin and
Vienna formulate their demands.

That day Lenin spoke twice and gave a rebuttal to all {he
arguments put forward by Trotsky and the “Left Com-
munists”. Lenin said that to procrastinate now meant con-
signing the Russian revolution to the scrap heap. It was too
late to “probe” the Germans, because the facts had proved
that they were capable of mounting an offensive which could
not be halted by the writing of papers. He added: “The mu-
zhik will not have a revolutionary war, and will overthrow
anyone who openly calls for one.”! Lenin was supported by
Y. M. Sverdlov, J. V. Stalin, and I. T. Smilga, among the
others. As a result, the Central Committee adopted, by
seven votes to five, a decision to ask the German Govern-
ment to conclude a peace treaty right away.

Simultaneously, the Soviet Government, under Lenin’s
leadership, took a number of measures designed to organise
and strengthen the Red Army and enhance the country’s
defence capacity. A meeting of the Council of People’s Com-
missars on February 19 instructed its Military Commission
to work out measures to organise the defence of the Soviet
Republic within 24 hours. The following day, the Council
again examined matters connected with the country’s
defences, and decided to issue an appeal to the population
and take steps to organise resistance to the invaders. ]

In its appeal over the German offensive, the Soviet Gov-
crnment urged the local Soviets to do everything to streng-

L'V. L. Lenin, Collected (Uorks. Vol. 26, p. 528.
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then the Red Army. All workers apﬂd peasants not c:.ng;tgcd
in production were to join its ranks. The appeal said: Work-
ers, peasants and soldiers! Let us drive home to our enemies
__here and &broad'—tlmt we are pr(:p;u'cgl to dc.imr]_‘ the
ains of the I‘C‘\’()]T:Itll(ln to _thc_ I_ztst drop (.1{ our blood.”! A
headquarters, consisting of military specialists, headed by
General M. D. Bonch-Bruyevich, which operated under
I enin’s direct guidance, was set up to organise the defence
of Petrograd. Urgent measures were taken to form and train
Red Guard units. .

The Revolutionary Defence Committee was set up in Pet-
rograd on February 21, and issued a general call to arms.
The Baltic Fleet announced a revolutionary mobilisation. A
meeting at the Putilov Works decided that all workers from
18 to 47 years were to join the Red Army.2 Almost 60,000
volunteers came from the districts of Petrograd. On February
22, a general meeting of the RSDLP(B) members of the
Second City District unanimously decided that all Party
members should join the Red Army to fight in defence of
the Russian and international revolution. A similar decision
was adopted by a general meeting of the RSDLP(B) mem-
bers of the Kolpino District of Petrograd Gubernia. It called
on all Party members capable of bearing arms to fight in
defence of the revolution.

A meeting of workers at the Langesippen Works passed
a resolution which said: “While fully sharing Comrade
Lenin’s view on the question of peace, we believe it neces-
Sary to give a rebuff to the attacking whiteguards of inter-
national capital, who are fighting against the Soviet power
and socialism.” The meeting decided to mobilise all indus-
trial and office workers from 18 to 50 years, each undergoing
two hours of military training a day.

At the time, a great deal was being done at the Moscow
Plants to form units for the Red Army. On February 22,
1918, the first Red Army contingent was formed in Moscow
and sent to the front, and by mid-May more than 15,000
Mmen had already joined the Red Army. Over 40,000 menr
Were enlisted in the reserve units. During the people’s rey-
plutinnm‘_\; mobilisation to give the German invaders a crush-
I__n_g____r_c_buff the Red Army units fought their first battles.

P TDUI\‘HH-’:'NJ"‘.' vneshnei politiki SSSR (Documents of USSR Foreign
01,1"5)’), Vol. I, Moscow, 1957, p. 109.
* Izvestia UT5IK, February 27, 1915,
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Despite the message sent by the Council of People’s Cony.
missars to the German Government on the question of peace,
the German troops continued their offensive. The Germap
Government replied to the Soviet Government’s note of
February 19, 1918, only on the morning of February 23 anqg
offered even harsher terms for peace. It demanded in addition
a transfer to Turkey of Kars, Ardagan and Batum, and ¢,
Germany herself of a number of regions in Latvia and Eston;
conclusion of a peace treaty with the Ukrainian Rada: w
drawal of Soviet troops from the Ukraine and TFinland;
ment to Germany of an immense indemnity, and demobil;
sation of the army. It demanded acceptance of the German
ultimatum within 48 hours. It said the Soviet delegati
should go to Brest-Litovsk at once and there, within

fortnight.

This fresh German Government ultimatum was discussed
by the Central Committee on February 23, 1918. The situa-
tion was extremely tense. Trotsky, Bukharin and their sup-
porters once again attacked Lenin’s line, trying hard to
frustrate the conclusion of a peace treaty. Trotsky allege
that the conclusion of a peace treaty clashed with the
nationalist approach and would inevitably dissipate support
among the advanced clements of the proletariat. He asserted
that the war could have been carried on if the Party were
united, that is, if Lenin and his followers changed their
stand. Trotsky thought it would be all right to surrender
Petrograd and Moscow to the Germans, as this would “keep
the whole world in a state of tension™.1

At that meeting, Lenin spoke ecight times, arguing the
need to accept the new peace terms so as to save the dicta-
torship of the proletariat in Russia. He was forced to issu¢
a warning that if the “revolutionary talk” policy should con-
tinue to block the conclusion of a peace treaty, he w ﬂ_‘-ﬂd
“withdraw from the government and the CC”. In an ;-.'_;’.u:.Ic
entitled “Peace or War?” on February 23, 1918, Lenn
wrote: “Under such conditions, only unrestrained phrase-
making is capable of pushing Russia into war at the ;"E'FL’*:C”f
time and I personally, of course, would not remain for @
second either in the government or in the Central Commit-
tee of our Party if the policy of phrase-making were to gaif

U Proceedings of the Central Committee of the RSDLP(B), p

212
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the upper hand.”! Following a heated discussion, the Cen-
tral Committee adopted Lcnn}'s motion for peace by seven
votes to four, with four abstentions.

On the night of February 24, there was a sharp discus-
sion on the peace treaty at a sitting of the All-Russia Cen-
tral Executive Committee. In a fierce fight against Right-
and Left-wing SRs, Mensheviks and anarchists, who also
opposed the conclusion of a peace treaty, Lenin secured
approval for the policy of the Party’s CC on the war-or-
peace issue. On February 24, the Soviet Government in-
formed the Austro-German bloc countries of its acceptance
of the ultimatum.

On March 3, a Soviet delegation, consisting of G. Y. So-
kolnikov, L. M. Karakhan, G. I. Petrovsky and G. V. Chi-
cherin, signed the treaty of Brest-Litovsk without any dis-
cussion, in order to emphasise its enforced and plunderous
nature.

Consequently, the course of the struggle within the Party
fully confirmed that Lenin had been right and showed that
the attitudes taken by Trotsky and the other “Left-wing”
opportunists and factionalists were groundless and untenable.
Lenin said the events of those few days were a lesson that
was bitter, mortifying, and harsh, but useful and necessary.2
A One \ymlld think that reality itself would have forced the
Left-wing” opportunists to admit that they had been wrong,
but they persisted in their erroneous attifude. This became
quite clear at the Seventh, Extraordinary, Congress of the
RCP(B), which was called in March 1918 to decide on the
‘I;’brest-Li'tovsk Peace Treaty. Trotsky, Bukharin and other
Lel_ct—wmg” oppositionists acted in a common front against
Lenin’s policy on the questions of war, peace and revolution.

With the support of N. Krestinsky, K. Radek and other
Oppositionists, Trotsky sought the Congress’s approval of his
reckless line. He fell back on his famous “permanent rev-
olution” theory, insisting that socialism could not win in
one country, that conclusion of a peace treaty was intolera-

€, and that compromises with the bourgeoisie were harm-
ul. He resorted to downright fraud, claiming the torpe-
dpmg of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations to be virtually the
e adopted by the whole Party. ]
—

1_ V. L. Lenin. Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 41,
= Ibid., p. 63.



In his report and in concluding speech, Lenin showed that
the tactical line followed by Trotsky and the “Left Com-
munists” was incongruous, and exposed the rash attitude.
of those who opposed the conclusion of a peace with G
many and called for instant revolutionary war. He gave 3
profound scientific analysis of the development of the social-
‘ot revolution in Russia and described the difficulties facing
the Party and the country in socialist cconomic construc.
tion. These difficulties sprang from the fact that the Soviet
power had to build socialism in a hostile capitalist encircle-
ment aimed at restoring the bourgeois order in the country,
The domestic and the international situation demanded the
mobilisation of all resources and the conduct of a {lexible
foreign policy aimed at preventing the capitalist countries
from uniting in their fight against the Soviet Republic

In his report, Lenin gave conclusive proof that it was
an urgent necessity to conclude the peace treaty in order to
safeguard the gains of the October Revolution and to obtain
a breathing space in which to consolidate the workers’ and
peasants’ state. The idea that ran right through his report
was the need to make sure of the breathing space and to
turn it into a long peace in which firmly to establish and
extend the socialist transformations and create an efficient
army and a strong rear. Lenin said: “Grasp even an hour’s
respite if it is given you, in order to maintain contact with
the remote rear and there create new armies. Abandon illu-
sions for which real events have punished you and will

punish you more severely in the future. An epoch of most
orievous defeats is ahead of us, it is with us now, we must
N . . ~ » 1%,
be able to reckon with it.... If we are able to act this

way, then, in spite of defeats, we shall be able to say with
absolute certainty—victory will be ours.”

Lenin tore off Trotsky’s pseudo-revolutionary mask, 11\.«-;!!_—‘
ing the grave consequences of his vile tactics: the “Lelt
opportunists’ splitting activity had made the peace terms very
much worse. I

At the Congress, Lenin was supported by Y. M. Sverdlov,
F. A. Sergeyev (Artyom), K. Shelavin, a Petrograd ‘."'-‘fr'_]G‘
ers’ delegate, and others. In their speeches they gave 4 fit-
ting rebuff to Trotsky, Bukharin and their followers, and
exposed the petty-bourgeois essence of Trotsky’s revolt”

| V. I. Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 27, pp. 1058-00.

44

fionary War conceptions. The “Lcl.ti?‘ilh“‘gl_ﬂ. npihing nm_
of their attempts to spccuiulc on the massive mdlgnuilrm at
the Piraiical peace terms. _ | '

The working people soon found their bearings and gave
support to Lenin’s policy. This c_}lang'c in the popul;_u' mood
was clearly expressed at the Congress by Shelavin, who
declared: “What had happened in Moscow and throughout
the country has now happened in the working-class districts
of Petrograd. The workers came up onc by one and declared:
‘A fortnight ago I said this, now I see things in a differ-
ent light.” " Y. S. Maskov-Yaremchuk, a delegate from the
Third Urals Regional Conference, declared: “On my way
here from the Urals, I had more explosive material than
Ryazannv's, but I began to lose it as I neared Petrograd.
The greatest danger for us at this difficult time is a crack
in our Party’s building at the top. ... We should have long
ago concluded peace and started to organise the masses.””

The idea that Trotsky and the “Left Communists” had
no real understanding of the situation and took a haughty
and negligent attitude towards the working people was
emphasised by Y. M. Sverdlov, who sharply condemned the
behaviour of those who opposed the peace treaty and pushed
the Party on to the fatal road of war against imperialism.
He declared: “We are, in any case, unable to wage any
revolutionary war, not only because we have no army or
because we are in a phase of extreme dislocation, but also
because the broad masses of the people do not want war.”™
Sverdlov urged the Congress to use the breathing space to
strengthen the Soviet state, to start organisational work
among the masses, and to prepare for the coming battle for
the triumph of socialism.

At the Congress, the Trotskyite oppositionists were exposed
as splitters, whose pseudo-revolutionary pronouncements
in fact dovetailed with the SR, Menshevik and Cadet agita-
tion for war against the “aliens”. The speech by O. L. Roza-
nova, a delegate from the Yaroslavl city organisation, is
highly indicative in this connection. She said that in Yaro-
slavl the Cadets were urging the peasants to reject the peace
treaty with Germany and to prepare for war. It turned out

isf'w'nm Extraordinary Congress of the RGP(B)..., p. 89.
# Ibid., p. 99.
+ Ibid., p. 78.




that the Cadets had joined the Trotskyites and “Left Con-
munists” in urging a “revolutionary war”. Rozanoya de-
clared that the speeches of those who opposed Lenin’s policy
of peace were “grist to the bourgeoisic’s mill”.! :

As a result, the Congress adopted, by 30 votes to 12, with
four abstentions, Lenin’s resolution “On War and l’c.u_u“,
and recognised the necessity of ratifying the peace treaty
signed with Germany and her allies. This expressed the
will of the majority of the Party to get Soviet Russia out of
the war at once and to secure a breathing space so as tq
preserve the workers’ and peasants’ state.

However, even then the Trotskyites did not cease their
factional activity. In an attempt to create tension, T;.;-f\ky
announced that because the Congress had rejected his policy
at Brest-Litovsk, he was resigning from all his posts. Kres.
tinsky and Joffe, who supported Trotsky, tabled a motion
endorsing the tactics of the Soviet delegation at Brest-Li-
tovsk. That was a fresh attempt to vindicate Trotsky’s
treacherous behaviour during the negotiations, and it
sparked off another acute discussion at the Congress.

Most delegates took the view that Trotsky and his sup-
porters had behaved as splitters, secking to undermine the
Party’s unity just when the Soviet Republic was in a predi-
cament.? The “Left-wing” factionalists failed in their cfforts
to exonerate Trotsky’s treasonable tactics at Brest-Litovsk.
On Lenin’s motion, the Congress censured Trotsky’s impor-
tuning for endorsement of his refusal to sign the peace
treaty.’?

The Fourth, Extraordinary, All-Russia Congress of Soviets
met from March 14 to 16, 1918, to decide on the ratification
of the Brest-Litovsk treaty. Its composition was highly diverse:
of the 1,172 delegates, 814 were Bolsheviks, 238 Left-
wing SRs, 15 Right-wing SRs, 14 anarchists, 16 international-
ist Mensheviks, 3 Ukrainian Mensheviks and 18 non Party
delegates. This naturally led to a sharp st ruggle at the Con-
gress. :

In his report, Lenin explained the most important aspects
of the Bolshevik strategy and tactics in the struggle for
peace, exposed the sham pretensions of those who opposec

! Seventh Extraordinary Congress of the RCGP(B).. . p. 98.
* Ibid., pp. 129, 155-36.
*+ Ibid., pp. 124-25.
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the Soviet Republic’s foreign policy and wanted a revolu-
tionary war, and urged the delegates to ratify the peace
trc(f;g::c again the petty-bourgeois and anti-Bolshevik groups
resorted to slander and insinuations in an effort to split the
Congress and to prevent ratification of the peace treaty. The
Left-wing SRs, Kamkov and Steinberg, the Menshevik Mar-
tov and the Right-wing SR Likhach, the anarchist Ghe and
the SR-maximalist Ryvkin raised a hysterical wail about
the peace treaty being a disgrace; they tried to prove that
the breathing space was futile and in fact harmful, and
laboured their point that the Soviet Republic had “be-
trayed” the cause of world revolution.

At the Fourth Congress of Soviets, Lenin’s line was sup-
ported by Y. M. Sverdlov, G. V. Chicherin, F. A. Sergeyev
(Artyom) and V. Volodarsky, among others. They gave a
sharp rebuff to demagogic statements of the petty-bourgeois
elements, showed their stand to be unfounded and reckless,
and exposed those who wanted a war against the imperialists
as being accomplices of the counter-revolutionary forces.
In a roll-call vote, Lenin’s resolution was adopted by 784
votes to 261, with 115 abstentions, including 55 supporters
of Bukharin and Trotsky.

Let us note that in view of the highly intricate situation,
the Central Committee, at its meeting on March 15, 1918,
had adopted a decision binding all Party members attending
the Fourth Congress of Soviets to vote for the ratification of
the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty. Consequently, the support-
ers of Trotsky and Bukharin, who abstained, were again
ranged against the Party, when they failed to abide by the
decision of the Seventh Congress and the Party’s CC on the
pPeace treaty. Once again their behaviour showed them to be
factionalists.

The Trotskyites’ prophecies and their schemes for the col-
lapse of world capitalism were shown to be tallacious by the
revolutionary practices of the masses and by life itself. The
root of the “Left-wing” oppositionists’ mistakes lay not only in
the fact that they had failed to understand the concrete his-
torical situation, but also in their very approach in analys-
Ing the aims, tasks and nature of the new epoch. They took
an oversimplified, anti-Leninist attitude to the internal pro-
Cesses of imperialist development and failed to see the in-
tricate maze of class contradictions in bourgeois society.
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In their efforts arbitrarily to “shorten” the existence ¢
imperialism and to leap over some of the stages that |,
ahead, the Trotskyites and other “Leftists” failed to .
duce the correct objective criterion for an approach to reg).
ity. They were hopelessly confused in their conceptions ang
categories of the various epochs—the. pre-monopoly and i},
imperialist—and minimised the role of the working ¢lags
in the peoples’ liberation struggle.

Trotsky’s “permanent revolution” theory, which he con-
tinued to propound in that period, doomed the proletariag
which was victorious in one country to a wait-and-see policy
or reckless action, something that was llmdarm:nlnfl; at
variance with the spirit and principles of revolutionary
Marxism, and the ideology and policy of proletarian infe,
nationalism, and could eventually bring the Soviet Republic
to destruction.

The victory of the Party’s Leninist policy of concluding
the peace treaty was of great importance for the future of
the socialist revolution. The Communist Party had thwarted
the designs of world reaction, which had tried to destroy
the Soviet Republic by force of arms and to restore the rule
of the capitalists and the landowners in Russia. The first
attempt by the imperialists to stamp out the Soviet power
had been warded off.

Lenin’s vast theoretical and practical work in that period
in_exposing the anti-Marxist ideology of which the Trofs-
kyites, the “Left Communists” and the SRs were the vehi-
cles, went to enrich the Bolshevik experience in overcoming
the petty-bourgeois inconstancy and vacillation. A study ol
the Leninist experience in the fight against the Left-wi g
opportunist revision of the propositions on war, peace and
revolution prepared the Communist Party for dealing with
fresh attempts by Trotsky and his supporters to substitute
petty-bourgeois socialism for Marxism-Leninism. Relying on
the Leninist ideological, theoretical and political legacy, the
Party successfully solved the tasks of strengthening the
and cohesion of its ranks and elaborating and implementing
the scientifically grounded domestic and foreign policy pur-
sued by the Soviet state to secure the triumph of the cause
of socialism.,

Chapter 1I

THE PARTY'S STRUGGLE AGAINST TROTSKYISM
IN THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION FROM WAR
TO PEACEFUL ECONOMIC CONSTRUCTION
(1920-1921)

The Party’s Exposure of the Factional
Activity of the Trotskyites and Other Opposition
Groups. The Trade-Union Discussion

With the foreign interventionists and internal counter-
revolutionaries defeated, the young Soviet Republic was
able to start peaceful economic construction. In that period,
the Communist Party had to carry on an intense struggle
for the unity of its ranks, against the Trotskyites, the “Work-
ers’ Opposition™,! “Democratic Centralists” and other anti-
ers’ Opposition”™, emocratic Ce n 1
Party groups. It was Trotsky who provided the ideological
inspiration for the oppositionists. On the eve of the Tenth
Congress, he and his supporters forced upon the Party a dis-
cussion which made it Waste much time and effort in polem-
ics on matters that had already been settled.

This was called the trade-union discussion, although the
trade unions were not the only point at issue, Indeed,
What was at issue was the fate of the dictatorship of the
Proletariat, and the choice of concrete ways of building
socialism and drawing millions of working people into the
effort.

The switch to peaceful economic construction began in a
highly complicated situation. The imperialist and the Civil

ar had ruined the country. During the war and the inter-
vention, almost one-half of the national wealth of the Re-
Public had been destroyed. Output in large-scale industry
Was down to one-seventh of the prewar level, with steel at
¢ss than 5 per cent. Agricultural production was almost
e

1 Workers’ Opposition—an anti-Party anarcho-syndicalist group within
the RCP(B) whose members denied the Party’s Teading role and the
Mmportance of the dictatorship of the proletariat in economic construc-

328, and set up trade unjons in opposition to the Sovict state and the
arty,—F .
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halved. International imperialism and internal counter-rey.
olutionaries exploited these difficulties in fresh attempts i,
overthrow the Soviet government. Lenin said: *...The ene-
mies around us, no longer able to wage their war qi' interven-
tion, are now pinning their hopes on a rebellion.”

In late 1920 and early 1921, counter-revolutionary revolts
broke out in various parts of the country: Siberia, the Urals,
the Ukraine, the Northern Caucasus and Byelorussia. From
the autumn of 1920 to the summer of 1921, Tambov Guber-
nia and a part of Voronezh and Saratov gubernias were
swept by a kulak-SR revolt, which was led by the SR
A. S. Antonov. The Kronstadt mutiny, instigated by the
imperialists, broke out in late February 1921. A major naval
fortress, guarding Petrograd, fell into the hands of the
whiteguards, Mensheviks and SRs, who tried to turn it into
the centre of a country-wide revolt.

The counter-revolutionary action had the support of petiy-
bourgeois elements. So long as the Civil War was on, the
peasants accepted the “War Communism™ policy, under
which they had to give up all their surplus grain and some-
times even some of the grain they needed themselves, in ac
cordance with a surplus food-appropriation system. During the
war, the military and political alliance of the working class and
the peasantry was based on the fact that the Soviet power
had given the peasants land and that it was protecting them
against the danger of a return of the landowners and the
capitalists, while the peasants supplied the workers with food
on credit, pending the rehabilitation of large-scale industry.
This form of alliance between the two labouring classes
played a decisive role in the defeat of the interventionists
and the internal enemies. However, when peace came, there
were signs of discontent among the peasants over the “War
Communism” policy. Being the small-scale commodity pro-
ducer that he is, the peasant could no longer tolerate the
restrictions on trade and the appropriation of surplus food,
which hindered the development of the productive forces.
Lenin said: “This was the first and, I hope, the last time in
the history of Soviet Russia that feeling ran against us
among large masses of peasants, not consciously but instinc-
tively.”2

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 270.
* Ibid., Vol. 83, p. 421.

The wavering among the middle peasants ;}ml their dis-
satisfaction with the “War Communism” policy created a
real danger of a break-up of the alliance between the work-
ing class and the peasantry and, anscqucnt[y, of the
destruction of the proletarian dictatorship. _

The effects of the Civil War had brought about profound
changes in the structure of the proletariat. Tens of thousands
of industrial workers had gone to the front and to work in
the state apparatus. By 1920, the number of workers in in-
dustry covered by the census was down to one-half of the
1916 figure.! Dozens of factories and plants were idle for
lack of raw materials and fuel, and transport was at a stand-
still. In 1920, only 122 of the 212 nationalised metallurgical
plants were still working, while the number of workers they
employed was down to about 30 per cent as compared with
1913. Only 503 of the 1,342 oil-extracting and oil-refining
enterprises, and 180 of the 329 cotton and wool mills were
in operation.”

The workers went to the villages and took up small-scale
handicraft production, and some experienced workers became
artisans. This led to a dispersal of the working class and
created a grave threat of undermining the social basis of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin said: “By 1921, we
realised that after the struggle against the external enemy,
the main danger and the greatest evil confronting us was
our inability to ensure the continuous operation of the few
remaining large enterprises. This is the main thing. Without
such an economic basis, the working class cannot firmly hold
political power.”™ A part of the working class, especially
those who had relatives in the villages, was influenced by
the mood of tiredness and discontent.

Let us recall that by the start of the transition to peaceful
construction, the Party had grown numerically and had come
to command great prestige and influence among the masses
of the working people. Suffice it to say that 61.3 per cent
of all its members had joined in 1919 and 1920. In the five
years after the revolution, Party membership had increased
_—

1 See G. M. Krzhizhanovsky, Desyat let khozyaistvennogo stroitelstva
SSSR. 1917-1927 (Ten Years of the Economic Construction of the
USSR, 1917-1927), Moscow, 1928, p. 61.

* See Statistichesky yezhegodnik, 1918-1920 (Statistical Yearbook,
1918-1920), Part 2, Moscow, 1922, pp. 230, 223, 270.

* V. L' Lenin, Collected (Uorks, Vol. 32, p. 412.
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25- I“Ul(_I," to over 730,000. More than 32,000 Party cells
operating up and down the country.? But the Party w:

Were

: ) ) ) also
of necessity influenced by the pressures from the petty-bony-
geois elements. There were signs of wavering among the
less class-conscious members, one reason being the substan.

tial change in the Party’s composition and the increase in
its numbers. By 1921, less than 10 per cent of the Commy.
nists had a Party record dating from before the Revolution 3
Many of those who joined after 1917 had not been .s(rh[::;j.__;]
in the revolutionary fight against tsarism and the bourgeoi-
sie and had not yet the time to obtain any serious ;:ml'i:iu';j
experience. During the war, the Party organs had been
unable to devote enough time and effort to their education.

The proportion of non-proletarian elements in the P
had increased from 1917 to 1920, undergoing the followi
change:’ )

Office | !

| Workers || Peasants | Workers | Others
e e S|
| ST N _| T |
1917 | 60,2 7.6 25.8 6.4 |
1920 | 38 25.1 243 | 638 |
l | | |
About 44 per cent were workers, the proportion of pea

sants had increased more than 3-fold and over 30 per cent
were office workers and other social groups.

After the revolution, many former J\'I'cnshe\-'ilcs, SRs, Bo
rotbists,> Bundists,® Maximalists? and members of other non-
proletarian parties had joined the ranks of the Communist
Party. More than 22.000 members, that is, 5.8 per cent, had

! Sece Userossiiskaya perepis chlenov RKP 1929 goda (All-Ru
Census of RCP members, 1922), Part 4, Moscow. 1923, pp. 31, 32 (
culated by the author). ' '

? Ibid., p. 38.

’ Ibid., p. 31 (calculated by the author),

4 Ibid., p. 37.

? Borotbists—members of g Ukrainian petty-bourgeois nationalist
party of Left-wing SRs. ;

¥ Bundists—members of the opportunist petty-bourgeois nationalist
Jewish party, the Bund, which took a Mensheyik stand on all ¢
tions of the revolutionary movement.

* Maximalists—members of = petty-bourgeois Leftist group, close
to the anarchists, which had split away {rom the SR party,
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once been members of other political parties.! Now and again
these clements pl'cscnted' a i‘crhlc_sod i.or hostile 'flf_tltleCS,
and many of them continued their anti-Party activity. As
the class struggle became more i}CLll‘C, tl_lcn' ideas were ex-
ressed by splinter groups, the I'rotskyites above all, who
attacked the Communist Party’s policy.

The Party was faced with the need to tackle the most
complicated tasks of eliminating the consequences of two
wars, rehabilitating industry and agriculture, establishing a
sound economic link between the working class an@ lhc
peasantry, and laying the foundations of the future socialist
society in the Soviet Republic. In these c.mldilinns, the Trots-
kyites and other opposition groups insisted that thlc Party
should “concentrate its attention on the trade unions
making this the central task of the Party as a whole”.2

The Trotskyites held that the trade unions were in a state
of great crisis, and were about to collapse because their
tasks in production were so obscure. Trotsky declared: “The
discrepancy between the trade union as it is, and the union
as it should be has now grown into the greatest contradic-
tion within the workers’ state.”® Other Trotskyite opposition
leaders spoke out in the same vein. The Party’s Central Com-
mittee sharply criticised the Trotskyites’ attempt to press
with the trade-union issue, without analysing the political
situation. The trade unions, said Lenin, were a link between
the Party and the working class. That is why it was funda-
mentally wrong and un-Marxist to deal with them in isola-
tion from the position of the Party and the Soviet power.
It was emphasised at the very start of the trade-union dis-
cussion that the cardinal problem of the policy of the Party
and the Soviet state was the nature of the relationship be-
tween the working class and the peasantry. “It is criminal,”
wrote Pravda, “to forget, behind the trade-union discussion,
about a number of questions which are exceptionally acute,
questions on whose solution depends the whole subsequent
course of the revolution. One such question is the relation-
ship between town and country.”

The RCP(B) Central Committee discounted the Trotskyite
Mmove as an attempt to distract the Party from economic

V All-Russia Census of RCP Members, 1922, Part 4, p, 44.
> Pravda, January 15, 1921,

¥ Lenin Miseellany Ul, p. 322 (in Russian).

* Pravda, February 2, 1921.
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construction, and the working out of correct relations
tween the vanguard and the masses.
cussion, Lenin repeatedly stressed that this discussion wa. o
political danger and an amazing luxury in view of the
unprecedented difficulties, domestic and international !
The status and role of the trade unions within the system
of proletarian dictatorship had been defined in the programme
of the RCP(B) adopted by its Eighth Congress (1919),
It said that the main tasks of the trade unions lay in the
cconomic sphere, and that “the organisational apparatus f
socialised industry must rest primarily on the trade unions™ 2
It was the task of the trade unions to draw broad sections of
the working people into the management of industry, and {,
foster among them a spirit of socialist discipline and c]ags
consciousness.
In early 1920, the Ninth Congress of the RCP(B), giving
greater precision and more concrete form to some planks of
the Programme, adopted a decision, “On the Question of the
Trade Unions and Their Organisations", which stressed that
the tasks of the trade unions lay mainly in the sphere of
¢conomic organisation and educational work. It said- “Being
a school of communism and a link between the vanguard of
the proletariat, the Communist Party, and its most backward
sections which are not yet entirely free of the old craf
union and occupational narrow-mindedness, the trade unjons
must educate these masses, organise them culturally, politi-
cally and administratively, and raise them to the level of
communism.”? The Congress deci il
the general and the current t the
forms of their participation
machinery, and the principle
the Party and the trade un
state and the trade unions,
In September 1920, the Part
a letter to all the gubernia and uyezd committees of the
Party’ setting out measures to render effective assistance to
the trade unions. All these decisions were drafted and
adopted with Lenin’s direct participation,

1
101 &

In the course of the dis-

sions spelled out in det:
asks of the trade unions,
in the work of the economic
§ governing relations between
ions, and between the Soviet
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See V. 1. Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 32, p. 168.

CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part T, p. 422,
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© See Lzvestia TsK REP(B). No. 21, 1920, pp. 4-5.

54

-ade unions’ tasks in economic construction were
alghc?efgllcd with sufficient clm*ijy in the dcc_mm‘m of ﬂtheu‘
All-Russia Congresses and the Fifth All-Russia Confei cnscd
Lenin took part in the Second (]z_mu'ary If)]g} and the Thn‘.
(April 1920) All_—Russm Trade Union (mngrcssc.ﬁ‘, m.ldlh.]%
speeches dctermmt;d the content of the 1'(7‘5.'011‘11’10115 E.t._u,y
ijasged. A draft written by Lenin was _t_hc basis of a d(il‘._‘]ilﬂl'{
adopted by the RCP(B) group at the Fifth All-Russia Trade
Union Congress (November 1920). ) e

onsequently, the 'l‘mtskyltcs'. allegations that the Pcut\y
did not realise the role trade unions had to play in produc-
tion and that it failed to see what they had to do with th(j-
proletariat in power were an attempt to mislead the masses
and lay claim to being the only champions of the interests
the working class. N

Of%ll.llc discusfion forced on the Party by the oppositionists
was latent with grave danger to the Pa{'tys unity, bccaL_wc
from the outset their stand was factional and unprin-
ipled.
C!ElLile discussion was started by Trotsky’s speech at a meet-
ing of the communist group at the Fifth All-Russia Trade
Union Conference, in which he insisted that thg tr‘adc_unmm
were in “profound internal crisis”, because their role in pro-
duction did not accord with their tasks. He called for a
shake-up of the trade-union leadership, “a ﬁhakc—up from
top to bottom to shake out all the remnants”. Contrary to the
Party’s policy of switching from wartime methods to sirllctl,\_-.'
democratic practices, Trotsky urged that the trade unions
should be militarised and that coercion .s]muId. be more ex-
tensively applied. He referred to the "L‘.‘&pE’I‘ECIlCC" of? the
Central Committee of the United Rallwa)-'mcn_H and Water
Transport Workers' Union (Tsektran), which had put

rotskyite methods into practice. ) .

Trotsky’s followers in the Tsektran leadership made wide
use of disciplinary punishment and fines, and permitted them-
selves gross breaches of democracy and the principles gov-
erning the operation of local trade unions. This produced
feésentment among the rank-and-file, and a conflict was 1m-
minent between Trotsky’s followers and those who opposed
Trotsky’s method of ordering the masses about. However,
Tsektran’s Trotskyite leadership continued its policy of
“tightening up the screws”, while Trotsky sought to force
this policy on the whole trade-union movement.

55




The November 1920 Plenary Meeting of the Party’s Cen.
tral Committee rejected the theses tabled by Trotsky, which,
Lenin said, pursued the “shake-up” policy behind a screen
of talk about the trade unions being in the gravest crisis,
and about “new tasks and methods™.! '

It was decided that “pending completion of the commis-
sion’s work, it is undesirable to bring out for broad discus-
sion the differences which have come to light in the Central
Committee”, and to appoint a commission consisting of CC
members and leading trade unionists for a practical, b
ness-like elaboration of the questions in the trade-union
movement. Trotsky was among those who were appointed to
the commission. The Plenary Meeting adopted a resolution
emphasising the need for maximum initiative among the
workers’ organisations and the close ties with the broadest
sections of the working people. The Central Committce
called for a vigorous struggle against “the degeneration of
centralism and militarised forms of work into bureaucratic
practices, petty tyranny, red-tapism and petty tutelage over
the trade unions™.2

The Communist group at the Fifth All-Russia Trade Union
Conference gave full approval to the Central Committec’s
November Plenary Meeting. However, Trotsky refused to
work on the trade-union commission. That was open defiance
of Party discipline. Lenin pointed out: “.. Trotsky’s non-
participation in the trade-union commission’s work actually
implies a continuation of the struggle and its transfer out-
side the Central Committee. ... This business of disrupting
the work of a commission is bureaucratic, un-Soviet, un-
socialist, incorrect and politically harmful.”

In Tscktran, the Trotskyites continued to use their “shalke-
up” methods in their work with the trade-union masses. The
split in Tsektran materialised in early December 1920. At a
meeting of the Communist group of a conference of trans-
port workers called by Tsektran the water transport Commu-
nists lodged a protest against Tsektran’s burcaucratic
methods and demanded fulfilment of the Party’s decisions on
the trade unions, and a renewal of Tsektran membership.

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 44.

2 Desyatyi syezd REKP(B). Stenografichesky olchot (Tenth Congress
of the RCP(B). Verbatim Report), Moscow, 1963, p. 830 (herea
Tenth Congress of the RCP(B). . ).

3 V. 1. Lenin, Collected (Dorks, Vol. 32, pp. 36, 45.
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The Communists walked out and were joined by a section
of the Communist 1_‘allwa}-'1ncn. Later, the water transport
men on Tsektran resigned. . !

The split in the country’s biggest trade union was a great

olitical danger, for Tsektran methods had produced a con-
flict with the majority of Communists and the trade-union
cank-and-file. The working class would have been split wide
open by the application of Trotskyite methods of leadership
to other trade unions. Lenin emphasised: “This event (the
split in Tsd;h‘an.—;hr_{fzm:) is basic and essential to an under-
standing of the political essence of our controversies. .. e

While the Party’s Central Committee was taking steps
towards a practical settlement of the differences within the
Central Committee, Trotsky demanded a broad discussion and
threatened to “appeal to the Party”. He claimed to be the
sole champion of democracy and declared that efforts to
solve the trade-union issue “behind the Party’s back” were
intolerable.

That had a very democratic ring, but in fact the Trots-
kyites had already started the discussion, and had done so
behind the Central Committee’s back. They gave a totally
one-sided picture of their own stand and said nothing about
the real essence of the contradictions. At the Tsektran All-
Russia Conference in December 1920, Trotsky urged that
“two groups should be set up in each union—a production
group and a group of the old-type trade unionists. I have
no doubt that these two groups will give us a great vic-
tory....”2 The demagogic meaning of Trotsky’s statement
becomes quite clear in view of the fact that during the trade-
union discussion the Trotskyites styled themselves production
workers, and labelled Lenin’s supporters in the trade-union
leadership as old-type trade unionists. In their speeches, the
Trotskyites attacked the trade-union leaders, accusing them
of “developing in their midst a spirit of corporate exclu-
siveness, hostility for the new leaders”, and so on.

In his factional struggle, Trotsky was aided by Bukharin,
who set up a “buffer” group, allegedly designed to recon-
cile the extremes, but in fact supporting Trotsky. The leaders
of the opposition themselves admitted that the two groups
had a common platform. Trotsky declared: “As for the

[, V. L. Lenin, Gollected Torks, Vol. 32, p. 76,

Lzvestia, December 7, 1920.




‘buffer’ group, we have had no fundamental differences
with it at all, and I said as much from the outset. There have
been some small nuances, but these have been obliterateq
during the campaign.™

On December 24, 1920, in order to disarm the factiona]-
ists, the Central Committee authorised the discussion, 7 he
following day, Trotsky issued his factional pamphlet, “The
Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions”, which set out his pla
form. The appearance of a platform which the author
self said was the fruit of collective effort exposed Trotsky
as a factionalist defying Party discipline. While a membe; of
the CC, he had got together a group of men outside the (!
and was publishing this group’s collective work, urging
forthcoming Tenth Congress to choose between the two
dencies in the trade-union movement. The mistakes T
had earlier made were further developed in this pamj
as a complex.

While pretending to “enhance” the trade unions’ role in
production, the Trotskyites set out a programme for their
“etatisation”, which they saw as “concentration of all man.
agement of production in the hands of the trade unions . . .
transformation of the trade unions into agencies of the work-
ers’ state and a gradual coalescence of trade-union oreans
with economic organs”.2 Trotsky and his supporters said
that the “parallel” existence of economic and trade-union
organs was intolerable, and proposed an urgent reorganisa
tion of the leadership in the trade-union movement. Subsc-
quent events made it clear that Trotsky’s demand for a
“shake-up” of the trade unions had been a cover-up for
his urge to oust those who followed Lenin, and to sccure
an organisational foothold in the trade-union leader:

“The trade unions,” Trotsky asserted, “are meaning!
in Soviet society only as governing production organs, a
otherwise have no meaning at all.” Implementation of
proposals would have meant the destruction of trade unions
as social, non-Party organisations, and their conversion into
a bureaucratic adjunct of the state apparatus. The stripping
of the trade unions of their specific character would have
been tantamount to a rejection of the trade unions as such,
as organisations that raised millions of working people to

the
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' Pravda, February 1, 1921,
Y Lenin Miscellany 01 p. 326 (in Russian).
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articipation in the running of society, and playing the part
of a transmission belt from the vanguard to the masses.

The fundamental mistake made by the supporters of “éta-
tisation” lay in their neglect of the actual condition of broad
masses of trade-union members and in over-rating the pace
at which the working people were moving to a mastery of
production. Lenin sharply criticised Trotsky’s “étatisation”
slogan and showed that because of illiteracy and lack of
experience the bulk of the proletariat was for the time being
unable to govern.

“The workers,” Lenin told the Second All-Russia Trade
Union Congress, “were never separated by a Great Wall of

China from the old society. And they have preserved a good
deal of the traditional mentality of capitalist society. The
workers are building a new society without themselves hav-
ing become new people, or cleansed of the filth of the old
world; they are still standing up to their knees in that filth.
We can only dream of clearing the filth away. It would be
utterly utopian to think this could be done all at once. It
would be so utopian that in practice it would only postpone
socialism to kingdom come.”! Tt would take a long time to
educate the working people and train them in the skills of
management and administration. Let us recall that at the
time only 900 workers out of six million trade-union mem-
bers were engaged in managing production. The rest were
still to learn how to do so. In these conditions it was funda-
mentally wrong to concentrate on the “top section” of the
trade unions and demand their conversion into organs of
management.

In urging the transfer of management to the trade unions,
Trotsky put forward this erroneous slogan: the trade unions
are another name for the proletariat2 The trade unions
were indeed an organisation of the proletariat, but this
did not mean that only proletarians were members of the
trade unions. In the 1918-1920 period, trade-union member-
ship included not only industrial workers, but also office
workers, administrative and technical personnel and some
artisan and semi-peasant elements.® In 1921, 16 of the Re-

L'V. L. Lenin, Collected (Works, Vol, 28, pp. 424-25,

* See O roli profe isionalnykl soyuzov v proizvodstve (On the Role
of the Trade Unions in Production), p. 28.

3 Sce CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . . Part 1. pp. 547-48.
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public’s 23 production trade unions had a working-class memn -
bership, in the full sense of the word, and 7 mainly work-
ing in branches providing services for production. Only aboyt
500,000 of the 6,970,000 trade-union members were Commun-
ists.! In these conditions, Trotsky’s slogan was not only er.
roneous but harmful, because it implied subordination of
production to the petty-bourgeois elements.

Addressing the Eleventh Party Congress, Lenin said: “Dy;.
ing the war people who were by no means proletarians went
into the factories; they went into the factories to dodec the
war. Are the social and economic conditions in our country
today such as to induce real proletarians to go into the
factories? No.... Very often those who go into the facto-
ries are not proletarians; they are casual elements of every
description.”?

Lenin criticised Trotsky's “étatisation” slogan and his idea
of the “coalescence” of economic and trade-union organs,
and urged that a thorough study should be made of the ex
perience of joint working by trade unions and state ore
in order to set it against the Trotskyites’ burecaucratic
empty scheming, Lenin showed that if the [1';1(1{:.11115_0_114 W
to play a greater part in the country’s economic life, th
was need to induce the working people to take the most vi
ous action and to train each of them for participatios
the management of production and social affairs, and in
“production training”, not only in word but also in deed.
In contrast to Trotsky’s platform, Lenin brought out Rudzu-
tak’s theses, which contained practical proposals for further
democratising the trade unions, improving production propa-
ganda, organising disciplinary courts, and so on.

The Trotskyites launched their strongest attacks against
Lenin’s definition of the trade unions as a school of commun-
1sm. The oppositionists came out against the Party’s decision
on this question, asserting that the Party alone could be a
school of communism, whereas the task of the trade unions
was to muster production. The Trotskyites’ denial of the role
of the trade unions as a school of communism in fact meant
a refusal to engage in painstaking work in educating the
working people, and enlisting them in the active construc-
tion of the new society.

' See CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . .
= V. I. Lenin, Collected tDorks. Vol. 33, p. 2099,
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Had the Trotskyite thesis of “étatising” the trade unions
been realised, the trade unions would have been rendered
incapable of protecting the working pecple’s interests. Trots-
ky argued that in a workers’ state there was !1i_>i§'.i':.1._-,;;' for the
trade unions to protect and that under the dict: torship of the
proletariat the trade unimn'_ tasks in protecting L!‘,c.",'.-'u'-.‘T-;:_'r‘;_'
economic interests were entirely superfluous. He discounted
the whole thing as Soviet “economic trade-unionism” and
urged that the trade unions should be converted into an
instrument for militarising the working class. He said that
after the proletariat had won power, the trade unions them-
selves became “coercive”, and were transformed into an
organisation for coercion. In this context, a highly character-
istic speech was delivered by the Trotskyite Goltsman at
the Moscow Gubernia and City Conference of the RCP(B) in
November 1920. He said that the mode of coercion was a
mode of real policy, which is why it was not right to shun
any method, including the method of “ruthless discipline of
the cane with respect to the mass of workers, who are pull-
ing us into the past.... We shall not stop at using prisons,
transportation and hard labour with respect to those who are
incapable of understanding our tendencies”.

The Trotskyite idea of militarising the trade unions was
objectively leading to a split between the Party and the trade
unions, between the vanguard and the masses, and tended to
undermine the dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin said:
. We have no other mainstay but the millions of proletar-
ians, who may not be class conscious, are often ignorant,
backward, and illiterate, but who, being proletarians, follow
their own Party.”1

While the Party and the proletarian state were introduc.
ing the New Economic Policy, when the question of provid-
ing all-round protection for the proletariat’s class interests
was especially acute, the Trotskyites rabidly denied the need
for the trade unions working in that direction. But the fact
15 that even after the victory of the proletarian revolution,
the function of safeguarding the workers’ interests remains
and is enriched with a qualitatively new content. The liqui-
dation of private property in the means of production and
the concentration of political power in the hands of the

LV. I. Lenin, Gollected Darks, Vol. 32 p. 58,
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wm‘king class (:hungc the class orientation of this trade.
union function but do not at all eliminate it.

In the socialist state the trade unions combine protection
for the economic interests of the workers and of the state
itself. They work to consolidate the state, while standing
up for the proletariat’s interests against burcaucratic distor-
tions, formalism, red tape and breaches of legality, and
work for the fullest satisfaction of the working people’s
material and spiritual interests. Lenin exposed Trotsky's
conceptions as being reckless and his platform as being
theoretically groundless and anti-Bolshevik, and proved tha
under the dictatorship of the proletariat the trade unions
a great part to play. .

The factional fight started by the Trotskyites against the
Party served as a signal for action by Ull‘l(j%' anti-Party
groups. During the discussion, seven anti-Leninist platforms
on the trade unions were set out, namely, those of the Trots-
kyites and the “buffer” group, the “Workers’ Opposition™
the “Democratic Centralism” group, the Ignatovites’, Ryaza
nov’s and Nogin’s. As the discussion went forward, they
formed blocs: the “buffer” group united with the Trotskyite
the “Ignatovites” merged with the “Workers’ Opposition
and the Trotskyites and the “Workers’ Opposition” supported
each other. What all the opposition platforms did was deny
the leading role of the Party and undermine the dictatorship
of the proletariat. .

The “Workers” Opposition” put forward the slogan of
“trade-unionising the state”, with the trade unions taking
over the management of the country’s economy. This group
held the trade unions to be the only truly proletarian organ-
isation as opposed to the Party and the state. The main plank
of the “Workers’ Opposition” programme was that the nation-
al economy should be run by an “All-Russia Congress ol
Producers organised in trade and industrial unions”.! This
was a virtual abandonment of the Marxist-Leninist theory
of the class struggle, obliterating the distinction between the
working class and the petty bourgeoisie, in an obvious at-
tempt to subordinate the Party and the Soviet state to the
petty-bourgeois element. _ T
~ The oppositionists strove to wrest from the proleta
dictatorship the commanding heights of the economy and to

rian

' See V. I. Lenin, Collected (Works, Vol. 32, p. 198
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deprive the Party of its leading role in the management of
production. The “Workers’ Opposition” argued that the al-
liance between the working class and the peasantry signified
surrender on the part of the proletarian revolution to the
petty-bourgeois element. While demagogically claiming to
be a “Workers’ Opposition™, it in fact served as a reflection
of the most backward attitudes among the petty bourgeoi-
sie, and was an anarcho-syndicalist deviation. At the Tenth
Party Congress, Lenin said that the “Workers’ Opposition,
which is hiding behind the backs of the proletariat, is a
petty-bourgeois, anarchist element”.! The tactics of this anti-
Party group was most explicitly formulated by Alexandra
Kollontai in her pamphlet “The Workers’ Opposition”. She
wrote: “Even in the event of defeat at the Congress, it [the
Workers’ Opposition] must remain within the Party and
firmly defend its point of view, step by step, saving the
Party and straightening out its line.”? By insisting on fac-
tional methods of struggle and on splitting the Party, the
leaders of the opposition and their supporters were in prac-
tice demonstrating their repugnance of unity and Party
discipline.

The “Democratic Centralism” group, whose platform was
characterised by Lenin as “Menshevism and Socialist-Rey-
olutionarism at their worst”, as “the ‘champion shouter’ fac-
tion”, distorted the principles of democratic centralism,
demanding “boundless collegiality” and freedom to set up
factions and groupings within the Party. They denied that
the Party had the leading role to play within the Soviets
and the trade unions, and strove to undermine the cen-
tralised leadership of the Soviet state. During the trade-
union discussion they came out with their theses “On the
Trade Unions”, which charged that the trade unions were in
a state of “burecaucratic necrosis”. but simultaneously de-
manded an extension of their rights in production, and pro-
posed that the Presidium of the Supreme Economic Council
should be formed by a plenary meeting of the All-Russia
Central Council of Trade Unions. Their theses, “The Par-
ty’s Current Tasks”, amounted to an opportunist revision of
the Marxist-Leninist principles of Party building.

' V. L. Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 32. p. 197.
2 Ibid., p. 201.
+ Ibid., p. 52.




In contrast to these oppositionist platforms, the Centra]
Committee brought out its “Draft Resolution of the h
Congress of the RCP, ‘The Role and Tasks of the Trade
Unions’ 7, which is known as the “Platform of Ten”. It wag
based on the Party’s decisions about the role of the trade
unions in the epoch of the proletarian dictatorship. It said
that for the broad masses of the working people the trade
unions were a primary school of political education and
organisational skills. The main method used by the trade
unions in their work was that of persuasion and workers’
democracy. The “Platform of Ten” played a big role in
defeating the anti-Party forces and in rallying the mass of
Communists round the Party’s Central Committee.

On January 12, 1921, the RCP(B) Central Committee
reaffirmed its decision that all Ol‘ganisatiuns were free to
engage in discussion and adopted a resolution on the elec-
tion of delegates by platform for the Party’s Tenth Con-
gress. Every trend within the Party was given full oppor-
tunity to present its views to the Communists. The Plenary
Meeting condemned the oppositionists’ efforts to heat up
the factional fight, and urged them “not to exaggerate the
differences or to distract the attention and energy of Party
members from the vital and urgent practical tasks”, and to
conduct a discussion on the basis of principles. Trotsky and
his followers, who had earlier harangued for a broad dis-
cussion, now voted against this CC decision.

It was a heavy blow at Trotsky’s attempts to cobble an
anti-Party bloc and to rally all the opposition to his side.
It helped to show the depth of the contradictions and to ex-
pose before the masses the true face of the oppositionists.
While giving all the opposition groups an opportunity to
present their platforms at the Party meetings and confer-
ences and in the press, the Central Committee criticised
these platforms and showed them to be designed to under
mine the Party’s leading role, and the fact was that any
weakening of the Party presented a great danger to the
Soviet power. .

The opposition leaders sought to spread among the active
Party members mistrust of the Central Committee, and laid
the blame for the economic hardships on some of its mem-
bers. They twisted the real causes of the economic crisis
through which the country was going in that period, anc
tried in every way to discredit the CC’s policy in the eycs
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of the rank-and-file members. At the Tenth Congress, Trots-
ky asserted that it was the CC that had doubled and tripled
the existing food difficultics. He declared: “True, it has
been said here that there had earlier been the wartime situ-
ation which had made it impossible to switch to a tax. The
wartime situation has nothing to do with the tax in kind. ...
Had we taken the right approach to this matter a year ago,
our relations with the peasantry would have been better.””!
That was not true, because in the conditions of wartime
it had been impossibie to establish normal economic rela-
tions between industry and agriculture, through trade, be-
cause the state did not have enough manufactured goods to
exchange for farm produce, and the socialist structure was
still so weak that frecedom to trade played into the hands
of the capitalist elements, who strove to disrupt the coun-
try’s economy and to frustrate the delivery of the necessary
supplics to the army and the arms industry. During the Civil
War, it was the counter-revolutionaries who plugged the
freedom to trade. The Soviet state was pursuing a surplus-
appropriation policy precisely for the purpose of meeting
the needs of supplies for workers and the army, and defeat-
ing the external and internal counter-revolution. Lenin char-
acterised the assertions of the opposition leaders as being
essentially counter-revolutionary, and added: “It is the kind
of demagogy that the Makhno anarchists and the Kronstadt
elements jump at.”? The opposition was providing the inter-
nal counter-revolutionaries with an ideological weapon to
fight the Party and the Soviet power.?
~ In the course of the discussion, the Trotskyites twisted the
historical truth and tried to represent Lenin’s principled
stand as being something of a “median”, centrist stand, es-
sentially not very different from the Trotskyites’. But these

L Tenth Congress of the RCP(B). . ., p. 850.

4 V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 207,

¥ Bourgeois historians have borrowed the principal theses of the
Trotskyites and other anti-Party groups, and these are now being used
by anti-Sovieteers in the capitalist countries. Bourgeois idcologists,
striving to pervert one of the most heroic stages in the development
of Soviet society, have falsified a wide range of questions, including
the economic causes and the political factors which led to the aggrava-
tion of the class struggle in Soviet Russia in the spring of 1921, the
content of the internal Party struggle, the arrangement ol forces within
the Party, the truc meaning of the various platforms, the Party’s pro
gramme, the “War Communism”™ policy and the NEP,
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assertions are unfounded, as will be seen from Lenin’s
works dating from the period of the trade-union discussion
(“The Trade Unions, the Present Situation and Trotsky'c
Mistakes”, “The Party Crisis”, “Once Again on the Trade
Unions, the Current Situation and the Mistakes of Trotsky
and Bukharin™) which played the decisive role in the oppo-
sition’s ideological and organisational defeat. These works
show that it was impossible to reconcile the Party’s stand
and that of the anti-Party groupings.

The oppositionists’ attacks against the Central Committec
went hand in hand with their criticism of the Party’s meas.
ures in economic construction, with the plan for electri-
fication, the most important part of Lenin’s programme to
transform the country along socialist lines, being the target
of the most virulent attacks.

Let us recall that the Party’s Central Committee attached
exceptional importance to the electrification of Russia and
to a single long-range economic plan. Lenin said the electri-
fication plan was the Party’s second programme and a great
cconomic plan. He wrote: “Large-scale machine industrs
and its extension to agriculture is the only possible cco-
nomic basis for socialism, the only possible basis for a suc
cessful struggle to deliver mankind from the yoke of cap
ital.”! This idea of Lenin’s was given concrete form and
scientifically substantiated in the plan drawn up by the
State Commission for the Electrification of Russia (Russian
acronym GOELRO), which opened up boundless prospects
before the Soviet working people. It envisaged not only a
restoration of industry to its prewar level within ten years,
but a doubling of industrial production and accelerated de
velopment of the power industry, metallurgy, engineering
and the chemical industry. _

The electrification plan expressed the collective will of
the Party and the Soviet state. The general idea behind
the plan had come from Lenin, and outstanding scientists
and engineers had taken part in drawing it up. The meas
ures for which it provided were to play a tremendous role
m consolidating the class basis of the proletarian dictator-
ship. However, the Trotskyites said it was quite “unrevolu-
tionary” and insisted on a revision of the rates of industrial
development sct out in the plan.

V' V. L Lenin, Colleeted tDorks, Vol. 33, p. 49.
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Y. Shatunovsky, a follower of Trotsky’s, said that the plan
“designed for 10 years, could not be realised even in 40 years,
and we cannot sustain ourselves even for 5 years, unless our
production becomes revolutionary”.! He came out with an
ostensibly revolutionary plan for rehabilitating Petrograd,
the major industrial centre. Trotsky defended Shatunovsky’s

rogramme and declared that the electrification, “if it were
tackled with heroic intensity, could be completed in eight
months”.?

Commenting on the attempts by the “Leftist” phrase-
mongers to substitute for the electrification plan projects that
looked super-revolutionary, but were in fact hare-brained
and hostile to socialism, Lenin wrote: “Shatunovsky’s pam-
phlet is a lot of hot air.”® “Very weak. Nothing but thetoric.
Not the least bit of sound matter.” Lenin showed that their
attitude to the single economic plan revealed the same ten-
dency to abstract talk, rigidity and scholasticism in place
of vibrant action, as in the trade-union discussion. He wrote:
“Again and again there is the emptiest ‘drawing up of theses’
and a concoction of plans and slogans, in place of painstak-
ing and thoughtful study of our own practical experience.”

Lenin said the electrification plan was a specimen of
scientific planning, and exposed the tactics of those who op-
posed the great projects it envisaged, and their attempts to
twist and distort the resolution of the Eighth Congress of
Soviets, “to the extent of ignoring it altogether”.6 The op-
positionists, who declared that the electrification of Russia
was unfeasible, tried in fact to say as little as possible about
the plan itself. Lenin ridiculed these attempts to substitute
ultra-revolutionary plans for actual work, and showed that
loud talk was frequently used to cover up hostility for so-
cialist construction.

There was also a discussion with the opposition on the
“peasant” question, on the “attitude to the peasantry, which
was rising against War Communism”.7 In it the Trotskyites
once again fully revealed their denial of the role of the

' Lenin Miscellany XX, p. 208 (in Russian),

* Ibid., p. 208.

' Ibid., p. 209.

V. L. Lenin, Collected tUorks. Vol, 45. p. 137.

5 Ibid., Vol. 32, p. 137.

% Ibid., p. 141.

“CCPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 11, p. 108.
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alliance between the working class and the peasantry in
building the new society.

The Party’s policy with respect to the peasantry was

based on the fact that in peacetime the military-political
b o

form of alliance between the working class and the peasant-

ry could not boost the country’s productive forces or estab-
lish normal economic ties between industry and agriculture.
In working on the forms in which the tasks of peac

construction were to be tackled, the Central Comu
analysed the situation that had taken shape and the ea
experience in economic construction, consulted with the local
Party organisations and studied the mood of the peasantry.
From September 1920 to February 1921, the Politburo

the RCP(B) Central Committee and the Central Commil
tee’s Plenary Meetings outlined a number of measures to
alleviate the condition of the peasantry and to work out fl
correct relations between the two labouring classes.

It was Lenin who organised and inspired this effort.
received peasant delegations, many of whom had to w
from their villages to Moscow, and made a thorough stud
of letters from Party and Soviet government workers an
farmers which arrived from every corner of the count
and testified to the peasants’ desire to have a tax in kind
substituted for the surplus food-appropriation system.

In November 1920, Lenin motioned in the Counci! of
People’s Commissars his “Draft Decision for the CPG on
Direct Taxes”, which proposed that a commission should b
authorised to “‘prepare and carry out simultaneously both
the repeal of monetary taxes and the changeover from the
surplus-appropriation system to the tax in kind”.! In Decem
ber he attended a conference of non-Party peasants who were
delegates to the Eighth All-Russia Congress of Soviets, wherc
he made a record of their speeches and circulated his notes
to the members of the Party’s CC and the Government. In
carly 1921, Lenin received at the Kremlin peasants fron
Tver, Tambov, and Vladimir gubernias, and from Sibe
and discussed with them various agricultural matters. In a
speech delivered at a metal-workers” conference on February
4, 1921, he squarely raised the question of the need to estab
lish correct relations between the working class and the peas

iu

| V. L. Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 42, p. 250
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to meet the peasants’ desire for a switch to the

antry and
tax in kind. . . e

On February b, 1921, Lenin drew up a Rough Dralt r.fl
Theses (Concerning the [’casnlt}s”,_w]n_ch became the basis
of the Party’s decisions on _.~.w1t_(:hm;.{1 from the surplus-ap-
1)1‘0p1‘i:tli(m system to a tax kind. 1? wt‘)rk o.ut 1_]‘1c nu_ltic.{
in depth, the lf(:ht}.mrq of the Pi}]'t)’.‘i Central (;‘31‘111!'[\1“({(.
adopted a decision on February 16, ]_9‘2_‘1, to start a discus-
sion in Pravda. On February 24, a CC Plenum _cx_um1npd
the draft decision, submitted by a special commission, for
substituting a tax in kind for the surplus-appropriation sys-
tem. On the eve of the Tenth Party Congress, a (:(:1:11111E_hz‘c was
appointed, under Lenin’s chairmanship, to put the hm:ﬂ}mg
touches to the draft. It was then put before the Tenth Gon-
gress. . ! - : .
Consequently, the “War Communism” policy, which had
outlived itself, was oiving way to the New Economic Pol-
icy (NEP), which the Party was working out in the light
of the Marxist view of economic laws and their operation
:n the transition period. It was designed to effect a gradual
transformation of the country’s multistructural economy into
a socialist one, and to switch the small peasant farms to
the path of social production.

The substitution of a tax in kind for the surplus-approp-
riation system was the start and a major link in the coher-
ent system of measures known in history as the New Eco-
nomic Policy. This substitution signified a switch to trade
between town and country, and the establishment of nor-
mal economic ties between nationalised industry and agri-
culture. Once the peasant had paid his tax to the state he
was free to dispose of his surplus produce by trading it. This
met his desire, as a petty proprietor, to have some freedom
to trade, and created a material incentive for developing
his farm and increasing his output. It also helped to har-
monise the interests of the peasants with those of the Soviet
state.

In allowing freedom to trade within certain limits, the
Party was aware that this was fraught with some danger of
a growth of capitalist elements. However, it was not a great
danger, provided political power and the commanding heights
of the economy remained in the hands of the proletariat.
Replying to a question about whether it was possible to
restore some freedom of trade for the small farmers, without
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undermining the dictatorship of the proletariat, Lenin said
that this was possible because the whole point was the
extent to which freedom to trade was allowed. If the p!'r:.
letariat, which had won political power, had a quantity of
goods at its disposal and arranged correct economic com
merce, it would be adding economic power to its political
power.,! .

The NEP was the Party’s discovery of forms of co-opera.
tion between the working class and the peasantry which made
it possible for the socialist state to exert an influence on
the petty-commodity peasant economy, and to draw the
mass of peasants into socialist construction. The New Eco-
nomic Policy was an organic part of the overall system of
measures taken by the Party and the state in industrialisa-
tion and electrification, and was closely linked with the sin-
gle economic plan for the country’s socialist transforma
tion. It was “a major and necessary stage on the road to
socialism. The purpose of this policy was to surmount the
economic dislocation, create the foundation for a socialisl
economy, develop heavy industry, establish an economic
link between town and country, strengthen the alliance be-
tween the working class and the peasants, oust and then
abolish _capitalist elements, and achieve socialism”.2
_The implementation of NEP was resisted by the oppo-
sition groups. The Trotskyites said the policy was not only
a retreat but gradual return to capitalism. They over-rated
the possibilities of the kulak elements and insisted that the
peasantry as a whole was hostile to the proletariat; they
predicted an inevitable restoration of capitalism in Russia,
unless a world revolution came to the rescue.

“ . We are now entering a phase of capitulation to the
petty bourgeoisie. ..” said the Trotskyite L. Sosnovsky at
the Tenth Congress of the Party. “This phase will perhaps
lead to a capitulation at the next congress to this selfsame
petty-bourgeois element, depending on how the revolution
in Europe unfolds.”™ The other oppositionists spoke in a sim-
ilar vein. They charged that the Party’s NEP was a betray al
of the cause of socialism and tended to disrupt the policy

1 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 32, p. 219.
2 Fiftieth Anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution
‘Hu'._n';‘.\' of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Moscow, 1967, p. 11.
b Tenth Congress of the RCP(B). . ., pp. 78-79.

70

of the proletarian state. This idea was caught up and in-
flated by the whiteguard, SR and Menshevik press abroad.

These assertions had nothing in common with the actual
facts, because the foundations for NEP were laid just after
the October Revolution had won out. The young Soviet state
started its creative endeavour by pursuing a policy aimed at
overcoming the capitalist elements, consolidating the eco-
nomic basis of the alliance between the working class and the
peasantry, and using trade, money and market ties in social-
ist construction. The extraordinary measures had to be taken
because of the Civil War and the foreign armed interven-
tion which shortly began. Consequently, the New Economic
Policy was a new policy only in comparison with the methods
used under “War Communism”.

At the Tenth Congress, Trotsky tried to counter NEP with
his own proposals, which he placed before the CC in Feb-
ruary 1920. As he himself said, they boiled down to “some
easing of pressure on the kulak”, a “more prudent attitude
to the top sections of the peasantry. .. in the rich agricultural
areas of Siberia, the Don and the Ukraine™. He claimed
that his proposals, known as “The Main Questions of the
Food and Land Policy” were “letter for letter” identical with
the document of the Party’s Central Committee on the sub-
stitution of a tax in kind for the surplus-appropriation sys-
tem. Actually, however, Trotsky’s proposals ran counter to
the basic lines of NEP, and were designed to intensify “War
Communism” methods and administrative pressure on the
labouring peasantry.

ust when the peasants were spontaneously rising against
the “War Communism” policy, the Trotskyites put forward
a programme of forcible measures against them. The Trots-
kyites’ assumption was that because of its alleged sluggish-
ness, backwardness and hostility, the peasantry was incapa-
ble of taking part in socialist construction. They presented
the peasants as a solid reactionary mass, ignoring the Marx-
ist requirement of the differentiated approach.

At every stage of the revolution, the Bolshevik Party took
precisely this differentiated approach in dealing with the
relations between the proletariat and the mass of peasants.
In the bourgeois-democratic revolution, the proletariat was
allied with the whole peasantry against the tsar and the
landowners, while keeping the Cadet bourgeoisie isolated.
The October Revolution was carried out by the proletariat
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in alliance with the poor peasants, and the middle peasantry
neutralised. Finally, the Party’s Eighth Congress adopted a
policy of establishing an alliance of the proletariat and
the poor peasantry with the middle peasantry, withoul
in any sense abandoning the fight against the kulaks and
relying firmly only on the poor peasants.

The Trotskyites” talk about the reactionary and backward
character of the peasantry in general tended to obscure the
class stratification in the countryside, and deprived the pro-
letariat of the labouring peasantry, a loyal ally in socialisf
construction. In taking this hopelessly sceptical attitude to
the Russian peasantry and the “backward” sections of the
working class, Trotsky and his followers were completely af
one with West European opportunists like Kautsky and Otto
Bauer. One need only compare Trotsky’s reasoning with
this statement of Kautsky’s: “Socialism requires a high level
of education among the people, high morals among the mass,
strongly developed social instincts and a sense of solidar-
ity.... That kind of morality...does not exist among the
mass which now sets the tone in the Bolshevik proletari
According to Kautsky, the peasantry “constitutes an econom-
ically reactionary factor, which is an obstacle on the way to
socialism” 2 '

In accordance with their idea that the mass of peasants
was backward and reactionary, the Trotskyites proposed a
system of extraordinary measures with respect to the peasant-
ry. They believed, in particular, that peasants should be
formed into labour units, to operate almost like military
units. Trotsky said: “I ask you: who is henceforth to act
this element of militarisation with respect to the peasants?. ..
The leading workers. . .. Through the trade unions they can
militarise great masses of peasants.”™ Consequently, this
Trotskyite militarisation scheme left no room for an alliance
between the working class and the peasantry, the cardinal
principle of the proletarian dictatorship, and urged that the
working class should dominate the peasantry.

Had the Trotskyites managed to force their line on the
Party, there would have been a threat of dissolution of the
alliance with the peasantry, and an inevitable clash between

.= K. Kautsky, Terrorismus und Kommunismus, Berlin, 1919, S. 119-20
> K. Kautsky, Demokratic oder Diktatur, Berlin, 1920, S. 4.
' Ninth Congress of the RCP(B). . ., p. 94.
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the two labouring classes. The Party rejected the provocative
recipes of the opportunists, exposed their danger and safe-
guarded the Leninist policy of strengthening the alliance bet-
ween the working class and the labouring peasantry.

The proposals which Trotsky put forward during the
trade-union discussion were, Lenin said, “burecaucratic pro-
jecteering”, “intellectualist talk™ and abstract reasoning with-
out any practical value. Like the whole of the opposition,
Trotsky sought, in one arbitrary spurt, to solve all the highly
complex economic, political and social problems of the tran-
sition period. The Trotskyites were pessimistic and despon-
dent over the complexity of the tasks in socialist construc-
tion. Trotsky wrote: “We entered this struggle (the revolu-
tion—Author) with great ideals and great enthusiasm, and
many believed that the promised land of the communist
brotherhood, and the flourishing material and spiritual life
was much closer at hand than it in fact turned out to be.”
Confronted with the reality, they “shed many of the naive
illusions and hopes about the promised land being close at
hand, about the new realm of justice, freedom and prosperity
being near, being well within reach”, whereas the “anticipa-
tion of fresh calamities and fresh hardships proved to be
true”. Trotsky and his followers believed that the only way out
of the situation was to militarise every aspect of social life.

The Trotskyites assigned a special place to the army. They
argued that each class preferred those who had undergone
military training, and proposed that military men should
be appointed to the key posts in production, with the army
exercising special economic functions. Trotsky said: “We
should site our officer courses at the main industrial centres,
so that everyone attending these courses could become an
officer and direct the industry of the given area. ... In this
way, the area, with its plants at the centre, will simul-
tancously be an industrial and a militia district and a militia
division. As our army adapts itself to the economic life, our
economic life will assimilate the elements of militarisation.”
The Trotskyites believed that militarised labour was the
only acceptable form of labour under socialism.

As carly as 1920, they put forward their “economic plan”,
based on a programme of extensive establishment of labour
armies and the use of forced labour. During the breathing
space that had materialised, the Soviet state was unable to
demobilise the army because of the threat of armed attack
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and was forced to use the military units released from hold-
ing the front to heal the economic dislocation. But this was
regarded as a temporary measure forced upon the country
by an acute shortage of manpower. However, Trotsky and
his supporters saw the labour armies as an ideal form of
labour organisation throughout the transition period. They
held that universal labour service should take the form of
forced labour. They insisted on the extensive recruitment of
untrained workers for the rchabilitation of industry and
transport, and insisted that with the increasing availability
of machine equipment the question of labour armies was
bound to gain urgency.

This idea of Trotsky's was criticised by the Party’s Cen.
tral Committee. The Ninth Congress of the RCP(B) camc
out against the recruitment for labour of large military units
and recommended the use of “the best among the skilled
workers as small shock labour teams at the key industrial
enterprises”. The Central Committee believed that labour
armies could be used on an extensive scale only when “the
work was uncomplicated and could be equally done by all
Red Army men”.!

The Party wanted the single economic plan to be based

1

on a reduction in the numbers of unskilled workers throug]
the recruitment of skilled workers for every branch of the
economy. The Party believed that the success of socialist
construction hinged on the ability to organise the working
people and to direct their efforts into boosting the economy.
Lenin repeatedly stressed that victory on the economic
front would be scored only by raising to active participation
in building up the state tens of millions of those who had
earlier been indifferent. He said: “The greater the scope and
extent of historical events, the greater is the number of peo-
ple participating in them, and, contrariwise, the more
profound the change we wish to bring about, the more must
we rouse an interest and an intelligent attitude towards it.
and convince more millions and tens of millions of people
that it is necessary.”” _

The Trotskyites also took an extremely oversimplified
approach to the problem of material incentives in the social-
ist state. In a pamphlet setting out his platform, Trotsky pul

b Ninth Congress of the RCP(B). . ., pp. 414, 415.
= V. L. Lenin, Collected Dorks, Vol. 81, p. 498,
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forward this thesis: “There is need for a policy of equalisa-
tion in the sphere of consumption, i.e., the conditions of the
working people’s personal existence. The principle of priority
will long remain decisive for us in the sphere of produc-
tion.”!

During the Civil War, the economic hardships and the
threat of invasion made it necessary to give supply “priority”
to some types of production, departments and groups of
workers. In the autumn of 1920, as the country was switch-
ing to peaceful economic construction, the Ninth Conference
of the RCP(B), in a resolution entitled “On the Immediate
Tasks of Party Construction”, pointed to the need to “concen-
trate the Party’s attention on the effort to realise greater
equality, first, within the Party, second, within the prole-
tariat, and then also within the whole mass of working people,
and finally, third, between various departments and various
groups of workers, in particular, the specialists and re-
sponsible workers with respect to the mass”.2

The Trotskyites pretended that this was abandonment of
the socialist principle of distribution according to labour.
However, the Party had never abandoned the principle of
harmonising the working people’s moral and material in-
terests in developing production. At the Eighth All-Russia
Congress of Soviets, Lenin emphasised the need to “reward
those who, after suffering tremendous hardships, continue
to display heroism on the labour front.... The state not
only persuades, but also rewards good workers by creating
better living conditions for them”.3 With the transition to
NEP, special importance attached to material incentives in
work.

Lenin proved that by separating consumption from pro-
duction, which was “an economic absurdity”, Trotsky was
confusing some elementary Marxist propositions. He wrote:
“Priority is preference, but it is nothing without preference
in consumption. If all the preference I get is a couple of
vunces of bread a day I am not likely to be very happy. The
preference part of priority implies preference in consumption
as well. Otherwise, priority is a pipe dream, a fleeting cloud,
and we are, after all, materialists.” The Party exposed the

! Lenin Miscellany UI, p. 347 (in Russian).

2 CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 1, p. 507,

' V. I. Lenin. Collected {Dorks, Vol. 31, p. 508,

i Thid., Vol. 32, p. 28.




Trotskyites’ ill-judged propositions on socialist construction.
their unwillingness to reckon with the objective laws of so
cial development, their attempt to run the economy by
ordering people about, and their swings from one extreme {o
the other.

The RCP(B) Central Committee’s stand in the trade-union
discussion won complete support from the local Party orga-
nisations. The masses, to whose support Trotsky and the
other oppositionists referred, were unanimous in backine
Lenin’s platform. A city-wide meeting of Petrograd Com-
munists adopted an “Address to the Party” which said: “The
mistake made by Comrade Trotsky and his group on the
trade-union question is fraught with tremendous dangers fo
the Party and the proletarian revolution. As a tendency this
mistake could lead to a split and a rupture between the
Communist Party of Russia, on the one hand, and the all-
Russia frade-union movement, on the other. And this would
have the most ruinous consequences for the fortunes of our
revolution.”® This document was supported by 95-98 per cent
of the city’s Communists®. At the Petrograd conference of the
RCP(B) Trotsky’s platform won only 15-19 votes.?

At the very start of the discussion, the oppositionists
sought to win over the Moscow organisation of the RCP(B).
On November 4, 1920, in an effort to secure the support of
the Moscow Communists, Trotsky addressed a joint Moscow
gubernia and city Party conference, calling for a “shake
up” and militarisation of the trade unions. He declared: “I
promise to take part in this struggle, and have some arti-
cles in my briefcase.” However, Trotsky’s factional attacks
were rebuffed by the Party activists and trade-union func-
tionaries. Speakers at the conference pointed to his patently
syndicalist tendencies and criticised his slogan of “étatising”
and “shaking up” the trade unions. The conference censured
the methods used by Tsektran with respect to the mass of
workers and observed that the working people were being
alienated from the trade unions because they were being
ordered about instead of being persuaded.

The struggle in the Moscow Party organisation was made
more complicated by the fact that Trotsky’s supporters had

U Pravde, January 13, 1921,
* See Pravda, January 21, 1921.
4 See Pravda, February 3, 1921.
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insinuated themselves into the leadership of some district
committees. All the opposition groups were represented on
the Moscow Party Committee. The oppositionists’ splitting
and double-dealing tactics now and again prevented the
Party activists from taking the right orientation. Thus, at
one meeting of the Moscow Party Committee which was not
attended by several members supporting Lenin’s platform,
including the secretary Artyom (F. A. Sergeyev), Trotsky
and his supporters managed to put through, by a majority
of one, a resolution attacking the “Address to the Party™.

But the factionalists could hope to have only some tempo-
rary success in such an ideologically steadfast organisation
as the one in Moscow. On January 17, 1921, an enlarged
meeting of the Moscow Committee, attended by represen-
tatives from the Party’s district and uyezd committees, came
out in support of Lenin’s “Platform of Ten”. Despite every
effort made by Bukharin, Trotsky, Shlyapnikov and Sapro-
nov, the overwhelming majority of the Moscow Committee
voted for an address, “To All Party Organisations”, urging
unanimous support for the policy of the RCP(B) Central
Committee.! On February 19, the Moscow Gubernia Party
Conference came out almost unanimously in support of the
“Platform of Ten" 2

The results of the eve-of-Congress discussions in the Party
organisations of the Ukraine, the Urals, Siberia and North-
ern Caucasus also showed that the country’s major Party
organisations supported the “Platform of Ten”. The thing
to notice is that even where the Party committees had an
opposition leadership, the Communists voted {or Lenin’s plat-
form. That is what happened in the Byelorussia, Yekaterin-
burg, Kharkov, Tambov and Kaluga organisations. Lenin
observed: “In this one month, Petrograd, Moscow and a num-
ber of provincial towns have shown that the Party responded
to the discussion and has rejected Comrade Trotsky’s
wrong line by an overwhelming majority. While there may
have been some vacillation ‘at the top’ and ‘in the prov-
inces’, in the committees and in the offices, the rank-and-file
membership—the mass of Party workers—came out solidly
against this wrong line.”””

! See Pravda, January 19, 1921.

' See Pravda, February 20, 1921,

3 V. 1. Lenin, Gollected Torks, Vol. 32, p. 107,




The elections by platform for the Tenth Party Congress
showed that the majority of delegates with vote were backing
the “Platform of Ten”. At the Congress, the opposition com-
prised less than 10 per cent of the delegates. Of the seven
platforms put up for discussion against the “Platform of
Ten” only two lasted until the Congress: the joint platform
of Trotsky and Bukharin, and the “Workers’ Opposition”
platform.

The Tenth Congress of the RCP(B) put an end to the trade-
union discussion. The “Platform of Ten” won 336 votes, the
Trotsky-Bukharin platform, 50; and the “Workers’ Opposi-
tion” platform, only 18. The “Platform of Ten” was the
basis for the resolution adopted by the Congress, “On the
Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions”. The resolutions “On
Party Unity”, “On the Syndicalist and Anarchist Deviation
in Our Party”, “On Party Construction™ and “On the Con-
trol Commissions”’, which the Congress adopted, were ol
exceptional importance in strengthening the Party’s unity,
and exposing the anti-Marxist views and the unprincipled
politicking of the opposition groups. The Congress decision
to switch to a tax in kind ensured a sound alliance between
the working class and the peasantry, and promoted the in
terests of further socialist construction.

The Party-wide discussion revealed the petty-bourgeois
essence of all the factionist groupings and their anti-Party
character. It showed that Trotsky and his supporters werc
the most dangerous group secking to_split the Party. The
speeches and behaviour of the Trotskyites during the discus-
sion were evidence that the oppositionists set loyalty to
their own views above Party discipline. They stayed on in the
Party so as to try to whittle down Party discipline to a
minimum and secure for themselves a free hand in thwarting
Party decisions. As in the past, the logic of the factional
struggle led them to “unprincipled demagogy”.

Under Lenin’s leadership, the Party subjected the oppo-
sitionists’ splitting activity to withering criticism and exposed
their attempts to turn the RCP(B) into a coalition ol
factions and groupings. It emerged from the discussion
even stronger and more closely united round the Lenin-
ist CC.

| V. L Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 32, p. 51.
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Lenin’s Criticism of the Trotskyites’
Anti-Marxist Views on the State of the Prolefarian
Dictatorship

The Party’s struggle during the trade-union discussion
was a struggle over principle, for Marxism-Leninism. The
Trotskyites and other oppositionists aimed their blows
against the dictatorship of the proletariat, the main element
of Marxism. Lenin wrote: “A Marxist is solely someone who
extends the recognition of the class struggle to the recog-
nition of the dictatorship of the proletariat. ... This is. the
touchstone on which the real understanding and recognition
of Marxism should be tested.”!

Trotsky and his supporters perverted the Marxist-Lenin-
ist interpretation of the essence and tasks of the proletarian
dictatorship, the character of the socialist state in the period
of transition from capitalism to socialism, and the role of the
working class and the peasantry. The basic issue on which
the Trotskyites and the Bukharinites clashed with the Party
was their disavowal of revolutionary Marxism on the most
important aspects of the proletarian dictatorship.

In his speech delivered on December 30, 1920, “The Trade
Unions, the Present Situation and Trotsky’s Mistakes™, Lenin
stressed: “The actual differences, apart from those I have
listed, really have nothing to do with general principles.
I have had to enumerate my ‘differences’ with Comrade
Trotsky because, with such a broad theme as ‘The Role
and Tasks of the Trade Unions’, he has, I am quite sure,
made a number of mistakes bearing on the very essence
of the dictatorship of the proletariat.”* Lenin saw the roots
of the Trotskyites’ mistakes as lying in their failure to
understand “the basic mechanism of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, and of the essentials of transition from capitalism
to communism”.?

The Trotskyites twisted the very concept of the proletarian
dictatorship, identifying it with the “dictatorship of the
Party” and ranging the Party against the class and the
masses. This was a logical continuation of Trotsky’s struggle
against Leninism which he had carried on during the three
revolutions in Russia.

! Ibid., Vol. 25, p. 412.
' 1bid., Vol. 32, p. 22.
E bk, pa21.




Let us recall that when the draft Party Programme was
discussed at the Second Congress of the RSDLP, Trotsky
came out against the idea of the proletarian dictatorship on
the plea that it was impossible to establish it in Russia’s con
ditions. He held that the dictatorship of the proletariat could
not be exercised in a country where the working class con-
stituted a minority of the nation. He also argued that if the
dictatorship were to materialise, the Party had to “identily”
itself with the working class.'

Subsequently, Trotsky took an open stand against the
Party’s leading role within the system of the proletarian
dictatorship. In a pamphlet, Our Political Tasks (1904), he
declared that “a proletariat capable of exercising a dicta-
torship over society will not tolerate a dictatorship over it
self”, meaning the Party’s Jeadership. Trotsky charged that
the Bolsheviks were substituting for the proletarian dicta-
torship a dictatorship of the Party, a dictatorship of a
“strong and powerful organisation”. This kind of talk was
aimed against the Marxist doctrine of the Party and its role
in the struggle to win and establish the power of the work-
ing class.

Trotsky's anti-Marxist views of the dictatorship of the

proletariat were most clearly expressed in his “permanent

revolution” theory, which he produced together with Par-
vus. It was based on a denial of the regularity governing the
growing over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into a
socialist revolution. Under the Trotskyite scheme, the over-
throw of the autocracy in Russia was to have at once led to
the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. A
working-class government, implementing the tasks of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution, would be unable to stop there
and would have to go on to socialist change. Trotsky believed
that this would inevitably lead to a clash between the prole-
tariat and the peasantry. But even if the proletarian dicta-
torship were established, it would be unable to last without
the proletarian revolution winning out in other countries.

Trotsky asserted: “Retention of the proletarian revolution
within the national framework could only be a temporar)
regime. With an isolated proletarian dictatorship, the con-
tradictions, external and internal, are bound to grow together

I See Utoroi Syezd RSDIRP. Protocoly  (Second  Congress of th
RSDLP. Proceedings), Moscow, 1959, p. 130.
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with its successes. As 1t continues to be isolated, the prole-
farian state must eventually succumb to these contradictions.
The only way out for it lies in a victory of the proletariat
in the advanced countries.” This defeatist theory, which
fatally doomed the socialist revolution to collapse from an
internal political crisis or destruction by international reac-
tion, has nothing in common with Marxism-Leninism.

The Trotskyites’ anti-Marxist and reckless view of the
substance and principal functions of the proletarian state in
the period of transition from capitalism to socialism also
sprang directly from the “permanent revolution” theory.
Trotsky and his followers, ignoring the concrete historical con-
ditions and specific features of the transition period (social
make-up of the population, Russia’s level of economic de-
velopment, the relation of class forces within the country)
defined the Soviet state as a “purely” workers’ state, as a
state of one class, the proletariat. From this it followed that
the proletariat, isolated from the other labouring classes
had to go it alone in winning power and building social-
.sm. The insistence on “étatising” the trade unions, which
meant their integration with the state machinery, a merger
of the trade unions with the Soviets, and a transfer of the
state’s economic functions to the trade unions testify to the
Trotskyites” distortion of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of
the socialist state and the ways and means of its develop-
ment.

The Party rejected Trotsky's unscientific ideas about the
state. Lenin showed that the Trotskyites’ notions about the
functions of the trade unions during the transition from
capitalism to socialism sprang from their abstract approach
to defining the essence of the socialists state. Lenin said.
“Comrade Trotsky speaks of a ‘workers’ state’. May I say
that this is an abstraction. That is where Comrade Trotsky
makes one of his main mistakes.”! Lenin added that the
Soviet state was a workers’ state, with these features:
“, . Firstly, that it is not the working class but the peasant
population that predominates in the country, and, secondly,
that it is a workers’ state with bureaucratic distortions. ™

Therein lay the specific feature of the state of the transi-
tion period, and it was a gross error to fail to take this into
L V. I. Lenin, Collected Warks, Vol. 32, p. 24,
2 Tbid., p. 48.
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account. Besides, the workers’ state was not something that
was set once and for all, for depending on each country’s
social structure, and the internal and international situation
it acquired various specific features.

The dictatorship of the proletariat is the power of one
class, reflecting the will of the proletariat as the vanguard
of the oppressed and exploited masses. However, that is
not to say that the proletariat could go it alone in tackling
the tasks of socialist construction.

Accentuating the proletarian character of the state of
the proletarian dictatorship, Lenin gave a classic definition
of its essence and tasks. He showed that in Russia’s condi-
tions this state was “a specific form of class alliance be-
tween the proletariat, the vanguard of the working people,
and the numerous non-proletarian strata of the working
people (petty bourgeoisie, small proprietors, the peasantry,
the intelligentsia, etc.), or the majority of these strata, an
alliance against capital ... an alliance for the final estab-
lishment and consolidation of socialism.!

Lenin saw the class content of the socialist state as con-
sisting in an alliance between the proletariat and the peas-
antry, with the working class playing the leading role.
Lenin’s great achievement was his discovery of the Soviets,
as the most appropriate form for the political alliance of
the working class and the peasantry in Russia. The Soviets.
embodying the proletarian dictatorship in the form of a
state, unite the whole labouring population, drawing it into
the fulfilment of the tasks of socialist construction.

In his approach to the Soviets, Lenin gave consideration
to Russia’s socio-economic conditions, the balance of class
forces at home and in the international arena, the character
of class contradictions and other concrete historical condi-
tions. By contrast, the Trotskyites ignored the concrete fea-
tures of Soviet Russia’s economic condition and class struc-
ture, and continued to “forget” about the peasantry, which
had no place at all in their schemes for a proletarian state.
The oppositionists’ “Leftist” approach and advocacy of a
purely “workers’” state was a cover for their scepticism
about the ability of the peasant masses to participate in
establishing the new type of state.

The fact is, however, that the peasantry has a stake not

U V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol, 29, p. 381.
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only in joining the proletariat in breaking up the old,
exploiting state mac_lunc, but also in creating a new appa-
ratus of power. Lenin repeatedly explained that from their
carly days the Soviets were a means of winning over the
peasants and other non-proletarian working people to the
side of the proletariat.! Once the proletarian dictatorship
is set up, state power comes to express the interests not only
of the working class but of all the working people. Let us
recall that in 1920, of the 7,422 delegates of gubernia con-

Q9

gresses of Soviets, workers constituted 33.3 per cent, peasants,

36.7, and office workers, 17.7 per cent; and of the 58,854
delegates of uyezd congresses, workers constituted 16.2 per

cent, peasants, 65.4, and office }vorl\'crs, 13.6 per cent. IZIZaE
year, of the members of gubernia executive cmmmtt_c(".s 35.5
per cent were workers, 7.8 per cent, peasants, and 28.2 per
cent, office workers; and of uyezd executive committees,
33.2 per cent were workers, 20.6 per cent, peasants, 26.4 per
cent, office workers.? In 1921, of the 10,471 delegates of
gubernia congresses of Soviets, peasants constituted 36.5 per
cent, workers, 31, and office workers, 22.6 per cent; and of
the 88,926 delegates of uyezd congresses of Sovictr%, 63.3
per cent were peasants, 15 per cent, workers, and 16.2 per
cent, office workers. Of the 10,419 members of executive
committees 29.8 per cent were workers, 25.7 per cent, peas-
ants, and 26.1 per cent, office workers.? !

The Trotskyites did not base their “theories” on a study
of the concrete facts, but on abstract and theoretically in-
correct general theses formulated in academic terms.* Their
reasoning led the Party “into the sphere of abstraction or the
ideal”, which had yet to be achieved, and they refused to see
the reality, “of which we have a good deal of knowledge,
provided, that is, we keep our heads, and do not let our-
selves be carried away by intellectualist talk or abstract reas-
oning, or by what may appear to be ‘theory’ but is in fact
error and misapprehension of the peculiarities of transition™.?
They did not make the slightest effort to study the real Sov-
iet state, but operated with an “‘ideal” state, which was con-
‘f__;f_\;- I. Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 26, p. 455, and Vol. 30, pp.
20Z2-03.

? See Statistichesky yezhegodnik, 1918-1920 geg. (Statistical Yearbook,
1918-1920), Part 2, pp. 50-51, 54-55.

? See Statistical Yearbook, 1991, Part 2, Moscow, 1923, pp. 817-19.

t See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works. Vol. 32. p. 84,

5 Ibid., pp. 24-25,




structed in accordance with their own schemes and plans
and was only a figment of their own imagination.

Lenin said the Trotskyites also failed to recognise some
of the burecaucratic distortions existing in the state of the
period of transition from capitalism to socialism. He stressed:
“Ours is a workers’ state with burcaucratic twist to it.
We have had to mark it with this dismal, shall T say, tag.
There you have the reality of the transition.”

The leader of the working class and all the working
people of Russia was well aware of the difficulty of establish-
ing the new socialist state apparatus. The victory of the
October Revolution led to the emergence of a new type
of state, the world’s first workers’ and peasants’ state, which
was fundamentally distinct from all earlier states in sub-
stance, aim and task. At the same time. its activity was
necessarily influenced by the working people’s lack of skill
in state administration, and the fact that various govern-
ment offices had to be filled by old civil servants, who were
infected with the burcaucratic approach, and burdened with
the “force of habit” in old bureaucratic methods, and cap-
italist and private property attitudes. All this left on some
clements of the state apparatus a definite mark of forma-
lism and red tape, with some heads of enterprises ignoring
the working people’s interests and displaying too much
“departmental zeal”.

To close one’s eyes to the contradictions between the truly
democratic substance of the proletarian state and some bu
reaucratic distortions of its character meant abandoning the
struggle against these survivals and suggesting the wrong
approach to the most important questions of socialist con-
struction. But the fact is that during the trade-union discus-
sion, the opposition platforms, instead of urging consistent,
steady and practical efforts to eradicate red tape, essentially
advocated bureaucratic extremes and demagogically accused
the Party of unwillingness to put an end to some distortions
in the work of Soviet establishments.

The Party proceeded from the fact that in a small peasant
country, like Russia, where the masses did not, for the time
being, have the administrative knowledge, the fight against
red tape was a long and hard one. Lenin said: “It is a very
difficult struggle, and anyone who says we can rid ourselves

Y V. L. Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 32, p. 24.
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of bureaucratic practices overnight by adopting anti-burcau-
cratic platforms is nothing but a quack with a bent for fine
words.”! In contrast to the demagogic declarations by the
opposition, the Party, headed by Lenin, showed up the
causes of red tape within the Soviet Gogernment and Party
machinery, and drew up a programme for combating it.

That the Trotskyites took a petty-bourgeois view of the
functions and tasks of the socialist state was most evident
in their programme for militarising every aspect of life in
Soviet society. Trotsky tried to back it up with “theoretical”
references to the nature of the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat, whose essence was allegedly the use of force. In the
Trotskyite scheme, the state was nothing but an instrument
of force, a means of transforming the country into a “be-
sieged bastion” and also an instrument for giving a push to
the world revolution. They saw the transition period ifself
as a period of “permanent” transition from the revolution
in Russia to revolutions in other countries, as a process with-
out a national framework, and one brought to completion
in the world arena.

That is why the Trotskyites saw the external function as
being the main one of theé state of the proletarian dictator-
ship, which was to stoke up a revolutionary war. They held
that internal policy should boil down to preparing for this
war and turning the state into a barrack-room. Trotsky as-
serted that “the way to socialism lies through the highest
intensification of statehood. That is precisely the period we
are now passing through. Just as a lamp, before going out,
flares up in a bright flame, so also the state, before disap-
pearing, assumes the form of the proletarian dictatorship,
i.c., the most ruthless state, which imperiously encompasses
the life of citizens on every side. No other organisation,
with the exception of the army, has ever encompassed man
in the past with such harsh compulsion as the state organi-
sation of the working class in this gravest transition epoch.
That is why we speak of militarising labour”. These Trofs.
kyite assertions were a gross distortion of the Marxist-Lenin-
ist doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat,

ourgeois historians today have borrowed these assertions
by the Trotskyites and other opportunists in an effort to prove
that the dictatorship of the proletariat is hostile to demo-

' V. 1. Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 32, pp. H6-517.
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cracy and implies the use of force against the working peo-
ple. They have tried to present the Trotskyite view of this
problem as the truly Marxist one, reflecting the Party’s line.
Leonard Schapiro, for instance, alleges that Lenin, initially
an opponent of any state system in principle, in the early
1920s moved from “utopianism” to “revolutionary violence”
over the majority, the working masses, and abandoned the
idea of freedom and equality.! Schapiro tries to back up
his slanderous invention with references to Lenin’s The Staie
and Revolution® This is a crude distortion of the truth,
because Lenin’s work deals with the development of the
Marxist doctrine of the state and the substantiation of the
need for a period of transition from capitalism to socialism.

In his work, The State and Revolution, Lenin showed the
fundamental antithesis between proletarian democracy and
bourgeois democracy, which is a democracy for the rich, for
a small minority. He wrote: “Democracy for the vast maj-
ority of the people, and suppression by force, i.e., exclusion
from democracy, of the exploiters and oppressors of the
people—this is the change democracy undergoes during the
{ransition from capitalism to communism.”?

Lenin repeatedly pointed out that the dictatorship of the
proletariat is an embodiment of the new and higher type
of democracy, proletarian democracy. He said the state of
the transition period “must inevitably be a state that is dem-
ocratic in @ new way (for the proletariat and the property-
less in general) and dictatorial in @ new way (against the
bourgeoisie)”.’

Indeed, the dictatorship of the proletariat is connected with
the use of force, but the whole point is when and against
which class this force is used. Lenin told the Tenth All-
Russia Conference of the RCP(B) in May 1921: “Every state
implies employment of coercion; but the whole difference
lies in whether it is employed against the exploited or against

I Similar “accusations” have been made by the West German his-
torian O. Anweiler in his Die Ritebewegung in Russland. 1905-1921.
Leiden, 1958, S. 317, and the American “‘specialist” in scientific com-
munism Alfred G. Meyer in his Leninism, Harvard University Press.
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1957, pp. 69-70, 169-202.

* See L. Schapiro, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Lon
don. 1960, pp. 200-02. 206-08.

' V. I. Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 25, p. 462,

“ Ibid., p. 412,
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the exploiters. Is it employed against the toiling and

exploited clas That is the fundamental distinction the
Trotskyites “failed to notice” as they urged the use of th(;
most extreme measures with respect to the broad masses of
working people. All their talk about the use of force is
generally quite devoid of the class approach to the ques-
tion of the dictatorial side of the proletarian state. Behind
the fine words about the “lamp that is going out” and the
“grave period of transition requiring harsh measures” lurked
repudiation of the main requirement of Marxism: an ap-
proach in the light of the proletariat’s class struggle. In-
deed, the Trotskyites virtually identified the use of force
by the bourgeois and by the socialist state.

The exploiting state is known to exercise its function of
suppression with respect to the vast majority of the people.
In the socialist state, however, the use of force is not the
main function and is directed above all against the class
enemies of the new system, against a minority.

The state of the proletarian dictatorship, arising in fierce
class struggle, which does not cease even after the proletariat
takes over, has to use force in order to safeguard the gains
of the revolution from the minority, from the hostile class
forces, most frequently as a counter-measure. The Platform
of the Communist International said: “The proletarian state,
like any other state, is an apparatus for oppression, but
one directed against the enemies of the labour class. Its
purpose is to break the resistance of the exploiters, who in
this desperate struggle are using every means of drowning
the revolution in blood, and to make such resistance impos-
sible in the future.’

In fact, the distinction between the socialist state and
all earlier states is that the dictatorship of the proletariat
has the construction of socialism as its main purpose and is
a genuine democracy for the working people. Even where the
proletarian state applies force to the exploiters, this act
is different from the rule of the exploiters over the working
peu_plc. Rcvo]utionary coercion is aimed against the
resistance to the new system put up by the exploiting
f}lasscs and their remnants, and is not designed to oppress
them.

: \:" L. I‘L'”_i“‘ Collected Works, Vol. 32, pp. 417-18.
* Communist International No. 1. Petrograd, May 1919, pp. 95-96.
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Marxist-Leninist doctrine proceeds from the fact that prole-
tarian democracy is fundamentally different from bourgeois
democracy. Lenin relentlessly ridiculed those who spoke of
democracy in general, without analysing the class character
and the specific features of a given social structure. Criticis-
ing the Kautskian views of democracy, as “pure democra-
cy”, he wrote: “This non-class or above-class presentation,
which supposedly is popular, is an outright travesty of the
basic tenet of socialism, namely, its theory of class struggle,
which socialists who have sided with the bourgeoisie recog-
nise in words but disregard in practice.”!

Marxism-Leninism proceeds from the fact that at a defi-
nite stage the use of force is an objective necessity for the
proletariat because of the resistance put up by the exploit-
ing classes. In addition, the proletarian state applies coer-
cion with respect to the undisciplined and irresponsible
elements in society, to those who break the rules of socialist
community living and to all those who act as a drag on
socialist construction.

Marxism-Leninism considers persuasion to be the main
method of educating the masses and considers the correct
balance between persuasion and coercion to be a condition
for realising the dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin wrote:
“The dictatorship of the proletariat has been successful
because it has been able to combine compulsion with per-
suasion. The dictatorship of the proletariat does not fear
any resort to compulsion and to the most severe, decisive
and ruthless forms of coercion by the state. The advanced
class, the class most oppressed by capitalism, is entitled to
use compulsion, because it is doing so in the interests of the
working and exploited people, and because it possesses
means of compulsion and persuasion such as no former
classes ever possessed, although they had incomparably
greater material facilities for propaganda and agitation
than we have.”

It is of crucial importance in working with the broad
masses of labouring people to be able to persuade them that
the Party’s policy is correct and that only conscious organ-
isation and discipline can make the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat impregnable. The Trotskyites set up, in opposition to

1 V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 28, p. 457.
2 Thid., Vol. 31, pp. 496-97.
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these Leninist principles of directing the masses, their own
demands for barrack-room discipline, methods of ordering
people about and substituting coercion for education and
persuasion. Such a policy could have alienated the Party
and the state from the masses, split the alliance of the work-
ing class and the peasantry, and destroyed the dictatorship
of the proletariat.

Trotsky took the wrong view of the proletarian state in
the transition period and came up with his anti-Marxist idea
of turning democracy into an “industrial democracy”, which
was allegedly a stage in the development of “‘the workers’
state into a commune”.! Trotsky and Bukharin laid special
stress on this thesis, which they took as a basis for their
“trade union” platform. It revealed with especial clarity
the “confusion of ideas” which Lenin had repeatedly noted
in Trotsky’s thinking.

Lenin ridiculed the very term “industrial democracy” as
being theoretically wrong, confused and empty.? He ob-
served: “But, the closer I look at this ‘industrial democracy’,
the more clearly I see that it is half-baked and theoretically
false. It is nothing but a hodge-podge.”™ This confusion was
caused above all by an eclectic mixture of economic and
political categories—production and democracy. Like any
political superstructure, democracy is determined by relations
pf production in a given society and caters for production.
I'hat is why it was sheer confusion and empty talk to bring
out “industrial democracy” as differing from every other
kind of democracy. :

" Lgnin L‘mphas'iscd that democracy is a transient category
which must exist until classes have been abolished and a
classless society established”.* Production is something that
is necessary at all times. In his work, The State and Rev-
olution, he showed very well that the state would wither
away as a process running not through “abolition” or res-
triction of democracy, but through its utmost extension and
development. He wrote: “The more complete the demo-
cracy, the nearer the moment when it becomes unnecessary.

L Izvestia, January 1, 1921: O roli professionalnykh soyuzov v proi
" Janua , 1921; 53 okl soyuzov v proiz-
'IT.rhh-':' (On the Role of the Trade Unions in l"rm%nrﬁun} P 3 ‘Ehcrf;-
a ul-]'—l-(h; the Role of the Trade Unions in Production). '

= Sce V. L. Lenin, Collected (Works, Vol. 32, p. 81.
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The more democratic the ‘state’... the more rapidly cuvery
form of state begins to wither away.”! Once the state has
boosted the productive forces to a high level, and overcome
class distinctions, it ceases to be necessary for internal
development and is transformed into communist social self-
government.

Trotsky and Bukharin’s “industrial democracy” was a vir-
tual denial of democracy for the masses, a “bureaucratic
orientation towards the upper strata”. The two men them-
selves interpreted it only as clections to the governing
organs, and nomination of candidates for them. In this con-
nection, Lenin wrote: “It is wrong to consider only the
clected, the organisers, the administrators, etc. After all,
they constitute a minority of outstanding men. It is the mass,
the rank and file that we must consider.”? Exposing the
political meaning of Trotsky and Bukharin’s “theoretical”’
exercises on democracy, Lenin emphasised that the term
s ndustrial democracy” could be taken to mean a postpone-
ment of ordinary democracy or an attempt to talk oneself
out of it? instead of serious and consistent effort to develop
socialist democracy.

The Trotskyites and the Bukharinites saw the state of the
proletarian dictatorship only as an instrument of force and
in every way minimised its creative, constructive function,
virtually denying its importance as the main implement for
the construction of socialism. The anarcho-syndicalist dem-
and that all management of production should be handed
over to the trade unions was intrinsically connected with this
Trotskyite conception and not only jeopardised the trade
unions but also distorted the Marxist-Leninist proposition
about the decisive role of the socialist state in the sphere
of the economy.

The Trotskyites, acting on their assumption that it was
impossible to build socialism in one country, without direct
support from the proletariat in power in other countries,
declared economic construction in Soviet Russia to be a
minor and, in fact, useless undertaking. Trotsky wrote: “The
future of the dictatorship of the proletariat and socialism
ultimately depends not only and not so much on the national

{ V. L. Lenin. Collected (Works, Vol. 25, p. 474.
2 Thid,, Vol. 32, p. 82.
' Ihid.
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productivc forces as on the development of thc_ international
revolution.” This adventurist theory of a passive wait-and-
see attitude in expectation of a world-wide revolution or the
sacrifice of the Russian revolution to a European one had
nothing in common with Marxism-Leninism.

Lenin kept explaining that socialist construction in the
Soviet Republic was a cause adopted by the working people
of the whole world, and that by scoring its victories the
Soviet state was tackling not only its national but also its
international tasks and consolidating the foundation of the
world revolution, because socialist construction in any coun-
try constituted a link in the single world-wide revolutionary
process. In a speech at the Tenth Conference of the RCP(B).
he emphasised: “We are now exercising our main influence
on the international revolution through our economic pol-
icy.... The struggle in this field has now become global.
Once we solve this problem, we shall have certainly and
finally won on an ‘nternational scale. That is why for us
questions of economic development become of absolutely
exceptional importance.”!

Lenin showed the full role of the proletarian state as the
main instrument for building socialist society and repeatedly
pointed out that the constructive function of the dictatorship
of the proletariat constituted its main content. The socialist
state. the sole master of the property belonging to the whole
people, acted as a powerful force in transforming and dev-
eloping the national economy in the interests of the working
people. He added: “Under the bourgeois system, business
matters were managed by private owners and not by state
agencies; but now, business matters are our common con-
cern. These are the politics that interest us most.”?

The views taken by the Trotskyites and the Bukharinites
of the state of the proletarian dictatorship were essentially
a reflection of elemental petty-bourgeois attitudes. In his
work, “Left-wing” Childishness and the Petty-Bourgeois
Mentality, Lenin observed that “Bukharin regards the tasks
of the proletarian dictatorship from the point of view of the
past and not of the future. Bukharin noted and emphasised
what the proletarian revolutionary and the petty-bourgeois
revolutionary may have in common on the question of the

Ibid.. Vol. 52, p. 437.
2. Ibid., P. 430,




state. But Bukharin ‘overlooked’ the very thing that distin-
guishes the one from the other”.! Bukharin insisted that the
old state machinery had to be “broken”, “exploded” and that
the bourgeoisie had to be “stamped out for good”. The petty
bourgeois likewise limited himself to destroying the old
state machinery and had no intention of substituting a new
one for it; he simply “abolished” the state. As for the work-
ing class, it created in place of the old bourgeois state ma-
chine a new type of state, and set it the task of building a
socialist society. Therein lies the fundamental distinction.

The Party showed the views of the opposition to be theo-
retically ill-judged and reactionary, and adopted as the
basis of its activity Lenin’s idea of the constructive role of
the socialist state. From the very early days of the Soviet
power, the Party devoted close attention to developing the
proletarian dictatorship’s function of economic organisation
and the promotion of culture and education.

After the Great October Revolution, Lenin tirelessly
worked on the questions of state direction of the national
cconomy in close connection with the practical struggle for
socialism. The switch to peaceful construction on the basis
of the New Economic Policy demanded that the Soviet state
should greatly intensify its economic activity. In that period,
the Party, headed by Lenin, worked out a programme for
reorganising the management and planning of the national
economy, measures to enhance the centralised planned direc-
tion of the economy, redouble the activity of the Republic’s
economic planning agencies and the Council of Labour and
Defence (CLD), set up the State Planning Commission
(Gosplan), outlined measures to develop the Soviet system
of accounting and statistics, and so on. These measures were
aimed above all at intensifying the state direction of the
country’s economic life.

In an attempt to conceal a revisionist substance of their
stand in the trade-union discussion, Trotsky and Bukharin
declared that Lenin was taking a “political” and they them-
selves an “economic” approach to trade-union problems,
and that they were standing up for the interests of the econ-
omy, whereas Lenin, by bringing politics to the fore, was
allegedly “distracting” the working people from the solution
of economic tasks. Trotsky claimed to be the only advocate

UV, 1. Lenin. Collected (Dorks. Vol. 27, p. 352.
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of the country’'s economic revival and wrote that he was
proceeding from purely economic considerations, and ftry-
ing to get the trade unions to make a further effort on the
basis of “War Communism”, whereas Lenin was guided by
political considerations and was casing off the military pres-
sure. _

Lenin criticised this line of reasoning by the Trotskyites
and exposed the Menshevik essence of the idea of contrast-
ing economics and politics in the proletarian state. Politics,
hc'cxpiaincd, is the concentrated expression of economics.
Politics is shaped under the determining influence of socie-
ty’s economic interests, while economics is the material foun-
dation for home and foreign policy. Lenin said: “Economic
interests and the economic position of the classes which rule
our state lie at the root of both our home and foreign pol-
eyt

The policy of the proletarian state reflects the fundamental
economic interests of the working class and all the working
people, and the objective requirements of socialist society’s
cconomic development. In this sense, politics is subordinate
to economic tasks. But if the economy is to be developed and
economic operations carried on, no political mistakes should
be made. A political mistake by the Party on the role of the
trade unions could well bring down the dictatorship of the
proletariat, which is the main instrument in the successful
solution of economic problems.

The socialist economy is established in struggle between
the socialist and the capitalist elements, and is based on
co-operation between the two main classes—the workers and
the peasants—whose relations inevitably assume a political
form. The elimination of actual inequality between nations
through economic and cultural construction, like the con-
scious participation of millions of working people in erecting
the socialist economy, is a political act of the greatest signif-
icance. Consequently, in the socialist state economics and
politics merge into a single whole. Lenin said efforts to
detach them from each other were eclecticism designed to
disorganise the Party and mislead the masses.

The discussion within the Party during the switch from
the war to peaceful construction showed that the Trotskyites
were crudely distorting the Marxist-Leninist doctrine about

L'V. I. Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 27, p. 365.

98




the prospects for the development of the socialist state.
Refusing to see the full complexity of the process, they put
forward the profoundly erroneous thesis that it would wither
away at the very start of the period of transition from cap-
italism to socialism, and it is this that they used to justify
their programme for “¢tatising” the trade unions, and estab-
lishing “industrial democracy”. Trotsky wrote: “What is
this state of ours? It is that which must wither away. An-
other war may slow down this process, but the Soviet state
must wither away.”!

The Trotskyites saw the character and functions of the
socialist state in the transition period in the wrong light
and the question of its withering away only as constituting
a part of the problem of world revolutionary development.
Since, under the Trotskyite scheme, the world revolution
itself was an instant act, the state “disappeared” with the
world-wide victory of the revolution. Trotsky wrote: “Toge-
ther with the final triumph of the social revolution, the Soviet
system will extend to the whole population, thereby losing
its features of the state and dissolving in a mighty producer
and consumer co-operative system.”

Trotsky held that the future of the socialist state depended
entirely on world revolution and argued that the Soviet
system was bound to “fade away” and to be inevitably des-
troyed. He came up with this peremptory statement: “The
period of this grave international hitch ... js having an
cffect on the working of the Soviet system. ... Only a
development of the revolution in Europe can give another
powerful impetus to the Soviet system.”

Consequently, the Trotskyites’ arguments for instant dis-
appearance of the Soviet state were based on external con-
ditions, which, besides, they artificially separated from the
actual factors behind the development of the socialist rev-
olution. Their talk about the dates on which the state would
wither away was unscientific through and through.

Marxism-Leninism is known to connect the ultimate future
of the state as a political organisation with the higher phase
of communism, when a classless society will have been built.
Lenin wrote: “For the state to wither away completely,
complete communism is necessary.” The founders of Marx-

' On the Role of the Trade Unions in Production, p. 33,
- V. L. Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 25. p. 468.
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ism always opposed those who believed that the proletarian
state could be abolished or that right after the victory ol
the revolution a date could be fixed for its disappearance.

Marxist-Leninist theory draws a distinction between the
external and the internal conditions for the withering away
of the state. It was Marx who, in his Critique of the Gotha
Programme, first pointed to the need for the state remaining
in the first phase of communism. He wrote: “Between cap-
italist and communist society lies a period of revolutionary
transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds
to this also a political transition period in which the state
can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the prole-
tariat.”! Assuming that the socialist revolution would more
or less simultaneously win out in a majority of the capitalist
countries, Marx and Engels believed that the state would
wither away as a result of internal development.

Their views of the state were developed and given con-
crete form by Lenin, in accordance with the new historical
situation. In The State and Revolution. inquiring into the
cconomic causes for the withering away of the state, he
wrote: “The state will be able to wither away completely
when society adopts the rule: ‘From each according to his
ability, to each according to his needs’, i.c., when people
have become so accustomed to observing the fundamental
rules of social intercourse and when their labour has become
so productive that they will voluntarily work according {fo
their ability.”

Consequently, the main internal condition for the wither-
ing away of the state is attainment of a high level of the
productive forces. The state will be played out when all
the class distinctions between the members of society have
been overcome, when the principles of communist morality
have become standards of behaviour, and when all mem-
bers of socialist society develop a high sense of conscious-
ness and rise to a high level of culture. An important con-
dition for the withering away of the state is the over.
coming of the substantial distinctions between mental and
manual labour, and between town and country. The state
will wither away the moment there is no longer any need

' K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works in Two Volumes. Vol. II,
)
* V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 25, p. 469,
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for coercion. It is this gigantic internal endeavour in build-
ing socialism that the Trotskyites denied, insisting on their
reckless plans for an instant withering away of the state.

The complete withering away of the state also requires
external conditions, namely, the victory and establishment
of socialism on a world scale. The Party saw the way to a
world-wide victory of socialism as lying not in the Trotsky-
ites’ and Bukharinites’ phoney revolutionary talk about
_ exporting revolution” and turning the socialist state into an
instrument for giving the world revolution a “push”, but
in the all-round strengthening of the USSR and in resolute
defence of socialist gains.

During the trade-union discussion, the Trotskyites also
threw the wrong light on the Marxist-Leninist understanding
of the workings of the proletarian dictatorship system.

This system is one of the fundamental questions of Marx-
ism-Leninism. Working-class leadership of great masses of
working people, their organisation and involvement in
socialist construction, and enlistment in the administration
of society’s affairs imply the existence of a complex mach-
mery of power. The dictatorship of the proletariat is a
whole system of state and social organisations of working
people, operating under the leadership of the Communist
Party. This system makes it possible to find correct solutions
for the basic problems arising from the relations between
the vanguard of the proletariat and the whole class, the
mass of the working people. It is impossible for the prole-
tariat to exercise its dictatorship without this intricate
machinery, without various transmission belts running from
the vanguard to the mass of the leading class, and from it
to the mass of the working people.!

Lenin believed that the most important condition for the
successful operation of the proletarian dictatorship was the
unity and concerted action of all the elements of the state
power. In his work, “Left-tWing” Communism—an Infan-
tile Disorder, he explained in detail how the mechanism of
the proletarian dictatorship would work as a coherent sys-
tem. He emphasised that the dictatorship was exercised by
the proletariat, organised in the Soviets and led by the
Bolshevik Party. The Party relied directly on the trade
unions. It carried on all its work through the Soviets, which

L See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 82, p. 21.
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brought together working people from all walks of life. He
added: “Thus, on the whole, we have a formally non-com-
munist, flexible and relatively wide and very powerful pro-
letarian apparatus, by means of which the Party is closely
linked up with the class and the masses, and by means of
which, under the leadership of the Party, the class dicta-
torship is exercised.”! These ideas of Lenin’s were of great
importance for the Party’s correct orientation on various
aspects of the proletarian ({1ctal(11‘5}13}). !

In acute struggle against the Trotskyites and other op-
positionists, Lenin gave concrete form to the problems relat-
ing to the mechanism of the state power of the working class.
He criticised Trotsky and his followers most harshly for
their attempts to distort the relations between the Soviets,
the Party and the trade unions within the proletarian dicta-
torship system. The Trotskyites falsified the Marxist-
Leninist proposition about the substance and purposes of the
state and the trade unions under socialism, and this carried
them into the anarcho-syndicalist camp.

At the very start of the trade-union discussion at the
Moscow Joint RCP(B) Conference, Trotsky put forward the
thesis that the trade unions should manage the economy,
while the Party should provide overall direction. Trotsky
waxed ironic over the idea that the Party should promote
production. He said this was a “limited, curtailed and pa-
thetic task”. He insisted that the main task of the trade
unions was to “take production into their own hands and to
manage it”. However, in the sphere of ideas and general
guidance, he said, “we have no intention at all of abandon-
ing our hegemony, the Communist Party’s leadership”. That
was a crude distortion of the relations between the Party and
the trade unions in the spirit of the “Workers’ Opposition”.
No wonder, Shlyapnikov, one of its leaders, there and then
expressed readiness to accept Trotsky's proposal. He said:
“We find nothing new in what Comrade Trotsky has pro-
posed to us, and we shall join him in voting for his resolu-
tion, if he motions it in the same spirit.”

Trotsky asserted that the trade unions were increasingly
“aware of themselves as the production agencies of a free
state and assuming the responsibility for its future, without
setting themselves against it, but identifying themselves with

L' V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 48.
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it”. This demagogical statement was aimed against the
Party’s leading role and was designed to eliminate the So.
viets as organs of the proletarian dictatorship.

Bukharin followed Trotsky in putting forward, in one
of his theses, the demand that “trade union nominations for
the corresponding centres and chief administrations must
be compulsory”, which meant that the trade unions were to
appoint the state organs managing the economy. This was
essentially a rehearsal of the “Workers™ Opposition” slogan
calling for a piecemeal handover of the Supreme Economic
Council machinery to the corresponding trade unions.

In his articles and remarks on Trotsky’s pamphlet, 7/
Role and 1asks of the Irade Unions, Lenin sharply criti-
cised the anti-Marxist views of the Trotskyite-Bukharinite
opposition. He wrote: “Comrade Trotsky’s political mis-
takes, aggravated by Comrade Bukharin ... make us waste
lime on correcting them and arguing it out with the syndical-
ist deviation (which leads to the collapse of the dictatorship
of the proletariat).”*

The Trotskyites” point of departure, namely that all man-
agement of production should be concentrated in the hands
of the trade unions, which were to be converted into organs
of the workers’ state through a coalescence with the eco-
nomic apparatus, twisted the Marxist-Leninist principles of
relations between the state and the trade unions, and implied
the transfer of the leading role in the state to the trade
unions, and a decentralisation of the economy. This was
clearly expressed anarcho-syndicalism because, said Lenin,
it was syndicalism that handed over the management of
separate industries to the mass of non-Party workers divided
by production, thereby making the Party superfluous, and
failing to carry on a sustained campaign either in training
the masses or “in actually concentrating in their hands the
management of the whole national economy” 2

The Trotskyites had the wrong view of the substance of
working-class leadership within the system of the proletarian
state, ignored the interconnection and unity of all the com-
ponents of the proletarian dictatorship, and regarded them
as a purely mechanical aggregation. Here is a highly char-
acteristic bit of reasoning by Trotsky as he tries to sort out

L V. I. Lenin, Collected tWorks, Vol. 32, pp. 85-86.

2 Ibid., p. 50.
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the question of relations between the l)m‘_t Y, 1}?0 Soviets and
the trade unions, in the process crudely distorting the Marx-
ist-Leninist interpretation of the matter. He wrote: “It may
be recognised that the Soviet of Deputies ([uc;’ not match
either the Party or the trade unions in clarity of programme
or distinctness of organisation. But it far surpasses both the
Party and the unions in the massive numbers it involves in
the organised struggle, and this quantitative advantage gives
the Soviet a definite revolutionary edge.”

Consequently, the whole problem was seen to consist in
deciding on which was more important: the Party, the trade
unions or the Soviets. But Trotsky’s subsequent line of
thought revealed that it ran essentially to denying the
Party’s leadership and minimising its role. That was precisely
the purpose for contrasting the Party and the Soviets, and
then the Party and the trade unions.

Because the Soviets included the workers of all enter-
prises, all trades, all levels of cultural development and polit-
ical consciousness, Trotsky argued that they expressed the
interests of the movement as a whole and were the highest
form of working-class organisation under the victorious dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. This was downright distortion
of one of the fundamental ideas of Marx and Engels about
the role and importance of the Communist Party. They had
written: “The Communists are distinguished from the other
working-class parties by this only: 1. In the national strug-
gles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point
out and bring to the front the common interests of the
entire proletariat, independently of all nationality. 2. In
the various stages of development which the struggle of
the working class against the bourgeoisie has to pass through,
they always and everywhere represent the interests of the
movement as a whole.”! By contrasting the Party and the
Soviets, the Trotskyites denied the Communist Party’s lead-
ing role within the system of proletarian dictatorship.

. The ideas of the Trotskyites and the other oppositionists
ammed against the Party’s leading role in effect joined up
with the petty-bourgeois counter-revolutionary slogans and
led to a denial of the need for the Soviet power. Refuting
the revisionists’ arguments, Lenin claborated every aspect

5 ;{\K- Marx and F. Engels, Selected tWorks in Two Volumes, Vol. I,
« 20D,
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of the Communist Party’s role within the system of Soviet
society’s political organisation. He showed that the dicta-
torship of the proletariat was impossible otherwise than
through the Communist Party.

Lenin stressed: “In the transition to socialism the dicta-
torship of the proletariat is inevitable, but it is not exer-
cised by an organisation which takes in all industrial
workers.”! Only the vanguard of the proletariat, absorbing
the revolutionary energy of the class and uniting its advanced
sections, was able to direct the activity of the Soviet state
towards the construction of socialism. The Party alone was
capable of ensuring the correct and concerted interaction
of every component of the proletarian dictatorship, and it
alone was able to “comprise only a minority of a class, in
the same way as the really class-conscious workers in any
capitalist society constitute only a minority of all workers.
We are therefore obliged to recognise that it is only this
class-conscious minority that can direct and lead the broad
masses of the workers” 2

The Party exercises its leading role through the system
of state and social organisations and by its own methods
unites and directs its efforts towards a single goal. It devel-
ops to the utmost the initiative of the Soviet and economic
organs, working to make their activity as effective as pos-
sible. If the Party is to be successful in exercising its role
of leader and organiser of the proletarian dictatorship, it
must have indissoluble ties with the broadest sections of the
working masses. It is the Soviets above all that ensure the
Party’s ties with the masses in the government line, because
the Soviets are the main transmission belt running from
the Party to the working people.

The Party regards the importance of the Soviets as lying
in the fact that they raise “to a new democracy and to
independent participation in the administration of the state
tens upon tens of millions of working and exploited people,
who by their own experience learn to regard the disciplined
and class-conscious vanguard of the proletariat as their
most reliable leader.” The Party directs the Soviets but
does not substitute for them. The resolutions of the Eighth
Party Congress stressed: “Under no circumstances should

L'V. 1. Lenin, Collected TWorks, Vol. 32, p. 20.

2 Ibid., Vol. 31, p. 235.

¥ Ibid., Vol. 27, p. 265.
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there be a confusion of the functions of the Party c:ollu:t"{}!c.ﬂ;
and the functions of state urgaus,_whlcf_l the Soymls are.

Within the system of proletarian dictatorship, the trade
unions lie between the Party and the state. On the one hand,
they ensure the connection between the vanguard of the
working class in the production line, _and on {Ll._l(: Ulhgl',
they are a reservoir of the state power. ILcm_n wrote: “The dic-
tatorship cannot be exercised or the functions of g()vcr_nnmljlij'
performed without a foundahpn su(_th as ﬂu.: trade unions.””

Consequently, the })I:OI(;'[EII‘IL:UI dictatorship constitutes a
highly complex mcchamsm which sets in motion millions of
working people. It is headed by “the one or two hundred
thousand Communists of the proletarian vanguard, and
consists of millions of organised proletarians”.?

In the discussion with the Trotskyites, Lenin gave a bril-
liant specimen of clarity and depth in the approach to solv-
ing the problem of relations bctw_ccn the state, the Part}{
and the trade unions. He wrote: “The state is a sphere of
coercion. It would be madness to renounce coercion, espe-
cially in the epoch of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 50
that the administrative approach and ‘steering’ are indis-
pensable. The Party is the leader, the vanguard of the pro-
letariat, which rules directly. It is not coercion but expul-
sion from the Party that is the specific means of influence
and the means of purging and steeling the vanguard. The
trade unions are a reservoir of the state power, a school of
communism and a school of management. The specific and
cardinal thing in this sphere is not administration but the
‘ties’ ‘between the central state administration’ (and, of
course, the local as well), ‘the national economy and the
broad masses of the working people’.” Lenin saw the sys-
tem of the proletarian dictatorship not only as a collection
of separate organisations, but as an entity expressing the
working people’s interests.

During the trade-union discussion, Lenin sharply criticised
the oppositionists” attempts to cover up their abandonment
of Marxism with the aid of eclectic, scholastic and subjec-
tive assessments of political, economic and social phenom-
cna. He showed that in the highly complex conditions of

E CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . .. Part I, p. 446,
2 V.‘ I. Lenin, Collected tlorks, Vol. 32, p- 20.

4 1bid., Vol. 29, p. 438.

% Ibid., Vol. 32, pp. 97-95.
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the transition from the war to peaceful economic construc-
tion, which offered the first real possibility of going on to
build a new society and develop social production, Trotsky
and his followers once again strove to prove that the Party’s
internal and external policies were wrong, and tried to im-
pose their own reckless schemes.

Trotsky’s platform on the role of the trade unions in
socialist construction indicated that he had not abandoned
his old stand, although he did not defend it quite so openly
in that period, striving to smuggle in his old views in the
guise of Leninism. The idea that it was impossible to build
socialism in one country remained the crux of the statements
made by Trotsky and other oppositionists.

Just as the Soviet state was making a historical turn from
war to peace, Trotsky tried once again to salvage his bank-
rupt “permanent revolution” theory, and came out in its
defence. That was another attempt to divert the Party from
the Leninist path and to prove that it was impossible to build
socialism in one country, and that the dictatorship of the
proletariat was bound to go down.

In his “Autobiographical Note” (1921), Trotsky wrote:
“With respect to the problems of the Russian Revolution
(1905-1907—Author) T took the stand, which I still consid-
er to be correct, namely, I recognised that the balance of
class forces in Russian society must, in the conditions of the
revolutionary epoch, lead to a political regime of the prole-
tariat; this regime of the working class, relying on the labour-
ing masses of peasants, cannot in any sense confine itself to
the framework of the bourgeois revolution. but must inevit-
ably break it up and, depending on developments in the West.
this situation may unfold into a full-scale socialist revolu-
tion.”! History has fully confirmed that Trotsky’s capitula-
tionist ideas were misconceived. There was good reason why
Trotsky kept returning to his mistakes. Trotskyism is not a
string of separate mistakes, however serious, but a definite
trend hostile to Leninism at every stage of development and
expressive of the pressure exerted on the Bolshevik Party
by the petty-bourgeois clement. In this light, the trade-
union discussion was merely another stage of the Party’s
struggle against Trotskyism, an anti-Bolshevik trend, which
had been fighting Leninism for decades.

! Proletarskaya re volyutsiya (Proletarian Revolution), No. 3, 1922
p. 246

Chapter III
E BOLSHEVIK PARTY’'S STRUGGLE FOR LENINISM,
AGAINST TROTSKYISM
(AUTUMN OF 1923-JANUARY 1925)

TH

The Party Exposes the Trotskyite Revision of
Leninism on Inner Party Demoecracy and
Economic Policy

The Trotskyite nppusi'i.ia?n launched al[rc%h nﬂ]c_n_sn-ct
against the Party and Lpnimsm in the complicated conditions
f -ehabilitation period.

Or’{];fe]?l}ll'l?rl::rizllis[s rl)f all countries were ala.rmcd_o?%cr the
Soviet Union’s growing strength and nltcrpnh?nzﬂ ll‘l\UCI‘NEfC.
In 1923, they tried again to isolate 1'rh'c USSR as,tluiy pre-
pared another armed intervention. The country’s oreign
policy difficulties were compounded by the dcfcat‘ ()f th(,
working people’s revolutionary action in Gcr.mam}._'? 1;11133‘1_1‘-1.
Poland and Italy. In the autumn of 1928, after S(.L)Iln};i‘
a series of victories, the international pro_lctz_n‘r:-t,t was f()rt:q_
to retreat. This opened a period of capll{_tahsmx temporary
and partial stabilisation. In these conditions, the Comu_m—_
nist Parties were faced with the acute need of further closing
their ranks and overcoming opportunism and sectarianism.

Under the leadership of the Communist Party, the wm'km{?
people of the USSR were warding off the hostile ;1Had\..]s of
the surrounding capitalist (r(JLlIlii‘lCS_:lnd putting in all tl,m.l
strength into rehabilitating the i?nhonal economy and .gul—_
rying forward socialist construction. The results .of almost
three years of effort by the Party and the Soviet people
under the New FEconomic Policy were visual confirmation
that Lenin had been right when he said: “Fconomically
and politically NEP makes it fully possible for us to lay
the foundations of socialist economy.’”! [

State industry, the leading sector o_f the nntu’mal econ-
omy, was being built up and the working people’s material
standards were rising. In 1922-1923, industrial production
—_—

Y'V. 1, Lenin, Collected {Uorks, Vol. 33, p. 252,
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in the USSR reached 39 per cent of the prewar level.! The
fuel crisis was overcome, transport was running again, and

freight traffic on the railways had increased. The upswing

in industry and transport stopped the dispersal of the work-
ing class which had occurred during the armed intervention

and the Civil War. The numerical growth of the working

class helped to consolidate the class basis of the proletarian
dictatorship.

Agriculture was markedly on the rise. The food crisis,
which had been aggravated by the 1921 crop failure, had
been eliminated, and the area under crop in 1923 came to
about 78 per cent of the 1913 level. Gross farm output rose
to 75 per cent of the prewar figure.

The advances in industry and agriculture helped to de
velop domestic and foreign trade. For the first time after the
war the Soviet state took its foreign trade balance out of the
red. The Party was working hard to consolidate and extend
the foreign-trade monopoly.

But alongside the initial successes, the country was faced
with some economic and political difficulties which could be
overcome only through the further development of the so-
cialist economy. By the end of 1923, there were almost one
million unemployed. Industrial wages were below the pre-
war level, and labour productivity was rising slowly. The
ruble was unstable and was depreciating. The link between
socialist industry and the peasant economy was a tenuous
one because private capital had a big share in trade. In
1922-1923, it controlled over 80 per cent of the country’s
retail and 50 per cent of its wholesale-and-retail trade.?

In addition, evidence of a marketing crisis came to light
in the autumn of 1923. Apart from the economic causes—
the lagging pace of industry behind that of agriculture—
there was also a class cause: the merchants, trying to capi-
talise on the shortage of industrial goods, set off a price
spiral. The marketing crisis was also largely aggravated by
the crude distortion of the Soviet prices policy. In July 1923,
the Trotskyite Pyatakov, Deputy Chairman of the Supreme
Economic Council, ordered state enterprises to obtain the

1 See Sotsialisticheskoye stroitelstvo SSSR (Socialist Construction in
the USSR). Statistical Yearbook, Moscow, 1936, p. 2.
* See Trinadtsatyi syezd RSDRP. ‘ecnographichesky otchot (Thir-
teenth Congress of the RCP(B). Verbatim report), Moscow, 1963, p. 381
(hereafter—T hirtecnth Congress of the RCP(B) ).
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fits from the sale of their goods.! This
f industrial goods even higher and dis-
rupted the normal economic links between town and m.)_x‘m---
trv. The fact is that without these links it was impossible
. the economic alliance between the workers and
yst agriculture and to overcome the dislo-

highest possible pro
sent up the prices o

to consolidate
the P‘-‘a’iﬂ]ltsf l(tj boc

ion in mmdustry. J
Ca%?ln’z;}p of the economic difficulties, there \yc]rc highly
alarming defects in the life of the Party: its social make-up
had changed, some Party organisations were out ol touch
with the masses, and various Party functionaries were still
using “War Communism” methods of leadership. During
the Civil War and the foreign armed intervention the num-
ber of workers in the Party had drashcn‘ﬂyr (]ccjh‘ncd: from
60.2 per cent in 1917 to 44.9 per cent in 19"3;-:.—. At some
major industrial enterprises the Party organisations were
small and were unable to influence the workers. In addition,
the Central Committee and local Party organisations were
forced to draw on workers from industry to man the Party
and government apparatus. The revival of industry, th(:.
halt in the dispersal of the working class, and the workers
approval and support of the domestic and foreign policy pur-
sued by the RCP(B) all went to create the premises for
enlarging the working class core in the Party and consolidat-
ing its class basis.

In order to invigorate inner Party life and broadly develop
massive initiative, the Party had to continue to improve
democratic centralism, the governing principle of Party
activity. Let us recall that during the foreign armed inter-
vention and the Civil War the Party had been forced to
curtail the dialectical unity between centralism and democ-
racy through stringent centralisation. But already the Tenth
Party Congress, acting on the tasks of peaceful socialist
construction, set out measures to restructure the whole of
Party work through the all-round development of inner
Party democracy. _ .

The Congress gave a resolute rebuff to the revisionist
tendencies inside the Party, notably, the “Democratic Cen-

Y See XIII konferentsiya RKP(B). Byulleten (Thirteenth Conference
of the RCP(B}. ]’SL!H:;UH}_.' Moscow, 1924, p. 10 (hercafter—Thirteenth
Conference of the RCP(B)). o
l‘)'); ﬁ;‘t.‘?Rz’U’{L’) v tsifrakh (The RCP(B) in Figures), Part I, Moscow,
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tralism” group which held that centralism had outlived itself
and that it should give way to an “uncurtailed democracy’
under which local organisations were not bound to submit
to the central organs, and factions and groupings could be
freely formed. For the purpose of developing inner Party
democracy, Party organisations were invited to desist from
the practice of issuing orders and to institute the election of
all Party bodies from top to bottom. Each body was to
report regularly to its members, work out its decisions col-
lectively, promote criticism and self-criticism, and involve
all Communists in Party affairs.

However, during the period after the Tenth Congress, the
Party organisations did not succeed in completely restruc-
turing their work: there were occasional breaches of Party
democracy, the principle of electivity and removability of
Party leaders was not always consistently observed, and the
work of the Party bodies was not given the required pub
licity. Some Party functionaries still used administrative
methods. The fact is, however, that the growing complexity
of the economic and political tasks before the Party made i
imperative that the mass of Party members should put all
their efforts into socialist construction.

The Party’s Central Committee had to reckon with the
situation that had taken shape in the country and in the
Party under the impact of the socio-economic and political
conditions of NEP’s early years. Accordingly, the Politburo
of the RCP(B) Central Committee, and then the September
1923 Plenum of the RCP(B) Central Committee brought up
for discussion questions arising from the country’s economic
development and the state of affairs within the Party.

The wages policy was one of the most acute - problems
requiring immediate solution. In August 1923, the Politburo
of the RCP(B) Central Committee set up an authoritative
commission, among whose members were F. E. Dzerzhinsky,
V. V. Kuibyshev and Y. E. Rudzutak, to study the matter
and submit concrete proposals. Having heard its report, the
Central Committee’s September 1923 Plenum adopted a
special resolution on wages. In defining the ways of raising
them. the Plenum started from the idea that “any wage
increases over the immediate period ahead should go hand
in hand with higher labour productivity and lower losses
at enterprises, and provided that higher wages do not causc
higher prices”.
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The Plenum gave serious .altf:n{.ion'to_ the marketing §r'isisi

d decided to set up a special commission urgently to {fam&,
and ut through a system of economic measures to eliminate
?l?e sgread bet?_vccn industrial ;md_qg‘ric.nlt}u:al p]'i(_:csl, Eiw{r.u?l)’}-'
doing away with the‘camcs of drscon{c‘nF a‘nlo?g 1‘ ?a, wor -
ing people and. ensuring a further Up.‘?“l._l] :‘_‘,.LT in the (I-;—OTm-m}l‘\

Having inquired into the state of il“ﬂl‘l.‘» in the Party, the
CC Plenum noted that some Party organisations were out of
touch with the workers’ mass in consequence of some decline
i1 inner Party activity and the use of bureaucratic methods.
The Plenum gave a profound analysis of the state of affairs
in the Party organisations and marked out the way of E:hr]n—
nating the economic difficulties and the shor_tcmmngs in_in-
ner Party life. These measures were met with approval in
the Party organisations. : .

While the Central Committee was mustering the Com-
munists to overcome the domestic and foreign-policy difficul-
ties, the opportunist elements inside the Party were prepar-
ing for a fresh assault on its Leninist line, and believed the
auntumn of 1923 to be the best time to do this. To promote
their own ends they sought to use the capitulationist mood
among some Party members and groups of working people
who were dissatisfied with the economic hardships and the
various shortcomings in inner Party activity. They also
hoped that, with Lenin bedridden, they would find it easier
to take over the Party and government leadership and alter
the Party’s general line.

It was Trotsky who masterminded the anti-Party sally.
On October 8, 1923, he sent in a statement to the RCP(B)
Central Committee and the Central Control Commission, in
which he concentrated his attack on the cadres of the Party
apparatus and inner Party democracy. While displaying con-
cern for the observance of Party democracy, he was in fact
demanding a revision of the Leninist principle of demo-
cratic centralism. He charged that the Party apparatus had
grown bureaucratic, and was out of touch with the masses,
declaring demagogically that “the regime which took shape
mainly before the Twelfth Congress and which was finally
consolidated and formalised after it, falls far shorter of
workers’ democracy than the regime of the harshest periods
of War Communism”.

By demanding freedom to form groups within the Party,
the Trotskyites were once again trying to force the Party to
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accept an organisational structure which had been earlier
rejected by Lenin in his struggle against the Mensheviks.
Trotsky ignored the objective conditions in which the Party
was developing and demanded that the Party apparatus
should be renewed, which meant putting Trotsky supporters
in place of the old Leninist leaders. This was a tactical step
designed to take over the Party leadership.

Trotsky’s statement was also an attempt to revise the
Party’s economic policy, which was aimed at concentrating
industry. Earlier, at the Twelfth Congress, he had proposed
that vital enterprises in industry should be closed down as
not yielding a profit at the time. This approach to the eco-
nomic problems of socialist construction had nothing in com-
mon with the Marxist analysis of the economics of the tran-
sition period.

In 1922, Lenin observed that “for us the rehabilitation of
the destroyed means of production will long hold no prom-
ise of profit.... For a rather long time, we shall have to
rehabilitate our fixed capital by using our earnings from
concessions or through state subsidies. Such is the present
economic reality”. But, said Lenin. this reality did not
provide any evidence that “we are now allegedly having a
‘continuous economic strengthening of NEP men’ and ‘con-
tinuous economic weakening of the state’ ”.! In its practical
activity the Party was guided by Lenin’s view of the specific
features of the rehabilitation period and is known to have
achieved some success in developing the economy. As for
Trotsky, he cast a general doubt on the Central Committee’s
ability to direct the country’s economy and accused it of
taking an “unplanned approach to our economic matters’.

The adversaries of Leninism took Trotsky’s statement as
a signal for starting active factional moves inside the Party.
On October 15, 1923, a group of his supporters sent the
Politburo of the RCP(B) Central Committee a document,
known as the “Statement of 46”. It was signed by respon
sible workers of government, military and Party organs,
among them Y. Preobrazhensky, G. Pyatakov, T. Sapronov,
N. Osinsky, Rafail (R. Farbman), V. Antonov-Ovseyenko
and V. Yakovleva. In the past, they had all sided either
with Trotsky or had been among the “Left Communists”,

L V. L. Lenin, Collected orks, Fifth Russian edition. Val.
pp. 267-68.
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& .atic Centralists”, “Workers’ ()pp(‘rsi_iinn“ and nl']lt‘;r
D(.:IHOCI'E‘ lLt groupings, repeatedly attacking the Party’s
@nh—LCHIHIbl f:)rci""n pdli(r\-’. Having failed to win support,
mtcmal}_ﬁljtbcm t;;poscd in their (;ppm‘tunisf.ic moves, they
and h.?hlic?l round Trutsky,_ ignoring some ‘minor dlﬂcrcnu?s
po\:{ l'dr earlier platforms. Their common aim was to change
:Ec 11?1]errl1.bc1'ship of the Central Committee and substitute
Trotskyism for Leninism.

Ilr?‘ijig){!;l;:lll(:l]u}nt of 46” contained the same slanderous }Ll'l..
tacks on the Party as Trotsky’s statement. T hey insisted t 1};11..
there was an ‘“‘absolutely intolerable regime \V]“““..,i 1e
Party, that it had been replaced by a handplcl{_c(‘{.lbflum_ltlv;
cratic apparatus which l_hrcatcns to prove lf_h(_“z qiul(,
incapable of facing the looming grave J(lt:\-'clu_pllrlll{_,il}i'sl ; t}l{,‘
oppositionists’ recipe for improving the state of a? finis_, 111t e
Party was to clumn%f.c the regime oi‘ Iachonq E‘lFlC‘lIPI—
ship inside the Party” by recognising freedom of discussion
and factional groupings. : _

The two anti-Party documents had an identical content
because Trotsky took an active part in drawing up the State-
ment of 46”, which had been discussed and approved at his
flat. He did not sign the document, because he was using
a double-dealing tactic designed to circumvent the decision
of the Tenth Congress of the RCP(B) barring factions in the
Party. g )

Bourgeois falsifiers of CPSU history have been 11:}1-1115;( i(:
prove that the Party’s struggle against Trotskyism in 1923
and 1924 had no ideological basis, being merely an expres-
sion of the urge among some individuals and groupings to
take over the Party and government leadership. The falsi-
fiers do not merely deny that Trotsky’s acts were anti-Lenin-
ist, but insist that after the revolution Trotskyism was alleg-
edly fully identical with Leninism. These assertions, based
on the writings of Trotsky and his supporters, are designed
to distort the strategy and tactics of Lcn_mlslrn‘, to su,bs.l}tut.c
for Lenin’s theory of the socialist revolution Trotsky’s “per-
manent revolution” theory, and to convince their readers
that the Bolsheviks had swapped their ideas, and that social-
ism could not win out in the USSR. _

Lenin’s writings and the Party’s (lccis‘icms in that period
had given a fitting assessment of 1 rotsky’s opportunism, and
his ceaseless attacks on the ideological, tactical and organi-
sational principles of Bolshevism in the pre-revolutionary
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period. The most comprehensive characteristic of the true
essence of Trotskyism and its opportunist character and anj.
Party activity is contained in Lenin’s article, “Disruption
of Unity under Cover of Outcries for Unity™ 1

Trotsky did not abandon his opportunism even after join-
ing the Bolshevik Party in August 1917. What he did was
merely to cease his open fight against Leninism for 2 time.
The following words of Lenin’s fully apply to Trotsky and
his supporters: “In reality, the opportunists’ formal mem-
bership in workers’ parties by no means disproves thei
objectively being a political detachment of the bourgeoisic,
conductors of its influence, and its agents in the labour move-
ment.”* Trotsky stepped up his anti-Party and anti-state
activity in the very early years of the Soviet power, and
good evidence of this comes from his statements on the
Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, during the trade-union dis-
cussion and on the eve of the Twelfth Party Congress, when
he demanded what he termed a dictatorship of industry.
According]y, in his “Letter to the Congress”, on Decem-
ber 24, 1922, Lenin once again drew the Party’s attention
to Trotsky’s “non-Bolshevism” 3

In his numerous articles in that period, Trotsky continued
to plug his “permanent revolution” theory, sowing doubt
about the possibility of building socialism in the USSR and
trying to push the Party and the country into foreign-policy
gambles. In contrast to Lenin’s view of internationalism as
“working whole-heartedly for the development of the rey-
olutionary movement and the revolutionary struggle in
one’s own country, and supporting this struggle, this,
and only this, line in cvery country without exception”
Trotsky saw the internationalist duty of the Soviet state as
consisting only in giving world revolution an armed impe-
tus. His article, “Once Again on the Tasks of Military Con-
struction”, flatly declared that “if, generally speaking, war
is a continuation of politics, for us war will be a continuation
of the revolution”5 He regarded the USSR’s relations with
other states, within the capitalist encirclement, as being a
class struggle “which at some moments assumes an openly

1 See V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, Pp. 325-47,

2 Ibid., Vol. 21, p, 247,
4 Ibid., Vol. 36, p. 595.

2

~ Ibid., Vol. 24, p- 75.

* Pravda, February 20, 1923,
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revolutionary, i.c., military lm'm‘ zm.(.l ;_11. 0[1‘1?’1'5,“11‘ 1'?01‘111‘15}[(.‘
i.e., diplomatic form™,' and totally ignored the u'{nmifl_f
-ompetition between the two systems as a 1(1111} of class
e Distorting the essence of Lenin’s doctrine of the
s e ‘ucti he proclaimed that
revolution and socialist cmmlmdm_n, 1c E}(‘)L_.‘__ j_x_
“Leninism 1s the supr-:.mc'(:01_151{:115;111011 of l\:lcn_,\nm for im-
mediate revolutionary action % thereby reducing ‘L-";_un.n.a_na.
to the direction of purely n_uh[ary_actmn_ and denying its
significance as a new and higher stage of I\'h}l'xml}. il

“Trotsky’s interpretation contained nothing of Lenin’s ic ca
that for the Soviet state the central front qi th_e class strug-
gle was its economic policy, through which it exerted ifs
“main influence on the international 1'c_\»'0lut|on. '-'_]L was v“l].‘-i
front that Lenin considered the most important in the fight
between the new and the old. e .

Trotsky denied that socialism could win first In one sepa-
rate country, and regarded socialist (.‘onslruc_tmg] only in
the light of a “European and world r1_‘cvol_uhon ; jhcru‘l?y
trying to revise Lenin’s teaching of the tunctions of the pro-
letarian dictatorship. In his article, “Proletarian Culture and
Proletarian Art”, he declared that “the dictatorship of the
proletariat is not based on a production-cultural organisation
of the new society but on a 1'<:v_olulwr1all‘y order designed to
fight for it”. Trotsky saw the dictatorship of the pl_'()[l.:éal'liit
as an instrument of destruction and not construction.

In his article, “Thoughts about the PaILLy'i: I'rotsky once
again put forward his “permanent revolution’ (loch'llle."m_id
voiced anxiety over the fact that b'owet_}-’01111g__])c':o}?lc will
ossify in the atmosphere of Soviet ‘minor affairs’ (as he
termed the effort in socialist construction.—Author.) and will
lose their revolutionary perspective”. To prevent this, he
proposed that they should learn from the army, because it
was “the most visible link between us and the still unre-
solved tasks on a world scale”. This was the very opposite
of the programme Lenin had put forward in his speech at
the Third Congress of the Komsomol. _ T3

While stepping up the propaganda of their ideas, the
Trotskyites strove hard to give a boost to Trotsky’s person-
ality. They sought to set him up as the only and leading

! Pravda, June 24, 1993.
* Pravda, June 26, 1923, ] _
3 V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 82, p. 437.

4 See Pravda, September 14, 1923,
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organiser of the victories on the Civil War fronts, and {,
that purpose published biased collections of his articles.
Speeches and orders on milita; y affairs.!

In 1922, the Political Administration of the Revolutionar
Military Council of the Republic, which was headed by
Trotsky’s supporter, V. f\nfnmw—()vscycnko, circulated 1
Party, government, trade-union and military establishments
draft Political Regulations for the Red Army and Navy,
inviting them to comment on it. Para. 41 of the Regulations
presented Trotsky as the Red Army’s leader and organise)
and as an orthodox Marxist-Leninist.2

In an article written on the fifth anniversary of the Red
Army, Karl Radek, saying nothing at all about the role of
Lenin and the Party, set Trotsky up as “the standard beare;
of the armed labouring people”, adding that the Soviet
people owed Trotsky all their Civi] War victories.3

hese panegyrics induced Trotsky to take a highly super
cilious attitude to the Party and its Central Committee, and
on various occasions he refused to abide by the CC’s deci-
sions. Thus, during the September 1923 Plenary Meeting,
when the CC was discussing the question of enlarging the
Rcvoiu{iunar)- Military Council, Trotsky who was then Chair-
man of the RMC, came out against the Plenum’s decision
on this question. When N. P. Komarov, who was attending
the Plenum, declared that members of the CC had the duty
to abide by its decisions, Trotsky walked out, ignoring the
CC’s request that he should return, '

Flouting the opinion of the Politburo, Trotsky and his
supporters widely circulated their slanderous statements
among the country’s Party organisations, In this atmosphere,
a decision was taken to call a joint Plenum of the RCP(B)

1

Central Committee and the Central Control Commission in
October 1923 to discuss various aspects of the situation in
the Party.

Representatives of ten major Party organisations—Petro
grad, Moscow, Ivamovo—Vozncscnsk, Nizhny-Novgorod,
Kharkov, Donetsk, Yd;;:{uin})urg, Rostov, Baku and Tula—
were invited to attend the Plenum. It was also attended by
the authors of the “Statement of 46, The Plenum allowed

1 These collections were compiled by Y, Blumkin, a former SR, who
killed the German. Ambassador Mirbach (sce Pravda March 3, 1923).

* See Pravda, December 17, 1924

* See Pravda, March 14, 1923,
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the oppositionists, im,:lmling”ll.msi: w\h(;‘ wc,:rff E‘lotifllctgbﬁf
ither of the Central Committee or the Central Contro L0
uth(:l 0 set forth their views and proposals. However, they
il e he activity of the Party’s Central Com-
continued to smear the ac 1\‘1.,. il ot the GO o s
mittee, the I’ogl(t_i‘mm,._ih_c Secretariat of the <

lentral C ‘0l Lomimission. ]

(JLPIIELI(;IIP(IgﬁLttllﬂ rebuffed the oppositionists’ attacks and_ l}ly
102 votes to 2, with 10 abstcni'm.u?:_s, cond(_:n.mgd t}fcprlfl‘ot.s_f
kyites’ action as splitting, and jeopardising .lljl{: —ldlly-]i
unity”’. The Plenum endorsed the political and 1)1.‘;1(,11(‘?-?1’ wor ;
of the Central Committee’s l’_ohtbu_ru. OI_‘g_amsmg Bur cau and
Secretariat, and also the Politburo’s decision ’pmhlbllx.ng. any
extensive discussion over the oppositionists siaicmcn.i.f, as
being untimely. At the same time, full support was given
to the policy of unfolding inner Party ({L-lnro;racy. o :

However, trampling on the Rules, the I_mtskyltcs_lcfustd
to abide by the Plenum’s decision, and mstead of taking
part in the work of the commissions framing measures to
improve activity within the Party zmd_‘ the country’s econ-
omy, intensified their attacks on the CC’s pthy.

In order to bring out the views of Party members and to
prevent the opposition from establishing a 11191'1r)}101}’ in
interpreting the state of affairs within the Party, the Central
Committee decided, in November 1923, to start a broad
discussion in the Party press. _ )

It was opened on November 7. 1923, \\:l}_cn {:J'f:‘v(frfé‘ car-
ried Zinoviev's article, “The Party’s New Tasks , which he
Wrote as a member of the Politburo by assignment from the
Central Committee. But it gave a distorted picture of inner
Party life, and the title itself contained a bmsc_(.i twist. In
designating the tasks ahead of the Party as “new”, Zinoviev
seemed to be putting paid to the policy of developing inner
Party democracy, which was being carried out under the
CC’s leadership in pursuance of the decisions of the Party’s
Tenth Congress. : .

Zim)vic\-"alfcgcd that the grass roots of the Pa‘ﬂy organi-
sations did not have the requisite qualifications for tackling
the economic tasks, that Party members were not as compe-
tent as non-Party people, which was why there was lac}‘k of
confidence in the Party’s economic policy among non-Party
Workers. Nor was there any ground in his assertion that
“almost all our key issues were decided beforchand, as they
moved from top to bottom”, and that the primary Party
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organisations were in a state of “doldrums, and sometim e,

even downright stagnation™.

The 1T rotskyite opposition made active use of the disc
sion in Pravda to attack the Leninist principles of Pj
life and the Central Committee’s general Jine, Articles
opposition leaders, among them Prco}.)r;.lzhc115[()-’ and S )
nov, were on the whole rehashes of the slanderous invent:q, 1
the Party had condemned at the October (1923) Central Cop,
mittee Plenum,

In his article, entitled “About Our Party’s Internal Situ;

tion”, Prcob;'azhcns]\'y urged that the discussion should cen.

lre on confidence in the CC, and the correctness of the m;
line “pursued by the Party in inner Party construction ane
inner Party policy during the NEP period”. He declare
that “for two years now the Party has been pursuing a fun
damentally incorrect line in its” inner Party policy”, an,
that the Party’s policy was in “contradiction” with NEP
tasks. He charged that the Party tackled the ¢conomic probh
lems haphazardly, and that “the planning principle wa
inadequately applied in all our economic policy”. Revisin
the Leninisf principles of inner Party life, he contrasted the
Party leadership and the broad masses of members, 1nsistin
on a reversal of the decision taken by the Party’s Tentl
Congress, “On Party Unity”, and restoration of Party lif
on “the lines of 1917 and 1918”1

In his article, “What Is the Party’s Next Task?”, Sapronos
took Prcohmxhcnsky's ideas a step further and demanded :
“tenewal of the apparatus” and a replacement of the Party’
officer corps, beginning from the lowest echelon.? He declare
that the work of purging the Party apparatus had to be
“started right away” and that this should be done without
“appointments”, “recommendations” o “co-ordination”, Thj
was, in fact, a call for a massacre of the Party’s Leninis
cadres, a release of primary Party organisations from conirol
by higher organs, and a revision of the decisions taken by
the Tenth Congress and the Twelfth All-Russia Conference
of the RCP( 3).

By mid-November 1923, the Party organisations begar
their discussion of the articles on Party development which
had appeared in Pravda. In most Primary organisations.

' Pravda, November 28, 1923,
“ Pravda, December 8§, 1923,
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DApPIro-

: rell int * night and continued
: sion meetings lasted well into the night and cot ey
discussio | days. Because of the opposition’s active attacks
for severa s el
e was ver c¢nsc. : ]
the atn]ﬂspll;hlé;(::;:r}li"ti{‘g commission drafted a resolution on
(1eiltrﬂ 4 o o E g e ‘CSUI[S.
i A i)ﬂl'L)’ life on the strength (IJJ the dl:\"-t.llbﬁi.“}l-lt il
mnch litburo repeatedly sought to draw Trotsky into e
i of the vital issues in Party life and economic
i l-l : z d o o ik L y f-- c - -~
dm?usm}i‘hcre were two private meetings with I'rotsky’s par ‘
PO!ICY.‘ at which Politburo members discussed a number of
tlapaflc?::l ;nd Party matters. He was included in the “sub-
omi arty # oy el
eﬁ%ﬁnission of three” set up to work out the final text of the
c - : ‘ s Pagte 3fa
: r Party life. o
-aft resolution on inner Pz ; _ e
= Egt lDccmnbcr 5, 1923, the CC Politburo and the CCC )1 re
o i sly d a resolution entitled “On Party
idium unanimously adopted a reso .5ty
Eonstruction"’ which said that NEP was a necessar y .Slcljb.(t,
in the transition from capitalism to socialism, m:d lh;:.)ln]’
Wi in i stry, the peasant econox
had promoted an upswing in industry, the peasan c }l
> trade and the development of co-operatives, anc
and state trade and the di ) i il
had also led to a growth of confidence among the no.}J it
3 i 2 o 3 g 3 . artv. 1 e
Party masses in the RCP(B) as the ithng pm.tl ( 'Illi()ns
strength of this, the Politburo urged the }:r.!ll Ly[ oibams;g e
to improve the forms of their links Wl_ll.i‘l]fj ma < thz;
drawing the best members of the working (t.}ds.s f]l ¢ b
peasantry into their ranks, and to set before 1{},\111 1e lthc
mary task of increasing the pul‘ccntugc of workers in
rty by recruiting shopfloor workers. _ _ \
a . i [jl-' }l and openly listed the defects in
The resolution clearly anc openly e e
1 £ 1 AP O - o 2 » } T b a
mner Party life, which were a product 0“ Iu,{ {b):.l'nchcc
contradictions in the transition period and h.&u" f'(- 0 r];}]; e
of the Leninist prmnciple of democratic centra 1?11_11,.It : m”;l_
and the CCC worked out full-scale 111\c;1~.111}c.*_-[10 e u.“t’ cgH
lar renewal of the Party apparatus from be (J\\,.m; _ ]1L ltih‘.r
of quotas written into the Rules, periodic mptills_ by Lo ng
Party organs to Party members, publicity anc L.Mcmlwl: 2
By y o B e 5 e
formation for the rank and file on various aspects of the
Party’s policy _
" e ) o Tramatag: o= = f
The resolution also stressed that the !,\,mni.st. (rtmu‘,}‘)tt 1(1})
Party democracy “does not at all imply freedom to set uj

1 At the Moscow Krasny Postavshchik plant, the di.a{;us.‘,]_nn wuu{‘ on
for five or six hours every evening four days on end, w'r‘!'_h sp‘cr.?dllm
delivered by 40 of the 70 ‘members of the cell. _l‘hc rnpposmn{l‘ reso u:
tion was rejected (sce Pravda, December 12, 1923). There were many
similar facts,
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factional groupings, which are extremely dangerous for
ruling party, because they always threaten to divide or spljf
up the Government and the state apparatus as a whole”,
Extension of inner Party democracy had nothing in common
with laxer Party discipline, tolerance of clannishness 01
factionalism, which turned the Party into g debating society.
The resolution also set out the measures to extend the
functions of local control commissions, measures on Party
direction of economic work, and measures to intensify the
efforts of the Party and other social organisations, and in-
volve the masses in the practical construction of socialism,
This was a broad plan for invigorating the Party’s work,
consolidating the unity of the Party’s ranks and enhancing
the Party’s authority in every sphere of state and socia] life.

For Party organisations up and down the country, this
resolution was not only a programme of action but also 3
powerful weapon for fighting the Trotskyite opposition, The
fact that it was made public exploded the Trotskyite alle.
gations that the Central Committee was opposed to any
further development of democracy within the Party.

Towever, the Trotskyites persisted in attacking the Party’s
leadership. Scarcely had the resolution, “Qnp Party Con-
struction”, been published in Pravda, when Trotsky’s sup-
porters began to spread in Party organisations in Moscow
another libel, “The New Line (A Letter to Party Confer-
cnces)”. All of this was done, as J. V. Stalin observed at
the January (1924) Plenum of the RCP(B) Central Com.-
mittee, without the C(’ knowledge and without any effort
to inform the CC about it. With Trotsky’s letter already
known to the district Party organisations, the Central Com-
mittee could not very well prohibit its publication, because
such a ban would be fresh grist to the opposition’s mill. On
December 11, Pravda began to publish the text of “The New
Line”.

In “The New Line”, Trotsky again accused the Party
leadership of having degenerated, and in “having weakened
the proletarian and revolutionary spirit”: he put the old
cadres of the Leninjst Party and ‘the opportunist leaders of
the Second International on’ the same footing. He urged that
the old Party cadres should be “refreshed and renewed”,
which meant climinating the Leninists from the Party lead-

Y CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Payt I,

o
{o
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ership. He set up the young l’a‘r.‘fy_ ~n~““.tlnf-]ml[5]u]%';“-]{}ti“[1!::;'|::E:.],
: rged the former to revise the old Party g
gas :imtll :;;ﬁf(that the young people would work out their
3;:;; chzn‘:f,c[m? only if they took the revolutionary formulas
24 assa?lttle.r sounded an open call to abandon the Leninist
.:Th!: les of i};11't}r organisation. Trotsky dcnm_ud‘cd _thlat' the
b . esented by all its cells and associations should
Pﬂ?t'y its ]‘C)}I)ilcal‘tive initiative ... and the right of organisa-
1'_&53,311{1 I'thlf(;(dcici‘minEl[ion”. What Trotsky meant was _ihc:
t-EO‘ELtl to&CE‘OHn factions and groups within the _Par[_\;‘, doing
;%ay with the principle of dcmoc_rat.ui ‘ccnff;ra!;s}::. i
Trotsky’s letter, which was publyi}u_:t in }ml.gr. % E : 1}‘.;_’.]-,
issued as a pamphlet the day the ]l.1‘11-|-.cc.:_11‘1 1 ; Im_}‘-' fr:iim"
ence opened. It openly preached the permanent Il'Ll'\flt\} :;i A
doctrine and (:fmtairi{cl{)l .]".tillcm_pts to set it up in place
ain strategic line of Bolshevism. )
mcliégxfitsliiifgr:f li%w Party’s general line was also the lcth]clnu
motive of the factionalists’ speeches at district _m'eelma‘_s_ 1!1T
Moscow. At a meeting of the bureau of the cells and ﬂ{,(;:l)‘.:‘(
workers of the Moscow organisation on December _l,l:‘ l:.f.:‘
Andreichik, representing the opposition :1‘11(1 echoing : I‘1.0}h-]-\1)3
declared: “We the revolutionary wor]_{crs_ Party . .. are ful y
aware that it is impossible to establish in a ng']c‘ u'nui._]‘_.):
not only communism, but even socialism. . . . We are r:_uf\-tmi,
that we are working for the international revolution, \Ht}sa%r
which we shall become a bourgcms—dc,ulm_.‘rallc_ <:0uni'1:,\_-j" .
However, Trotsky and his supporters realised full “".‘:“J'{ m‘E
it was impossible to change the Party’s general line 5o long
as Leninism was being safeguarded by the Communists, whom
Lenin had fostered and who had gone through the sm--u}rt,t
schooling of the underground. These men constituted iiE
“organisation of leaders”™ which was .‘nii‘ll)lf_'.. 111‘1:1;__111:Lmtamu
continuity, and without which, Lenin insisted, “no revolu-
tionary movement can be strong”. _ _ e
Having set themselves the task of diverting the Party from
its Marxist-Leninist path, the Trotskyites hurled T;I:T'I{OUI"[(%L‘(I
charges at the Party apparatus of ;:(lcg-cm}raf'im: .and.'alf.l—
tempts to set themselves against the “rest of the Party nm.‘fal.
as an object of influence”. Trotsky and his suppqr;ersl saic
the Party had two tiers: “the upper took the decisions, the

! Pravda, Dece mber 15, 1923,
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lower only learned about the decisions”. All these assertions
were designed to spread mistrust for the Party leadership

among the masses, to split and weaken the Party, and
seize its leadership.

In its historical advance, the Bolshevik Party has had
repeatedly to beat back attacks by opportunist elements whq
objected to the Party’s work being directed from a single

centre, and the whole work of the Party being organised by
the Party apparatus. Back in 1904, when Trotsky, allied wit,
Plekhanov and Martynov, carried on his subversive activity

against the convocation of the Third Congress of the
RSDLP, he resorted to the tactic of contrasting the Party

apparatus and the masses, in an effort to “undermine the
prestige of the committees in the eyes of the local com-
munities and the workers. . "L,

The pamphlet Trotsky wrote at the time, “Our Political
Tasks”, was shot through with the idea of setting the Party
masses against the Party’s leading organs. He wrote: “The
Party organisation ‘substitutes’ for the Party; the CC substi-
tutes for the Party organisation, and finally, the ‘dictator’
substitutes for the CC ... it is the committees that lay down
the ‘line’ and cancel it, while the people are silent.”’2 Lenin
said this pamphlet was the most brazen lying and “distor-
tion of the facts”.3

In 1923, Trotsky once again brought to light the old Men.
shevik assertions. He also drew on the Menshevik arsenal
for the slanderous charge that the Party apparatus was “fa-
tally bureaucratic” and “threatened to lead the Party into
a dead end”. At a meeting of Moscow Party activists in
December 1923, the Trotskyite Stukov demanded an im-
mediate replacement of the Party “cadre”, which had grown
up “on administering the Party ... on the lines of bureau-
cratic centralism”% Earljer. similar charges had been lev-
elled by the Mensheviks, headed by Axelrod, protesting
against the “system of autocratic, bureaucratic administra.
tion of the Party” and against “bureaucratic centralism’.
whose main concern was allegedly not internal but outward.
formal unity implemented and safeguarded by purely me-

Y V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 43, pp. 131-32,
% Proletarshaya re volutsiya No. 12, 1926, p. 50.
3 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 43, p. 129,

* Pravda, December 15, 1923,
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LY. 1. Lenin, Gollected Thorks, Vol. 7, p. 363.
2 Thid., p. 364. ol . i
3 C':’!-LS'{:IPEN the Resolutions and D{'{!\IU}E\'..I.\ Part I, p. 416
% V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 68.
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olutionary party of the working class, should “most care.
fully” verify its acts with the “mood” of young students.
whom he proclaimed to be the Party’s “barometer”. The fol.-
lowing data give a good idea about the social and Party
make-up of this “barometer”: on December 1, 1923, 15 per
cent of the 132,000 students in higher schools were workers.
almost 27 per cent pcasants, and over 58 per cent white
collar workers, intellectuals and their children. Less than <«
per cent of the students were members of the Party, an
less than five per cent, Young Communists. ! Trotsky’s at.-
tempt to make the Party adapt its policy to the “mood”
the young people in college, and through them to “al] the
social strata” of society, was a blatant attack on the Party’s
class basis, and the dictatorship of the proletariat.

While calling for a party of “all strata™, Trotsky attacked
not only the Party’s proletarian class policy, but also its in
ner discipline. Other oppositionists, like I)rcob:‘azhcnsky and
Sapronov, demanded a reversal of the resolution of the
Tenth Congress, “On Party Unity”, arguing that the “fight
against groupings” allegedly ran counter to the policy of
“bringing democracy to the fore”, They falsified the Party’s
history and sought to distort Lenin’s attitude to factions and
groupings within the Party, and to Party discipline, arguing
that the resolution of the Tenth Congress, “On Party Unity”,
sprang from a special situation and was a temporary meas-
ure, and that Lenin had allegedly allowed factionalism in
the Party. )

There is nothing in common between these statements and
Lenin’s doctrine of the Party. It is impossible to win and
secure the dictatorship of the proletariat, unless the Party
is solidly united and is ruled by an iron discipline. This
discipline rests on the unity of thought and action of all
Party members. Tt does not rule out any clash of opinion o;
criticism within the Party, but this applies only until a deci-
sion on the question in hand has been taken. Every Party
member is bound by the Party’s decision, which is collec
tively worked out and adopted by a majority. One of the
key features of democratic centralism is that the minority
submits to the majority of the members,

Earlier, when the RSDLP was assuming its organisational
shape, Lenin refuted Martov’s inventions about “a state of

' See Bolshevik Nos. 3-4, 1924, p. 19.
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1 V. 1. Lenin, Collected Torks, Vol. 7, p- 822,
* Ibid., Vol. 81, pp. 44-45.
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stroyers of Party unity. Clause 7 of the resolution “On Payty,

Unity” read: “For the purpose of implementing strict
cipline within the Party and in all Soviet activity, and
achieve the utmost unity, while eliminating all factional;:

the Congress authorises the Central Committee to apply 1

cases of breaches of discipline or revival or tolerance
factionalism, all measures of P
expulsion from the Party, and with respect to CC membe
their transfer to alternate membership, and even,
exceptional measure, expulsion from the Party.”! The Pa;
ty’s experience has shown that the need for iron disciplis
within the Party is of abiding importance.

In a speech at the Nineteenth Moscow City Party Con
ference (1968) General Secretary of the CPSU Central Com
mittee, L. I Brezhnev, emphasised that “the Party need
to have strong conscious discipline both when it is leadin

the masses to revolution and when it is working at the head

of the masses to build socialist society, and in the
of full-scale communist construction. That is one of th
important sources of the Party’s strength,

successes  ang
victories,”?2

A new period in the oppositionists’ fight against the Central

Committee and the leadership of the local Party organ.
isations was opened by Trotsky’s instig
the “new line”. The opposition did not confine its activity f

oscow and sent its representatives and factional docu-
ments to the Party organisations
Moscow continued to he the centre of the struggle, where the
opposition kept its main forces, In Moscow, the Trotskyites
set themselves the task of winning over the majority of the
Party organisation so as to install at the gube
ference a gubernia Party leadership opposed to the Central
Committee. Had they succeeded in doing this, the Moscow
Committee would have become another
virtually duplicating the Central Committee,

In his letter, “The New Line”, Trotsky flatly declared that
the “Initiative of revising the Party line” should be under-
taken by Moscow, with “the whole Party then following
Moscow through the necessary stage of reappraising some of
the values of the past period”.? Trotsky’s directive about

’I CPSU in the Resolutions and De isions. . ., Part I, p. 529,

Pravda, March 30, 1968,
¥ Pravda, December 11, 1923.
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fne mqetlﬁ?dinf* Preobrazhensky, Osinsky, Smirnov, Dn‘)b;
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n:f& léawfre‘spccimcns of malicious critic:ilsirif; attacks El_g'ﬂltl']zt
¥ X b ittee and the local Party apparatus.
%gwg;?cl:‘trztl%‘lc(212;1;1211111:;}-': Presnaya ]?isl]‘ic{. Culr}lmnn'lsls ;1}11(3
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true way of uniting the Party”. The meeting 111(5‘;L(1_ al ; "Thi
members to act together in support of the fC:’A lml(; A28
Trotskyites in the district were completely de (idFe(]‘.-! -'yi -
December, 76 of the 80 cells at enterprises 1.1:?_1 1¢ ('1?‘111;“ b\:{

adopted resolutions in the s_pz.rltt Qf the decision passed by ¢

ing istrict Party activists.? i o
;11$E;3)?§t;10rn1 of 1-]1CYT1-[}t5kYitc opposition 'wall.*ifz\ilht] (101111;
demned by a meeting of the cell bureaus and dctl\]{{)\\‘rjl \l‘;m-
of.the Moscow organisation, which was held on _{:‘?ulh’n}’l[,]_
11. This meeting clearly showed that the n}'}pg?ltuzlgl:s s (: t:
about Party democracy was entirely hypocuflu.%tl.. The Ixn“:ld
ing patiently heard out the direct attacks of € a{p}r{(’mio*i_ -(md
Stukov, and the diplomatically subtle spccchgs of ; d(f'\f’ ‘Licf_-;
Preobrazhensky. But when workers 1‘cprescnf_mgffi.l‘c.( :Ih 1 5
began to criticise the Trotskyites, the factiona ‘I.‘?f.‘:‘ }otiu.
shouted and staged walkouts. I\'cv_cr.thclcw, an O\Cl Iw[uh[_m-
ing majority of Moscow ])ilt'l_\_" activists ]):‘ISSCSIILIE r{\[fii:]:{::;
in support of the CC line which was motionec »yy Mikhsz
alinin.
! See Pravda, December 12, 1923.
* See Pravda, December 15, 1923,
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On December 14. a Plenum of the Party’s Moscow Cony.
mittee unszmonsly approved the C(C resolution, “Onp P
C()ml]‘uc{'inn“, and authorised the Moscow Committee’s
€au to prepare concrete proposals for imp!cnu:—nifng‘ if
the Moscow organisation, 1
Neither the Moscow Committee’s decision nor the Opinio;
of the majority of the Party activists helped to stop the
positionists in their splitting activity. They also ignored
appeal of the RCP(B) Central Committee to the count;
arty organisations, inviting them to discuss the resolution,
“On Party Construction”, without setting up groupings.? The
Trotskyites also ignored the Politburo decision designed ¢,
prevent any sharpening of the inner Party struggle, which
was published in Pravdg on December 18. They did their yt.
most to undermine the Party’s unity and to split the Party
ne instance of this was the meeting of 16 Party cells of the
First Joint Command School named after the All-Russia Cer,.
tral Executive Committee, where 2 co-report on behalf of the
Opposition was given by V. AnIonov—()v.\;c:}-'cnlcu, Hi
speech was based on inventions and abounded in’ attacks on
the Party leadership. He followed this up by motioning the
resolution blaming the CC for all the shortcomings in innc I
Party activity and economic life. However, most speakers—a
total of 25—voiced resolute support for the resolution, “QOn
Party Construction”, and the Party’s policy as a whole,
Sensing the Communists’ mood, .e"\nI'on()\-‘—Ov.«;cycrﬂm trie
to change his tune and smooth over the substance of the differ-.
ence between the opposition and the CC. $0 as to present
Trotsky as the “aggrieved party”. He motioned 3 fresh reso-
lution Proposing endorsement of the CC line, but overstating
the shortcomings in the Party leadership’s activity, This va
riant of the Trotskyite resolution won only 20 vofes and was
rejected. An absolute majority of the more than 800 Commu
nists who attended Passed a resolution approving the C(Ms po-
litical and organisational line, and stressing that it was intol
erable to allow “the existence of any groupings or factions
fragmenting the Party’s unity and leading to 3 split between
the Party and the working class”.3 The Party cells of a num-
ber of military establishments adopted similar resolutions.

! See Pravda, December 16, 1923,
* See Pravda. December 15 1923.
* Pravda, December 20, 1923
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T'he course of the discussion gavce convincing evidence 4
the opposition was losing out. A Party meeting at the AM(Q
Works adopted a resolution saying: “We stand foursqu
for preserving unity in our Party’s ranks, and call to ord;
those who, wittingly or unwittingly, are working to disqy.
ganise our Party’s ranks.” The overwhelming majority of
the Party meetings issued similar statements: the workers ¢
Moscow were giving the splitters a resolute rebuff.

Lenin taught the Party to find the crucial element in 4]
its actions at every stage of historical development. In
rehabilitation period, the Party’s main task was as follows:
“Link up with the pcasant masses, with the rank-and-fj|
working peasants, and begin to move forward Immeasurab]y,
infinitely more slowly than we expected, but in such a way
that the entire mass will actually move forward with us
It was possible to rehabilitate and develop large-scale indus
try only in alliance with the peasantry, which is why it wis
extremely important to keep the pace of industrial develo )-
ment commensurate with the state of agriculture and
possibilities of the peasant market.

On December 24, 1923, the RCP(B) Central Committce
adopted its resolution, “On the Immediate Tasks of Econom-
ic Policy”. It said that all practical measures in the sph
of economic policy had to be geared to solving the main po-
litical task: consolidation of the alliance between the wo
ing class and the peasantry. The Party condemned the pol
icy of “maximum profits” in industry, as having nothing i
common with socialist accumulation, The concentration
industry was an “inevitable element” of the effort to improve
the organisation of Soviet industry, but commercial and bud
gctary considerations had to be subordinated to political ir-
terests. It would be an intolerable political mistake to pra
tise “stringent” concentration and close down factories where
this would lead to a dispersion of the working class.

The resolution clearly set out the Central Committe
view of the further development of foreign trade. It held th
foreign trade should be developed only through the purchase
of goods vitally necessary for the further boosting of indus-
try and agriculture. Under NEP, tremendous importance :
tached to various aspects of domestic trade, through which ra
the direct links between socialist industry and the peasantry

Y V. I Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 33, pp. 271-72.
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* Ibid.




The opposition again tried to impose on the Party its pol-
icy of “maximum profitability” in industry, through
overpricing of manufactures. A ljt]e later, the Trotskyit,

sought to lay a “theoretical” basis for this demand in {| _
form of j)i'i:lJ]_’!i‘{lZiIL‘lls’J\')"..‘\' “fundamental law of socialis
cumulation”, which said that the way of a lmc]{ward, pe
country to the socialist organisation of production l
“exploitation of the pre-socialist forms of the economy”.
that is, the Peasantry. In their efforts to undermine the af];.
ance between the working class and the peasantry, the Trots.
kyites strove to have the socialist state extract more fropm
the peasants than had been extracted from them under capi
talism,

The opposition Proposals on foreign trade led to outrighi
surrender to the imperialist West, In opposition to the (!
line, the Trotskyites proposed that there should he 1o proc
lamation of the abstract slogan of active trade balance, by
4 start on working out a rational import plan and broad resort
to commodity intervention™. This meant that the Opposition-
ists were against the country’s  economic independencc
against the development of its own industry, and against the
Leninist plan for socialist construction.

The petty-bourgeois character of the opposition stood out
with especial clarity in its amendments to the QC resolutio
“On the Immedjate Tasks of Economic Policy”, which con-
tained, on the one hand, a Leftist cal] for the “exploitation ol
pre-socialist forms of the economy”, and on the other, a pro
posal to capitulate to the Western imperialists. Both points
llowed from their denial of the possibility of building social-

ism in one, Separate country, and from Trotsky’s theory ol
“Permanent revolution”,

It was quite clear that the Trotskyites’ economic platform
was politically untenable, so that the discussion of the Par-
ty’s economic tasks cverywhere proceeded in a calmer and
more business-like atmosphere as compared with the discus-
sion of inner Party activity, The Party organisations cor-
rectly qualified the opposition’s sallies “on economic policy
as a departure “from the fundamental principles of Leninism
towards opportunism’’. 1

n

E_l‘-;;q‘._u_[
ay throug},

As the communist workers discussed the CC
they strove to determine their own place in imple

resolution,
menting it,

L Pravda, January 9, 1924,

128

i ‘ove the organi-
ici ‘oposals improve the org:
» practical proposals to _ e gt
: = many prac Ce ol by
e made i'(;(ll.lt,‘l’.i()l’l. I'he People’s \.:t)]:lilrl.l‘ah n]_l -111“1‘,‘1 u;
o 0’\] p\ Semashko, who took part in the (J'-s( ‘:_1 : ;\,ilh
Hca“h,lkl.]; :n-finﬂ' Works, remarked on the m;.ul‘ihu ¥ usi
2] Pri g <H el sil to make 2 brsi-
B oce G unists adopted his proposa . busi-
whi h the (,mnnum..i.s__( : ssibilities of impm\-m; thein
whlc.ll’}\ alculation of the possibilities :
e Cc s  §
L
ECUBOIUIC indicator s.)
On January 10-12
§ 2ocncem s S T
- 1ference lisct o
Palty (1()1 IL._ "]_‘,-(}g'-_.ll\l\"ill(“_‘i }}ICEiEJ]'E‘.Z[IC]L‘:]\}. ()5,_11]__|\}_ 1:, LI ;
Although the 11 Ratail and ethess cortmsed. to smear the
e L] t";' ‘l adership of the Moscow Party
lentral Committee and the leader: 1 oseaw Patty
(,entld_l (J”m}mt-tlr‘rl no success. An overwhelming H'“i']m-[‘\}
o ! ‘( nference endorsed the CC policy anc
of delegates at the -‘E»llll e L‘--+:1c‘—5 e infornsded I il e
. e B PPpOSItion attacks as L1 L : L L
e e il'f 'U‘k[ 7 (. mmittee, the factionalists also found
tions to the Moscow Commi l
: W A x 1ty a2
L el ]]};'111‘(}] Ities, the Moscow Party organisation
. =% H *1 \_.. i 1 L) S \ ). : i .
£ ot the ]di :‘: 1 II]L ion much stronger and more united.
wed fr > discuss strong re united.
emerged from E,.]f“ ‘“],“ e’s line was approved and sup
; "€ \ niteee s - VELS Pl
The Central Comu 3 r

ferences held in Tanuary
z e district Party conferences held i1 January
ported at all the district Pe e e
1924, with the exception of Khamovn KL D L e i
B anaccd fo secure an insignificant majority and
Trotskyites managed to secure aj i by
to establish themselves in the district committee acemmp
 ppositi : ore a te rary success he
o i as able to score a temporary ss in tha
B con s Party cells there consisted of students,
district, because most Party cells there 2 ot
I ork {ing v five per cent.
with shopfloor workers making up IJIhlf'\\x”..L\! B
Of the total of 413 workers cells in Moscow, e Bg
; By i T F r ,:-\‘ 11c
per cent, voted for the CC line, and ().‘JJ)I. (}_;,‘([}, es Can,
: ! 2 rrile the I"'. er were P:
i)cr cent, for the opposition. As a rule, the latter we
le at em=: factories 4 h I F
cells at small factories. o el B S
The CC line was also ztp})a-::\'c(l__l![}}- most ._11_‘.)11:)“.”“ .
Soviet institutions: 18 - 238. The opposition as sup-
Soviet institutions: 181 Uu}l_ui‘ 1T SpREG e
jus 1 two-thirds lege a )
e by Jmt) i L\l\lﬂ 11?[” ypposition managed temporar-
the 93 Army Party cells. h wli bl oy
ily to take over control of the |c:tdc1.~|slig) in ['}f’“" i ’.Ki)-,{
el - = . e . ees, ui
sensk  ar {ashira uyezd commi _ _
Ivanovo-Voznesensk and K 1...11} R
even there its position was unstable. uri 3 g
; ittee line was unanimously approv
the Central Committee line was u 3
—
Sce Pravda, January 9, 1924, s sl T3
Sce Pravda, January 11, 12, -] 3. 14 and 15, 1924,
See Pravda, January 12, 1924.
See Pravda, May 16, 1624
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1924, the Eleventh Moscow (;Lii)ti'm;_ll
' to sum up the discussion in Moscow.?
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such major
Urals, D
Don and

Proletarian
onbas, Tuyla. Bak
Ycka{erhwslav.

1‘,:=1'Iicr, on December 1, 1923

Gubernia Party Conference, in i

entres as Petrogy

ad, Kharkoy.
u, Ivanm«»\-’ozuc

sensk, Rostoy-,

; the Nineteenth Pctrn;_.,;;([
joint session with the cjsy
a resolution (tondcmning' the
It pointed oyt that the linc ¢,
had nothing in common i
up factions and groups. ]
de to the Opposition’s de,z.
“The supreme law for ey, Iy
interests and not at all
abstract principle,”!

he resolution of the Nineteenth Petrograd Gubern;
arty Conference yyas given full backing at
meetings of factorjes like Krasny Putilovets, K
golnik and Bolshevik (formerly Obukhovsk};}.?’ The work,
of Petrograd were demanding that the opposition leade,.
should explain why they were taking their anti-Party action
owever, neither Trotsky, Prcnbrazhen.‘sky nor Saprongy
dared to set out their standpoint at g city meeting of cq]
bureaus and Party activists on December 15, and did no;
accept an invitation to take part in the discussion, Only five
of the 3,000 Communists voted against the CC resolution.
“On Party Comtructiun", which was approved in its entirety
T'he meeting addressed 5 letter to a] Party organisation:
throughout the country, sternly censuring the acts of the
sition and its leader, Trotsky.3

district conf

crences, adopted
Trotskyites’

factional activity.
wards democracy in the Party
the demand for freedom to set
conference determined jts attitu
gogic attacks in these words:
Bolshevik is the revolutionary
sanctity’ of this o that

1
he

8!
group Party
rasny Trey.

oppo

Altogether., just over five per

cent of the membership voted for the Trotskyite platform i;
the Petrograd Party

organisation.4
n December 19, 1923, a general meeting of ce]] bureaus
and Party activists of the Kharkoy5 Party Organisation—a
total of more than J,()(J0—~adoptcd, by an overwhelming ma-
jority, a resolution condcmning the acts of the Trotskyite
Opposition.6 In thejr Speeches, V., Y. Chubar, A, G. Shlikh-

' Pravdg. December 7, 1923,
* See Pravdg, December 15, 1923.

% See Pravdg December IS, 1923,

 See V. M. Ivanoy, J. istorii borby parei; brotiv “levog” ofifortu
nizma (From the History of {he Party’s Struggle Against “[e[¢” Oppor
tunism), Leningrad, 1965, p. 31.

 From December 1917 to July 19
Ukraine.—FEq.

4 Kharkoy was the capital of the
 See Pravda December 21,

1923,
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% P (o
> demagogic attacks
L thers exposed the g Par-
EAL Kyiing ??dw?mse purpose was to weaken the Par
the OPPO‘?IUOHI? hip of the proletariat.! Tkt bure
byand the dictators 11(].«)1 the Communists U{I\\l {‘:/Ide o
s Nadezhdinsk, Zlatoust,
n eElllY '] *1: 1k - hl_lSOVd}'ras INadez istricts across {}1(_:
Pe]It‘ITls Mom‘flhl-\h-d,v ?d other towns and d”’“-l('th d((:l(q‘%linc
g Dal dlStl‘lc[ ar = slv in sup yort 01 11](‘,r begh . ,a
Kizel ¢ t unanimously PI t s The Ohes
gomniry came ou osition’s anti-Party actions. o
and against the S}J%}satiun was the only one in .t ljﬁ ) th;’:
lyabinsk Parl-ty (‘)11:15;'&5 managed temporarily to rhltlo‘:’ S
here the Trotsky fusion. However, even there the su
grty’ﬁ R contus: s short-lived. : as
. of the oppositionists bl gional Party Committee ~was
ceii lenum of the Urals hcal:luii(ln ot quite definitely
~ C 5 1'€50 ald : ; FEi
held En f ey 0,1191;)4{\5:\5;110;]1& two trends in Elle Palll)' s
gs ruggile betwe ) ras “f and res-
that _llintll;lfit T‘rgcé;tskyisny the |P1LT‘HELP}] \\ﬁﬂii‘?}al}’ms P
L Leninist path”.3 The pz e 1
r akmg‘ the Leninis . i1 dutv to c(mtml.l(; the
gllg;eéfn :iedm{"d s ng ml“T < ?; ttlﬁislfc'lc'::lt};'a]. Committee
i r the leadership o | against attacks on
struggle under tl f every stripe, and again 8550
: “vism of every - G tionai
ﬁgamSt~ Me'!;it}:;vovnal forms of the pl‘nlc(;’t;um% IC';;?EIL:]“{S at)—’
I"ta}tlretyelg'lz"lfll:: following day, mm‘thh}ilntC-;}(;(}})Umé‘mi report on
tended a city Party meeting ll)n. AC V. Lunacharsky. By an
the Party’s tasks was given Z Silbiecad o the resolution
absolute majority, the n}CLtmihttcc plenum the day before.
adopted by the regional committee A varkous asuects of
There was also a broad d;sau.sslon.noDm;b“ The bureau
o ey 4 1 o -
e P}aﬂy'Ori%ﬁllltl;dtfl'zﬁf111ittcc issued an address
sk Gubernia Par F et urging
of the Doneli‘,‘khg of the gubernia Party_01:,211115"1[%:‘)110‘ f_(;}i'hi
to all mem il bas to give unanimous bac ng | .
[ ; mmunists of Donbas %‘C It declared Trotsky’s acts
isi f the CC and the C el l S evisine Lenin’s
decisions of the “Party’s unity” and revising
to be deSthtdi f(],l; the lzll;_tsftbr u'lmd demanded that in the
“view of discipline in the _d_t,.}t_.lt‘ oothits e dd Be
interests of the _Party’s unity” the opp Communists to see
'::onde;nm:d4 This address helped many o A plenum of
Lol skvites’ factional dcmagogy. I - 1694
thmugh the Trots X LI) 3 Committee met in January 192
B orctsk Gubernia e ‘I{ scussion in Donbas, and em-
to sum up the results of the discus
L See Pravda, December 22, 1923.
2 See Pravda, January 10, 1924,
3 Thid.
& See Pravda, January 9, 1924,

ter,
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phasised that an overwhelming majority
the Donetsk Pm'i:y organisation had fully endorsed the Pargy,
political and organisational line and the CG 0
resolutions on Party construction.!

The Trotskyite OPposition was given a cr

and the CCo

ushing rehyf

Baku, where 2 conference of cel] bureaus of the Baku P, .;Ji}
organisation, meeting with activists on December 27, 1923
adopted, on S, M. Kirov's Feport, a unanimous j'c.s-{:.r,:'-;.\-;
fully endorsing the Cenfry] Committee’s political line, Ty,
real meaning of the Trotskyite Opposition’s anti-Party . tion
was

€xposed at the conference.
sharply condemned those who wer
unity, and declared- “By attacking
Central Committee the opposition
of Leninism: however, the Party a rey
of Leninism by any group whatsoever., . . The Baku o
isation, one of the oldest Bolshevik organisations.
duty-bound categorically to declare that all sorts of act
weakening the Party’s unity must he stopped at once,
that we must a]] rally round the Central Committee. ™ [y,
the whole of the Baku Party organisation the Trotskyite op
position’s platform wop only 142 votes s mainly in the off
Party cells, '

On December 23

]

e Communists of ku
¢ breaking up the Partyg
the policy of the p
is attacking the
will not tolerate |

V1LY

‘ » 1923, a plenum of the Transcaucas;
Territorial Committee of the RCP(B), together with the Cen
tral Committees of the Communist Parties of Azerbaijan,
Georgia and Armenia, and with the participation of repr
sentatives of Baky, Tiflis, Erivan, Batum, Ganja and ot
Party organisations, condemned the opposition’s faction
moves. Lhe plenum called o the mass of Party members 1o
rally closer round the Central Committee for the undevi:
Ing implementation of the Party’s general line.” The o
tion managed to score some temporary suce
Crimea, Simbirsk and several

pposi
sses in Penza, (]
other places where the Par

L'See M. A, Toloknov, Borbe Kommunistiche skoi partii =q uhre Pleniy
linstva § wluchshe nive Pache stvennogo  sostaua svoitkh ryadov (1993-
el 1994) (The Communisi Party’s Strugele for Stron Unity and Ou:
litative Improvement of Its Ranks [1923-May 19241), Novocherkass}

|

1967, p. 20.
= Bakinshy rabocly (Baku Won ker). December 23, 1923,
* See Ocherki istori Kommunistischesho; partii

on the History of the Communist Party of

390,

Azerbaidzhang (Essays
Azerbaijan), Baky. 1963, p.

See Bakinsky rabochy, January 1, 1924,
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y of the membepg of

: ned out to be infested with petty-bourgeois
rganisations turnec i
0 . 8 ' i
¥ sentral C ttee, w 18
Hecots. f the RCP(B) Central Committee, which W
S rnate members of the Cen-
e ded by members and alternate me s e
e TCUIHIDi‘i‘SiOI] and two representatives of 111;5 7 ]é
ol - b s - ;s
; e : 'y 14 and 15, 1924. It
tral Co -ai was held on January 14 2 . It
of the Uklam?? lll];i‘y"‘s international position, and tl_lc tasks
e e mic policy : 1 Party construction, and
dis re of economic policy and Party r 1 :
e - sphult: inary summing-up of the Party discussion. It
relimine X o . 4 Zs] " - r 2
L ;}‘S}H per cent of the Communists had voted
turned out that 98.7 per cent > and 1.3 per cent for the
L he Central Committee’s line and 1.3 | fent, v b
[ hich got its support mainly in the offices anc
opposition, which g
> l . T s i =
m“eg;’s.Vormhiluv N. A. Skrypnik, J. V. Stalin and_gthg_
KL % at the Plenum sharply criticised the ()p]l}[lhlil(;llb
i i f its leaders, Trotsky, Pyatakov. An-
ehe ; its leaders, Trots ky, Py
i nd the behaviour o adc g men .
line a Ovseyenko and Radek. Stalin motioned a pi U};()\I%I. \tIll;i
tﬁmzext IP:u'lv Conference, the Thirteenth, should ¢ iscuss,
= 4 . - A b e A i =
tl({):n side various aspects of Party const; uction dndd_u_onn;;]ll;
al ve i he results > discussion.
;()licé)rf a special resolution on the results of ltih(, ‘12:;\5“\- =
; i should  characterise the @ y of
He said the resolution s e
the Trotskyite opposition and state the 111(:1.\1!”,51 {i‘lp-.‘i}lh;nd
“safeguarding the Party in the future from the up 1(;1\3 . t“

5 ) i 2 1 o die.
the poison which had been injected in the heat (}[{"t[l'L{'(]u,':q
cussion”. Having discussed a report on the munl(,}(l iate l’.ua;._
of economic poficy and Party construction, qu:. . 'Llnil]l]_-—l’":]~:{\r
proved the CC resolution on economic .quchtmmpt[m( n( 5
construction. After a detailed examination, _t.hc L\m::mmi[‘
jected Pyatakov’s amendments to the resolution on ec ic
: e v alone voted for the opposi-
questions. As a result, Pyatakov alone vot
tion’s amendments. =

i (00 against “arrogant leaders

hreats against the CC and against “an 84 o i i

C i speeches of Pyatakov and Antonov-Ovseyenko.

rang in the speeches o yatake e e T

- 1 3 & i FOLSKY ancg iled t > 10

Radek came out in defence of I th\}i cll}“l\" {u 30 Pt

the Plenum that for all his “individual shac Lhﬂlu‘jnn-' o
3 ~ 1] . ryc 0 3 7

never been a Menshevik. even ‘_‘_’}“;]? he was r_l‘l]' L w;m )

Sationally to the Mensheviks”. These .5}_.&..1('1?.\[)](:'““.“ ookt

demned by the Plenum. The participants ”11’('1[5 B) o 21

IR s T T . i ; ‘e i =

sharply criticised Radek’s activity as the R t( Ji";dg!' e
fative in the Comintern, In that responsible post, Radek t

_-_‘_-_‘_‘—-——-_

' See Kpss. Spravochnik (The CPSU Handbook), Moscow, 1963, p.
193.
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to arouse the Comintern’s Presidium and the leader:
serman and the Polish Communjst Party against the RC
Central Committee, and carried on agitation in favour
Opposition. The Plenum pointed out to Radek that he k;

duty strictly to abide by the CC’s decisions on internatiqy,

matters, and issued g stern warning to him and other

sitionistg against carrying the factional fight into the Con

tern,

The Thirteenth Conference of the RCP(B) opened on
uary 16, 1924, the day after the Plenum closed. The (
ference unanimously adopted the resolutions, “Op p
Constructiun", “On the Immediate Tasks of Economic |
¢y” and “On the Internationa] Situation”. With the ex
tion of three delegates, al] voted for the resolution, “Qy,
Results of the Discussion and on the PE‘I’.t}-’—Bf)lIl‘ng}i*& De
tion in the Party”, which said: “There is no doubt tha;
Opposition is an objective reflection of the drive by the p

ourgeoisie against the positions of the proletarian Party
its policy. Already the principles of inner Party democ
are being given a broad interpretation outside the Pa; ty
the sense of 2 weakened dictatorship of the proletariat
greater politica] rights for the ney bourgeoisie.”t The (
ference pointed to the danger for the Party’s unity and
future of socialism in the USSR which sprang from the
ity of the Trotskyite opposition, and urged the Party
isations to carry on a vigorous fight a
geois deviation.

The Conference Proposed the publication of Paragrap]
of the resolution adopted by the Tenth Congress, “On Pa

nity”, which had not been made public ea
provided for measyres of Party influence s
members engaged in factionaj activity. For the purpose
further consolidating the Party, it wasg decide
its working clags core, to extend the effor

rlier and wi

ts to explain

Party’s policy, and to study the history of the Bolshevi

struggle against lenshevism, Special attention was devot
to a correct organisation of Party work in the Army.
’arty organs were instructed resolutely to cut shopt any
tempt at factional activity in the Party
I'Il']y.
Cr)nsidering the country-wide discussion at ap end,

Organisations in

L\CPSI oni the Resolutions and Decisions, . » Part I, p, 780,
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demned the petty-bourgeois deviation of the
- dem

isations ; o the
lled on all Party organisations it)l g;)_ on {.t)Lm
- ahead. Its resolution re-em-
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N id Party unity was the ma se fo
solutio at solid Party _ . lrene fer
. ol ing the revolutionary g:
hasised further advancing tl i e 0
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Preservu}g_ S f the Thirteenth Party C.onit_lu ce ga E fhe
% o o . f action and defined the tasks
e lear programme of act ad defmed the Ty
Party 2 C he further extension and strengthe 38 0 he S
ahead in t,f'econm-nic and political 1.OUI'1(L.1111(,‘115._ o o
o 1 reflection of the Party’s single pmtpo. o
d £ it i - + -., e - I. . ‘llc L I
umentst}v?cﬂ;c Leninist plan for socialist consti
enting
plem

Con

i ity the Basis of
thening Parly Unily on Ba
hStr;Efgrieiuth Conference and thc"l_hlriecnth

he Congress of the RCP(B) Decisions

“ /ing unanimously con-
i ference, having unanimous 0
The Thirteenth Conference, having A
i asks 1 reloping
ition, set before the Party important ldaksim dev (,SI \]v ng
o rovi Party work 5 decisions wel
o n and improving Party work. Its (‘L(,l 08 S
el of the Party’s urge for the unity 2
‘ b et oF: -ogramme o
: fll\EShTicpconfercm‘c worked out a broad progra
o io Yarty organisations.
i for : rty organise a
et f]Ul dnf'fn‘lr':])'}y 18 1924, and three days
e _Cﬂdf—’( i 'tI‘ at I enin ,wus dead. The Party,
i tnible nc}\lb 1:“Jﬂ‘l‘c‘;&;ivc mankind were in a
b ek et d'&t l?’ll\'i? hour of sorrow the Party’s
e g]-l'd" o “CLS the working class above all,
unity with the labouring mfa.s?”, Thiere was & Muree i the
Lt Wlth'.lllﬂcsilll 'mft)tt. with the Communist Party.
‘ f I-“ : ]CII‘ i “lrere :
“’Olkers‘ d%]"lt ik r Lenin’s death, 6,000 workers in
e 2 ;’litt'-i Z . applied to join the Party.
Moscow and Moscow Region cihim} ap (1)1 e Ty metn
: 'y yearned to become Party .
hey wrote that they yuupul (m(.,nf.:nn' Laoie s,
1 3 g » =3 1 £ L g L
dedicate thcmsclvts‘ to impleme ng, - (JURE pERtephs
Workers of the Vladimir Ilyich Wor lslc<;t Ly ot i
their collective application: J We I 1?“ Al
i 1111(15?—}11(: (J'O}miu‘nli;l has made us realise
our dear leader, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, o e
itically conscious worker must be a vehicle
that every politically conscic s e el ol
15 ideas and must translate his pi;(.:.liv. Puﬂy S gl
applications were being received by
throughout the country.
_-_‘___'_-—-—-—

! Pravda, February 5, 1924,
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hc[dL??‘?}1{}11niil);}u‘;r31)]?(;11[1{1: (‘}é HII(LJ))R(':]](B} Central Comy,
Enrolling Shopfloor X«\,ﬁ_}.-kzré i.nAti c-KII;},D_IC('I' T S cehnion, gl
the procedures for the Lenin E ol el defirie
st bt m] ‘](mn Enrolment. The Party .,-‘,]L\d
members who had ”tl‘ iEp 'ci'pphcalnts obtain references i.--nlﬁ
for menthentcs ‘wc : {L : I‘L:(_{thi‘ctl F arty record. z"\])f}”t‘i!.‘:.}r}:n.
s cullcdiv]eg })] L{ a»(.r_‘cptcd from individuals and IH-..,IS
denlirs 111c1'itla7 'I“l!l ,LlIJ]II()[l]TL‘II{' was carried out on a.:m;l
e ;l.icv lt- lenum recommended a pl_'L‘HiI]J'n‘: ]-]-
enterprises, a l)]].“‘.ldlll._s at general workers’ meetings at .]I{-,};
il fi‘t!n, tLIU- urc_i_[mi helped to select the best e
L e ot 1¢ working class for the Party. and to ”-:n
s ties with the broad masses of the working pu.-.nj'l!_
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The Central C i

sentral ( ommittee s i &
S gl ee specifically drew the attent; :
Ic!n}' organisations to 2%y drew the attention of

] e abans .,'thc political education of those whe
e g - enin Enrolment. It recommended ]

» \ > ; : 1§
el hli.yﬁll(;lﬂlf)ll sﬁlwul;‘ for the new caudidarc—mcn1"11.”1{1-
: ave courses based on a study of i g
Party and Leninism, (‘om‘él Itl"htL'Ud} ik i
Lot am ism, enfrating on such subject

- d tl : ; ! " L g su ]\]L(_.—'\

0 1e RCP”, “Lenin in the Strugg

tarian Dictatorshin” ¢ ; le for the Prol
atorship”, “Lenir IEP” and S

y 2 5 1 | H - e .

Construction”. on NEP” and “Lenin on Party

the

During the Leni )
];cag;—lmqhm;h(f’{‘;n-{u Enrolment, almost 300,000 worker
o I.:].( 1 ["\-{[J( Army men applied for Ill(_’ill}).('l‘qhi}}‘f-,]. Sy
by e U'I:] ebruary 1 to August 1, 1924, 203,000 )‘.r-t\.ll\
190 ;}(}‘t; I]],J[L;fl‘ as candidates for the Party? Of} L‘-'Htl e
L.;‘q : o tli: r.‘J;;,tb per cun{;, were industrial or trar rorlk
TS, > irst s1x months of 1924, the
ers.- In the firs onth: 924, the percentage of worke:
in I[hcﬂl arly went up from 44 to 60 per L‘lcut g 2
el kR to i
. 1).1::\.m‘ lo(l._mﬂ_rc than 25,000 workers joined the M
| Oro: - - . ¥ : i
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Y Ibid., p. 7.
4 Ibid.. p. 4
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The Lenin Enrolment strengthened the Party organisations
: oduction. In early 1924, there were only 140 Gommu-
n pr that is—32 per 1.000 workers—at the Putilov Works,
mstsl; llnid—.ycar they numbered 1,812-153 per 1,000 workers.
}Kjtt tlﬂi‘ Baltiisky Shipbuilding Works, the Lenin Enrolment
increased the _numbcr of Communists from 45 to 215 per
1,000 workers.> The rapid growth in the numer !{.d'l .‘ailtl.lgt.]l‘
of Party organisations 111_})‘1‘0(luctmn helped to enhance thei
role in the drive to rehabilitate 111_1(1 further (_hsvcl()‘p industry.
The Party’s social make-up was 11}11)1'0\:0([, its unity and co-
hesion was consolidated, and its ties with the working class
and all working people extended. .

This policy of bringing about a sharp increase in Party
membership by enlisting shopfloor workers was based on
Lenin’s precept about the leading role of the working c_lass
at every stage of the struggle for communist construction.
Lenin had written: “Only a definite class, namely, the urban
workers and the factory, industrial workers in general, is
able to lead the whole mass of the working and exploited
people in the struggle to throw off the yoke of capital, in
actually carrying it out, in the struggle to maintain and con-
solidate the victory, in the work of creating the new, socialist
social system and in the entire struggle for the complete abo-
lition of classes.” The working class exercises its leading role
in the drive to transform society through its state and eco-
nomic organs, the trade unions, co-operatives and young com-
munist and other social organisations. The Communist Party
is the best embodiment of working class influence on every
aspect of society’s life. The Lenin Enrolment, by assuring
the Party of a predominantly working class make-up, inten-
sified the influence of that class on every sphere of the Soviet
people’s life—production, economic, social, political and
spiritual.

The January (1924) Plenum of the RCP(B) Central Com-
mittee also confirmed the resolutions of the 13th Party Con-
ference “On the Results of the Discussion and on the Petty-

had been

ercen
from 25 t0 .

s (] < von . s T \
192 h%“ Pod znamenem leninizma (Under the Leninist Banner) No. 13,
J-.jll, Penza, p. 13.
; 5.\;;1! The Party in the Light of Figures. ... p. 70.
V. L. Lenin, Collected (Works, Vol. 29, p. 420.
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Bourgeois Deviation in the Party”, “On Party Constr tion™
and “On the Immediate Tasks of Economic Policy™, en
tered an addendum to the resolution on the results

e - : s % [11(:
discussion, drawing the attention of all local Organisationg
where the discussion had assumed acute forms to the need
to smooth things out as soon as possible and to consolidate
full unity of Party ranks, which became imperative fter
Lenin’s death.!

The exposure of the petty-bourgeois substance of the T s
kyite opposition, the study by the mass of Party me ers
of the Central Committee’s concrete measures in Party cop.
struction and the economy, and the heightened responsil ility
talling on each Communist for the future of the Party ang
the state all went to strengthen the unity of the P ty's
ranks, and to wean away from Trotsky’s anti-Party groyp
the small number of primary organisations and indiy; ual
members who had supported the opposition during the dis-
cussion.

The Party committees began to receive applications [1om
individual Communists and resolutions adopted by mee 10§
in Party organisations condemning their former views =nd

giving assurances of support for the Central Commitice’s
policy. By January 30, 1924, a general meeting of the Party
cell of the Kremlin building workers passed a resolution in
which the Communists censured their anti-Party attitudes
during the discussion. It said that it was the duty of every
member of the cell to strengthen the close cohesion, u: ty
and confidence in the Party’s Central Committee.2

During the discussion, the Trotskyite opposition had mian-
aged temporarily to win over the Party organisation at the
Ikar Works in Moscow. But in early April, a general mecting
of its members resolved: “To consider the cell’s old li
adopted during the Party discussion in the spirit of the so-
called opposition under the influence of demagogic specches
by some responsible comrades, to be erroncous, and to i
form the Party district committee and the whole :Moscov
organisation that we are fully backing the all-Party Leninist
line, which we consider the only correct one.... We belicve
it to be necessary to establish solid unity in the Party,
by a conciliatory blunting of edges between the contends

Ly

= C

10

! See CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 1, p. S07.
* See Pravda, February 10, 1924,
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Icatdu‘shfp of the Party’s Khamovniki District Comum;
tried hard to frustrate the implementation of the du‘?wiml;
taken by the Thirteenth Party Conference. Under \';1-i;_];1;.
pretexts, they prevented Communists who had actively foughy
Trotsky’s anti-Party action during the discussion from E;ana,
appointed to work in the district committee’s dpparatys, °
For the purpose of extending their subversjve activity

-Li'C(_-

;9 ST o Pos Ctvity o
the district. the j(,‘(ld(_'l'."ill]]) of the Khamovnikj District ( Om-
mittee set up a 33-man group of agitators handpicke for

their loyalty to Trotskyite ideas and readiness to fight against
the Central Committee’s Leninist line. Among the agita-
tors in this group were Pr{.‘t)brazhcnsk}-', Pyatakoy.
N Smirnoy, V. M. Smirnov. Drobnis, Stukov, Mdi
Lentsner, Sapronoy, and I\-‘Ia,\inu)\fsk'\_;. In the hope of tur
the Khamovniki District into a bridgehead for fresh bat
against the Jarty, the opposition assembled there its forces
from all the other districts of Moscow, including persons who
had nothing to do with the district Party organisation. 7 hus,
l’t'(‘.uhmzhcr]xk}-’ was registered with the Party cell at {he
Serp i Molot Works in the Rogr;zhsl(mSinmm'nr'sky District:
Pyatakov, in the cell of the Supreme Economic Council of
the same district. Drobnis, in the cell of the 16th Printing
Works of Krasnaya Presnya District: and I. N. Smirnov, in
the cell of the Ikar Works in Bauman District. At the same
time, the Trotskyite leadership of the district committee
refused to use in this agitation work men like A. S. Bubnov!
and V. G. Knorin, among other members of the Khamovniki
District organisation. who had come out against the opposi-
tion during the discussion. 2

But for all its pains, the Trotskyite leadership of Khamov-
niki District failed to carry the district Party organisation
with it. The oppositionists had to give up the leadership of
the district committee after two general meetings, which were
attended by almost 4.000 members, and which gave full ap
proval and support for the CC line? The new district com-
mittee fully expressed the views of the district Party organi-
sation.

i,
Ning

tles

' Bubnov had signed the “Statement of 467
ber 15, 1923 he criticised his earlier views and
the group which, he said, “had actually started
principles of Bolshevism’s org
1923).
® See Pravda. February 21, 1924,
* See Pravda, May 13, 1924,
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a4 campaign against the
anisational policy” (Pravda, December 15

140

he Third Khamovniki Party (..:31;13}'-‘
May 9, 1924, .'j}lat'pb’ [.‘()E'!(_IC‘f]'].ﬂt_\.(;l,“l.!t_,.
f the old leadership, llt[idft.’([‘ ]f_\l X ‘!lﬁ,i[]
1 declared that the change m{_thc 'Ic‘lflltli-'\:}]ilq.I\J';::L
mOVSky’he establishment of the Party line in the ric

The participants 1 t
i hened on
e, which 0}_}c§1cd
emt:i Party activity o
4 anc v
5 [ the organisation
led to the ctivity among the members ('[” [I1'_“ ll\l;“-,. district
to greater actly ts between the Party cells and the ¢ stric
loser contacts b ajority the conference passed
and C'tt e. By an absolute majority tl <o
ee. ) . - T, activitvy.
P oluti fully endorsing the CU's ¢ -111 = S the NMasanw
2 e opp ist activity of the leadership of the Mosc
h UPP{”THIHHL S I\'MJ O tfal [I-l‘”i!‘.'u- i".‘. a reso-
The y ittee likewise ended in total ailure. In L reso-
Uyezd L(Jmm.l' 10, 1924, the Uyezd Committee itself u:..-.[u‘
. . Lo, hogd') . . vere unsatisfac-
Jution on Apri % -ind sbaterof oreanisation were o
d that its work and stz A rezd Party organisation
te ‘erence of the Moscow Uyezc y organisat
A conference o {5 feniat and. b ot shsahute
tory. April 20 and 21, heard a report and, b
held on April 20 and 21, he

= 3
t ) 1 s 1 od § cl ng ll.l:l‘l' me
I‘l "C S (:\”-l[i_l L‘;IUIL Ll]]})llt.-L‘!‘ Sally : . ;
IIIa.i() 1 y, R(UIC! (.d ‘.( lh]S LI : - o |)[]]Itl a! FIH"- IllL
Jd ]eal{(:“uhip ll.‘(] I)'.“‘.‘QULI'(]. lhl_: W ttillh L € L= l‘} 5
(0] =i .

. 9 Toe Mo
w Party committee.” In May
cted a new Party con 1924,
rence elected a n S : T
mnf%uz(;f‘th Gubernia Party Conference 1‘1[\)1:_{} tha axy
= : i as L ¢ erences he
e isations in the gubernia had, as thei: conferenc o
gl t i * their ranks the basi
0lrgmn (‘itl‘CI"]""illCi].C(i the cohesion of their ranks on 1Ll‘li|l"i"|l}l'1
: ; . > 01 111 Val allol
sgofer;ini%m "and had overcome the (}i)pn;ii.nn{u v C
O o in the course of the discussion.
ich had occurred in the course ol the ; s
e (.LL' atory and organisation work on the basis
As the cxpi“na:()n} AIN ¢ ‘?(-n("" decisions went forward:
of the Thirteenth Party Confere e dechs b
the opposition line was abandonec L\l([ il
; ‘ted it ring the discus: :
isations which had supported it during o,
] sations which had suj ; o s ey
e se organisations had few workers among the
- e g 1ulu ois ideology had an especially
ers, so that petty-bourgeois 0logy  Especia
mcmbc_m.‘ FD tuap PLH)‘:\ 7 R’vbm'ni:i Party organisation was
strong influence. The Penza Gu i s the Brseit e
. . . e B T r the discussion | PPO: b
typical in this respect: .(luxmlg_" 1:1.:.,“{_ e i i
line was supported l)},--'i 1\.*.0—[:1'11(? % ”‘L-lt of 13
-ee uyezd organisations 2. ey
Penza and three uyezd tnmuusilifv R e A
Penza Gubernia was a ij,-;inul. 3 ‘0‘} e ol
: dopulation over the ag _ JUBL aver 0,100,
LU:EJL?’QUU i o lue- and white-collar workers. More
or 3.85 per cent, were blue- ¢ - W0l i
han 90 per ce f the population in the g Ic 2
than 90 per cent o B PP L) vere scattered among a
gaged in agriculture. The workers _\lr S UREC, PR B
p ; ‘actories ¥ f 1 O g
great number of small factories mainly

L

-

! See Pravda, May 13, 1924.
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wr)od-wm‘l\'fng industry. At the industrial and trans

; RE 3 +dNSpop
enterprises, the Party organisations were small. On Januar, It
1924, workers made up only 25 per cent of the I”L'“l;:.-‘.'.whi};
mn the gubernia Party organisation,

The Trotskyite opposition in Penza was headed by ,,,
bers of the gubernia Party committee, I, Valentinoy, he
of the gubernia finance department, and Kosterin, edif,
the gubernia newspaper, Trudovaya pravda. They ma
to cobble a group consisting mainly of responsible v
in gubernia and city organisations, which distributed °
kyite documents in the gubernia Party organisatio;

and
used Trudovaya pravda to mislead the masses.

Lies, demagogy and downright falsification were the maip
methods used by the Penza Trotskyites, who were faithfully
imitating their mentors from the ‘centre. Thus, on Deceny,

Cim-

ber 28, 1923, at a meeting of the Party cell of the loca] ipe

factory to discuss the report, “On the Party’s New Ti sks”,
the Trotskyites made use of some delay in’ the payment of
wages to suggest to the Communists that “the Party is not
protecting the interests of the workers” because the country
did not have “a dictatorsh ip of the proletariat, but the Pa;{
dictatorship over the proletariat”. "While paying lip ser

V'S
vice

* to the CC resolution on Party construction, the oppositionists

insisted that it had the defect of not allowing freedom fo set
up factions and groups within the Party.

Under the influence of Trotskyite propaganda, a gene
meeting of the Penza City Party organisation of January 7,
1924, adopted a motion of no-confidence in the CC by 168
votes to 116. Three days later, the Trotskyites on the guber-
nia committee tried to obtain the backing of the plenary
meeting of the Party’s gubernia committee. However, by an
absolute majority, the plenum rejected Kosterin’s resolu-
tion and the oppositionists’ amendments to a resolution
of the gubernia committee’s bureau on inner Party demo-
cracy. _

Thereupon, with broad support from the Party activists
the gubernia committee started a resolute drive against the
Trotskyites. On Fcbruaz‘y 8, 1924, a general meeting of
Penza City Communists, after hearing a report by D. Orlov,
the gubernia committee secretary, “On the Results of the
Work of the Thirteenth All-Russia Party Conference’
unanimously passed a resolution approving the Conference’s
decisions.
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2o ity organisation was held

- general meeting of the c1tyr01naulsf} B rto-ivinw

fuother £ February 12, with A. V. Lunacharsky giving
a on

s tasks : meeting endorsed the de-
) Penz the Party’s tasks. The meeting sed the de-
:! report on i]'ll"cl Etccﬁth Conference and urged every nm'n?hu.
cisions of . {iscard the various factional conslc_Icmlm_m
i e {]]S L("cntrul Committee. The resolution said:
and rally e h? :is greetings to the Central Committee
i & i3 ‘ : S b = - -
B s ISL?{Lﬁldcr its leadership and with our support
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A }‘C'lli‘iil'lq the precept of the Party’s late Icadc;_,
ey o & lTltuz‘ line of the Trotskyite opposition }vas
i 1w artv conter-
% Ilse{i_‘i:;d condemned by the uyezd and city Party confer
L m February 5 to 25, 1924,
: ebruary 5 1 . )
s hel_d‘ h?m' against the anti-Party elements, the Com
truggle ag fodt
L sl; - were greatly assisted by M. K. Muranov,
1 Za £ datly as / et :
munlgts‘ c(;ff tlfél RCP(B) Central Control (,omn_usswn, W .hf]m
I'-ﬂﬂg‘m'dilln1 had appointed to head the gubernia .‘:Ommi;’j"l_?l}
3 o n the non-proletarian make-up of the arty
g al Leninist and a one-time
rganisation. Muranov, a loyal Leninis f'-] % CHcuiEne
. nber of the Bolshevik group in the Fourth Emic, Qe e
lg:‘f:r{:l numerous speeches to show the true {acp.tJf tul: lle(il)cd
ositionists and their mentors from the centre, and dll c
E{FI:cc through to the real aims pursued by Trotsky and his
supporters. . ™ ontemsns was bheld 55
The Sixteenth Gubernia llg’}n_i)l_ityt L;il'lsic‘ﬂ:;mt:;;c i ol
Penza from May 10 to 1 , 1924, to discuss the | i
the 01‘ganisati0nyin view of the approaching Thntcenll}l(}ln:lt
ress of the RCP(B). Speakers at the conference noted tha
the 1 ithin the Party had been a very painful one
the discussion within the Party : I Jaxha cue
I nia hat the turning point was reache 3
mm the gubernia and that th , g poi i g o g
‘ ir All-Russia Party Conference, when
after the Thntc.cnth ussiz (t_‘(_‘ i i
whole organisation approved the C : m(_‘ op -y cuaane
tion and economic matters, and the Central C
e ition’ i The Conference worked
assessment of the opposition’s actions. The oni T ok
out measures designed to invigorate the pohhcatt aﬁ 1:111 ):,ois
: tty-bourgeoi:
Party members in the fight against the petty g
ideology. _ i,
1 isi hirtee 3 -ence also helped
The decisions of the :l_hut{,t.nth -LG??CtIIE?%f‘l-otsl<3!itc-_ Iop_
the Communists of the Crimea to expose n-::‘csgiv(;])x wokis
Position, whose views there were being aggres: FEg Spjea
Y some of the responsible workers llcadc(d b(};(}_}l\l.t \;f)“:nc['ﬂ:
the regional Party secretary. On January 9, 1924, \% e
ers of the regional committee, N. Ufimtsev and S. Sai

143
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On Bubnov’s report, the conference adopted a resolution

approving the CC fine as “hav:

approving the CC line as “having ensured the Party’
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sults of these (:({lll'cl‘(‘}lttcis. Pravda observed: "‘lf
he January All-Union Conference anyone had still
f widening the I(f!'ilL'I\'.‘s and I)l'L‘;LL’J_!L'h’ in Um'_l’m'i)-'.

hing now remains ol these hopes. In Moscow, Leningrad,
nqt;lrl? Novgorod, the Urals, the Ukraine, Armenia and
zlj:lﬁzll‘be}lijam_l;l_ll over the count1‘}?—(19:](53‘;11‘(:5 have ‘cnc_hn‘sul
the CC line with the greatest and not at all surprising una-
nimity, issuing a 1‘(‘.‘5(11“1_(:_tt{>|1(1_c111]1a'il1(111_U[ those who had
wanted to betray l}_lc L(:mmsl‘ prinmpl‘cs_ of P;l1‘#)-:‘m'f__;';_nll|5'¢‘111{m|
and to divert it from Hlp firm Leninist 1)a1t!1._' IJ‘llc llE:GL'Il
rovided the touchstone for the Central Committee’s policy.
It took only a few months for the Trotskyite opposition’s
attacks on the Party to be revealed as unfounded and men-

the rc
up
after t

hopc 0]

dacious. : i ; i
The Party refuted the Trotskyite arguments both in the-

oretical and in practical terms. The implementation of the

measures it had mapped out in the sphere of the economy

promoted the further consolidation of the economy. By mid-

1924, the marketing crisis was in the main overcome, and the

price spread between industrial goods and farm produce was

markedly reduced. The completion of the monetary reform
helped to stabilise the parity of the ruble, laid a sound

financial foundation for economic development and helped
to improve the working people’s material conditions. At the
end of April 1924, the Central Executive Committee and the
Council of People’s Commissars issued their decree on the
single agricultural tax, which was calculated in gold rubles
and levied entirely in cash. The introduction of the single
agricultural tax helped considerably to intensify the finan-
cial drive against the kulaks and to consolidate the middle
and poor peasant farms.

~ The People’s Commissariat for Internal Trade was set up
In May 1924, a measure designed to enhance the state direc-
tion of trade, to improve the operation of trading bodies and,
consequently, to oust private capital from the sphere of
trade. Contrary to the Trotskyite prediction of a looming
Crisis and the sway of private capital, the Party’s economic
Policy led to a further strengthening of the commanding
Positions of socialism in the economy, the rise in the living
standards of the working people, and even closer cohe-
s1on of the working class and the peasantry round the Party’s

' Pravda, May 18, 1924.
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slogans. Evidence came from numeroys letters Written
workers to the Centra Committee and the Thirteeng iZm)y
8ress which was then in session. One such Jefte, from lhlt
workers of the Krasnoye Sormovo Works said: “Today .IL
in the past, we place our full trust only in the (-’.”i"'-':ldli‘s:[’
Party, and swear that under the leadership of the old By
shevik guard we shall fully carry out Lenin’s

Precepts, de.
spite the hardships we haye to overcome,”!

The opposition was prophesying that the Party’s foreign
policy would be a fiasco. However, the “period of yec, o
tion” of the USSR by other states in 1924 provided Nore
good evidence that the Party was following correct forejey.
policy line and testified to the Soviet Republic’s o Wing
prestige,

The opposition had accused the Party of undergoing “hy.
reaucratic degeneration” and of damping down initiative 4nq
freedom of action among the Party’s rank and file. Thege
inventions were blasted by reality. The Party’s measures in

the sphere of Party construction helped to strengthen the
collective principle in the Party leadership, which inv
more extensive election of leading
of a broader circle of Communists for work on standing com-
missions under Party committees, and periodical reports by
the heads of Party bodies to Party members.
Political activity of Party members and al]
people was especially vigorous during

\'L‘f]
Party organs, enlistment

working

Preparations for the
Thirteenth Party Congress. Under a CC decision, the P rty
Press carried the theses of the reports on the main items of
the agenda for broad discussion, Pravda printed eight pre-
congress discussion sheets, in which Communists expressed
their views on these items. The theses of the reports were
broadly discussed at Party meetings, '

During the discussion, workers, peasants, Party, Soviet
government and economic workers made valuab
for Improving the activity of local Party, state
tive bodies.

The Thirteenth Congress of the RCP(B), held from May 23
to 31, 1924, demonstrated the Party’s unity and cohesi
and its loyalty to Lenin’s precepts. The Congress bro:
discussed various aspects of inner Party life and Party organ-
isation. Economic problems, connected with the furthe

le proposals
and co-opera-

U Thirteently Congress of the RCP(B). . . p. 19,
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consolida

-qalist industry and
{ the bond between socialist Hlldium} ]t'h(
. ; T L y ¢ beitween <
g 01 consolidation of the d“ltl‘ll(‘(— i skt
jculture, anc he peasantry, were very prominent at
i g class g t}(' G t serious attenfion to ideological
n ¢ oave the most ! ous ; i -all Dacte
Itdg‘?tical and political cclucettm]n }Ji t?“[‘lilﬂ;
ideolog ’ho had joined in the Lenin Enrol-
5 10 had jome
cially those w
P(_.Cl(

agr
wOI‘k
ess.
Congre>",
work an
o 1 1 organisa
i LCs itical and organisa-
ment. the discussion of the CC’s I)P][lf.‘il(..d: : .',tt} ;s
i ts. the Trotskyites once again tried tc BV the
s i discussion of matters tihlﬁ Imdih](;f,n(blz_._wlltmlw
. I. 0Ngress Trotsky and Preobrazhensky
Part)f m < g ot . (.”]]::1(55, I'rots Y ¢ d i
their SPCCCIIU’_[_‘lt ttihf;r 'mf?—l’urly conduct. Trotsky gave t.u}.
R r 1]"11‘1‘\’ democracy a demagogic 1'&:;1(1111;_; anc
. . dll) e et : i i )
principles (deul‘rllgrcd that the CC’s line on inner ld!‘l,}_ u(}-ln-
L 1g. He said that “certain passages” in the
. . T 3 . L ) : e S
o “al: “lglothc Thirteenth Party Conference \\’L‘;IL
. e e w b | T 'L 2% Y B
e tg Snjuq}t” and declared that he did .noi{ ag :5 :1 s
) ‘ ‘geols deviatio
i ?nbcing: described as a petty-bourgeois ](_(,\1& o 2
55 obra: i ove that his econc
?];5 S[t’;?t(y Preobrazhensky tried to plle tlmllu:, t},){mwc i
; ents” en correct, and opposed ge
“amendments” had been correct, ® i -lilid o 2 P O
Party cells in the non-productive sector :
B ovpices. o
tmjll"}sle fresh alttcxijlpt.s of the Trotskyites to 111]1111‘?]1}5&0“ ;1i];|;!c
i iews > Congress were a co : ;
portunist views on the (.01];?,1 g B Gl s
Delegates D. Z. Manuilsky, V. V. Kuibyshev, et
3 i oslavsky and others, and J. V. Stalin
[ Yool o 1itional (iL!CH‘fiU!]S said quite
1 = S S 5z st ; jui
his concluding spc‘u_h on mgd.m‘:.l t t; i oo eld dlie
clearly that the Trotskyites sough el Mol =
principles of the Party’s organisational struct At ge
it off " socialist construction indicatec »y Lenin.
it off the path of socialis AOctoE Sl o 5
Rukhimovich, Rudzutak and other lepales expured dhe
iti ared that in overcoming the crisi |
Opposition and declarec that in s Rnet
1 3 . o i )
eting, planning and organisation (I) ({ ) vi.?im-“ T
had acted on Lenin’s precepts and the « i pes. They
ongress, and not on the opposition's recipes. |
Twelfth Congress, and not on the s b
said that the policy of large-scale mlp{gn_ \}L e
Which the opposition was trying to fois on the Rasty, was
ot a proletarian but a pctty—l)uutgcms_p;;t i{‘g.t;[]l;])(;]‘[ing 45
it e _
tak recalled that the workers had been Ilf i)e[‘cm-c' e
€Cision of the Council of Labour anc Sieiice fo b
Cotton and had rejected the opposition’s propos:
cotton fabrics. !
-_-_-_-_'_.‘_‘—f'—, a ) o i
Y'See Thirteent), Congress of the RCP(B). . ., p. 197.
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T'he Congress approved the C(

§ economic policy. |
out the

o Sl : POing

OPPosttion’s complete failure on economie 1stig
and authorised the Central Committee to continue ¢, th""'
the utmost circumspection in leasing any concessions, t,, ta(i:v
a firm stand on the foreign trade monopoly, to <
export of ¢

grain, and see to {]
orcign trade balance.

At the Congress, Zinoviev was the only speake; t6 gay
that the Trotskyites were “the most sincere among the (,},}}:])_
nents of the Party’s Central Committee™.! For Zinoy

cvelop t]

; / X e

1¢ consolidation of the uctix.L
8

1¢y, 1a
attitude wasg not accidental, He had shared many of f‘]-'[,iﬁ:
ky’s views. and even before the discussion had offereq
his support in doing away with the Politbure and in reorg.
nising the C( Secretariat. There was also 8ood  reasop
for Zinoviey’s distortions in the article which Opened
the discussion in the press of various aspects of inner Pargy
life, '

The Congress gave full approval to the Central Commjt.
tee’s activity, ¢mphasising that it had taken a firm stang and
displayed Bolshevik impl

acability in the struggle against the
opposition. [t approved the resolutions of the Thirteenth Party
Conference, “QOp Party Construction” and “On the Resulfs
of the Discussion and on the Pcfty—Buurgwis Deviation in
the Party”, incorpmating‘ these resolutions with the decisions
of the Thirteenth Congress of the RCP(B) as its own. The
Congress authorised the Central Committee to continue, with
the same resolution and boldness, to safeguard Party unity
and the Bolshevik [ine from any deviations whatsoever. Ifs
resolution said: “*After the Party had Jost Comrade Lenin, the
cause of ensuring full Party unity became even more inipor-
tant and necessary than before. There must be the most strin-
gent action against the slightest factionalism, The RCP’s
steadfastness and soljd unity, on the basis of the fund;nm-;;!\;l]
principles of Leninism, ant premise for
the revolution’s further successes,™?

The defeat of the Trotskyites’ attempts to dismantle the
Leninist Party was the key condition for Preserving and fur-
ther strengthening the unity and cohesion not only of the
RCP(B) but of al] the fraternal Communist Partjes. William
Z. Foster, Prominent leader of the Communist Party of the

are the most import

! / hirteentlh (

CONGTOSS of He H(.'PNJ',}. s P40,
= CPSU in i,

Resolutions and D, cisions. .., Part 1L pp. 13-14
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g assessing the
Communist movement, d:\htﬁ\‘\”'iﬂ"niﬁ-
 osilc of the CPSU against the Tron

pe W trueele v was the fate
S on t “in this fight not only was [ the
id tha!, issia at stake, but also that o 0
in Russia at ¢ for the };-(;151\}

2 0

. tance * 5

icm, tg:' movei;, ts._an ‘

l L i A victory

the ge‘?mmist movement. A )
om

a decisive success for world
gorld would have been :

forces W

reaction.

a close watch on the discussion
unists abroad kept a close
Communists

> discussion assumed
> that when the discussion ; el
RCP(B). Let us n}otnt‘ilmt \:115%‘5 of Berlin, basing their
i IR » Communist: i e
in the . -oportions, the G o T SR
tensive propol sarliest reports in the press, cam o
exte nt on the carlies iee’s Vine, The Central Cott
jUdgcmcf ey ol (Iumlim.tu.i‘ Germany declared that
1 € = ¥ = 4 . .
- 0[ the Communist 3l d[l_ ty 01] e b
i 9 st " Berlin and ¢ ! E o
mittee -anisation of Berli s oo cecolaiels
e : ttee, and res 3
g ) e ) lentral Commi s
the P yl the RCP(B) ‘(Julll_dl_. thtade 2 “
supportec -otsky’s anti-Leninist a - &d by Seis
el T b(\_‘)f- unist Party, the Rightists, 1"[‘] e
e Lomuumist ‘¢ the rank-and-file mem-
In the Fren ted to induce the rz e
e iiried to: it > | I
varine and R()bil;]e"iﬂi{l,li{;k\;m- opposition, but they }} n}(': giver
rt the SKy1LC = 1 Counci (Co -
bers to suppo .oates of the Nationa C e
rebuff by the d&{'gfﬂcs ist Party, which met on June 1,
- he French Communist Party, Concll approted
B o the ! 5. the National Coun proxed
1924. By 2,353 votes to 15, ing issues.? Support for the
"C line all the outstanding issues. sl
the CC line on a : also came from other ({cm“n n
RCP(B) Ccntl‘ﬂl Committee a {?([)l:llmd (j-;_cc]1nx](l\-’?.'lk‘i‘r Fin-
i and,
Parties, among them those o | |
e i ist International,
land andﬁ.l o s of the (.nmmm_‘nsi  Inter o
The Fifth (A}]lblc::., IR oot Parties, met
e by s after the Thirteenth Congress
St 50(]”‘-_{!1_ g of the Congress was a (I;Pi
iP(B). The second sitting ¢ s il
e R‘;P(B). “]“;"11[\’ of the Communists of i-]]‘—t\” o
symbollsl{lg the gyaly sether with Moscow workers,
nin’s precepts: toge 1 ( o Red Stuaie
e : ed by Lenin’s tomb in th fHE
delegates assmn})ic_( by = i e sl e Deinas
to hear M. 1. Kalinin’s report, |
S : svoted much attention
} - - : tern devoted much e :
The Congress _nf th‘c (.nm(in“ O e
to the RCP(B) discussion and the e
: s. New York,
-___-_-_'-f_ A History of the Three Internationals, New Y«
! William Z. Foster, His ory
1955, p. 349, .
= See Thirteenth Congress of the RCP(B). . .1 g p
¢ See Fravda, June 3, 1924. d qiist Anlernational. Ut
' il " v Jonnini
& The Fifth tOorld Gongress of I’“f'-'f[ (|:;’]_ ;;_ 33.
batim Report, Part 1, Moscow-Leningrad, 1925, |
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USSR. Its resolution, “Qn the Economic Situation
USSR and the Discussion in the RCP*: pointed oy hat ¢
cess in the struggle against the capitalist encirclemeyy e
assurance of the USSR’s development towards cqy,
required revolutionary tenacity and interna| cohesion fro
all the members of the Russian Communist Party, [, .0
discussed the struggle against Trotskyism within the RC
the Congress endorsed the resolution of the Thirteen Ce
ference and the Thirteenth Congress of the RCP(B) oy the
petty-bourgeois essence of the Trotskyite Oppositin

. § ; L kel and
published it as its own decision binding on gl the ( Mimy.
nist Parties.

The Congress §ave much attention to the Commun; Par.
ties’ assimilating the ideological, tactica] and organis iona]
principles of Leninism, necessitating a reckoning vy the
concrete situation and the political and historica] conditiops
of development in each country, Development of {] Com-
munist Parties on Bolshevik lines was a vital requirem eyt for
the further adyvance of the world comy

nunist movemen; Bela
Kun, a prominent leader of the Hungarian and world

w011 -
munist movement, wrote in this context:

“It is only by assi.

milating the enormous revolutionary experience embodied
in Leninism, that the Communist Parfies will be able {0 idopt
towards every revolutionary event an independent  and
critical attitude,”!

Accordingly, the Congress decisions defined the principal
tasks of the Communis¢ Parties. These were to work for
massive Party organisations, for stronger ties with the work

k-
ing class, and all sections of the working people, for cstab-
lishing the principles of democratic centralism in the fraternal
parties, and for Huburdinafing all their dei}'-m—(lz:;.-' effort to
the attainment of the ultimate goal: the triumph of com-

munist ideals.

‘he decisions of the Fifth Congress of the Comintern
a blow at the schemes of the Trotskyite
moted the further consolidation of the world communist
movement on the basis of Leninism. A big contribution to |
cohesion of the Communists” ranks throughout the worl,
made by the RCP(B), the first to show the danger of ']
skyite anf i-n'\'nhrfinn:n‘_\-' slogans.

groupings and pr

U The Communist International No. 2, 1924, p. 112
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’s Ideological Defeat in the
rotskyism’s Ideological Defe 924,
'lrof-ﬁm;f:m- Discussion in Late 11']'];'111:1-
Imwrf :Fr{;tsk}"s Attempt to Substi
Failure DTw(Sk!"i-‘“n for Leninisin

23 and in early

; ion at the end of 1923 and in carly

- Party discussion at the o sition. The anti-

The inngllPa{éFe;t for the T r‘otskyltctnp])(;5121{;1]11.'1};11; o
m dac g JOrters was she b,

24 ende -otsky and his supp lonference and
B [ Gt
dcm-IIl%c'l tl::}é:nttll1c(3011g1‘css of the R(;;J(tllg):‘s;l (llf-(-i:inns. 'poﬂﬂcd
the Thirteenth ¢ i ine approve ese decisio i Bl

mintern, i 1 anifestations of Trotsky :
of the COld f fichting the manifest: ; srnent. In spite
or 1g o - B st movement. In sp
to the nee ¢ international communi: . Minn ackby.
E the inter g -case their splitting activity
the ranks of th kyites did not cease their s sk it Onie
of this, the T;otf(illc}’uqc of Lenin’s death to mtt,ml:f}. '1).](:‘; o
In fact, they n']al to revise the fundamental 1)11{10!{ am-
again they triec 0, . In a series of articles and pé
Marxist-Leninist theory. :

¥ Az -'\y l‘il‘l(] Ra."
i 24 "OLS \y. pl {_,()b'l ;1/,‘[’[(.,'[]
S bllShC' d 1mn ].Q.—- ‘1_, [ 0 ] ot }’
phlct. Pll 5

rs, hypocritically styled th‘_cm_sc‘.lv‘c.\: (,(hlfl.iﬂlh_
g Iam?ni%;t‘? iiﬁiiiﬁl’c lzlii‘?l?afﬂv slan{lc]‘in[g Ilat:nm.. L'ldllil-}'{‘g‘il‘ﬁfl‘:l
tent Leninists, in’s ideas, but in fact i e
- Sgiﬁl 1{;)(:111:1{)‘;511\(}1;:1 in its place, and distorting the
striving kL  Parte s
hisltm‘f:'Of)tl:iyﬁﬁl:?”]‘}l‘}:ft?\l-'riz;t}jne, issued 11-!1(: {113(}7] If]hctd 13;;1
e Yorferanc ened, Trotsky decl T
B Party Confer ey and alleged that the “per-
Leninism had (‘:hﬂ,r}%i[i;:;’, 151;3?;1(‘:‘12&&1 with the -':]In’dl.l‘n( .?1{-(1)-:;:
manent 1'cvnlut1?llll vism”. He said that the Party s (;‘Llnim‘
tegic line of BC{_’I’ IIC()I\T \\-';15 i "‘prcpal‘i-lf-(?!'}" pcﬂ‘ndﬂ T’ ]u-wllwv--
R AP}{I hé‘;fm‘y This idea of “dissecting 1 m)?::]‘iod
e 7 sl to back up his claim that in 1‘1(?..} 9
1sm was designed to back A il en i had mesio il
e October _Rcvolutlmll 'U‘I'l‘srm why it was able to
Trotskyism, this b_mr_zg the only rea: ) |
fulfil its llistnric_rlnsl_qlqlL bt e “Smectivg” ‘_’_t Bn]_—
Pl'CObI'aZhCnSI\Y dl-s-’o P1 (:c.lt 1 Leninism”’, and his book,
o I_'Iiﬂ o “Mm-mﬁ{}‘l‘ a;:'ttda distinction sh.nuld be
0. 1. Lenin, purveyed the idea f sy b e 1
pawn between two Profe o fcn‘l'f'. Li]{c Trotsky, Pre-
st World | e 0“}“1’ aTtm Tl(‘.ninium of “the first
Obrazhensky deliberately denied {'1(: ]-ic wrote: “If, to our
period” any importance (.‘i 1 il re ended his existence
misfortune, Comrade Lenin would 11‘1“-] 'i ol have oceaired
cfore the start of the world war, it wou (’1“ e special
to anyone of us to speak of Leninism as
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and distorted the history of the

edition of Marxi ;
Marxism, as il
< m, as 1t hilhstqu(tnﬂv became.”! Pr =y .
J ame. reobra- Jution” doctrine,
role of the Party and Lenin

pent reve

zhensky asser %
y asserted that the “s :
not “in any sense flow second period” of Leninism ( Jluti 1 the
litie: oF “riiia t 5 tml logically from the first”.2 > II= 1 October Revolution and the
3 arf rent. Preobrazhenslk z st”.2 By this S
l— o . h;l ? raz 1(,]]_‘-,]\\-’ triec P 5 l'llt- .
l I\)C:.".“_“'I arty idea that '{‘}-{,1;]\-\;;\;“]] 1}2‘.11]'&11‘1‘!::1(‘.;. [rots- i In passing, Trotsky accused the Comintern leadership of
".]3;11“5’1]]‘]. & ad “anticipated” uncmnprehcmling and failing to act on the lessons of the
C o o |- J.l - . . . . - - .
Wi B _l“t"l‘,‘”(- publications about Leni ki . October Revolution, and blamed it for the defeat of the
1_}‘-‘ us role as theorist, founder of tl J-\ t, while minimis revolutionary action in Bulgaria and Germany in 1923.
i cader of the Great Oct nder of the new type of party e 1 «tatement threatene © 0L opp -
| oF itia Great October Socialist Revoluti / _party, Trotsky’s fresh statement threatened to inflict great harm
- )crs(l;L ‘I"“I'Id 5 flrl'_st socialist state, tried h-zu- 1101!1 and zoustler on the Party, the cause of socialist construction in the USSR,
gh’lt :1Ifl cult of I'rotsky, in an effort to 1)1-; ]]( g bu_;._ld R and the revolutionary effort of the fraternal Communist Par-
anld L']L' proletarian revolution had f\!\r{,)(leLIlhc .“.}CU"Y” ties. It was necessary to show the members of the Party and
| of I Cnti?m' Trotskyite reviewers of Trotsk e ers— Trotsky a1l working people the anti-Leninist substance of Trotskyism,
faskJ T‘l ?"'”}C with a ready pen that “a ').\1),1."{-]_L"“{“”‘TCPCC.% and to put an end to Trotskyism as an ideological trend.
111'1‘:-1'1-0ff‘hkys wm;k makes 1t easier for (Ul.ct] rom its direct Many members of the Leninist guard urged the need to
| "]Li:?];;k 1igure of Trotsky himself”.? s to understand the exorcise the “evil spirit” of Trotskyism in the Party.
his 'Tti"'.l(ﬁr revised the history of the Party and G. 1. Petrovsky told the January (1925) Plenum of the
i Scl)m"ift-a s on the Leninist line of building sc ‘-,(f.n_“‘“'_m“l‘-d RCP(B) Central Committee: “Our Party has matured, and
Cﬁ‘m'[:,- ;’ ('('_)“ml')’" In the summer of 1924 h ]\('Ifl 1Sm 1n one, while initially we were unable and did not have the time
ik 0 ]-‘-QW scepticism about the Party’s J apaviiied by to pay attention to what Trotsky wrote in 7905 and in his
Uflit‘iom”tp ained that “the humdrum rhlilzx - C('mf(”“"!“: policy subsequent works, now that we are free of war and the fight
atl !“] “»lﬂd.‘i to erode the revolutionary S of H}_C, rev- against the counter-revolution we can take a closer look at
i )b( ICL .E]U‘Cd. that “neither communism’ mt)--“\pu denee’ .+ Heo the literary writings not only of Trotsky himself.” Y. Yaros-

r . LT - T * b I3 - -
that f([l ke t with the peasant wooden ph,u']_;l--“,f,“ socialism Javsky motioned that there should be “an absolutely definite,
level e IC‘JUHfI‘LICUmI of socialism 1'C([l1ircdn, I.' _lnts-k)-' ﬁmd totally unobscured demarcation line with Trotsky, so that
“f wcd?—(]-d‘:dmtd that such a level could ‘}l ‘”_‘t‘lh technical we should know quite clearly who is now with Trotsky and
to di ARG Vot the whole capitalist \»-'rn-[d":;kT]_L‘L(th only who is with the Party—against that absolutely intolerable
..\iVEI;XUE l‘]llc Party and the Soviet PL‘ﬂ.plc Bxit I{];Sk." strove un-Bolshevik stand which Trotsky has taken”
giving world revolution a “push” " ito the path of The periodical press carried dozens of articles exposing
national situati ! and ageravatine the i - ; Sl -artl : 8
I lation to the point of war. Thece: Tyoks P Inter- [rotsky’s revisionist aspirations. From November 1924 to

bjn:;: 13'1('-11“-}‘“3“1 met with resolute rebuff. rotskyite attacks January 1925, some 40 articles and speeches, and over 20
St o t{: y s struggle against Trotskyism becan . collections and pamphlets were published in Moscow alone.
heakion Li ff}'»”ll?t‘l‘ and December 1924 f””t"' !.]L especially Collections of Lenin’s articles exposing the opportunist sub-

C . ) = SLT, ] = o = P
bic liad 9. rotsky’s article, “The Lessons of ())\-:]I;g the pub- stance of Trotskyism and books and pamphlets describing
It (,,;\_(_wtill”en. as an introduction to Volume IT(i (:fjtil e the Party’s struggle against Trotskyism were issued in large

gave s orist 1 - : of : R AR : 2T . e :
I enini e Bl of Trotsky’s revisionist views th works. printings. A great part in the ideological defeat of Trotsky-
fories: ]}"1 L;H a whole, notably Lenin’s Aokt ?'t"{- ¢ revised ism was played by J. V. Stalin’s article, “The QOctober Rev-
s the Russian revolution, preached hiz : LI mintiye olution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists”, and

= - s s 7 R . . 3 .
\ Bolshivih. 1924, N wn - permas his speech at the Plenary Meeting of the Communist group
! Thid. J2%, No. 11, p. 28. of the All-Russia Central Trade Union Council, “Trots-
: :::r”""*’”- August 29, 1924 kyism or Leninism?”, in November 1924, and also articles
.Pj:r”';”' 'H\L'Pfclnht'r 6, 1924. in the press and speeches at meetings of Party activists by
@ . = Q 1 f : - : A 5
a, August 5, 1924. A. S. Bubnov, N. K. Krupskaya, M. S. Olminsky, M. V. Frun-
ze. F. E. Dzerzhinsky, A. [. Mikoyan, S. M. Kirov,
152
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[. M. Vareikis. O. V. Kuusinen, V. Kolarov and other Prom;
nent members of the Bolshevik Party and the Com i‘Uni;
International. '

In his speech at the Plenary Meeting of the

: : i ; OMmunjg
group of the All-Russia Central Trade Union Counci] rmt
November 19, 1924, Stalin described the curioys cthods
used by the Trotskyites who fought against Leninge, :

: . . SHALE : 1 that
period. They remained nvariably hostile to Lenip;

Isin
no longer {lzlr'crl to come out against Leninism as a |,Iiilé
force, preferring to “operate under the general banpep ol
Leninism and act under the slogan of inf:crpr‘ciing' and im.
proving Leninism®. The new rl'rthsk.\-’isnu did nof considep
it necessary to take an open stand for the “permanen( rey-

olution” theory. It kept saying that the October Re;
had fully vindicated the idea of the “permanent revol
In that period, the Party directed its main blow ag
Trotskyites’ attempts to dissect Leninism into the “old’
_unfit” Leninism and the “new”, postwar, October Leninism,
Veterans of the Leninist Party exposed the secret pu
the “dissection” theory as an effort to facilitate the in
into Leninism of the one-time adversaries of Bolshey;

In its fight against the Trotskyite theory of two “incquiy-
alent” and two “logically” separate periods in the hi tory
of the Bolshevik Party, the RCP(B) based itself entirels
Lenin’s precepts. After all, it was Lenin who wrote
looking back to the Party’s historical experience,
a current of political thought and as a political
shevism has existed since 1908. Only the history of
ism during the entire period of its existence can satis
explain why it has been able to build up and maintain
most difficult conditions, the iron discipline needed f
victory of the proletariat” 2 Lenin said the Bolshevik P
successes were due not only to the fact that it was bas _
the sound foundation of Marxist theory, but also to the fac
that “Bolshevism, which had arisen on this granite fou
tion of theory, went through fifteen years of practical his
(1903-1917) unequalled anywhere in the world in its wealth
of experience” 3

I See E. 1. Kviring, Zachatki revi-i; leninizma u Preobra=henshogo

(First Signs of f’l.'urll!'.u‘.fln-|1-u'\_\"‘. Revision of Leninism), Kharkov, 1924,
p- 9.

V. 1. Lenin, Collecied Works, Vol. 31, p. 24,

' 1bid,, p. 26.
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- : re were elements in the history
; f the fact that there were cle b
e lay tactics of Bolshevism that were ge ily
d the present= d{l significant and generally tnl])t.‘.l'ilil;.'t.
p T . 'y't Ip‘%ll‘lic‘-; of the world, Lenin drew the
for all the R t:J the need for making a coherent
(E,]on‘llﬂunists ;}ltelltfo‘; Bolshevism at every stage of its dev-
siudy of the hlSt(Iny ()\f'w iL“po.ssib]c to understand the specific
e i himhés in the development of the new type
s and s -;;url its strategy and tactics, skill in using
Rl forms and methods of struggle depend-
0 ing various forms « sraggle depend-
fonene itions, and also the fundamental fe
?ng P Ei'llldltllf”t"l_-‘u ? 1i|fc.t11c dictatorship of the
; 1 -evolution, lik tator: khe
N ing class and the mass of
o I f the working class anc [
iat. the alliance of the g ] e T :
i 5 altl‘l U‘lmd the leading role of the (_.nn.mL_imht
e orincin: -egularities of transition from capital-
Party, as the principal regula:
; ) socialism in all countries. il T
e o5, yosing the Trotskyites’ literary “ex
i, & e [ for the Leninist approach to
| gt ?tﬁl}zloriml experience, made it quite
snevism § Nnis c 2 LTI ) i3 I ;
el Oﬁ B(;]&‘ci:;;‘??ﬂqiﬁt"lti(>n of Leninism was essentially
B = [ES el . . ; : =
L ‘ty and rested on the urge to whitewash
e olshevism until 1917 and to
Trotsky’s open fight against Bolshevisn M
ok evik Party’s successes in the October
connect the Hnlshcw: ik litv and his “permanent rev-
lution with Trotsky’s personali } .nl . t}w' pomancnt ion
olution” doctrine. That is }JI?LI.‘{? 3-{ Ue ides tist Hae
strove to insinuate 1nto the mm‘r .s' (; f‘:m" i
o = “I)Cl'n’fan%l"ltl_tlL\;E;; lh"d been borne out
being premature in the 1905 si }u{l‘ ]{c’w,r[m{m, 2 Boss Ul
by the course of the Great O_ctm]u‘ e Sevilopment”
stituting the “second stage in “L. shorical covg Trotsky
of the revolution.! In his “The Lessons ber, bl
that his views of the advance of the Ru:
blatantly declared that his BEsL Bed s S
sian revolution, as set out in a ]5:,13}” e
1917, were “in complete .accord. \\1\ Y Feor Ao, Teota.
revolution given by Lenin in his Letters T S
ky asserted that from the very first days Ui = Amﬂ’ oy
rogr ay 5, 1917), he had based all his work
ke Lol i t Jolshevik Central Committee,
absolute co-ordination with thClJOilU:]i\qi'J e e
“fully and entirely” backing |-h‘c _ ;L.nm‘.‘ "Irh't(h‘ e
Clarian take-over, and not having “even a
énce with Lenin™ over the peasantry.

L See Pravda, February 21, 1924.



Trotsky's supporters, like the editor of his works, N Les
ner, added “depth” to this idea by declaring that 'i']-[,iq\?iﬁ‘
letters from America had “fully anticipated” Lenin’s --[_.t,'“)_s
from Afar”, subsequently the basis of his April Theses g1

; x S. A

these statements had one far-reaching aim: to set up “.i‘_i'(j[u,k“
as a theorist and leader of the October Revolution and to pu}t
him on the same footing with Lenin, thereby not

only oh.
ideological sty

also creating the impres.
of socialist revolution, hyy
wrifings that ('m‘--\'”it[icd

scuring the substance of the Party’s
against Trotskyism at that time, but
sion that it was not Lenin’s theory
Trotsky’s “permanent revolution”
the basis of the Bolshevik Party’s strategy and t
October Revolution. Consequently, Trotsky’s
seemed to suggest that the development of the (
Parties of the Comintern on Bolshevik lines, which
broadly going forward under the decisions
gress of the Comintern, and pre
abroad for the “hour of their o
not on Lenin’s ideas and the e
on Trotsky’s conceptions.

The Trotskyite falsifiers were rebuffed
Party writers. The Part

gele

actics in the
arguments
;ommunist
had been
of the Fifth Con.
parations by the Communists
wn October” had to be based
xperience of the RCP(B) byt

and exposed by
y's documents and the works of Lenin
helped to destroy the myth of Trotsky’s ideological kinship
with the Bolshevik Party and Lenin from carly 1917 on.
Actually, Trotsky’s activity in the USA, his writing for Novy
mir, a newspaper of socialist ¢migrés from Russia, provided
firm evidence that at the time Trotsky had joined the Right-
ist group and had together with them attacked the Bolsheviks
and all Leftist supporters of Zimmerwald !
why, in a letter to A. M. Kollontai on F
Lenin urged exposure of Trotsk
a screen of “Leftist” talk,2
Speaking subsequently at the Petrogr
of the RSDLP(B) on May 5, 1917, Lenin sharply condemned
the proposal put forward by some Party comrades to set up.
during the municipal elections, a bloc of Bolshev
like Chkheidze and Trotsky. Lenin told the
are we to form the bloc with?.
for defencism. When publishi

That is precisely
ebruary 17, 1917,
y's subversive activity behind

ad City Conference

iks and men
conference: “Who
.. Chkheidze is the worst screen
ng his paper in Paris, Trotsky

U Zimmerwald—a conference of socialist infernationalists from various
countries held at Zimmerwald, Switzerland. in September 1915

* See V. L. Lenin, Collected torks. Vol. 35, p. 285,

156

hether he was for or aganst (.hkhc\]'dm:
: out against Chkheidze, because

chauvinism. Trotsky failed to do

ake clear W

failed to ™
WC have 3 scree
h is a hnc 5Cre
€ 2 7
his1s :
In that

wrote after

ays spoken
n for

" Lenin's—t an he
her document of Lenins a.‘pI i
o] s phlet he intended to write about
av O 1‘01_ a pampililc ; S Tt
ey 0 e L‘l}l‘-io arged the need to w;nlm{ 'y i
) A g i = - - = o
B conditions he said, the Party's mau
the AP the new conditions, i, e
e = bat the pc‘.tty‘—bm.wgmn vacl !4 10 .m; Hn
: el . be a “thousa e
o ‘hich was bound to be ¢ :
task. -evolution, \‘\.111(.]1 \_\th  olution”. Among those who
e han the February revo uhfm[ i g 1
o illati in said, was lrotsky.”
e hese vacillations, Lenin said, Ol e
: by ik » had organisational lnks
e . Party, Trotsky had organisa | links
CX%CfOIC L 1~11i}) 151)1)0!1:1il\' of Bolshevism. As lor
‘conciliators anc s evism. o
g e ‘lHL)tr;Ulh;‘ -om 1hc USA, they had nuthmig'ml (_tl:ﬂl]:lllc
’s letters trom t JSA, ) : G e
T}'Otsk}rh-;g theory of socialist revolution. ‘l}[])'t?-];\- e
with Le_:l}d Ithc fundamentally incorrect, ‘1‘11%1— t._n{t ._l 1_.:_‘\!““1_
. - workers’ eovernment”, which meant ¢ g
e ; c pea \try, and a leaping over the stage
i i the peasantry, ¢ g
tion without ;
smocratic revolution. e
e Z ¢ found it necessary T kax
Lenin at once lou Yty g8 OS
: Trotsky's extremely adventurous sta n
B ( yril 1917), he made a point of em-
flictters on Tactics” (April 1 ras wrong for it failed to
ising that Trotsky’s slogan was wrong for It & e o
e tive forces and the pace of the reve n.
e 1"\: Tsar, but a workers’ government'
Lenin qualified t|1_c No Ts: ,]_. B o & a et ol
slogan as a “playing at ‘scizure _
ist adventurism .” bl 211
o dd\' Juded the peasantry as the proletariat's ally
B vt and aregued that a workers’ gov-
in the socialist revolution ‘1111( {lt)[,\\-c,- b e
] > gAav 1i . 5
ernment in Russia could .~,| ay \J:H_}}inu % oAl T
L e e {{IL' cainst Lenin’s conclusion that
B o m“mitl flnﬁli't”\' win out in one, separate
the socialist revolution (‘l(}l}l C 111‘11”];“‘;”“ e
country. During the 1924 disc .(.“d e iy
) 1 T o 5e 1
B T LIM}U‘ red it to be quite absurd.
had “anticipated” Lenin, anc lpt_m_)u_“ml_mm bt
1 1 Py R 1] . Jev's
Stalin pointed out that “Trotsky’'s '

to draw a line between

T O S = ISDRP (Dol-
U Sedmaya (Aprelskaya) Usc J'ru.dé_w'\‘rr'}'ﬂ I"\'“,f'fl"{f’”"(fl.’:::‘_(_':_:i)_t 5t the
shevikou). Protokoly (Seventh [.-\1:1']1_} ;-\].li:l\tl“‘hi .
RSDLP{B}, Proceedings), Moscow, .“'};\' P. nf‘--
* Lenin Miscellany [0, p. 290 (in l\u;.kil-l,;-h
" V. L. Lenin, Collected torks, Vol. 24, p. 48.
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a variety of Menshevism . .. and leads to the repudia
Lenin's theory of the dictatorship of the proletaria

In preaching an anti-Leninist line on the relat
tween the proletariat and the peasantry, Trotsky st
logically to disarm the Party and the working class
undermine their confidence in the possibility of

107

c

tude. A resolution of the January (1925) Plenum
RCP(B) Central Committee said: “Mistakes on this .
are especially dangerous now that the Party, imple
its ‘face the countryside’ slogan, is working hard to
date the bond between urban industry and the peasan
omy ... now that any further success or lack of suce
the revolution depends precisely on how correct or i
the relations between the proletariat and the peasantry
By exposing the opportunist substance of the “per
revolution™ doctrine, the Party safeguarded the 1.
doctrine of socialist revolution and showed that Leninis
of world-wide historic importance.

During the discussion, the Communist Party devote:
attention to exposing the Trotskyite distortions of the |

of the October Revolution. Those who had actually taken
in the Revolution gave a true picture of the struggle to «

it to victory. They provided good evidence to show .
outstanding role as the man who inspired and organise
socialist revolution, and to expose Trotsky’s lying assc
about there having been sharp contradictions between
and other members of the Central Committee in evalu
the April and the June demonstrations, and about there
ing been a prevailing Right-wing deviation in the Par
the eve of the revolution.

In “The Lessons of October”, Trotsky asserted
Lenin’s call at the Finlandsky Railway Station for strt

to carry the socialist revolution to victory had the effect ol

“bombshell” on many Party leaders, and that upon his 1
to Russia Lenin had been quite alone for some time and
faced resistance from many members of the Central (

mittee, above all its “Right wing”. Trotsky asserted that

April demonstration was a sharp issue between Lenin

other Party leaders. He alleged that Lenin had wanted

L J. V. Stalin, Works, Vol. 6, 1953, Pp. 385-86.
P CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 1L p: 111.
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ed Aprll demo =

sstration, with the slogan of Down with
15l e ’ )

: ad seen it as a “recon-
5 ament!”, for he had seen 1t as a ™
7 2] Government: , ! . tas .
ttl‘l to probe the mood of the masses”. Trotsk
. gortic

: Fon . “Richt wine of the [y, &
nﬂlslsa EL that this had .L’.ll\ﬁll the Right wing

gelarct = e Lenin of Blanquism. o s e e
grolmd & dccu;i(;nl;s of Trotsky’s are totally refuted by Lenin’s

l is” : stion Can
o : 'risis”, “How a Simple Question
Th «T essons of the Crisis’, l_-I, i 1111‘ g o
articles 47, “Foolish Gloating™, and other W i e
pe e of 1917, which show that in_.,.f'\pm_il 1917 L .lui
in the splll}ﬁl a 111111()}'it\.v of the Central Committee, np].n[);n;
togeth‘erlwlidu;l% who were inclined to demand ;1111 nn}s_nul 'h\'
th 18] Sover = and aclio \
- 11‘1( 1Vu[' the Provisional Government, and lt-l ll_ Lo
. -med groups. e condemned the attempts of _1{)
B o e P .rshure Committee of the RSDLP
ists” on the Petersburg e : fe BoDk
] eftists 3 take a stand “‘just Left of the Gl
tvev and others) to take a sta mtletat e L0
el heviks' inflation of this fact as “stug
and branded the Mensheviks™ inilat

e 1 : sver been
e . April demonstration had never g
quently, the Ap1 siratipn. hac, pever o
C{;IST;E lbctwgén Lenin and the GG of the j-\sll)llJvl{.l Elt\-cy
i];dl never tried to force the pace ot events, and ha

S aken a stand “Left” of the CC line on this matter. It was
a ae ¥

; il -nin of Blanquism,
“p ine”’ that had accused Lenin of Bla |
not the “Right wing” that had - odatopy for his Blan
but it was he who had criticised lmn{( 1‘1) s by
: eches etings and articles 1 the $S
o SP{.Ldl“"b ati Hlut—i}ll}% t'lﬁx-' ‘1';(! an axe to grind: trying
ists showed that Lrotsky he RE D B ]
e and minimise the role of Lenin and the
R —— : calt his own personality
whole Central Committee, and to exalt “;’ lf the October
s . ATV ut o >
during the preparation and carrying ou
Revolution. : " et e
In fact, it was the Party’s unity that had hLLl’k“(}l]lL. ((li‘ltvlt
4 T S e e T the y1'Cd
most important factors in securing the 1(,1{‘115 1{”(:1:\: s
October Revolution. The Party may have h-‘iu' . nl.ll'tcd groups
struggle within its ranks, but only agamst such 1?;1 loaies aid
as Bagdatyev's. But it had to carry on a muc l[u?}ii e
s PR [, Tt r st ¢
more involved struggle against the Right IU_Pl}E_’_ t--l-\)-'“;cum—
of Kamenev and Zinoviev, and also against 1rotsk) s
lealine line in September and October
ouflaged and double-dealing line in Sej e e
1917, Lenin exposed Trotsky's anti-Party stand on I
. LEnin CXPOSEC ro h\} ' : R 3 u”vlu"_ﬂrl IJ(_-{_
nising, although it had been pamsia:lfmgly camo )}:{; St
Us recall that, without openly aitacmng_‘lﬁrllﬂ ibi}l;:; Flaved
armed uprising, Trotsky pro]mscgi that E‘ shoulc o e
1 =] K / cEig o oOTeSS “ S,
until the opening of the All-Russia J‘(\:]nhui:uil' e
e at 4 . NSNCEVIK ¢ L
although he was well aware that the Mens
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leaders of the Cen )
i m.:)'{ f_i_u Central Executive Committee, v
the ('(:[l Jority in the Soviets, were working ]\
iy i 2 Te] = i ~ v
ek :nn,f.a.s, to disrupt the activity of the ‘3;;\1
dally to AR it T g
]'U\-‘UIUH(; (tu ‘11\\‘.11\ with them. Trotsky’s plan (
idiocy \_fl_f') defeat. Lenin said his attitude -
to Y Or Sheer treachery, and urged the G el i
E’\-uc.mnc it at all costs,! PR Meadal Lo
n a retrospective effo;
i 'prmg effort to clear himself and par
k! ¢ revolution, Trotsky gave, in “Tl i
ber, a distorted picture of the ary 1€ essons of
question of its timine. H JIL UII the armed uprising ay, 15 ]Ul
: 8. He declared th Yetober 5
uprising had alleeedle ared that the October ; i
('J;rimuT thL-t{I{ t‘;]h.,&’,(_‘t”}- been carried out in t\'u.(.,“ffu d'med
at the outcome had a]r Sk
b s ] 1ad already bee edetermined
xter : S I n pi Lern
ber 9, 19] ;1f tif] Unc.ﬁ‘(hmrtcrs, if not more, zlslc{ﬂt:l%l RLned
e (_h_l.il.].l,lxmcn the Petrograd Soviet, of w‘hi] 1; e
s Ghairman, : T 2 ’ UG rotsk
the Provisic (v]f d.dﬂplu? a resolution refusing { il
Moo ]jn." Government’s order to pull o { ’II(Lm'\ S
i 7 \.r\. . Lo |- - S (jli ; ot ‘I:. :
Party’s ('Lljlf._lli’ig,]\}’ completely denied that the [I: Ishewk
okiitn al Lommittee and local Party organis: }:‘Wluﬂk
o Part 1n preparing and directino re o o
teotBhout e a s & ‘ ting revolutionary
throug country following the Oc .-
in Petrograd. it
And so we find Trof
5 (_, - Fo lrx s = 5
o f-h{injd\ ll!n?t,slv\y claiming to have been alone -
Seem (]f;\(-iqj(m ?.aclmsJ;Ip m the October events -'u{ri I] k'n
o h.“\\p “f"' ’fl(’. Ic_rr-:)gl-;ld Soviet not to -I)‘lIH '“"‘.- t[L'-
e 3 % 1-c:1 b]i\-ua the impetus to all the main ‘l”IlIL
D h e R e 3 ; - i
Sy aprisifie !i 1C tf]‘]ulu{, was nothing but “ .sM'aJ'IL" .“']l)
it {{i.,-(-{r“m \HIIPL cd‘ by the force of lnnnn-n[:ni‘“'.I[}J:‘__
el “.__] -m{ il.,; Hlu,i lnupuz‘lam:u of the C(C 1hntu'|‘l ;
te ane 5, which (]‘_‘(‘< {e ] ek €lings on
i e el ¢ decided on the uprising, and plave
ot .IL of Lenin, from whom the dire ‘1?:" ; T :
}Illn.ng had come. The issue w leci ecm
o e e me, 5 ‘as decide 4 the
;'iui(‘; Ilifzj,‘-‘s]n;: on October 24-95 which m”h.ld (ml-\l il
sional Government - 4y ‘erthrew the Pro-
not the t'u};\c ‘l.!;}‘iltlll and gave power to the Soviets ]If‘ 'f"‘J'
sational ;‘v_U momentum but the Party's ext tvenrger
. ; : - : 5 ] 2 [ FEs 1" -
ational anc ideological effort at the cenire :  in the Tooali
ties that had ensured the trium e
" i riumphal advance of the Soviet
The discussi F
> discussion of “T : i
» di 1¢ Lessons of < '
e T et I sons of October” helped to
e ]110“:[}\3‘\{.«..11}.)& ersive activity against the \\’m-I”JL{'J.l'H-
1ent and exploded Trotsky's demagogic charges

]]f} Were
ard {p {
1ets, and

IMitte,
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d§ -
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el 1y action
ober armed uprising

1 See V * ¥;
ce V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 26 p. 82
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the RCP(B) ('Zc‘ntml Cnmmittcc and the Executive
‘ttee of the Comintern, alleging that they had been
‘ble for the defeat of the European pmlct:.nu_at in 1923.
Kolarov, garian and international com-

a leader of the Bulg inte :

nist movement, wrote on this score: “Nothing but vacilla-
u i 3 » r. g e 3 iy -
t’?on, confusion and bewilderment is being

introduced by
“The Lessons of October’ into the effort of the Comintern’s
reyolutionary ¢

onstruction, that is, the establishment of real
Bolshevik Parties capable of orge

anising victory in the pro-
Jetariat’s struggle for pt)\_vcr.”"‘ [ca mLaL e
The representatives of the Communist Parties in thc_lhn‘(l
International showed that the defeat of the revolutionary
action by the European proletariat in 15)3_3 was due mainly
to the lack of experience among the Parties and the masses
in these countries. '1 rotsky’s attempts to put the blame on the
RCP(B) Central Committee and the Executive Committee
of the Comintern were in fact a veiled attack against the line
of the Third International and against the need for the
Communist Parties to assimilate Leninism on various ques-
tions of the socialist revolution.

The class enemies inside the country met with
the attacks by Trotsky and his supporters against the Party’s
general line. Former SRs, Mensheviks and bourgeois nation-
alists stepped up their anti-Soviet activity. At the end of
1924, counter-revolutionary action was mounted by the Men-
sheviks in several uyezds in Georgia, and leaflets against the
Soviet power and the Communist Party appeared in some
towns. The leaders of the Second International tried to use
Trotsky’s fresh attacks against the fundamentals of Leninism
in order to discredit Leninism and to minimise the importance
of the October Socialist Revolution in the eyes of the work-
ing masses of Furope, thereby undermining the authority of
the Parties within the Communist International.

p. Z. Manuilsky told the January (1925) Plenum of the
RCP(B) Central Committec that “Trotsky is becoming a
centre of attraction for all the Rightists en an international
scale”. The whole Party opposed Trotsky’s opportunist views
and actions. The vigorous and convincing speeches and arti-
cles by members of the old Leninist guard helped the broad
masses of Communists and non-Party people to understand

the anti-Leninist substance of Trotskyism and led to a fur-
-
s Pravda, December 20, 1924,

approval
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ther consolidation of the forces of the Party and the e, i
. 3 H B - Peopla

round the Central Committee, TR
In the 1924 dlsc_uss;un,_ all the Party organisation in th
country were unanimous in condemning Trotsky’s 1 Vision; ;
schemes. A meeting of the Party’s Moscow Committ, i

the participation of Party activists, resolutely brande, i]\[\;th
ky’s fresh attacks ag ~a gross distortion of {he histo; \,";%
Bolshevism and the history of the October J"fk\;-'-.fi-i;nn"
Speakers at the meeting pointed out that Trotsky's article
was a continuation of the fight against the governing ?_-,c,({ic:
of the Party and the Comintern, which he had been case~
lessly conducting from the autumn of 1923, The me, J_n,-:-lnf
activists asked the Party’s Central Committee to dis ‘h[his
matter at its next Plenum and to take resolute steps o pre.
vent any distortion of the fundamental ideas of Bols 1eVism
and the history of the Party and the October Revolutiop 1

On November 29 and 30, 1924, a plenum of the [vanovo-
Voznesensk Gubernia Party Committee discussed Ty tsky's
“The Lessons of October” ‘and said in its resolution (hat jt
was essentially and fundzunentally of an anti-Party nature,

he plenum Proposed that there should be “a radical solution
of the question concerning the further attitude to Trotsky as
a member of the Political Bureau, a member of the Central
Committee and g member of the Party in general”. The
resolution put it in these words: “Either Trotsky wil] . Imit
his mistakes and unconditionally abide by the Party’s deci-
sions, or the Party will withhold its trust in Trotsky.
An enlarged meeting of activists of the Nizhni Novgorod
Party organisation adopted a decision on November 28,
1924, which said that Trotsky’s “The Lessons of October”
was an “intolerable distortion of the events of the October
Revolution, the actual history of our Party and of the rcla-
tions between Lenin and the Centra] Committee, and an
attempt to throw an unfavourable light on the Party’s cov-
erning bodies and Comrade Lenin himself, an attempt ulti-
mately designed to prove the superiority of Trotskyism over
Leninism, and to amend Leninism with the aid of Trofs-
kyism”, Tt demanded that the Central Committee should
take resolute steps against Trotsky. Delegates to the 23rd
loscow Uyezd Conference held in December 1924, having
heard K. Y. Voroshiloy’s report on the activity of the RCP(B

Y Sce Pravda. November 19, 1924,
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y : arply condemned Trotsky’s fresh anti-

tee, sharply condemr : Aren un

(jgntral C01111¥:::t,fl]d requested the Central (Jm][“mi;u I|ia.{Ll

temcit 4t i X z - to such attempts to
Party Stcz‘loncc and for all put an end tc I

hould ] - Party's integrity . ; S :
sul.llldefmlnc Omllélminnittu: was supported, in the teeth of

The centl‘a_ ionist writings, by the Communists of 1‘Jt‘:mn'—
Trotskyist rcws ¢ ;l'ulzl Baku, the Urals, Penza, the (,1'1113-;.1
rad, the ULMH"I and (ii,stl‘icis throughout the country. The
e t(')\'v?zm‘q took a unanimous stand on the substance
Party orga,nlS“l; c;‘sch activity and criticised T 1‘}115%{)-‘15111 in
fhlrotsky s Sul r ik ideological and political principles. .
flielight of Bolb‘;’e’y a joint ?’Icmun of the CC and the CCC
e .~H‘)""lércd the resolutions of the local Party
i Xore) ' Tro ky’s actions. Speakers at the Plenum
i coms on o, f Tr tsky’s anti-Party actions.
issued a stern condemnation o rotsky’s 2 o adly poaons
%ﬁ: resolution, adopted by an overwhelming majority, e
sky’s arti “started an open campaign age 1S
- i had L}U‘ Bolshevik world outlook™.!
the fundamental principles of the olshevik v e
i 7 the representatives of Moscow, €ning
t(:]hré %Efstlgﬁdbzhéh&ﬂriinu, the CG Plenum gave T 1'0151\"’\_-'_1;
categorical warning and demanded that he i;h,n-“l‘f fiu}lﬁ; d'rlul(c
unconditionally repudiate his 1“cv151(m1_s.t Id.(,lui'l_}. L
strength of demands from lhc‘(,f_mlmumhllr.. m[é | :11] t'L]”-u-\:
the fact that in his capacity as Chairman of the evo u1 lt['qil[g;i
Military Council Trotsky had “in the ]-L‘Cc?f(l"pt[“i)(l)léuu'}.'
to give sufficient attention to military wor X Xu, -1inu-|‘\;‘
decided that he could not continue in his post. £ I(_(it;)l_(\ gly,
on January 26, 1925, the Presidium of the (Jcntrxval (l‘:{:n{l v
Committee of the USSR decided to release [1'ut.,l’\1\1’upl[
the duties of People’s Commissar for Army anc (IJ av f'l
airs, and Chairman of the Revolutionary M111lzl1l'}: lounci
of the USSR, appointing M. V. Frunze to both posts.; i
The Plenum invited all Party organisations to bring ml an}
end their discussions of Trotsky’s actions, and put .ti.lc ¢ ut}i_
on them to improve the study of the theory and h]sl{){)f. (11
the Communist Party, and the history of its struggle agains
Totskyism, i ’
he Central Committee did a great deal to draw up new
Syllabuses for the system of Party courses, Party schools
4nd communjst highér schools, accentuating the Party strug-
-—--_--_-"—-—-_._
1 (:‘PSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part II, pp. 109-10.
€€ Pravda, January 31, 1925,
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gle against Trotsky and other opportunists. There s 3
. . . . . . " = el o

siderable extension in the printing and distribution of I L_]:f]"[-
works. In 1924, 580 of Lenin’s works and bool Iy

s &l]:ni‘i =2
as compared with 57 in 1923, were put out in the R[L‘IL_I_IAI ;
Federation alone.! The mass printing of Lenin’s v ._.i-'j\-:?lan
the in-depth study of Leninism by all Party nu-:ufa._-‘_--j'“,u.]d
an important condition for the ideological defeat of '[‘-l_:(lrlc
kyism. &

The Communist Party’s struggle against Trotsky's latest
revisionist sortic was supported by all the fraterny] Con#

munist Parties. The Central Committee of the Communjsg
Party of Poland declared that it condemned Trotsky's actions
“as intolerable from the organisational standpoint and poljt.

ically harmful, and expresses its full solidarity with the
RCP Central Committee, and readiness to give it resolute

support in its struggle against the echoes of Menshevik and
opportunist aspirations”.? Similar statements came f{rom the
Communist Parties of Germany, France, Britain, Finland and
Czechoslovakia, among others.

The Fifth Enlarged Plenum of the Executive Committee
of the Communist International, held in March-April 1925,
approved the decision of the January (1925) Plenum of the
CC and the CCC of the RCP(B) on the fresh Ti itskyite
attempts to revise Leninism. Its special resolution said that
Trotsky had made another attempt to revise Leninism and
to disorganise the leadership of the RCP(B). The resolution
added that Leninist theory and tactics alone ensured solid
unity of the ranks of the Party and the working class. Any
attempt to shake this unity inflicted the greatest
the world communist movement, and would meet w
most resolute condemnation.”

The exposure of the Trotskyite attempts to revise Leninism
marked an important stage in the struggle for the purit; of
Lenin’s legacy and for the ideological and organisation unity
of the Party’s ranks. The RCP(B)'s struggle against Trots-
kyism dealt a resolute blow at opportunism within the ranks
of the international communist movement, and helped to
consolidate the unity and cohesion of the Communist Par-
ties on the ideological basis of Marxism-Leninism.

L' See Kniga v 1925 godu (Books in 1925), Moscow-Leningrad. 1927
p- 62.
= Pravde, December 2, 1924, A
Y See Communist International in Documents. pp. 506-07 (in Russiany:

Chapter IV

THE TOTAL DEFEAT L
OF THE 'I‘ROTSI{YITE-ZINOVIEVIl1-,
ANTI-PARTY BLOC

jsm—the Main Danger in the Party

e Switeh to Socialist Industrialisation

puring the

id g ) ist Party
ing o role of the Communist Farty
e 'dm)lnﬁtillilcli‘]?or the establishment of a social-
sive 1m . : 1 o = Brfias
i ol i the CF%SR‘ Historical experience has u:n[n med
R A soed with an advanced revolutionary
o la'd}lmrty ‘(Iq.:l“}’tlnd closely linked with the working
i united ¢ Lo he working
ﬂileor);’nfluthcyhbouriucr peasantry was capable of Ulf_.‘:dil‘l.lhlng
o “th iet peopl 1 h of socialism.
i Joviet people to the triumph ol s0C1d
d leading the Soviet people to mph ¢ Al
zmThe dedi%catcd labour effort of the workers _:m(_l puam_mt?.
3 P " = 5 1's
led by the Bolshevik Party, was mcreasing the bovu,tl . .'n“i_]::q
economic and political strength. In 1926, ku'gc—.f‘t,_alcI|\111('m.d
try was producing at 108.1 per cent of the h1r\\-‘::m;1\;:— e
1 ing force 11 al ec 7
was becoming the leading force of the nationa o
most important result of the Party s effort to 1_E1_11) ul\ : IJH e
ing socialism’s ¢ anding height
was a strengthening of .‘a(l(_l‘l‘ll.hlll s commanc g ne Ll
the economy, a growth of political activity among 1Lt ot
ing people, and a consolidation of the proletarian dicta
ship. .
i as > main
The state of the proletarian du_hltnmh;]?‘};’;15[}11% 5 A
nstrument of socialist construction in the [3: . 111;;: e
leadership of the Party it set in motion the lil\u, .ll. -}-mﬂ
powerful forces. The solid alliance of the wor m:?’ L_lalr?n o
is1 ‘emise ; : ng
the peasantry was the decisive premise for th{a )?_1.1\1( ng o
socialism. With the aid of this alliance, the Sovie ]l-mc«;
Overcame the resistance of the overthrown {,xpl!mll[nm_{]r: s
and secured all the necessary conditions for (.LTL n]-m,g;n- ie
Productive forces and bringing about 2 p({wu}iu upswi g in
Socialist construction. The growth in the Soviet la]unn].s eco
i it th fortified its intern: al posi-
2omic and political strength fortified its internationa ]j -
tions. The long breathing space it had won :L\s?ill‘.t‘d it of the
Possibility of advancing forward, towards socialism.
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Socialist construction was going forw
ground of sharpening contradictions be
the capitalist countrics.

ard ag

5SS

The imperialist governy, ”f\j]\ ang
terrified of the growing forces of socialism and soyop; 18
frustrate or slow down the Soviet Union’s i11d|_!\"‘--|'i:‘v1lft. t
They refused to give credits to the Soviet Union. :”-,L{u‘“l}n‘
policy of keeping it in economic isolation, and ":‘IUc:
to mount another armed intervention. Many capitalis; Fm!ed
tries introduced special restrictions on goods comin o3

My i E 12 frg
the USSR. The bourgeois press was making a lot of no®

over Soviet exports, spreading  slanderous -\-L-nll-l;:}]]ig
about “forced” labour in the USSR and aboy "‘”V}e\t
dumping”.
In addition to economic means, the imperialists Saniseq
a series of provocations and subversions against {},c Soviet
Jnion. At the time this anti-Soviet policy was b ing in
spired by the British imperialists, who enjoyed the support of
the US and French governments. Through their agents they
organised raids on Soviet missions and establishments i
Peking, London and clsewhere, and assassinated Sovict Am-
bassador in Poland, P. L. Voikov. All this was being done
for the purpose of provoking a war between the Soviet
Union and the imperialists, and slowing down its advance to
socialism.

The country’s economic backwardness was

a great obstacle
to socialist construction.

Although by the end of the rchabili-
tation period the Soviet cconomy had approached the prewar
level, it continued to be 50 or 100 years behind the lcading
capitalist countries in technical-economic terms. This was
compounded by the fact that the USSR could not expect to
obtain any material or technical assistance from outside. In
addition, the workers and pcasants, who had won out, had no

experience in building the
short of skilled labour.
The Party had to
in a fierce fight ag
ploiting cl

new .*.'ncicly, and the country was

pursue its policy of socialist constiuction
ainst the remnants of the overthrown ex-
asses, the capitalist elements in town and country
and the “Left” and Right opportunists, who were trying to
push the country off the Leninist path. The struggle If'---‘”}""t
the anti-Party elements became especially acute after the
Fourteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (Bolsheviks) (CPSU(B)) in 1925, which adopted the
policy of socialist industrialisation.
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- internal difficulties in so-
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4 . use of the extern -ary ebb of the revolutionary
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B C Y BB O e and other oppositionist:
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1 inoviev who issuc concluding speech at the
inoviev 1t concluding speech
It was Z : hen, in his conc g s
oupings to unite "“h;nqq he proposed that all the c‘u‘llu.
%f rty’s fitccnth, Congres thould have their 1'cp1‘csc1'1t;1t1vca,
# ition groups sht ave the il (1926
d opposition grou ter this. at the April (192
defiitee CeL%ral Cnmmlt(lcc, f\lii({:\ 1l]illnittcC i .
on -tv's Central Lot Lee, s ool
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ic situation and economic poli ST i umeas
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- as c | : = roreion trade, @
1f3r0[3051ﬂk9ér;l abandonment of reserves in foreign tra
. shortage :
s ooods shortage. ML N
elimination of thedh(t)l?c S of underestimating the 11:]1)0111
(A ce of the nation:
Trotsky accused th ; as the leading force of the natio .
tance of state industry as licy in industry was one of fol
i at its policy :
and said that 1ts | “rine the actual possibilities,
ey c tail of events. Ignoring the actual pos: e
lowing in the tai B ity should be: increas
i that investments X0, OC e he extra capital
B illion to one billion rubles, the exir Ly e
. aoricultural taxes and higher prices
coming from higher agi l;u ¥ took the same stand. They
3 i ¥ Q0K S .
ameneyv and Zinoviev : i i
durables. dencn(, At Trotskyite Prcobraahcll:ﬁl\y, wl_lo ay
- vicys of the 1rot t} is an object of colonial ex-
Z 1 rasants as ¢ o)
the mass of labouring pea
itati ; rement 1n the
R con. inst any improvement 1m
tionists re against any 1mj g
sitionists were agai 1) S e
The oppositic and the raising of the peasants ma O
o cconnmy_i d?l( tly told the Plenum that industry 1;%(1
tandards. Trotsky flatly told th : g/
e ity reserves, which is why a bumper crop cou
no commodity 1e5uvc.sf_ it the seoupm Shd shmlp_
> a factor disorganising e s i T
well becom(.. a fa g tDWll el country. Kamenev
IR -tons between fo 1 merely increase the econo-
believed that a good crop woulc ,n.l»Ln u}mnlﬁ to Lenin’s idea
mic difficulties. These ccmclL_lsmqs ]‘11! e
that a good crop was “salvation for the stz "N s B
Trotsk 1 Kamenev's amendment urged an 1nc o
rotsky and Kamene L (ot b menesdl, whereas the
the pace of industrial developme - heavy industry, devel-
arty was concentrating on creating a heavy b
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meney mo

167




oping the means of production. and {'Hf:’ll)“hl!jll_l:

2 ; : 2 : : 4§y
engineering industry. The resolution of the Party’s 7 28

teenth Congress emphasised that there wag need “i, 01‘11-,
On economic construction with z view to tr;msf'{..;.\;“‘,d:}r}’
USSR from a country importing machinery ap¢ equj )':,1 i
into g country m;mul'au‘{m‘ing' machinery apg ‘_fl,”!-:'_‘lwn;:flf

In addition. these amendments were designed 1, break 3
the link between town and country, undermine the .J._I'J'];mgf?
between the working class and the Peasantry, an '”hilw'z
the (iictafm‘ship of the proletariat. The Fourteent], ( NGregs
and the Centra] Committee’s April (1926) Plenum, set the
task of dc\-'u}n;}ing' industry through the extensive g, of the
domestic market, which was pl‘cdmninszf__\' peasant, Increas.
ing the output of Primary products in agriculfy €, and
consolidating the alliance between the working clase ind the
Peasantry as the supreme principle of the proletarian dic-
tatorship. The Plenum noted that socialist construction jp the
USSR could be assured only if agricultura] developmen ran
along the line of stronger links with ind [

ustry, The Plenum
amendments gg being ad-
policy of ir]dusrz'}.-'..‘?‘:i[hm.

rejected Trotsky and Kameneys
venturist and clashing with the
[gnoring the collective will of the Plenum, Trotsky and Ka.
menev, by previous arrangement, each voted for his own
amendment, thereby taking the path of establishing an anti.
Party bloc under g mulua[—amm's{y agreement,

nly recently, before the Fourteentl; Congress, Zinoviey
and Kameney ha( now and again criticised Trotsky’s views,
even if their criticisn had not been altogether consistent or
principled, and—what is most important—hga been designed

to win over the workers for the “New Opposition™. Thus, in a
speech at the Thirteenth Congress, Zinoviey described Trots-
Kyism as a variety of Mensheyism. adding that there o« not

an iota of Bolshevism in Trotsky’s book The New Line, and
that “The Lessons of October” was a straightforw
to liquidate the fundamentals of Leninism, K
the same vein, saying that the Party should “keep its tren
in full order against Trotsky’s pPetty-bourgeois influence”.
For his part, Trotsky 'epeatedly gave Kameney and Zi-
noviev reminders of their opportunist, capitulationist siand
during the Preparation of the October armed uprising. .
However, at the April (1926) CQ Plenum, Trotsky, Ka-

ard atte mpt
dmeney spoke
wches

Lorstr i the Resolutions and Decisions, -+ Part II. p. 195,
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- ing of a common
iev already took something of a con
. -y already to < 8 . Somtuon
ey and le‘lO‘-’ilt m; the Party’s cconomic policy. .-\fip
...'.ctlil-LeniniSt Staﬁvicv not only reversed his caLl‘hml g‘i.h.‘-,t(_l.sl.:;
the Plenum, zm‘- but even went so far as to assert the .
e flizptsky1sm, sition had been rieht in warning
ment of Trotskyite opposition had be @ roletarian
$1923 the 1rots of the Party sliding from the prolet: f
ul-;out the danger recarious growth of the apparatus re-
. and about the b tsky admitted that he had been wrong
line - his part, I'rotsky & senis rev and Kanienes
ime. For iate the names of Zinoviey : o
in 1917 to asmtcm'st policy. In this way, the leaders ((3 the
reunts ofe I he “New Oppo-
with th? ]gpl‘)to_ groups—the Trotskyites and the “New P
e d each other a full amnesty. ’]
Wi n___g-r;_[n[e( cac E rrl'ilf‘sl{‘.’ [)CQ’HH to ad-
e alled self-complacency, sky began e
ke uncql{h of the two opposition groups. He mu{( 11(1
; role ¢ t oo IOR groups.. s (e
i c e s to the joint experience of the l\: o tren ( :
i thanks to A ) sition of 1925) correct anc
only U f 1923 and the opposition o 25) et
e i for the main problems—in the
pRD lutions were found for the m: ] : Licy™ |
f SC’ll Party regime and the Comintern’s policy™.
R -]t‘ t}f op bositionist groups finally gave shape
i cgcrof ! o Zinoek ~.'t - 'mti‘-l)m't\' bloe, which was
o Trotskyltf:-éllim’l?\’tlht :(;'lllc-rcd'“‘-""urkcrs' Opposi-
e 5 the sce W
joi the remnants o Nl
]plngd b)éi the “Democratic Centralism ,s;mu]]).. et
g o0 ¢ iition” to Trotsky'’s ideo ogi-
1 = "Ne e 1o 1rotsky Of
i of the New (I)pptrF]I‘(f:Ileyis:n was of decisive
cal positions, its surrcrlldlgl 0 i 01_._{ L i i i
importance for the establis }”I.L__ HstrEed of the Ren Oovo:
switch was due both to the (IL L{:‘l { it b v il
sition” supporters and to the fac L ik Ry S
at the Party’s Fourteenth Congress. By j ining
- e Pa . : its weakness and isolation
Trotskyites it sought to make good its weakne:
from the proletarian mass. FeRnt Pare e Fagiee
[l - "ccome the backbone ]” e danger for socialist
YIsm presented at this stage the mai e ﬁm-iunisi et
construction, It was the consummate Inp{?]_’\r l‘nlr Lenii
Which had always displayed the g:icuil‘c_xt‘__mt:}i"i Lo e
1 i 1 e “le 1 alk,
Sm behind 4 smoke screen of "LPP‘-,[ BB o T Moo
Yites usually stepped up their anti- !Lu.) :’“ L e
it fooka sharp turn. Ql-lc ot [lu‘(d. f--‘ll]i*;l industriali-
SWitch from economic rehabilitation to socialis
--_‘--_-_‘_-_‘_‘_\_ e g 1 o
v 7  Rom isticheskoi partii (b). Steno-
1 }.;’U ;’zfurfz-;.,.u{,.ueu s soyuznoi Ammmr;n;ﬂl {!'r[;&;([’jff{;i Al
graplnchtsky otchot (Fifteenth (‘r}]]|}.j-t-11{-_k- ..;J the o1 ”;!J{:.(:‘w;r o)
port), 9scow-Leningrad, 1927, P- 552 (Turther—Fifte

the CPS[.er). B
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i o Sy .
ation, when socialism, once 2 distant prosp
A1 spect

wractical ¢ e i Y - B
L :“ ; .J concern for the Soviet people. That vre. - "CCame

y f 1€ socialist elements against the capitalist L] : r,”‘"’“*ivg
met X . s .« b lement ?
e % ],H,i difficulties mainly because of resista, oS> Whig
(d}[ﬁ_!lalhsr elements. =biance from th
. ‘alnné\;mm was a reflection of the pressure be;
111]1 }l 1€ -ommunist Party by the capitalist clemeny CXerteq
dan 0 - SREC i SlE ] A 1Tl S 0

d country. Trotskyism and the whole amfi-l’-a]-le- of town

for lili(n_ social basis the urban petty-bourgeois secf: . < had
rET e = 1 J : S section :
were being ruined by the developing ‘,-m-’;.”ik[ o 1O1s whieh
2 vy 2 s , 30 I # 5 ¢ Al (

cconomy. Trotskyism stored up the discontent e Of the

sections wit S N : 1o
mo 1[]' _ with the proletarian dictatorship, and acf |8 these
fl u{ ]i)“-u: for the decadent feelings and views 1LH‘ the
etrate Ty AT £ hic !
ated the ranks of the Party and led some unst Nl
2 ok 150Carly

; e e 1T I
luuulu.}ts to vacillate, thereby weakening the proletarias’ =
A ilata S T 5 5 b tariat’s i
s cat the capitalist elements. and slowing dow i
construction. B TONIeR
‘ “h(, f](l:.‘-u]\_\_-lf(_..\ used “Leftist” revolutionary t]
outlage their capitulationist platf pportunists o
e AL apitulationist platform and opportunists’ act
Iin :@ r‘aw\xlm over fhc_ working class and the labouri; u1'1;:'s-
Sov neral, and to mislead them. A distinctive feature ¢ E‘.fllu’
;.m ict {)r«»_()_z‘liallg' class was the high level of p.nI][‘:{- al '\] a 3
1088, efficie Er e Lt : i
nes L! I.(.r!(ﬂf organisation and revolutionary stea: 1stn f‘\
}{:1_“_ us.-:“fu compromise with any enemies of M ."\'i‘iILIIIh
«eninism. It was an embod; = ’s emarka
Vel me - snnlele 1
ent of the people’s remarkable

. . 1 e
revol nary traditions. : i
utionary traditions, and was heir to the galaxyv of men

who had fought for i
» had fought for the working people’s happiness. That is

whv o M W P

’fi'l"- I.Iu_ I'rotskyites had to use revolutionary talk in their

2 r{l’.l % tIU win over the workers. s
rotskyism has always bee .

lous in its means, | ays b.LLIl unprincipled and unscrupu-

the Partyv [‘“?5‘_ n the Trotskyite arsenal the enemies of

ity ILm( socialism found slander, lies, decci ypoc-

ril)}](‘:(‘i e )[k--{lgulmgl and political adventurism. This unprin-

n.f" o .(:::j(‘ “n‘“‘-]”PUhHIh; attitude to the means and methods
suggle was adopted by the Trotskyite and Zinovievite

anti-Party bloc,
Under the b: f i
Jnde nner .53 D
g fesE e mer of the anti-Party bloc, the Trotskyites
1cd to sct up a new party, a party 4 italis
Thew we ; Y, a party to restore capitalism
ey wanted to deprive ] : ni
b prive the Communist Party and the peo-
perspective for building socialism in the USSR,

denied its L —

ment {1 ][ih.m]]m]"‘m.u for the world revolutionary move:

“u'iql"‘-imf -W.tht to 1mpose an adventurist line which doomed

POCIalist construction in the USSR to defeat and which wa$
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. =_.dom’

d to give revolution in other countries an artificial

designe ThCLTmtsk}*itcs urged the use of anti-democratic

recting the masses at home, (_lcn_ic(l the Leninist
ple of democratic (:crl}l";lllsill. and insisted “on free-
of factional strugglcs in ﬂu: l’aui)-'_. and, on this road,
Sid into anti-Sovietism”.! In \’lIC\N’rL){ this, the Party had to
'ancentralﬁ its forces on exposing Trotskyism.

Bch . 11C.
;?:mods of di

The Main Plank of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
Anti-Party Bloc Platform: Denial of Socialist
Victory in One Counftry

The character and prospects of the socialist revolution and
he victory of socialism in one country were the main issue
on which the Party fought the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-
Party bloc. The oppositionists rejected the Party’s general
line for the construction of socialism in the USSR, arguing
that its main task was to give a “push” to world revolution
by waging a so-called revolutionary war against imperial-
ism. They wanted to export revolution, and this, as an ex-
pression of petty-bourgeois adventurism, was incompatible
with Marxism-Leninism.

In their effort to justify their adventurist line, the opposi-
tionist bloc leaders resorted to diverse inventions and falsi-
fications. At the Fifteenth Party Conference, Trotsky hypo-
critically posed these questions: “Why do we need to have
theoretical recognition of socialist construction in one coun-
try? Where has this prospect come from? Why had no one
put forward this question before 1925?"2 He said that it was
?Chollasticism merely to raise the question of building social-
ISm In one country, and that it had nothing to do with the
Part}_r’s policy. A look at Lenin’s writings shows this to be

nothing but a trick.

. €t us recall that on the possibility of building socialism

nitially in one country the Party started from Lenin’s works,

I_mf’ﬂ?‘iaff:sm, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, On the Slogan

{‘i; ?)IE;E,”C{{ Srm)m- of J'?.*.*ro,-‘;cg and '1':’1(_‘ :{Um' f"rqgrruumr of

O c,.’(m(m_ Revolution. In these writings I,L‘.iul_} gave ‘[h_c

€oretical basis for the possibility of building socialism ini-

---_-_-_‘—‘—-—\_

1 Fits:. . 2 = ey = v
ks I__)hffnfh .Immﬂ('r\'m'_!' of the Great October Socialist Revolution,

2. ‘
Fifteen), Conference of the CPSU(B). . ., p. 533
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fi'till',\-"m one, separate country.

win s ane rin . ounte :

hllli'l sm}ufhlm.mi.xh ug all countries. After the Oc tot

)I’If nf ltl gave the Party and the Soviet pPeople a gejanv0
= - : B b - . by 2 :

plan lor building socialism, which consisted of ]y, St

and showed that it coulq
e 5
Obep R

zr_nd w_hirh reckoned with the cconomic and polit “C Partg,
tions for its implementation: the (1i(‘.!ar[,mhip Ir:F' -‘ll“_' condj.
class, the leading role of the Marxist-Leninist Panorking
concentration of large-scale production in the ]',-.j\‘]"'\"- the
state, th(_t alliance of the working class and the -)L-';;'-..‘ o the
the leading role played by the workine c!;mi [? 1Y with
illt'll!sf_l'i;iliﬁa!itm, and cu--{}pc:'utiun in t‘;1f-f1'i(;.u.][l[].-(. I .'-:‘:m'-y?“
Lc:n_m S proposition about socialism beino able ['!:' ] _l.' Was
mitially In one country that was the basjs of the dec; . (ol
t{“’ Party’s Fourteenth Con ference and then of its I:i.*,m %
(..011;4‘1'{.‘.%5. a proposition that was accepted as law by ] ‘centh
I;c}-ﬁ of the l’zn‘iy. y all mem-

['he rI'mf.-_sl(_\,--'il(3—.7}inm-’icx-‘ilc oppositionists rejected Lenin'e
!]‘C‘{l'_)" and ignored the Party’s decision on thi.'w - ‘_.uun‘.a
Justify their attitude, the S question. Tg

y resorted to revisionist disto
passages from the works of Marx, 1311101,‘1]‘\3"21111'(.; frf‘{-?:‘f:-”--]‘] ]
Zinoviev took some ideas of Marx ;mdaEn"'vh m;[ f‘)rf'-‘(l-: I'lfl?t,
and turned them into dogmas. In order to \:-;I;](jj(‘iltL'\ff"'Iti]'}) t)-;
sitionist bl{lc_ $ negative attitude to the possibility of L-:I.":'IFIENH;
})t_lfl}]:;‘,' victorious in one country, he referred to the P !;-.rli“n.’r'v
0j (a!’NHHEh’H{.\'H?. written by Engels in 1847 which said ;]1'-1.1
the communist revolution would take place simultane ! .

all civilised countries, N

What Zinoviev and other

that the Principles of Gommy
capitalism was as a whole

oppositionists did not say was
tmism referred to a period when
e e o R 0111__!hc upgrade. A proposition that
€I correct for one period could not bhe applied to the
new lmt()i‘l(‘z_il period, when capitalism had grown into its
higher and final stage—imperialism—and had becomc stag-
nant and moribund capitalism, the eve of the proletarian
revolution, i
T'he law of unequal economic and political deyelopment
was I\'n(;wn_m operate even in the period of fnduxh'i:ii':-.-.!Pi'
!a_lI!.‘im, lnf} 1ts manifestations and results were i'un(.l;mw="'al”‘r’
drﬂ{:rcnil from those produced by the law of unequal devel-
opment 1n the imperialist epoch, when it proceeds in leaps
and bounds and becomes cataclysmic, so that some countries
are rapidly ousted from the world market by others. Again
and again, this breeds the urge for a redivision of a ‘{“\'E(I:'t'd
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neans of armed clashes and world wars, all of
world by ,I .ns and sharpens the conllict in the imperialist
which dcql};t‘lﬂls ;|1c front of world capitalism, produces weak
amp:, wfﬁc chain of imperialism, making it possible for the
links m.'—t in individual countries to effect a breakthrough
rOIctal-lAdv socialism to victory in one, separate country.
and L lC?!I";CIllSi(Jll was confirmed by the victory of the O(_‘.—‘
tol;I;flTlsRcvqulim],_und became the g‘uv_cr?ii_lg_ prin‘r_‘ip'lcl \U.i.
alist construction. However, the anti-Party bloc leaders

i ed to twist some of Lenin’s ideas. For example,
coﬁltmﬁcnin said that the Russians had found it easier to start
::Pizlutariau revolution but harder to continue it and carry
it to final victory, meaning i}lll—scalc s_uq_all.«l society, Zino-
viev read this as a denial of the possibility of building so-
cialism in the USSR. e B _ »

Kameneyv followed Zinoviev in asserting that I.-gnm_s con-
clusion about it being possible for socialism to win in one
country did not apply to Russia but to other capitalist coun-
tries. Trotsky repeatedly tried to prove that his views were
identical with Lenin’s theory of socialist revolution.! How-
ever, the facts tell a different story.

What Trotsky was saying at the time showed that he was
falsifying the law of capitalism’s uneven cconomic and po
litical development in the imperialist epoch, which lay at
the root of the conclusion that socialism could win out ini-
tially in one, separate country. The opposition bloc leaders
rejected this law and said that in the preceding historical
epoch the uneven development of the capitalist countries had

€en much more acute and profound than under monopoly
capitalism, Trotsky declared, without bothering to furnish
any proof, that “the law of uneven development was not a
faw of imperialism but a law of all human history. In its
1nitial epoch, capitalist development had led to an extreme

IScrepancy between the economic and cultural levels of de-
velopment of different nations; imperialist development, i.e.,
._-_-___‘—-—_
lﬂgi;t'r%_‘,cs:—:; f-ili‘it: assertions were L".ll.l'_![ll' up by _1'||u._}’;riri.‘;h bourgeois if_]u!:

. Schapiro, who wrote tha ['rotsky's “permanent revolution

:“:,y W(l'-‘i_"ﬂ_:).‘m: +vo to I.l:]li!}lﬁ practice in l‘l_llf". Hn"‘imph'tr m.‘ﬁnlnh}td

PPOsitionists’ slanderous inventions that in drawing the conclusion
at ‘S‘Z:E‘lalislu could be built in one country, Lenin “was not referring to

Ussia® and that he saw the victory of the revolution in one country as

Pending on a world revolution (L. Schapiro, The Communist Party of
e Soui 7o \ 1
vowmet [ nion, pp. 288, 289).




the latest phase of capitalism, far from Increasing this g
crepancy, has on the contrary largely helped to ¢ en op i

Consequently, Trotsky was contusing the L-(q';\..-',lj(.{]lilf' :
quality of various countries in the past with unevyey \.“'”UIIQ-
ic and political development under imperialism. P, id:-:]‘
tifying these two different concepts and denying ), “-'lPit'xI‘
ist ric\,-'c!r;pmcnt in the imperialist epoch was uneven, he “(,.1:
smuggling in the Kautskian theory of ultra-in, :*:iil.lihi‘]]b
Lenin used to say that Kautsky’s talk about ultra-imye ialism
was grist to the mill of the apologists of imperialism,. Spread-
ing the idea that the domination of finance capital tended to
case the contradictions within the world capitalist ¢ onomy

The Trotskyites did not accept the fact that the [ey. ling off

between the capitalist countries, far from weakening, in fact
intensified the effect of the law of uneven developme under
imperialism, for it is precisely the unprecedented hnical
progress and the increasing alignment of the dev, pment
levels of the capitalist countries in the imperialist period that
have created the possibility of some countries leap 0gging
over the others. The oppositionists used these “‘the, etical”
exercises to try to refute Lenin’s conclusion that socialism
could win out in one country, a conclusion that flowed direct.
ly and immediately from the law of uneven, spasmodic deyel-
opment of monopoly capitalism,

The Trotskyite “permanent revolution” theory was the op-
position bloc’s main “ideological” weapon in its fight against
the Party’s Leninist line, Trotsky may have repeatedly given
assurances that upon joining the Bolshevik Party he had con-
signed his theory to the archives. but the facts did not bear
this out. In December 1921, he wrote that the “permanent
revolution™ theory was entirely identical with ous ‘arty’s
stand from 1917 on”, During the 1924 discussion. 1 otsky
kept saying that he saw absolutely no reason to ren ge on
what he had written about the “permanent revolution” in
1904 and 1905.2 :

In a preface to his book, 1905, written in 1922, L1e tsky
claimed that 12 years after the first revolution in Russ a his
“permanent revolution” theory had been fully confirmed. ”}':
Was even more outspoken on this score in a footnote to his

UThe Ways of World Revolution. Se venth Enlayoed Plenin the
Executive Committee of the Communist International. Verbatim Report

Part II, _\Tmr':aw—l_lnin.l;:uld_ 1927, p. 99.

- See Fifteenth Conference of the GPSU(B). . .. p. 681,
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ism, its tgchnologyl .ag(wict Union would never be able to
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break loose f -t,lli;t; clgifnlom;. I'rotsky told the Sev Lwltl I
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state and tsarist Russia, and turned a blind eye
which enabled the Soviet Union to safeguard
independence.

He completely ignored the fact that the
cancelled the tsarist loans, nationalised large-sc,
notably, enterprises which had been owned by fg
talists, established a foreign trade monopoly, and

national economic planning, that is, that
away with the causes behind tsarist Russia’s econo,
dence on world capitalism. Trotsky exaggerat
Union’s temporary dependence on deliveries of s
machinery and, what was most important, denj,
country could overcome its technical backwardnes
own efforts, drawing the conclusion that “it is in
build socialist society independently in any c
world”.

The Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc set up a smoke
“Left” uitra--r‘cvolutimmry talk about world rey:
cover up its lack of faith in the creative strength of
ing class. The resolution of the Fourteenth Pa; t
ence said: “A component part of the Trotskyite |
revolution theory is the assertion that ‘only afte
tariat wins in the major countries of Europe will i
sible to bring about a real upswing in Russia’s
cconomy’,”’t

The oppositionists accused the Party’s Central (
of failing to show concern for the interests of the
tional proletarian revolution, grossly falsifying I
proposition about the need to draw a clear line of d
between the victory of socialism in one country an
on a world scale. Lenin repeatedly explained that
struction of socialism in one country should not be

with the complete and final triumph of socialism o

(% S
JOVIe]

Ol

scale. Back in 1915, the Bolsheviks, who were led by

criticised the Trotskyites for pPropounding the Unitec

of-the-World slogan, which suggested that socialisn

not win out in one country.

On the strength of the experience of the Soviet state
(=]

years, Lenin stressed that {rom the st

tarian dictatorship’s principal economic problem the
of communism over capitalism in the USSR was
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toration.”2 ! e - leaders of the
Haying finally broken n_\rli'}h Imll‘lm"’“_;“i,hgliLl;élrty’s theo-
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V1 Lenin, Collected (Dorks, Vol. 29, p- 58. . 169.
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M aintaining

his old stand. 'l'rorsk_\-' rei
ber 1926 ¢}

. |‘i|'(.(i i} ;]
1at he considered the 18

thesis thay '”’IWE'IJ‘
be built in one country a “theoretical _it!_\fﬂf:_‘.!Ij‘:i]l&{'{m
al narrow-mindedness”, Ip a letter to the othey U.}
ists, Trotsky said that “the Leningrad H[j"}q_;\f;‘;(m[
ly attacked the socia]isnl-iu—ouc—cuun!1'_\-‘ idea g4
ical justification for national narrow

: -].1]II‘I(I’L'(ji]'\'HS"..t in
suggesting that socialisn, Could pa by
arty had slid into “nationa] 11:-._:-i-uw-mild
all the reasoning of the Oppositi .
Soviet Union was “isolated”
secluded”. Thus, the Trotskyites eXaggerated ]
of the Soviet cconomy on the world capitaljst
the one hand, and on the other, minimised ]
strength of the international proletariat,
socialist construction jn the USSR,
The Trotskyites took the extremel
international solidarity of the working class in the capitalisg
countries with the Soviet Union, recognising only gpe form
of support: direct state support from the proletariat of West-
ern Europe. Trotsky declared that “without dire t state sup-
port from the European proletariat the working class of Rugs
sia will be unable to stay in power and conyert its tempo-
tary supremacy into a long-term socialist dictatorship”, Thig
meant that unless there was a victory of the proletarian
revolution in the West beforehand, the working class of the
USSR was incapable not only of bringing about 4 victory of
socialism but even of staying in power. 9
Vhen starting on socialist construction in the USSR, the
Party took account of the fact that the working class in the
capitalist countries was still unable to give the Soy ict Union
direct state Support. But in contrast {0 the Trotskyite-Zinos
vievite oppositionists, the Party’s Central Committee: e
quite sure that support for the Soviet Republic from the Ql_};i
letarians of a]] countries was bound to grow as the Uj»ts
multiplied its successes i socialist construction. Aware % .-Iat
duty to the first socialist state, the jll!(‘]'nilii{?:h!'r[ _pm!qaztlhc
was displaying its solidarity with the Soviet Union in :
most diverse forms: through direct revolutionary -“'“l..lggicf
and meetings and demonstrations in defence of _”?Cqb%rfar
Republic against imperialist attacks. During the ( .n-'}ij sia”
and foreign armed intervention, “Hands Off Soviet Tuﬂ‘]ass
committees had heen set up in many countries. The
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as designed i internationalism anc _ vorld
mpi § o Aot arrace “Leftist
gRp1oNS o I:fi)(ihti(m but whose barrage O{P e des

etarian r1e 1. - fact served to cover up t 24
S ’ words in fact serv b L
iSlutionary Latg};ional character of the October ]\:; . h

D£ t}tlc 'mhflr;u‘c on the revolutionary movemer
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o tariat in the capitalist countries. ok o Hhiel e
£ "ce Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppolmhnms S »;iirn-'zl i
) J Pt g : : 1erely as a signe I : e
October Socialist Rcvu].u;fnlnrélmhltgim in the West: A]‘\I(w
i - a socialist rev ; v Revos
starting point for dﬂ l-:istoricell vole of ihe ()cmlgul R w
that played down the he Soviet people’s determination
ﬁﬁbn, tending to relax tlg ‘.__(: P P st e 3B A
build socialism, and haml’“mf’_ eountrics: For that reason
_lutionary g 'u'l{' .}l‘olciari:m international-
i counter to the principles of j

ar,
ans,

ﬁons ha:
mamfes

people of ¢

y speraala Irom
opposed to the Trotskyites, the Pm-ty1 I):;;;L;(L';Snid e
fact that the October Rcvohlf_l(m ik nf{.\?oqt “but also the
Impetus for socialist revolution in the ) ? ljm-(;lutionai'}’
for the further unfolding of the world ned the peri-
¥€ment. The Great October Revol uh(‘)‘r'q]_z:.pm'l ol in
of transition from capitalism to socia 11111}'- :(‘c O 9
hich the working class of the USSR in ﬂl Il_‘li“gju(.i-ﬂist S0~
Mnty was capable of erecting a full-flec the USSR being
2 With the interests of the proletariat -”F_ f\m‘ f)zlnl].uti(mal“}.’
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|
:
| The Party said that socialist construction in {he Us
| a component part of the world proletarian reyqp. 2SR
'! the way the country’s working people were f 61
(i internationalist duty. To ensure the final Victory
\ | ism, there was need for a fraternal alliance
| working class and the working class of all coupte
way to the triumph of the world revolution lay
ternational proletarian solidarity, with national ,
national tasks being indivisible and constifyfin.
. whole. 2
|‘ The Soviet working class saw all the successe
|

AN G : ; in social}
construction in the light of the interest of coctaligg

world revolutionary process. In fulfilment of their interq
| tionalist duty, Soviet workers exerted tremendous effopts ?'
' accelerate socialist construction, to fortify the Soviet Union’:

military might, and did “the utmost possible in opd
. country for the development, support and awak ning of the
I revolution in all countries”.! The Bolshevik Party started
| from the fact that in each country the proletariat had to act
above all on its national soil. while tackling t

| national importance which sprang from the nature of the

; ‘ working class and its position in society.

| Lenin said on many occasions that the Sovici Republic

‘| exerted its main influence on the international revolution by
e the successes of its economic policy. Acting on Lenin’s idea,

!! the Soviet people concentrated their efforts on economie

i construction. The Soviet people’s struggle for socialism exert-
ed a great revolutionising influence on the work 1o people
" of the world. Clara Zetkin told the Fifteenth Party Confer-

ence: “The creative development of the proletarian revo-

lution into the Soviet Union’s socialist construction is the

most powerful motive force of the world proletarian revos

lution.... The Soviet Union’s socialist construction 1s the

; motor behind the world proletarian revolution, and is an
carnest of its victory.”2

The Party firmly rejected the Trotskyite allegations that

Lenin had believed that it would take no less than 30-50

years to build socialism in the USSR. That was a blatant

falsification of Leninism. After all. Lenin had stre “““l.thc

following idea: “Ten or twenty years of regular relations

.F V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 28, p. 292,
* Fifteenth Conference of the CPSU(B). . ., pp. 706-07
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e USSR, Haviiie :
t“:, lﬂbBI\. Having broken with Leninism, the
dl <llC ed the Party on NEP, state c’tpifll'm e
i o L : L s dalism,
mlil:l(lﬁ_, co-operatives, and the role and im :
s IC:.{|')Ldsan]try,f|);1[[mg‘ forward the slanderous 41
ading role of the working f1 derous thegie
o e working class had weakened 'S tha

S¢ “"i"llist

e P . 3
the Party and the Soviet power had degenerated and thyg

ﬁa;ldhﬁ.cl ]_)IflthI‘l'_l.l \(_)i _tl‘u: I'rotskyite-Zinovievite op;
garded state socialist enterprises as state capi
prises, with low wages for workers and L;n': 5ol b
cialists. Referring to the opposition’s (lt)c:ltlT-:lkttrE o

st entep.
old Spe-

the Mep.

5 B 1T BESSIVE Ry oo 1

cl:}(;‘:‘}itn?m{;u_t;]:.) v’().l‘l‘?—ill!ﬂ(.‘_‘ member of the Provisional Goyt
clared t];‘df‘ ﬂ;c Illotl{:f l ,1-]}1\- .fa‘\vcilcn.nn Devember 4. 1 l‘p? !
o i ”J i 1,L\11\ s in Russia had established a har il&
tion. He em )h»llﬁ‘-.“i?] “015}]1;1” they had before the ers ;er
Bolsheviks \\.I'hoc 5‘::13:( .fhisn IIS nOTt TR pen nfot]?;
leaders themselves—Trots -),Ut the most respected Bolshevik

e rotsky, Zinoviev, Kamene; \

g’ he | . e O a
ers.””t The Menshevik Sotsialistichesky wvesinik e ”-.:,Td ott]h_
g ¢ echoe he

Trotskvite.Zinovieo] i
Iro 5k}|l€—a§1nf_ﬂflcwlc oppositionists in asserting |
regime at Soviet enterprises was w e e
! £ SCE b 'S 1 |
Ii}CTlt wielded unlimited powers and (t)ffctn;ilg.“l 7 dhecie]
iha sseetitiva: W ; b at the “red director”
e executive, was lording it over the workers e
words, they alleged that the state of affai Vs e
words,they alep that . affairs was ar
1}1:}1‘} prevailing at capitalist enterprises ‘S
1e opposition argued th: ith nc
: e OppC ¢ 1at w -socialis i
e guee _\ch non-socialist enterprises
i i;_ R owns and private owners among the pop-
e 1 the countryside, there was no ground to speak of
.W'l_;’t .]_el]c‘r,)'n{.s? uction. In addition, they claimed wat NEP
ki tNFp L;‘; 0 fdpﬂﬂhsm, and circulated the slanderous idea
o i;lc-{q i:l{u} :tfd. the growth of capitalist elements only.
- G rere T P o )
fuar e 2 coml-)::}]]tg{ r.l]nud mId country where the pro-
stz d large-scale industry, transpor :
At - ge-scale industry, transport, the
])}Sc\;;niul Hll(.‘ land. In these conditions, NEP \’»’J‘IM a twofold
L«Iemc\ﬁtqn I:tnm:lll-fhc—w was not only some growth of capitalist
Smes Ha so a tempestuous growth of the socialist
oo L 1(; capitalist elements being overcome by the
socialist elements, a process that was result in the frit
MactaSt s | at was to result in the triumph
The o sitionists twi i
e ég)_]()}(:).‘:;{_h;l.‘ilvhf.‘a twisted Lenin’s interpretation of the role
Thes 'ycfm-t- ; 11:1 _n-Ics lEI‘l(}Cl‘ the dictatorship of the pr oletariat:
red to Lenin’s work, “The Tax in Kind”, and sal

il

I Pravda, December 6, 1927,
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- jon was only a bm_nd of state capitalism. That
e adequate interpretation 1n 1921, when a developed
an < dustry had not yet been established, and when the
st 10 s were viewed 1n combination with state capi-
peratiV the assumption that the rehabilitation of in-

oWeVEr, . ) ‘ 2t

. would *Tun along the lines of state capitalism had
trgd to be unjustified. 3

in formulated the proposition that under the

1928, Lenin "0 : :
' resting on social property 1n the means of

L piet system, [ propet A
sociall co-operatives werc socialist-type enterprises. By

- duction, L

P on socialist 1
-dgvclopmeﬂt 0
the latter serving as
Jo-operat
Particular, were

dustry had already grown and the growth
f co-operatives went hand in hand with it,
a link between industry and agricul-

:ves in general, and agricultural co-operatives
not only of tremendous economic im-
portance, but were also the best form for LET"I.IHH_EI the peas-
ants in producimn. promoting their inifiatives :tnr.i.bugm—
nings, a form for their economic, cultural and political re-
education and involvement in socialist construction.

Behind the Trotskyite view of co-operation was concealed
a rejection of Lenin’s co-operative plan. Having rejected
this plan, the oppositionists inevitably slid onto the capital-
ist way of development in the countryside. In his report,
408 Our New Tasks”, which Trotsky gave at a city-wide
meeting of the Zaporozhye Party organisation on September
1, 1925, he said that the productive forces in the countryside
had to be developed “by means of capitalist methods”. :

The Trotskyites asserted that the peasantry would never
Vﬂltln.tarily take the path of socialist development, which is
why it Wwas necessary cither to refrain from taking power
and wait until more peasant farms had been ruined through
eapitalist development or, having taken over, to expropriate
°Ptc}?lir1f(]t]i~10nly then \IV{'!H](I fhf:. peasant, depri '\:cd of his prop-
: e means of production and turned into a wage la-
u:-ltll.fr‘ ‘E'dke the socialist path. This Trotskyite idea was
:We:rprthf;‘?'cticaﬂ}’” c‘]ahqr;ﬂcd in the “works” of his f:ﬂ—

mtskyiteo razhensky and in the practical proposals of the

e-Zinovievite anti-Party bloc.
of Srécggﬁsgifngﬂl of 'Pl'{.:fﬂ)l‘z!}’,_1!1.!.?1‘1“5](_\-"\1 “Fundamental Law
fimary ey _t'c]lc.mmﬂal_um , which was a copy ;1! the law of

o jra ist accumulation, the opposition bloc proposed

er tax pressure should be applied to the peas-

1.‘%.:.'




antry, that wholesale prices for durabl
creased, and so on. Had the proletariat and i
this kind of attitude to the peasantry, there could
question of an alliance between the two clas
antry would have inevitably turned to the |

m

line led straight to a rupture of the allianc

es

1

working class and the toiling peasantry, which

only in a restoration of capitalism.

The Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists
capitalist way in the countryside, while accus;
Central Committee of conducting a policy of
the kulaks. At the Fourteenth Party Congress
claimed: “Leaseholds and wage labour, are {]
cessions to the kulak?” The opposition dist
view of stratification in the countryside and i
there was a growth of the kulak section everywh:
to see the growth of the middle peasantry.
the differentiation of the peasantry as a contir
process which had gone on in Russia before {]
Preobrazhensky said in a speech at the Commun
that in the period since the October Revolution
of the economic development of the upper strata
tryside runs towards the establishment of a strat:
talist farmers, a thread which was cut short by
tion and which has now been taken up by hist
again being spun”.1

The oppositionists cited data on Siberia in an ¢ff
up their assertions of unlimited growth of the ki
spread of capitalist farming. There were some
tures about development in Siberia, where
in the countryside was much faster, This
the influx of settlers. Lenin emphasised: “
of the migration movement is giving a tremend:
to the differentiation of the peasantry. Migration

’ erating the differentiation of the peasantry in th
emigration and is carrying the elements of differ
the new places.”2

The second factor intensifying the stratific

U Fifteenth Conference of the CPSU(B). . ., p. 124.
2 V. I Lenin, Gollected tlorks, Vol. 3. pp- 182-83
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kulaks—ywe have, on the contrary, evidence of a streny
ng of the middle group, with some growth of Sthe
group for the time being at the expense of the More
rous part of the midd]e peasants, and a reduction in the oo
group, of whom one part is being proletarianised .., 1

€I, @ much larger part, is gradually moving
group”.! The most important distinctive fe
viet countryside was that under the djct
letariat the poor peasants had
moving into the midd]e group.

The oppositionists fully applied the regularitic
opment in peasant farming under capitalism,
tion period, refusing to see that in 'nion the
capitalist elements were confronted not only by the farm-
hands, the POOr peasants and the middle peasants but by
the whole proletarian dictatorship system, with it socialist
industry, Co-operatives, credit facilifies and other Jeyers of
exerting a planned influence on agriculture,

The Party’s cconomic policy proceeded from the fact
that the development of industry and agriculture should pe
harmonised. The socialist method of industrialisation envis-

into
ature
atorship of
increasing Oppor|

the pros

' of deyg].

the trangi
the Soviet [T

aged higher materja] and cultural levels for the working
people, stronger links between town and country and
consolidation of the alliance of the workers and the

Peasants.
By contrast, the Trr;fs}cyitc-zhmvicv}fc. bloc started by
crecting an antithesis between industry and aor

iculture,
arguing that industry could he developed at the ¢

1se of

the peasantry, Acmrding'f}-ﬂ. it had worked out 2 special fiscal
programme for the countryside designed to exir ct more
taxes for a policy of “slip(‘1‘~iudus['rizzlisatinu", What the
oppositionists did not Jike at all was that in the Sovict state
direct taxes levied on the peasants were much lower

than those in tsarist Russia: only 812 million rubles in 1929
as against 564 milljon before the Revolution. The -‘““’_"]’l
power had a tax policy based on the class princ P L',_“’“;
the main burden falling on the kulaks. The Party believec
it was wrong to “start from the demand of channelling ,fhi
maximum possible resources from the sphere of the _“}'”""Iln
cconomy into the sphere of industry, because it not o
means a political break with the peasantry, but also under
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iLindt the alliance of the working class
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ﬁmmmsmg the role of the IIICI?EI(HC péga‘sa:ltism'“:;'.:\ in do
pézrnszisiﬁlmdr;; ailllafucc.betwcen the workihg;{ clas giﬁyiﬂg
e 11‘1‘;”_.[ 1 the _(}tl.lc hand, and the middle pe 15ants s
7 S1oup In agriculture, on the other, '3
'¢ opposition bloc leaders asserted that the I

s loos & i

zlfu?[?f “[::Fktji:f,- Ef'ab dnt question was not a stron ..‘\.a:flil:::rl:g
i thcbl-' tfss d’i}d‘ the middle Peasantry, but neutral-
61580 s ks Id(v[ll fh:s was an effort to push the Party
side, which wg Ilil bam’mg the class struggle in the country-
mittees, to the 11)(1_ ¢ a retreat to the poor peasants com
civit w:u- o '1%10 lc()I/ of drs_po_sscssmg the kulaks, back to
Fourteenth C b to socialist construction, ‘I Party’s

1 Congress had resolutely condemned {] attempts

to turn the Party from its slogan of

. ; : a strong alliance be-
tween the working class and the i ice e

niddle peasantry, to a policy

of neutralising the T !
SLl‘cssilf]L;‘dl{I]&l\ng .lhc Idlt{_:r. I'he Congress made point of
§ the need to fight the “Leftist” deviation on the

easa st : (
Cpomcrpc o which hreatened  return 1o e poiy o
S5CSS8 1¢ kulaks, and k ] Zisted e 4
& aks, and set out measures desiened fur-
“1(31‘ to cons 1 . 3 1€asures designed rur
solidate the bond } ;
; etweer ~ workine class and
([lc PCii.S'clIlti‘y_ 1 thc W Ul]\]u r class an
Under the decisione f v
_ ”_wd_m the decisions of the Party’s Fourteenth Congress
d Dl(,(ll dcal was (ion{: 3 tl " . e s
ical and cultural 1 the economic, administrative-polit=
it c i Ez al-educational sphere to ensure consolidation
Heas: t-m'u' LEWCCI? the working class and the millions 0
peasants. The Party’s line was jpctif - >t the
oppositionists cont: was justified by practice. But th
twim ifnl.l]b b ‘-h](_{mmucd to deny the need for an alliance be-
¢ working class and the midd]e peasantry. On the
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Fifteenth Congress, the Trotskyite
T told a Party conference in Moscow’s Rogozh-
Smlmmi( district: “We say there 1s need to revise our
o tg have the bulk of five billion in our budget
.b“d.gi'lt' try, because it is better to fall out with the
to 1 u;ts ‘than to move on to inevitable destruction.”
3 eas(zlt that state appropriations should be withheld
?cstilture, virtually conducting industrialisation at the
d to the detriment of agriculture. i .
f the “anti-middle peasant” devia-
the proposal written into the opposition ])latif)l‘lll
theses on the eve of the Party’s i'litccnth’(..ur}-
for the establishment of a “poor peasants’ alli-
% This was a grave crror. There had been need of a
dve organisation of the poor, organised on its own lines,
he period when the middle peasants were vacillating, and
124 to be neutralised, to prevent the kulaks from winning
them over. Now that the alliance of the working class and

. middle peasantry was there, the task was further to
stri en it, and the establishment of a “Poor Peasants
Qommittee” type of organisation would have been a return
f0'an old stage, and would have meant a weakening of the
alliance.

The Party’s task was not to isolate the peasant poor, not
to make them leave the Soviets, the co-operatives and the
collective farms, but to help the masses of the poor peasants
in the countryside to exert a decisive influence through the

Party’s

nse an §
glcxpression 0

as
counter-
; calling

_E‘,ﬁups of poor peasants in these organisations. By contrast,

€ opposition’s proposal hindered the cnlisin@cnt of broad
masses of middle peasants in socialist construction.

The nationalities question was an important aspect of the
Party’s struggle against the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-
Pm)’ bloc. The Leninist nationalities policy was the touch-
$tone by which the Party’s political line was proved to be
®rrect and the oppositionists’ platform untenable. Let us
2€call that Trotsky viewed the nationalities question from the
#@ndpoint of great-power chauvinism. Earlier he had refused
.Q Tecognise the right of mnations to self-determination,
Meluding secession and establishment of an independent
I, in fact regarding the relations between the Russians
40d the once oppressed nations as those of domination and
.EBJ“gation. The national fringes of Russia liberated rb} the
S€tober Revolution had a peasant population, so that Trots-
I
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ky's hostility to the peasantry was clearly

I]; - A r‘ . i Tk - i
itionalities question as well. Pressed jp tha
[

]} I'rotsky and the other leaders of {l
ik il . C d 5 1C
!. 1¢ culture of the peoples of the USSR whi
. . g Hs Jal, Which
orm and socialist in content. At a Joint llil
L

; mn a!luck
;1(1}151}11;:(;(;(_{ of [‘[15: CPSU(B), held from July
]‘.‘f‘;.,._ Zinoviev tried to justify his ;1111}-\'7T
clerring to Lenin’s idea that in the ennch

1 Ui !hQ C

0 Augugt g
_.I[ Slalld b-

(lUlllilldl!' 1 ! cSs oal : [ 1 o g D]s
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% . . o 3 51084n. I owever 1 I 1 :
1111 1 3 s 3 = (=} : cver, 1 in | d lad
C ‘. 1€ P(.i ]Ud 11 \\']]IL"]] lh{: b()lll'si'co'sj € was 1 i i n

this slocan me: . - N Power
0gan meant nothing but the spiritual suby: UWer, whep
o Jtsation of ghe

working people of : i :
shi ulji:“-‘ _1)"?[”&, of all nationalities to the boyr :
d p.J ut atter the proletarian takeover j‘-“' co1s dictatopa
T o , . % ? "a i
develop the national culture of the pe 1 of the S PinSE
the interests of socialisn - Wb Peopies of the [/SSE
i $ 0 socialism and communism i
b I1l ibt.)_(,mlw;n and communism under cons
‘- F 4 - H- ] T g r we - e
of the s:;\-i:.lt‘;]:}l%l) ;ILU”d- for a development of
1CL peoples that 1s national in f "
e s Tk Y $ national in form an iali
i : ies: . al i form and socialist ;
ent, the only kind of culture capable of ot
s dlJIC O]

1]1\'”[\(_ f..ll( “l)l[\l 1 (& [ l 8] (lf nation: JJ 3 : S5 lﬂl b1
s ng p ople [ € <
5 € l Lon i
L n 0cC 1 t

uction, the
the culture

c A = i . ] 3

(1(::1‘;{12‘1:;:}1?\11 ‘;Ii‘u'(‘_{.i‘)_al.\-'lng the way for a fade-out national

s (-O_(',l.)tl.luﬁjh;l !h'].].i can be built ‘(;;11'}-' on the basis of fra-

in the count 1-)!' Ii}llﬁl ‘I-‘_l{\l ?.“_liilml assistance of all the peoples

e [1.11; ‘.i,[.\_[.,mwm:c of the USSR and other social-

e con trmed that the principle of proletarian
onalism, and the friendship and mutual assistance of

nations is one of the mai
_ § i of the main regularities of sociali
tion. am regularities of socialist construc=
The oppositi
| osition bloc leaders or » distort .
hurled at the Party s : EI{Llh i L= T
il : ¢ o Sldnaer s accucation i i

colonialist policy. Zi slanderous accusations of pursuing a
P SL policy. Zinoviev told a meeting of the CCC Pre-
Sl Bl st a mecting of the CCC Pre
Sigan it !u. non-Russian Republics the tral Com=
Hnthee, 1\3 conducting a policy of “issuing orders and colo-
the (kh"m’j{r n ‘_n’ju‘l‘,}"lmms document—a draft “Programme of

ommunist Party of the worki ' { the USSR®
was circulated in Odes _l_'f. the working class of the USSR
the deminanss 1 Odessa in the autumn of 1927, It contained
and cmagogic assertion that “instead of destroying classes
’(-on [::411_!01141 partitions, they (the Bolsheviks.- hor.) a1g
~onductine . I dlsiss : xdl
mcim]ﬁ,-”-]]s- the same old tsarist policy of ‘divide and rule’

2 Wwnrlkara o 2 B . 9
& the workers against their national intelligentsia

made the [vi st S '
._h‘n_:} Lhr‘ I} Ing accusation that the Party was putting off the
nationalisation of the working class for hundreds of
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nat i{)nal i .Z

thind this barrage of la}k about .tl_u: lintcmatlm_lal
:on of the working class, the oppositionists were in-
o tional hostility, 1n an effort to rally bourgeois na-
-tsnall»ound their platform and to slow down political,
mic and cultural development 1n the country’s non-

gtfzisjan, the oppositionists cstabli;;hcd cnntz:cts with
ationalistic counter-revolutionary Mussavat Party. In
hstan, S- Khodzhanov's ngtmnahmc group came out
the Party’s sOCi0O-€CONOMIC MEASUres, seeking to stoke
tonal hostility and glossing over the class aspect of

] ities issue. Grave nationalistic errors were made
Ryskulov, who was Deputy Chairman of the RSFSR
il of People’s Commissars from 1926 to 1929. Later,
ote: “We overdid the national slogan, wishing to be
Jeaders’, underestimating our internationalist tasks,
working to install our own national officials in the apparatus,
and so on.”? Under the impact of Party criticism, Ryskulov
radually overcame his nationalistic mistakes.

“In the Ukraine, the Communist Party was opposed by the
national-deviationists headed by A. Shumsky, who equated
the enlistment of Ukrainian national personnel for the Party
and state apparatus and the Ukrainisation of the proletar-
fat. Through administrative pressure from above, he sought
fo: Ukrainise all workers living in the Ukraine, including
Russians, forcing them to abandon their native tongue and
culture and to adopt the Ukrainian language and culture
a8 their own. The national-deviationist N. Khvylevoi went
even further and demanded an “immediate de-Russification
Uf the proletariat” in the Ukraine, insisting that “Ukrainian
ﬁoetry must seek to flee as soon as possible from Russian
fiterature and from its style”. Khvylevoi sounded the call,
jjt_‘\Way from Moscow!”, declaring that “we are aware of the
Poletariat’s ideas without Moscow art to help us along”.
_..At the same time, Zinoviev, Ter-Vaganyan, and Larin
:i--l\t.t.a":kefl the Leninist nationalities policy from the stand-
{]?l?t of great-power chauvinism. They objected to the
.._'___E‘_ETE‘:OH of the Party and state apparatus, and denied
5481, g;geeﬂﬂl Congress of the CPSU(B)..., Vol. T, Moscow, 1961, pp.

2 b T
:Hiltoroch\‘-’?'ks istorii Kommunisticheskoi partii Kazakhstana (Basays on the
260, ¥ of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan), Alma Ata, 1963, p-
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U Fifteenth Congress :
 Thid. b !,-r.-“;fﬁ‘“.“” of the CPSU(B). ... Vol. 1. 0. 718

194

OTganisatjo 8
(.‘(]mmuni :

Iy hl‘cak U :
form
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vere being Glled by kulaks and its u
i t in Tula claiming

Year Plan of Iiconomic
1 that there was need “to
of raising the econ-
ational districts

i . e for the First Five
g dlr:;t'lv{fF}i 8/29- 1932/33) salc
.Opﬂ::cial attention 10 yarious aspects
d culture in the bz_lckw;u_‘d outlying n i
ing areas in the light of the need gradually to elim-
their economic and‘culturui b;_ick\\«'m‘dncsra: making
3 esponding pmvision for a much faster rate of develop-
of their economy and_culmrc, in the h_ght of the neec
in the requirements 10 these areas with those of the

as a whole”.! : _
e slanderous assertions that the S
g’ was one of the main planks
of the Tl‘ﬂtskyitc—Zino\-ic\-'itc bloc. Trotsky declared at
1926) CC and CCC Plenum that the Soviet state
-oletarian one at all”, and that its lower tiers
pper ones by bureau-

oviet state was “‘degen-
of the practical plat-

crats. The oppusition circulated a documen

that ““a majority of the CG ... isIn fact promoting a gradual

diminution of the proletarian character of our state” .2
In a speech at the August (1927) CC Plenum, Trotsky

asserted that “the proletariat is being increasingly folded up.

giving place to other classes, which are making ever greater
headway”. At a sitting of the CCC Presidium he made the
demagogic assertion that “the proletariat as a whole is being
reduced, while our Party regime 18 helping to intensify the
class fold-up of the proletariat”. These inventions Were
completely refuted by the practice of socialist construction.

The facts showed that far from being folded up or ousted

by other classes, the working class continued to grow and

develop. Thus, the total number of wage earners increased
fom 8 215,000 in 1924/25 to 10,346,000 0 1926/217, ie., by

25 per cent. Of these, in 1924/25 l:u:gu—sc;tlc industry emp-

oyed 1,794,000, and in 1926/27, 2,388,000, an :ncrease of 33

I;:.r cent. The growing weight of the working class meant a
r}i‘ngth&nmg of the base of the proletarian dictatorship.

o hﬁlPal‘ty gave much attention to raising the cultural and
ucational levels of the working class. From year to year,
€ percentage of workers at workers” colleges and in the
v it had gone up from 384.2

the percentage ©

;:‘.s:‘tmes_inc"cased: in Moscov
cent in 1926 to 41.9 per cent in 1927;
—_—
1 ’ |
4 ES}SU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . -, Part 1L, p. 463.
eenth Conference of the GPSU(B). - PP: 666-67.
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students ol working-class and peasant origin went ,
+.9 per cent in Leningrad colleges, and by 143 .= 9§
provincial colleges. These data overthrew '
claims that office workers and “others”,
prevailed among college students.

The opposition gave an even sharper formul

insten

; ; Mulation :
ideas about the state apparatus. It said: “It js quite obt‘?i Us
te ous

that in composition and level of life the state apparagyg s
largely bourgeois and petty-bourgeois, and is pulliy, ;]S .
from the proletariat and the peasant poor towards the ;Jay
conced intellectual, on the one hand, and towar the lﬁa]sm‘
holder, the merchant, the kulak and the new bourgeois 5'
the other.”! Had that been so, there could have been no SOQial{l
ist construction at all, because socialist construction cap Pro-
ceed only on a political basis—the proletarian i

atorshy
The opposition leaders were slinging as much dirt as tﬁ‘fy
could on the Soviets, as organs of state power. The 0pposi-
tion-bloc platform claimed that the Soviet state apparatus
was growing ever more bureaucratic, and de: :d that it
should be broken up. These attacks on the statc apparatus

reflected the old hostility on the part of the op;
ers to the Soviets as the state form of the proletaria:
ship. Even on the eve of the October Revolution

m lead-
1 ciictator-
Lameney

and Zinoviev came out in favour of establishing 2 combined
type of state power, i.e., the Soviets and the bourccois Con-
stituent Assembly. They declared: “The Constitucnt Assem=
bly and the Soviets are the combined type of staie institu=
tions towards which we are moving.”?

The oppositionists continued to say that it was possible to
combine a bourgeois and a proletarian form of government,
and saw nothing but negative sides to the a 4 UF the
Soviets, excessively exaggerating some bureaucratic distor-

. . - 2 5 a B Faile
tions 1n evidence in the Soviet state apparatus. They AH'ILd_
to consider the fact that after the victory of the _._Jctol‘.m
Revolution, with the working class lacking experience 1

running the country, and in the absence of skilled pe !"“‘-me.:l’
% 1 » . e . Wil

some use had to be made of the old civil servanis. l:JLI]'et

wrote: “The tsarist bureaucrats began to join the Sovi

= A . . . . B | €
institutions and practise their bureaucratic methods, i‘}fcy
began to assume the colouring of Communists and, fo succe

U See Fifteenth Conference of the CPSU(B). . ., p. 618.
* Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B)s.., Vol. 1, p. 192
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i f socialism.”® The Party ar g -
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and role of Communists w1_i‘hm :j, :m b
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.
gL Lenin, Collected Woiks, Vol. 29, p. 185.
¢ Ihid
#1bid,, Vol. 32, pp- 321-22.
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by massive LA, . e b Lilc 4"
class. ds5tve organisations of the working

The Party’s Fiftee i
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ive effor il darians in the ereat ¢ fric-
of itltliil(;::-;-mﬁ':f(;’_f-‘f{"ff“c the main levers for f.h'z,l ]'.:l__l;-_:.L{l}i,lﬂ::,ﬁfg
policy of I‘(lidlll-('iIl:-[-ls}”!-lf?' emphasised that “on the basis of a
et working hours and raising wages (com-
the trade and industrial growth)

. the country’s resources
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mass of proletarians g h‘c‘Ip in the labour education of the
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R W —— f]“.l ‘I5afi?11 at the enterprises. The trade
arrive at a full 1'cp'11ij—.tt‘ agging sections of the prolctariat:to
as a class, that is rlndql-f(-){l.!)l the fact that it is the proletariat
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Party was carrying on a resolute strug-

eainst the oppositionists’ subversive activity among the
ag Pcoplc— In :111'eff<2r_t to cobble an ‘1.l_lcg:11 ].mrt_y, the

{ the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition were pinning
e oes on the Leninist Young Communist League, ex-

o%)t to provide the building material for such a party.
2ot end in view, they drew up an anti-Leninist pro-
e for another, Trotskyite youth league, and this they

gﬁrward at the July (1926) Plenum of the CC and the
s0C. This slanderous document claimed that a bureaucratic

was “gripping the young people’s devel-
ving their doubts deep inside and under-
eby spreading scepticism and decay, on

¢ period, the

wime in the Party
Sment in a vice, dri
ting criticism, ther

the one hand, and carcerism, on the other. In the recent
riod, there has been an exceptional development of bu-

er layers of the Youth League, producing
ho were still young, but who had already
made much headway as bureaucrats. Hence, the ever greater
t8lacement from among the cadres of the Youth League
of proletarian, farm labourer and poor-peasant elements, by
tntellectualist and petty-bourgeois elements who adapt them-
selves more easily to the requirements of arm-chair admin-
istration, but are much more remote from the mass of workers
S and peasants at the grass roots”.!
Consequently, on the Komsomol
acter of the trade unions, the opposition saw eye to eye with
the Menshevik Sotsialistichesky vestnik, which claimed that
young peasants were being enlisted in the Komsomol as a
tesult of the pressure brought to bear with the aid of the
Sate apparatus on the young and politically ignorant peas-
ant. Like the Mensheviks, the oppositionists slandered the
s€ninist Komsomol, depicting it as a bureaucratic organisa-
| _it;EJ dTﬁl‘;md of principles and dominated by decay and career-
. The opposition tried to spread doubt and scepticism
fmong the young people about the success of socialist con-
Struction,
’ ﬁftinge r;)k]:p{tf)s}i‘ir.m bloc’s slanderous platform met with a
gle witl, t}u rom the Kmnstym)l organisations. In the strug-
| B0, 1e (I)ppomh'(m, the Komsomol displayed a high level
as the Pg".:af maturity zm(.{ pnhlu‘.ﬂal si{:‘adiasincss, and .ach?d
___JY s militant assistant. Especially great activity in
i 1
Fifteentr, Conference of the CPSU(B). . ., p. G87.
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by the young Communists of Moscow, Leningrad, Kharkoy

and other proletarian centres. Despite the opposition’s efforts.

the Trotskyite idea that active young Communists of workin..
class stock were being ousted by intellectualist and petty-
bourgeois elements was not confirmed anywhere. The facts
testified that there was in fact a promotion of numerous
activists of proletarian origin, and this applied to the whole
range of Young Communist organisations, from top to botton,
In its political and class tasks, the Komsomol was and remain
a proletarian organisation.

While working to build up the proletarian core of the
Komsomol, the Party did a great deal to enlist for Komsomol
membership the best young men and women in the country-
side, in order to ¢nsure a sound alliance between the proletar-
ian and the peasant sections of the Komsomol. Thanks to the
Party’s correct policy, the Komsomol gave a lead to the
working young people in town and country. Komsomol orga-
nisations played an important role in socialist construction,
with its members working actively in industry, agriculture.
the Soviets, the co-operatives, and cultural and educational
establishments,

The Party concentrated its efforts on educating the young
in a spirit of Marxism-Leninism, proletarian international-
ism, implacable attitude to the class enemy, and loyalty to
the socialist country. The tasks of the communist education
of the rising generation demanded that an end should be put
once and for all to the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition’s
effort to set up a petty-bourgeois organisation of young peo-
ple. The Party helped the Komsomol and young people in
cvery way to see the true face of the opposition and to discern
behind its “Leftist” revolutionary talk the danger for the
cause of the proletarian dictatorship and the education of
young people in the Soviet Union.

The Komsomol had big and responsible tasks in the coun-
try-wide drive to fulfil the First Five-Year Plan of Economjc

evelopment. The directives for drawing up the Plan, ap-
proved by the Party’s Fifteenth Congress, emphasised that the
“Komsomol must be one of the Party’s main assistants in con-
ducting its policy in the struggle to overcome technical, eco-
nomic and cultural backwardness. The Komsomol must serve
as the main lever in re-educating the broad masses of prole-
tarian and poor and middle-peasant youth in the spirit of
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was sensitive to the mood of the masses, putting its p,

: : Dolicy
to the test of their practical revolutionary struggle. [ has
always seen its main task in being the leader and teacher of
the working class and of all working people in the reyolyt:

ary transformation of social life
munist society.
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trade unions, the Komsomol and other
the working people, and directs
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of the Soviets.
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1926, 51 per cent were workers, and 31 per

cent peasants

and on January 1, 1927, 48 per cent were workers and 37 1o,
cent peasants”.1 "
Making use of the fact that the article did not give the
reason for some decline in the percentage of workers
Bakayev put an arbitrary interpretation on this fact to 1.
mote the interests of the anti-Party bloc. He took an ev n

more biased approach in assessing the results of a Party

sus taken in early January 1927. He asserted that 80.000

members had left the Party, 80 per cent of them skilled. ad.-

vanced workers, in place of whom 100,000 office workers ha
been taken in. On the strength of this he insistently proposed
inclusion on the agenda of the July-August (1927) Plenum
of the CC and the CCC of the question of the Party census
results. Quoting Molotov, Bakayev further declared that
the cve of the Fourteenth Congress, 42 per cent of Parts
members had been shopfloor workers, and that by the Fif
teenth Congress, the figure had declined to 31 per cent.

These assertions were all gross falsifications and wer:
resolutely refuted by the Party’s Central Committee. A
thorough check-up established that no one had violated o:
rescinded the decision of the Thirteenth Party Congress. Its
rcisolut_ion, “On the Immediate Tasks of Party Construction”.
said: “Our slogan should be: to secure that within the vear
ahead more than one-half of the Party membership should
consist of shopfloor workers. This slogan must in the main
determine the tasks of all our Party work over the immediate
period ahead.”?

In implementing this decision of the Thirteenth Congress,
the CC had firmly and consistently followed the line of con-
solidating the Party’s proletarian core. Only in 1924 and
1925, more than 400,000 shopfloor workers were admitted
into the Party. Altogether, starting from the Lenin Enrol-
ment, up to January 1, 1927, 488,000 production workers
were admitted into the ranks of the Party.

The Fourteenth Congress, while taking steps to extend the
proletarian section of the Party, rejected a proposal put
forward by Sarkis, representing the “New Opposition™, to
bring the total of shopfloor workers in the Party’s ranks to
90 per cent by the Fifteenth Congress. The Congress said

3 Ijr',lr!{':"mf_r'r Congress of the CPSU(RB). .., Vol. 1, p. 876.
2 CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. ... Part 1I. p. 16
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congresses, 71,00(
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should be taken into account was that

Another thing that
arty a certain percentage

with the massive enrolment in the P
of the workers was bound to drop out. But it is indisputable
that 90 per cent of the workers admitted into the Party at
the time were active, steadfast Communists, making up its
strong proletarian core.
After its crushing rebuff over the Party’s social make-up,
the 'l‘l‘otskyiLc—Zinovicvitc opposition once again started a
drive against the Party under the pretext of working for
inner Party democracy. Having broken with Leninist doc-
trine, the Trotskyites defined inner Party democracy as free-
dom to set up factions and groups. Behind a screen of loud
talk about unfolding inner Party democracy, the opposition
was in fact paving the way for the establishment of a new
party hostile to Leninism. In his articles, Ossovsky openly
urged the need to set up such a party. The oppositionists’
practical efforts were all aimed at establishing such a party,
a party of capitalist restoration. Consequently, having dis-
carded Leninist organisational principles, the oppositionists
moved from factionalism to the establishment of a Trotskyite
party with its own central committee, regional, gubernia and
district centres, technical apparatus, membership dues and
periodicals.
The Central Committee of the CPSU(B) roused all the
Party organisations in defence of the Leninist unity of Party
canks. for unfolding inner Party democracy and enhancing
the Communists’ vanguard role in socialist construction. The
Party committees explained to the Communists the meaning
of Lenin’s warning about “the danger of factionalism from
the standpoint of Party unity and implementation of the
unity of purpose of the proletarian vanguard as the basic
condition for the success of the proletarian dictatorship”.!
In full conformity with the principles of Marxism-Lenin-
ism, the Party Central Committee saw inner Party democracy
from the standpoint of increasing the activity of the Party
masses, strengthening conscious proletarian discipline, erad-
jcating factionalism and consolidating the Party’s unity,
and extending its ties with the masses. On the basis of
developing the methods of inner Party democracy there was
a vast growth in the numerical strength of Party activists at
the grass roots, the main thing being the switch of the pivot
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stablish-

Party Congress stated that a sharpening of the contradictions
poth within the world capitalist system, and between the
cnpituli:e‘. world and the USSR was a characteristic feature
of the international situation. The main contradiction was
that between the capitalist countries and the USSR. The
artial stabilisation of capitalism had merely intensified the
ountries and their
he capitalist coun-
world production,
nology and cap-

contradictions between the imperialist ¢
groupings. The uneven development of t
tries had been increased by the growth of
a revival of trade, and some progress in tecl

italist rationalisation.
The centre of the capitalist world's financial power had
turope to the USA. In 1927, the United States
- cent of

moved from I
turned out 60 per cent of the world’s steel, 72 pel
its oil, 53 per cent of its copper and 43 per cent of its coal.
It was making almost 20 million of the 24 million cars manu-
factured throughout the world, and held more than one-half
of the world’s gold stock. That, too, was sharpening the con-
tradictions between the imperialist countries.

The imperialists believed that the way to iron out the
highly acute contradictions within the world capitalist system
above all against the

was to preparc and start a new war,
USSR. The bourgeoisie refused to be reconciled with the fact
that the Soviet Union was gaining in cconomic, political and
military strength, that it had become the centre of attraction
for the revolutionary elements of the world, and that its
achievements were undermining the foundations of capitalism.

In their fight against the growing proletarian and national
liberation movement, the imperialists used the opportunist
leadership of the Second International and the Amsterdam
Trade Union Federation. The Right-wing Social-Democratic
and trade-union leaders had openly abandoned the class
struggle and had gone over entirely to the side of the bour-
coisie, working to inject into the minds of workers the idea
of class collaboration, and hoping to deceive them with the
to socialism through “ecconomic de-

geoisie,

prospect of a transition
mocracy” within the capitalist countries.

The successes of socialist construction in the USSR and the
collapse of the world bourgeoisie’s hopes for a degeneration
of the proletarian dictatorship led to a sharp worsening of
relations between the capitalist countries and the Soviet
Union. At the time, the British bourgeoisie and its head-
quarters, the Conservative Party, were the most active in
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trying to set up a united imperialist front against the USSR

On May 27, 1927, with the backing of the USA and Frape,
the British Government broke off diplomatic and trade rely.
tions with the Soviet Union, a step that went consider; bly
to intensify the interventionist tendencies in the i

1peri;
camp, and to revive subversive, terroristic ;u:tiviiic.ﬁ} on the
territory of the USSR.

In face of the growing threat of war, the Communjis; Par
and the Soviet Government firmly and consistently
a policy of peace, giving resolute rebuffs to aggression apd
building up “the country’s economic and military strengt},
In its relations with the capitalist cou

ntries, the Soviet Gy
crnment acted on the Leninist principle of peaceful coexjct.

Pursued

ence between states with different social systems. This foreion
policy was aimed at averting fresh wars, combating th

Interventionist tendencies of imperialism,
the atmosphere of peace as the most impor
litical condition for socialist construction.

In view of the mounting danger of military attack, the
Fifteenth Party Congress set the task “in working out
five-year plan to give maximum attention to the fastest de-
velopment of branches of the national economy in general,
and of industry in particular, which had the chief role to
play in ensuring the country’s defence and economie stability
In wartime”.! The Fifteenth Congress instructed the Central
Committee to continue jts struggle to preserve peace, develop
cconomic ties with the capitalist countries, and do everything
to strengthen the country’s defence capacity and the strength
and fighting efficiency of the Red Army, Air Force and Navy.

An integral part of the Party’s policy in international rela-
tions was the struggle to develop the communist movement
throughout the world, consolidate the united workers’ front
against the capitalist attacks, to strengthen the internationalist
solidarity of the working class of the USSR and the proletar-
iat of the capitalist countries, and to increase the links be-
tween the Soviet people and the national liberation move-
ment in the colonial and dependent countries,

The Comintern centred its attention on questions of war
and peace. The Eighth Plenum of ijts Executive Committee
in May 1927 adopted the theses, “The Tasks of the Com-
munist International in the Struggle Against War and the

and maintain; 10

tant external po-

LCPSU in the Resolutions and D, cisions, . .. Part II, p. 452,

210

» It made a point of cn‘-pimsiﬁinlg thlai;i 1|::Lt
=t 7 ’ a % Y - .K 1--1
e at that moment should llt}L.EJ.L the (1:{' g :
al slogan 2 - > concrete, militant 5103411_0
i ace, but the concrete, :
cent!c logan of peace, € m R
aczh:at‘s “he USSR. The decisions of the (H e o
] lee said that » attitude to the el
deifivc o hmill mlﬂ.ittlll':[u}d between revolution and
i Inio ras the watershe I ISR gnt
o, 3 JONETESS ; hntern
the SOVle_t‘ 'L(iilllit)ll The Sixth Congress )of the (JTTWU e
countc[l'}if—\ victory of the Great October lu;\-'oiul.llmlt}ht il
i : 3 3 § Y . 3 v - “ L1 fayl - e =1 7
said: i 11-7 the whole world a .*50(31}11_151_ !a.im‘,l lc‘l’Tl]f. . 1"1'; e
workeISII; fence of the Union of Soviet Socia 115. N |t o
1 c.‘ Sis anto - ..... Ilc‘.._\
Uni_OH:E the international bourgeoisie mu.tl{; thLl Cl)?;\]jcii'u‘i'lt s
e ] r of the international proletariat.
is a matter of honou ‘ s pro e
R h of ious facts, the leaders o _
S fan f the obvious facts, e
s i-P bloc came out against the Po
inovievite anti-Party bloc came out ag ti .
b Iq]r})mb'tblc and inevitable”. At the
1 c war 18 c ~ e Tara
R “11:12‘")“ju“n]t\, l]’lcmun of the CC and the (JLC(i
-August (1927 01 S
JL}ly j}unu"* '('l listorted the Leninist definition of wal ‘Ll ‘
e e a continuation of politics by
Jaimed that it was not only a contir } 0 0f politex
cther means but also an “accelerator” of the v .
0 dIls 1
i "OCess. o : SoR
e p‘l/ iev argued that the defence of the Ul il
i gar led only from one angle, namely, the
B e tentiond ghiel list revolution, whose vic-
interests of the international socialis olu
said, was contingent on a world war. e
g bn ] b-l*r‘ousl 7 asserted that the Party’s
R ek d'n‘(t- bl’l}me for the mounting danger
i Rol U;'sl'y addressing the Sixteenth
b Mentalrtrite akovsk g g tl ent
e 1.101-511\)) ﬂ; C(:)\lfcrcn,cc and the Fifteenth Party
~ 2o > o i 5
> ubernia Party Cor ‘ By
il -wed that the Party and the Government w
Sl e B icy with insufficient resolution,
,F’inn- their foreign policy with insuff T st
b ving 1 o give the imperialists a fitting re
having failed f.nl gi
= ‘e war on them. ) . o
"k, sitionists saw the main cause of the war dang .I.L
e e b f the Red Army and the instability
[ e v s : }t% le, “The Contours of the Com-
of the Soviet state. In his ar icle, : R
ine War”. Zinoviev made the un nuln{u ; ] e
arty and rorking class were totally detenceless
Lo i “‘101 s i?lcli:r He ’lwcri.z‘([: “The bourgeoisie
of the looming threat of war. g g S
is mobilising. Neither the working ('llym s PR
: irm he - leadership on our part. 1 are sig
feel the firm hand of leadershij

1 3 ;. T I 032 1 r Q922
OMImise f L. m § - 195 VLOSCOW, IJ\)J,
Communi h!f('}'??&‘ onal 1 D DCHIERLS. 1919-1! day
i 2
p. 510,

it 211



of a chill in our relations with the mass of working people.
The Party is disoriented.” Similar statements were made by
Trotsky, who put forward his Clemenceau thesis. the aist
of which was as follows: during the First World War,
(
i

demenceau, representing  the most reactionary circles of
rench imperialism, launched an attack on the government,
which he believed to be incapable of defending the imperial-
ist interests of the French bourgeoisie, and secured its
removal at a time when the German Army was deployed
80 kilometres from Paris. Referring to this fact, Trotsky
nursed the treacherous plan of using the situation of the
coming war to overthrow the Soviet Government.

The defeatist ideology of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite op-
position was caught up by the Right-wing Social-Democratic
leaders and by ultra-revolutionary groups. The Right-wing
socialists spread slander about “red imperialism” and about
the USSR being a warmonger guilty of breaking the peace.
This slanderous propaganda was designed to justify a war
by the imperialist bourgeoisie against the Soviet state, and
to divert the workers from fulfilling their internationalist
duty to the USSR. Ultra-Leftists of the Maslow and Ruth
Fischer stripe claimed that the Soviet power had “degen-
crated”, and that the Bolshevik Party was pursuing a kulak
policy, their aim being to isolate the USSR from the inter-
national proletariat, and to get the working class of the
capitalist countries to believe that the Soviet Union was
indifferent to the fate of the world proletarian revolution.

Shortly before the Fifteenth Congress, the Trotskyite
Pollak issued a pamphlet in Czechoslovakia on the interna-
tional situation in which he demanded that the Soviet Union
should declare instant war in support of the strikers in Brit-
ain. He wrote: “Assuming that Soviet Russia in consequence
of actual support for the siriking and locked-out British
workers would enter an armed conflict with Britain and her
minions. ... Let us ask ourselves what the result of such a
war would be? At best, there would be a substantial enlarge-
ment of the Soviet Union. At worst ... a technically military
(sic!) defeat in a proletarian revolutionary offensive war,
which, however, in a historico-dialectical sense would signify
a grand victory for the proletariat, i.e., a grandiose step for-
ward in the world revolution”.! That was downright provoca-

Y Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B). .., Vol. 1. p. 681,
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tion. A defeat for the Soviet Union, the mainstay of the
world socialist revolution, would have greatly strengthened
the positions of world reaction and blocked the advance of
the revolutionary movement for a long time.

In their slanderous statements, the Trotskyites alleged that
the Soviet Government was preparing to abolish the foreign-
trade monopoly, and repay all the forcign debts, ‘.\’[lll.'tlf their
supporters abroad, such as Maslow, Ruth Fischer and Souva-
rine, divulged Soviet state secrets on the pages of their pe-
riodicals, and spread anti-Soviet forgeries about hardships
and riots in the Soviet Union. All of this merely went to in-
cite the 1mperialists to aggressive acts against the USSR.

The leaders of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc hoped to
use the increasing pressure on the Soviet U[Iii.!l'}_‘ and
preparations for a war to promote their factional anti-Soviel
aims, so as to remove the Party leadership, which pursued
the Leninist line in domestic and foreign policy, and to which
they objected. -

Consequently, like the “Left Communists”, the ultra-Leftist
Trotskyite renegades were prepared to see the Soviet power
g0 down, allegedly to secure the triumph of the world revo-
lution. While provoking the Soviet Union into a war against
the imperialists, the Trotskyites rejected all Soviet proposals
for general and complete disarmament. Die Fahne des Kom-
munismus (Banner of Communism), a Trotskyite newspaper
published by Maslow and Co. in Berlin, :!u:lliflvd‘ as a be-
trayal Maxim Litvinov’s statement at the Fourth Session of
the Preparatory Committee of the Disarmament Conference
in Geneva, when on November 30, 1927, he made public a
Soviet Government declaration on general and complete dis-
armament. The newspaper said that “this farce has nothing
in common with Marxism. It is pure twaddle to say that the
imperialists can be ‘exposed’ in this way, and in this period
of feverish arming it is not only stupid but downrightly trea-
sonable”.! _ _

The opposition bloc leaders alleged that the Soviet working
people did not know why and how a war should be fought.
They wrote: “In the event a war really comes, every worker,
every farm labourer, every poor peasant, on the one hand,
and every kulak, bureaucrat and NEP man, on the other, will
ask this question point-blank: what kind of war, for the sake

1
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of what, by what means and methods is the war to be
fought?"!

Actually, however, nothing like this question had ever arisen.
The Communists, who were true to Lenin, were quite
sure that wherever the war came from, and whatever the
pretext, it could be nothing but a class war against the gains
of the October Revolution, against the country building so-
cialism. Whatever the circumstances, it would be a just,
liberatory war on the Soviet Union’s part. The opposition’s
ideas poisoned the Soviet people’s minds, undermined the
Red Army’s morale and weakened the Soviet Union’s defence
capacity.

The anti-Party bloc leaders charged that the Party’s CC
was undermining the country’s defence capacity by recruit-
ing into the Red Army hostile class elements, including
rich peasants and kulaks. Zinoviev slanderously spread the
idea that the Red Army was full of hostile class elements,
which made it incapable of defending the country. Sapro-
nov and V. Smirnov went so far as to declare, without giv-
ing any facts, that the Red Army’s command cchelon con-
sisted largely of old army officers and kulak elements. They
said: “The proletariat’s influence in the Army is weakening.
In the circumstances, there is the danger that the Red Army
may be converted into a convenient instrument for Bonapart-
ist-type ventures.”

In a speech at a Joint Plenum of the CC and the CCC
in August, 1927, K. Y. Voroshilov, Chairman of the Revo-
lutionary Military Council of the USSR, resolutely refuted
the inventions of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists.
He gave figures on the social origin of the command eche-
lon, and the growing percentage of Party members in the
Red Army. He pointed out that in 1921, 12 per cent of the
command echelon were workers, 67 per cent, peasants, and
20 per cent, others; and in 1927, 16 per cent, workers, 59 per
cent, peasants, and 25 per cent, others. The percentage of
Party members in the command echelon was growing from
year to year: in 1920, it was 10.5 per cent; in 1921, 20 per
cent; in 1922, 22.5 per cent; in 1923, 29.6 per cent; in 1924,
31.8 per cent; in 1925, 43.3 per cent; in 1926, 47.4 per cent;
and in 1927, 54 per cent.

In 1927, 7 of the 9 commanders of military districts, 19 of

L Fifteenth Congress of the GPSU(B). .., Vol. 1, p. 183.
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the 20 corps commanders, 59 of the 89 division command—
ers, and 154 of the 286 regimental commanders were mem-
bers of the Communist Party. . .

The Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionist f_;_landcrs were
also resolutely rebuffed by speakers at the ]*_1ft§cnlh Party
Coneress. Thus, G. K. Orjonikidze gave convincing data on
the erowing percentage of proletarians and HPm‘t_‘_\_f mcmb(’-}rs
in the Red Army. He pointed out that in 1927, 18.1 per cent
of Red Army men were workers, 71.3 per cent, peasants, and
10.6 per cent others.! 2 _—

The steady growth in the number of Gommunists n the
military formations, the rising moral and pfﬂitt(:a_l level of the
Red Army men, and the improvement of their armament
showed that the Red Army was a powerful weapon of the
proletarian dictatorship and a reliable safeguard .of f_l“.t‘(l
Soviet Union. It was firmly linked with the working class,
with the labouring masses of peasants and with the x.vh{?lc
Soviet people. Far from declining, the proletariat’s 1n ?—
ence in the army was, in fact, steadily increasing. I'he work-
ine class of the USSR was exercising its leading role not
only in the economic sphere, but also in strengthening the
country’s defences. As the danger of w:u*_cmmnucd to 1n£
crease. it remained the leading class, marching at the head o
broad sections of the working people. ,

The international proletariat was rallying together on the
basis of Leninist united-front tactics, on the platform of de-
fence for the USSR as the outpost of the \_x-'m‘ld ‘:‘ocml_mt rev-
olution. In view of the worsening international situation and
the growing threat of war, a broad movement ‘\Va‘iTlEl-lll'lCihC(}
in the capitalist countries in support of the _S_ovu:t C m_?n %n(
its foreign policy. A World Congress of Frltzndsa of the : o
viet Union. attended by 957 delegates from 45 countries, was
held in Moscow from November 10 to 12, 1927. I_i' 1551}{(3{1 c.}TE
appeal to the working people of the world saying: Flgl
for, defend, protect the USSR, the \vn}:ln_ng' pc_oplc‘.t; coun-
try. the bastion of peace, the centre of liberation, the for-
tress of socialism, by every means, 1n every way. = ‘

The fraternal solidarity and the indomitable will of the
working class to come out in dcfr:ncc‘o[ the .‘,i(‘)(‘l‘i;lllst CT‘UT:
try, were expressed in the oath of Germany’s “Der Rote

t Fifteenth Congress of the GPSU(B). .., Vol. I, pp. 441-42.
2 Pravda, November 15, 1927,
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tion to have the Soviet trade unions take the initiative in
breaking with the British trade unions, a step that would
have signified orientation towards a withdrawal by the Com-
munists from the trade unions, which is exactly what the
Jeaders of the British TUC and the Amsterdam Trade Union
International wanted to help them torpedo the policy of
uniting the international trade-union movement. The Soviet
Communists pursued flexible tactics, based on the existence
of a bloc between the Soviet trade unions and the British
trade unions, set up to strengthen ties between the Soviet
trade unions and llw trade-union movement in the West,
and to revolutionise the latter, and also to organise a broad
democratic movement of the proletariat in the capitalist
countries in defence of the Soviet Republic against imperial-
ist intervention. The Anglo-Russian Committee was wound
up in the autumn of 1927 through no fault of the Soviet trade
unions, but as a result of the treacherous policy of reac-
tionary British trade-union leaders. By scrapping their
agreement with the All-Union Central Trade Union Council,
the TUC bosses fully exposed their treacherous role in the
3ritish and the international working-class movement.

Under the leadership of the Party’s Central Committee,
the All-Union Central Trade Union Council exposed the re-
actionary trade-union leaders and carried on a persistent
struggle to unite the miu:mltmmi trade-union movement. The
Soviet trade unions’ efforts were aimed at giving fraternal
assistance to foreign workers in their fight against capital,
to help them realise their class tasks and escape from the in-
fluence of their reformist leaders.

In this effort, special attention was given to strer 1gthening
the Profintern (l\c{ International of Trade Unions) which
united trade unions in the USSR, China and Indonesia, a part
of the trade-union movement in Japan, and some trade-union
oreanisations in France and Czechoslovakia. The trade unions
of Finland, Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia and Greece
were not officially affiliated with the Red International of
'i‘r'urk Unions, but in fact took a class attitude and worked
for the unity in the trade-union movement. There was a grad-
11_‘| change in the relation of forces between the reformist
Amsterdam International and the Red International of Trade
Unions, in favour of the revolutionary trade unions. The
Red International was becoming not ml]y a Furopean, but an
international organisation, with bases in Asia and some
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sion of the militarist, burecaucratic state machine and the fi-
nancial-economic domination of foreign capital.

The agrarian-peasant problem was the basis and the con-
tent of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in China, which
was aimed not only against the survivals of feudalism, but
also against imperialism, which was supporting the Chinese
feudals and the bureaucratic-militaristic superstructure. That
is why the Comintern said that the bourgeois-democratic rev-
olution in China was a confluence of two revolutionary
streams, the anti-feudal and the anti-imperialist.

At the first stage of the Chinese revolution, the proletar-
iat had for its allies the peasantry, the urban poor, the petty-
bourgeois intelligentsia and the national bourgeoisie. One of
the specific features of the Chinese revolution was that, to-
gether with the Communists, these classes were represented in
the bourgeois-revolutionary Party, the Kuomintang. Within
the Kuomintang, the Communist Party retained complete in-
dependence. Its policy was to isolate the Right-wing elements
of the national bourgeoisie, to impel the petty-bourgeois
intellectuals leftwards, and to rally the peasantry and
the urban poor round the proletariat. This policy ensured
the growth of the forces of the working class and the pea-
santry.

Lenin pointed out that the Communists must know how to
carry the broad masses to new revolutionary positions, and to
help them to understand, from their own experience, that
the Party’s line was correct. There was need for a change of
tactical slogans at the second stage of the Chinese revolution,
which was started by Chiang Kai-shek’s counter-revolution-
ary putsch, marking the departure of the national bour-
geoisie from the revolution and a deal between the Kuo-
mintang Rightists and imperialists. Following Chiang Kai-
shek’s putsch, there was a turn from the nation-wide front
to the unfolding agrarian revolution, of which millions of
workers and peasants were the motive force.

At this stage of the Chinese revolution, the Comintern put
forward a new tactical line of resolute and relentless strug-
gle by the workers, peasants and petty bourgeoisie against
the bloc of imperialists and the Chiang Kai-shek clique. The
Communists’ tactics were designed to oust the Rightists from
the Kuomintang and to turn it into an organ of a democratic-
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasant-
ry. The practical implementation of the new tactics was
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connected with the further development and decpening of

the agrarian revolution, the ad rance of the working-class
movement, the arming of the workers and peasants, the
democratisation of the Kuomintang and strengthening of mass
organisations—the revolutionary peasant committees and
the trade unions—with the Communist Party retaining its
independent role.

The Comintern and the Bolshevik Party had to carry
through the tactical line on the various aspects of the Chi-
nese revolution of 1925-1927, based on Leninist principles,
in relentless struggle against the Trotskyite-Zinovievite op-
position. The anti-Party bloc leaders accused the CPSU(B)
and the Comintern of weakening the fq
iat by favouring a policy of alliances and agreements with
the Chinese national bourgeoisie. The Trotskyites drew a
complete parallel between the Chinese revolution and the
Russian revolution of 1905-1907. when the Bolsheviks had
waged a resolute struggle against any agreements with the
liberal bourgeoisie. The oppositionists failed to see any differ-
ence between revolutions in the capitalist and in the colo-
nial countries.

The approach taken by Trotsky and his supporters glossed
over the distinctions between the imperialist countries and
the colonies, and signified a departure from Leninism. The
Trotskyite stand on the Chinese question started from a de-
nial of the existence of feudal survivals in China.
held that it was not feudal and militarist oppression, but
China’s dependence on the imperialist countries in the sphere
of government and tariffs that was behind the Chinese
revolution, a view that differed little if at al] from that of the
Chinese militarists and the Chiang Kai-shek clique, whose
sole aim was to secure abolition of the unequal treaties and
to give China autonomy in her tariff policy. The gist of the
Trotskyite concept of the Chinese revolution was denial of
the agrarian movement and underestimation of the role of
the peasantry. This was a continuation of Trotsky’s Menshe.
vik line with respect to the peasantry, which |
back in 1905, when he helped “the liberal-labour politicians
in Russia, who by ‘repudiation’ of the role of the peasantry
understand a refusal to raise up the peasants for the revolu-
tion™,! as Lenin put it.

rees of the proletar-

Trotsky

1e had pursued

Y'V. L Lenin, Collecte d Works, Vol. 21, p. 420,
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In secret {rom the Leninist Party, the Trotskyite-Zino-
vievite oppositionists set up their own central committee,
regional, gubernia and district committees and local groups,
and established secret connections between the centre and
the outlying districts; they collected membership dues, held
illegal meetings of their supporters, and trained them to use
double-dealing and deceit in the event of exposure. The op-
position’s factional activily led to a revival of anti-Party
groups, which had been defeated earlier, like the “workers’
group” and “workers’ truth”. Members of these anti-Party
groups reprinted sccret Party documents, held illegal meet-
ings and carried on anti-Soviet agitation among specialists.

The July (1926) Joint GG and CCC Plenum put direct
political responsibility for the factional struggle on Zinoviev,
a2 member of the CC’s Politburo and Chairman of the Comin-
tern, whose associates used the Comintern apparatus for par-
ticipating in the anti-Party activity.

The Plenum expelled Zinoviev from the Politburo, issued a
severe reprimand and warning to Lashevich, who was re-
moved from the post of Vice-Chairman of the Revolutionary
Military Council, and also reaffirmed the decision of the
CCC Presidium of June 12, 1926, imposing Party punish-
ment on G. Y. Belenky, 1. S. Chernyshov, B. G. Shapiro,
M. V. Vasilyeva, N. M. Vlasov, and K. A. Volgina, warning
these oppositionists that unless they stopped their factional
activity they would be duly subjected to organisational meas-
ures. The July Plenum called on all Party members to give
the factionalists a resolute rebuff, to unite and to display
Bolshevik discipline, because “monolithic unity and iron
discipline, real unity of views on the basis of Leninism have
always been the main premise for all the successes of the
Bolshevik Party”.!

The Party organisations came out vigorously in defence of
the Leninist Party’s unity and cohesion. The Plenum deci-
sion was unanimously approved by the Party organisations
of the Ukraine. Thus, a unanimous resolution of the Plenum
of the Lugansk Area Party Committee said that the Cen-
tral Committee must “eradicate any further attempts, what-
ever their origin, to disrupt the unity of our ranks”.2 A meet-

\ CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. .., Part II, p. 285.
2 Ocherki istorii Kommunisticheskoi partii Ukrainy |
History of the Communist Party of the Ukraing), Kiev, 1964, p. 554.
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ing of Party activists in Zaporozhye said in its decision that
“the Zaporozhye Party organisation will carry on a resolute
struggle against all sorts of attempts to revise Leninism to
undermine the Party’s unity, atlempts at splitting and fac-
tionalism, and will work for the monolithic unity of the Len-
inist _1“;1)1511(:\«-‘“{ ranks’.! The Party Ui‘g';nli‘-ﬁ;t{itnh‘ of the
Ukraine gave a resolute rebuff to the activity of the all-Uk-
rainian un:lcrgmmld factional centre, among whose members
were N. Golubenko, Y. Livshits and P. Rn;cng‘uuz, who had
L':ﬁ.titlliih]lt.,'d connections with the 'l'l'ul.‘s!{)-'i.*c:. of Moscow,
5211:;:1;(;)1(.1cssa1, Nikolayev, Dniepropetrovsk, Kharkov and
A joint sitting of the Transcaucasian Territorial Commit-
tee of the Party, the Territorial Control Commission, the GG
and the CCC of the Communist Parties of z'\zcrbaiian. Ar-
menia zmgl_Gcm'gia met in Tiflis in August 1926 and adopt-
ed a decision condemning the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc
and on behalf of the Communist organisations of the rlll‘Lil‘l.‘i:
caucasia declaring their “determination to stand foursquare
on guard of the Party’s Leninist unity, and to combat any
distortions of Leninism”.* ' :
A general meeting of the Communist cell No. 3 in Du-
shanbe adopted a resolution on August 3, 1926, oiving full
endorsement to the decisions of the k}ul\,-' CC and €Ce Plen-
um, which it regarded as “the only correct ones in the cause
of preserving the unity of the Leninist Communist Party of
itplflhcvllks,_ and infbll}iidilng a socialist economy, on the basis
of the decisions of the Fourtee Party Congress « the
o e G Premum.2 rteenth Party Congress and the
I'he fjt;'\-'cntccnth Party Conference of Ivanovo-Voznesensk
?;u}mrnm stressed in its resolution that all the Communists
Jad come out “against the opposition ¢ in support of the
CC, in defence of Party unii}-’l'.i"' SRSl GRARE TS
In September and early October 1926, the opposition lead-
ers mounted a direct attack on the Party. They arranged for
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2 (‘J(hu'ﬁ‘i istorii Kommunisticheskoi partii Azerbaidzhana (Essays on
the History of the Communist Party of Azerbaijan), p. 420. i
”’. A. V. Makashov, Partiinaya organizatsiya 1adzhikistana v 1924-
1926 godakh (Tajikistan's Party Organisation in 1924-1926), Dushanbe
1964, p. 141. g
© Ocherki istor J:'_;’:Jr{_r:rrm.l'\'uj organizatsii KPSS (Essays on the History
of the Ivanove CPSU Organisation), Part I, Ivanovo, 1967, p. 171.
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speeches by their representatives at Party meetings at a num-
ber of enterprises, mainly 1n Moscow and Leningrad.

[n an effort to win over broad masses of workers, the op-
positionists slanderously asserted that the Party and the state
apparatus were infected with bureaucratism, allegedly the
cause of the continuing crises in the Party. A lcaflet written
by Trotsky was illegally circulated in the Moscow organisa-
tion, urging “the need for radical struggle against the tenden-
cies of petty-bourgeois degeneration in the ranks of our own
Party”, and alleging that the CC was sliding down into the
petty-bourgeois quagmire. The Trotskyites demanded “a re-
turn of the Party regime to the Leninist line of inner-Party
democracy”.!

The disorganising speeches by the opposition l[caders were
sharply condemned by Party meetings. On October 1, 1926,
Trotsky, Zinoviev, Pyatakov and Radek tried to foist on @
meeting of the Party cell at Moscow’s Aviapribor Works their
own resolution criticising the Central Committee’s line. This
attempt was indignantly rejected by a majority of the Com-
munist workers; by 78 votes o 21, the cell condemned the op-
positionists’ anti-Party activity and ¢ emanded that the Party’s
Moscow Committee should carry ona resolute struggle against
the splitters. Fulfilling the will of the Communists, the
Moscow Committee’s Bureau adopted a resolution on Octo-
ber 2, 1926, urging the Moscow Party organisation to give a
resolute rebuff to the opposition’s slanderous charges. On
October 7, 1926, the Communists of the I.eningrad Krasny
Putilovets Works made Zinoviev discontinue his anti-Party
speech and leave the rostrum. The oppositionists’ speeches in
other cities had similarly lamentable results.

The opposition’s attempts to stampede the Party into a
discussion were a complete fiasco. A communique issued by
the Central Committee said: “This defeat is all the more
significant because the members of the Politburo and the
majority of the Central Committee, abiding by the decisions
of the Party organs that a discussion was inappropriate, did
not take part in it.”” Of the 53,208 Party members attending
meetings in Moscow, 52,950 voted for the Party’s general
line and condemned the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, and
only 171 votes were cast for the opposition; 87 abstained. Of

U Fifteenth Gonference of the CPSU(B). .., p. 627.
2 Pravda, October 17, 1926
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the 34.180 members taking part in the discussion in Lenin-
grad, 33,729 condemned the opposition, which was supported
only by 325; 126 abstained.! Faced with this solid rebuff by
the Party organisations in industry, the opposition leader's
were forced, on October 16, 1926, to submit a statement to
the Central Committee promising to stop their factional fight
and to abide by the rules of Party discipline. )

, The most telling defeat was inflicted on the Trotskyite-
Zinovievite anti-Party bloc by the Fifteenth Party Confer-
ence. at which the opposition failed to win a single vote
and found itself totally isolated. On the eve of the c:mi‘t-r-ﬂ
ence, the October (1926) Joint Plenum of the CG and the
CCC adopted a decision “On the Situation Within the Party
in Connection with the Factional Efforts and Breaches of
Party Discipline by a Number of CC Members”. For
breaches of Party discipline warnings were issued to CC mem-
bers [rotsky, Zinoviev, Kameney, Pyatakov, Yevdokimov,
Sokolnikov, Smilga and alternate member Nikolayeva. The
CG declared that it was impossible for Zinoviev to continue
his work in the Communist International, because he did not
express the line of the CPSU(B), and because, by reason of
his factional, splitting activity in the Comintern, he had lost
the confidence of a number of Communist Parties. Trotsky
was relieved of his duties of Politburo member, and Kame-
nev, of alternate member of the Politburo. .

The Fifteenth Party Conference unanimously adopted the
theses of J. V. Stalin’s report, “On the Opposition Bloc
Within the CPSU(B)”", which characterised the Trni%kyitc—Zi-.
novievite bloc as a Social-Democratic deviation within the
ranks of the Communist Party, and as an auxiliary detach-
ment of the Second International. Let us recall that Trots-
kyism's slide-down to the Social-Democratic deviation had
been noted by the January (1925) CC and CCC Plenum
whose resolution said: “Present-day Trotskyism is essentially
a falsification of Communism in the spirit of :.:|)1)1'ux'lnultiuh
to the ‘European’ specimen of pseudo-Marxism, i.c., ulti-
mately in the spirit of ‘European’ Social-Democracy.”™ Con-
firming this assessment, the Fifteenth Party Conference stated
that on the questions of the nature and the prospects of the
October Revolution, and the evaluation of the peasantry’s

b Pravda, Qctober 17, 1926.
CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part I1, p. 108.
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role in socialist transformations, the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
anti-Party bloc had switched to the West European Social-
Democratic stand.

Through their leader, Otto Bauer, the Social-Democrats
were saying that the proletariat of Russia, a minority of the
population, had established its domination only temporarily,
and would inevitably lose its power as soon s the peasant
mass became more mature. The substance of this Social-
Democratic idea was that “only with the conquest of political
power by the proletariat of the industrial West can the rule
of industrial socialism be durably established” in Russia.!
This political credo of scepticism about the victory of social-
:sm in Russia was at the basis of all the activity of the Sec-
ond International.

As early as 1917, Otto Bauer was forecasting the inevi-
table destruction of the proletarian power in Russia. In his
pamphlet, The Russian Revolution and the European Prole-
tariat, he wrote: “The Russian revolution cannot end in a
proletarian dictatorship; it cannot establish a socialist social
system. Even if the Russian revolution were to overcome all
the dangers threatening it. it can produce nothing but a
bourgeois-democratic republic.”>  The Social-Democratic
leaders used all this talk to cover up their departure from
Marxism and switch to reformist positions.

The Social-Democratic prophecies about the USSR's
inevitable capitalist degeneration were incorporated into the
capitulationist platform of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-
Party bloc. Although Trotsky tried hard to prove that he
had no links with Western Social-Democracy, there were
incontrovertible facts to show a complete identity of views
and action between the opposition and the opportunist
Second International.

It was no accident, therefore, that the leaders of interna-
tional Social-Democracy and the Mensheviks declared full
support for the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. Paul Levi wrote:
“Our views are identical with those of the opposition. ... It
is a fact that an independent anti-capitalist movement 1s once
again starting in Russia under the banner of the class strug-
gle.” Dan, leader of the Menshevik émigrés, who campaigned

I 1. V. Stalin, Works, Vol. 8, p. 250.
2 Erpst Thilmann, Reden und Aufsdatze zur Geschichte der deutschen

Arbeiterbewegung, Bd. 1, Berlin, 1955, S. 5217.
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lor a restoration of capitalism in the USSR. wrote with un-
concealed delight on the pages of Sotsialistichesky vestnif:
"By its criticism of the existing system, which repeats the
Social-Democratic criticism almost word for word, the Bol-
shevik opposition is preparing the people’s minds . . . for the
acceptance of the propositions of the Social-Democratic plat-
form.” He praised the opposition for “fostering not only in
the midst of the workers’ masses, but also in the midst of
Communist workers, the shoots of the ideas and feelings
which, given the right approach, could very well yield So-
cial-Democratic fruits”,

The newspaper Posledniye novosti, the central organ of the
counter-reyolutionary Cade Party, also displayed full soli-
darity with the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, which it said
was the mouthpiece of “broad sections of the politically dis-
satisfied population”. It added that “the Soviet power’s most
terrible enemy now is the one that creeps up to it imper-
ceptibly, spreads its tentacles around it on every side, and
climinates it before it becomes aware that it has been elimi-
nated. That is precisely the part that is being played by the
Soviet opposition, a part that is inevitable and necessary in
the Preparatory  period, from which we have not et
cemerged”,

Consequently, the logic of the factional struggle had led
to a situation in which the opposition’s views were objec-
tively identical with the views of the avowed enemies of the
proletarian dictatorship.

The Fifteenth Party Conference fully exposed the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite Social-Democratic platform and resolutely
condemned the oppositionists’ splitting activity aimed at

destroying the Party’s Leninist unity. The Conference issued a
stern warning to the Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists to
the effect that any further splitting activity would result in
their expulsion from the Party. Speakers at the Conference
also condemned the opposition leaders’ anti-Party work in
the Comintern, and gave full backing to the decisions adopt-
ed by a number of fraternal parties to have Zinoviey released
from the duties of Comintern chairman.

The Conference ended in a victory for the Leninist gen-
eral line. It summed up the results of the internal Party
struggle after the Fourteenth Congress, rallied the Party and
all the Soviet people for socialist construction in the USSR,
and prepared the conditions for the triumph of the Leninist
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ing the Soviet power. “The Trotskyites”, M. A. Suslov,
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, said in 1964,
“coalesced not only with the small factionalist groupings
within the Comintern, but with organisations, groups and in-
dividuals who had never been members of any Communist
Party and also with enemies and traitors expelled from their
ranks.”!

Trotskyite splinter groups were doing great harm to the
Communist Parties of Germany, France, ltaly, Bulgaria, Po-
land, Czechoslovakia and other countries. In France, Boris
Souvarine and his handful of supporters started a slanderous
campaign against the CPSU(B), the French Communist Party
and the Comintern. Souvarine based himself on the platform
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc and called for a “new
revolution” against the Soviet power and the Secretariat of the
CPSU(B) Central Committee. The Trotskyite-Zinovievite op-
position also gave support to Suzanne Girault, an alternate
member of the Executive Committee of the Communist Inter-
national, who had switched to the positions of the Souvarine
opportunist group. In order to cut short the corrupting in-
fluence of Trotskyite followers in F rance, the Fourth Plenum
of the Comintern Executive approved a French Communist
Party decision in 1924 expelling Souvarine from its ranks.
Suzanne Girault was recalled from the Comintern Execu-
tive Committee,

Among the branches of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-
Party bloc were the ultra-Leftist Trotskyite groups in the
Communist Party of Germany, which had several subgroups:
the ultra-Left group of Urbahns, Maslow. Ruth Fischer, Scho-
lem and Schwan; the Korsch group which published a spe-
cial Information Bulletin in Berlin: the Wedding opposition
and the Katz group, all of which received directives, mate-
rial and instructions from the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.
With the tacit consent of the opposition leaders, German
"Left” rencgades slandered the USSR and called for an
armed rebellion against the proletarian dictatorship. What
they said boiled down to’ the assertion that the Party’s do-
mestic policy was entirely an expression of the interests of

' M. A. Suslov, O barbe KPSS = splochennost mezhdunarodnogo hom-
munisticheskogo doizheniya. Doklad na Ple nume TsK KPSS 14 fq vralya
1964 goda (On the CPSU Strugsle for the Cohesion of the International
Communist Movement. Report at a Plenum of the CPSU Central Com-
mittee on February 14, 1964), Moscow. 1964, p. S8,
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clmi:agiu" of Trotskyism, and emphasised the correctness of
Lenin’s idea that socialism could win in one country. He
expressed profound conviction that socialism would inevi-
tably triumph in the USSR and laid bare the organic ties be-
tween the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition and the ultra-
Leftist groups in the Communist Party of Germany. Thil-
mann said that all these anti-Party groups were of similar
origin: they all sprang from the petty-bourgeois lack of
(:01111(1@11_(:0_111 the strength of the working class and denied
that socialism could win in one country. The rI‘IF‘ottsT{\?it'c and
other anti-Party groups, he said, were uccomplicc-t; of C'-Lt i-
talist agents in the working class 'camp.'L | )
In 1925 and 1926, many German Communists believed that
the greatest danger came from the Right-opportunist group
of In‘zmdl?r and Thalheimer. Thilmann explained: “You '-11']-:'
apprehensive of the Rightist danger in the Party, and }:rm
have good reason to be. But you must realise that this Right-
ist danger is best averted when all comrades regardless of
the group they had belonged to earlier, come out ?w‘ainsltl the
immediate danger of ‘ultra-Leftist’ sectarianism and ite
on the basis of Leninism."”2 $hcf
__The rout of the ultra-Leftist groups was completed under
Llhafnmn_n s leadership. Following their expulsion from the
Communist Party of Germany in 1926, the Communists’ pres-
tige among the German workers was (‘omidcr';I .I -'F
hanced. | )
I'he Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists were inflictine
great harm on the Communist Party of Italy, which had to
work underground because of the fascist domination ucf the
country. A\"!::kip_;: use of the experience of the opposition bloc
the extreme “Leftist” elements came out against the Cmn:
munist Party’s leading role, played down Hmki'):!]'i..ul‘ the ;L"ls'—
antry and objected to any solution of the agrarian qm,!s{.i(n.n
in Soui‘hcrn. Italy, which they said was a boureeois inven-
tion. In their efforts to disrupt the international ties be-
tween the Ttalian Communists and the proletariat in other
countries, the Left extremists put forward the idea that Italy
was moving along a way of her own and that fascism would
collapse of itself; they helped the bourgeoisie to spread slan-
t Coe Trobel PLolasss b ai s -
cgn b oup Bt e s Gasictedor de
Ins_l.‘{hlr;!r‘,?w'f”?-:?::lf{ rblicher Sohn. Ey imnerungen an Ernst Thillmann.

ders about the Italian Communist Party being a tool of
Moscow.

The Italian fascists used Trotskyite writings in their fight
against the Communist Party. While the works of Marx,
Engels and Lenin were banned, Trotskyite writings were
being extensively translated into Italian. Resorting to slan-
der and demagogy, the fascists sought to mislead the revo-
lutionary working-class movement in Italy. The fascist
secret police used the Trotskyites in their attempts to influence
political prisoners, including Antonio Gramsci, leader of the
Italian Communists. When Gramsci learned of this, he said:
“Trotsky is a prostitute of fascism.”!

In his politically incisive writings, Gramsci exposed the
Trotskyite “permanent revolution” doctrine. He refuted
Trotsky's views and stood up for Lenin’s idea that national
and international tasks are indivisible and constitute a sin-
ele whole. In his Prison Notebooks he wrote: “It is safe to
say that Bronstein [Trotsky], who may have outwardly ap-
peared as a “‘Westerner’, was in fact a cosmopolitan, passing
superficial judgement both on national and on Western or
FEuropean problems. As for Ilyich [Lenin] he was, by con-
trast, profoundly national, while at the same time having a
deep understanding of the situation in other European coun-
tries as well."?

The Communist Parties were greatly aided in their strug-
gle against the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition bloc and
its supporters by the decisions of the Seventh Enlarged Ple-
num of the Executive Committee of the Communist Interna-
tional held in Moscow from November 22 to December 16,
1926. One of the main items on the Plenum’s agenda was
J. V. Stalin’s report, “Inner Party Questions of the CPSU(B)”,
which was published under the title, “Once Again on the
Social-Democratic Deviation in Our Party”.

The report stressed that the opposition bloc’s platform
was onc of Social-Democratic deviation, a platform of Right-
ist deviation in the Party, a platform rallying all kinds of
opportunist trends to organise a fight against the Party,
against its unity, against its authority.

The participants in the Plenum declared the Communist
Parties’ wholehearted support of the Leninist policy pursued

' L. Lombarde Radice, G. Carbone, Uita di Antonie Gramsei (The
Life of Antonio Gramsci), Roma, 1952, p. 123
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by the CPSU(B). Thilmann declared: “Kamenev stands up
here today, and is brazen enough to talk about the national
limitation of the (_JI’S[J(B), about how it formulates its tasks,
how it carries out socialist construction; but we see here in
the whole development of the CGPSU(B), especially today,
that it is doing everything possible to arouse the forces not
only in its own country but, as it has proved, also in con-
nection with all international struggles, with all other
revolutionary tasks: that it is a real international Party,”t

Luigi Longo, representing the Executive Committee of
the Communist Youth International, declared that “to reject
the possibility that Socialism can be built in one single
country, is equivalent to a liquidatory attitude towards the
Russian revolution. To maintain that the Russian proletariat
cannot march forward to Socialism unless the revolution is
victorious in the other countries, means sowing distrust and
confusion, means withdrawing broad strata of workers from
their active struggle for the dictatorship and the upbuilding
[of socialism] in Russia. . . means doing direct harm to the
labour movement of the world” 2

Having heard Stalin’s report, the Plenum adopted a re-
solution on the “Russian” question, motioned by the German,
French, British, Czechoslovak and  American delegations.
[t said that “the CPSU(B) in its past as well as in its present
work has proved its internationalism not in words, but by
deeds, and has set a magnificent example of international.
ism”.3 It went on to say that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppo-
sition was, in ideological content, essentially a Rightist danger
in the CPSU(B), sometimes camouflaged with “Leftist” talk.
The Plenum put the duty on all the sections of the Comintern
to wage a determined struggle against any attempt by the
opposition in the CPSU(B) and its supporters in other Com-
munist Parties to disrupt the ideological and organisational
unity of the Comintern and the Leninist Party, which was
leading the world’s first proletarian state. The Plenum en-
dorsed the resolution of the Fifteenth Party Conference,
“On the Opposition Bloc Within  the CPSU(B)”, and

Y The Ways of World Revolution. Sevent, Enlarged Plenum of the
Executive Committee of the Communist International Uerbatim Report,
Vol II, p. 242

Y International Press Correspondence, Vol. 7. No. 6, 20th January
1927, p. 124.

' Ibid., No. 11. 3rd February 1927, p. 238.
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deemed it necessary to incorporate it with the Plenum'’s nthc’l‘
decisions as its own. In zul(liliqn, _tllc ])I,u‘mm ;{dnp.i(‘:d d.
number of decisions aimed at defeating the Trotskyite groups
in the fraternal Parties. _ o
m;l’\lﬁ fthct decisions of the Enlarged Plenum of the (J(:m‘mf
tern Executive Committee were (lcstg_r‘lcd_fo enhance _t'hc. ac-
tivity and fighting efficiency of the Comintern’s f.iCCll;)‘I'l:H,. tc)
eradicate factionalism, (I(]l'l\'f)]id&i_t E]}L‘ (,t!lill.lll‘lll].‘;! ]t‘uti?_\‘
unity, and ensure the pursuance of a firm Lcnml{,t line in \t e
international communist movement. —l_l‘lc Plenum’s dpcllni‘n,%l_’lts
were unanimously approved by the Communists n{'fh(. S6-
viet Union and the fraternal Parties. In a_joint _;k;tdf.cnml_ﬂ,l
the delegations of the Belgian, Dut(:h ‘au']d .‘nwr‘ss Communist
Parties declared that “by the lack of faith which the Opgm
sition reveals with regard to Socialist (‘nnsf)ruct_mn in fh(? S0~
viet Union it not only tries to hinder the l\‘uss‘um ])l‘f]f{)t‘djlf}l‘
from building Socialism, but also helps the b()ma_il~Dc1nfal(.ri{-.1t‘l'ri
leaders successfully to continue among the working class t teir
counter-revolutionary propaganda against the S(l\lll?tib\nlu}r)l] :
Equipped with the decisions of the bcvn_'mh En argec i ¢
num of the Comintern’s Executive (_'0111_11'1rtfcc,_ P:}ull)- {‘]I't,"d.l]--
isations intensified their struggle against the Imt:,.k.}-‘J_tc-.
Zinovievite bloc, which became especially acute in the .‘,llnlll"llg‘
and summer. In early June 1927, the opposition leac u?
sent in to the Party’s Central Committee the _ﬁi'a‘t(‘::l;(’n}t (XJ1
837, openly demanding a Puriy_—w]‘d(; discussion. I h{,}i- L};ll!}tltl(
to be the “Left proletarian Leninist wing f!i_.l_ht | IL;l ?,t!
and paid lip-service to observance of Party (.1cc1.~.‘1‘(m.~_._, ?l,(-}f
discipline and the Liﬂ]ij\; “1{ Party ranks, but were in fac
rorking to destroy the Party. _ 2V
W(I}—I]‘}\ll(?al.i]f:lfﬁ]\'\"ii{)-‘i‘ “Statement of 83" slandered thc_._Suv;]ct‘
Government, alleging that it was preparing to E'l.l)ll'Jll‘.Sh “(1:
foreign-trade monopoly, abandon the natmnz_l]l..*uli](‘:’n‘l(‘JI
land, and agree to repay the tsar’s prewar debts contracted
r foreign loans.
Llll,itillt,[({:\?i:il European Social-Democratic leaders ul. once
backed up the “Statement of 83", and gave 1_1' 11:15)(%1!1&.?’1'}?_
port. Uorwdrts, the central organ of the Social- Ln!o?‘m‘ 1c
Party of Germany, wrote: “The Russian opposition plaf_ f'].t‘m.;
issued by Znamya Kommunizma I’ub]ishm:s. is a .*s?alj__{iggt.tInI*!.'_1
document because of the facts about the situation in Russia

! Ibid., No. 6, 20th January 1927, p. 133.
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which it gives. When you read the passages about the con-
dition of the agricultural workers you feel that you are read-
ing about a condition unworthy of man”. By publishing the
“Statement of 83”, the renegades from communism eave
the capitalist governments the pretext to use the Tmtsﬁvitc
slanders to intensify their pressure on the Soviet Union. .
}'VHhin a few weeks, on June 27, 1927, the anti-Party
“Group of 15", headed by Sapronoy and V. Smirnov, sent
mn its own platform to the Party Central Committee,
maliciously slandering the Party’s policy. '
On June 29, 1927, Trotsky, Zinoviev and Yevdokimov
sent a letter to the Central Committee of the Metal Workers’
Union, in an effort to win over the trade unions. In their
reply, the Metal Workers’ Union Central Committee de-
clared that “the opposition, far from meeting with support
among the trade-union vanguard of the metal workers, will
in fact be given a vigorous proletarian rebuff”.! The Metal
\-\forkcrs Union resolutely condemned the anti-Leninist
“Statement of 83”. Protesting against the slanderous attacks
on the Party, the metal workers said that “our Party’s his-
tory has never seen a more pessimistic and defeatist docu-
ment than this one™.2
Having been repulsed in their factional activity, the Trots-
ky]t.c.s_‘1n<:rc_a.smg1y appealed to the mass of non-Party peo-
ple. Thus, in May 1927, speaking before an audience of
Party and non-Party people, who met at Trade Union House
to mark Pravda’s 15th anniversary, Zinoviev allowed him-
.‘-__(I:Ji to make slanderous attacks against the ]’;u*fj?’s Central
(..(m_miittcc and Pravda. On June 9, 1927, Trotsky and Zi-
noviev participated in an anti-Party clcnmiisirafiml‘org'zmised
by the opposition at the Yaroslavl railway station in Mos-
cow under the pretext of giving a send-off to the Trotskvite
Smilga. Trotsky addressed the audience, consistine of (;plpn-.
sitionists and people who happened to be at the station. in
a speech abounding in slanderous attacks against the Party’s
policy. \ )
In fh_c streets of Moscow, Leningrad and other cities, the
oppositionists paraded with the slogan: “Down with the

’ o N LIS o g oL e &
Chermidor!” This counter-revolutionary slogan was a cov-

' Uoprosy istorii KPSS (Questions of CPSU History), No. 7, 1966, p

115.
 Ibid.
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er-up for the charge that the CC was allegedly pursuing a
policy designed gradually to transform the Soviet system
into a conventional bourgeois republic.

The Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition bloc mounted its
factional operations in cities throughout the country. In Ap-
ril 1927, a governing centre was set up in Baku, grouping
local Trotskyites D. Sarkis, A. Mamedlinsky, A. Skublinsky
and I'. Shebarshev among them. At the end of June, 1927,
they came out with a “Statement of 447 in defence of Trots-
ky and Zinoviev.

This slanderous document aroused deep indignation in
the Party organisations of Azerbaijan. The Party cell of the
rotary drilling department of Baku’s Bailov District, where
D. Sarkis was registered, issued a strict reprimand and warn-
ing over his anti-Party activity. Its unanimous resolution
said: “We categorically condemn the statement by the Baku
oppositionists and request the Baku Committee and the CCC
of the Azerbaijan Communist Party(B) to take stern meas-
ures to cut short any oppositionist vacillations and factional
appeals.”!

A meeting of the Baku organisation activists in August
1927 once again warned the oppositionists that “continua-
tion of their factional activity will entail measures of the
most resolute Party influence”.> On October 4, 1927, in view
of the continuing anti-Party activity, the CCC of the Azer-
baijan Communist Party(B) expelled from its ranks the
Trotskyites A. Mamedlinsky, A. Skublinsky, F. Butov, D. Sar-
kis, V. Gavrilov, A. Babayev, M. Popov, Yar-Mamed and
others. The Baku Party organisation activists approved the
CCC decision and adopted a resolution urging the Commu-
nists of Baku to administer a “solid and resolute Bolshevik
rebuff to the pathetic group of Baku oppositionists hoping
to demoralise and disrupt the steeled ranks of the always
united and always solidly welded Leninist Baku organisa-
tion”.?

On the eve of the August (1927) Joint Plenum of the CC
and the CCQC of the CPSU(B), Trotsky and Zinoviev sent a
letter to their supporters in Baku saying that they pinned
great hopes on the opposition in the Baku organisation. They
advised the oppositionists to make common cause with the

U Essays on the History of the Communist Party of Azerbaijan. p. 421.
+ Ibid., p. 422.
4 Ibid., p. 432.




nationalistic group in the Azerbaijan Communist |
headed by E. Khanbudagov, and with bourgeois-nati

clements outside the Party, in a joint struggle against

the

Party leadership. ;
With the support of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Opposi-
tionists, national-deviationists became active in Azerbaij in,
Georgia, Armenia and other republics. In Azerbaijan, the

Trotskyite A. Akhmedov had ties with the Mussavat
geois-nationalist party, and took part in subversive act
against the Soviet power. In Georgia, the Trotskyite-Zin
vievite oppositionists acted in close contact with national
viationists (Mdivani, Okudzhava, Tsintsadze, Kavtara
who were also Trotskyites, and with illegal Menshevik organ-
isations in the Northern Caucasus. These elements pinne

)]

d
their hopes for a restoration of capitalism on the anti-Pa ty
activity of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.

Consequently, the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition, tl
national-deviationists and the Mensheviks had a common
platform of fighting the Party and the Soviet power, tried
to inflame hostility between nationalities and to clear the
way for a restoraton of capitalism in the country. G. Musa-
bekov, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Azer-
baijan Republic, exposed the underhand schemes of the op
position when he told the Baku Party Conference: “It is no
thing but political prostitution, political quackery to harp
the strings of national feelings, and to issue slogans to sow
dissension within the trans-Caucasian proletariat.”!

To realise their factional designs, the opposition leaders
helped the anti-Soviet forces in the USSR to step up their
activity, and cleared the way for foreign counter-revolutios
aries. Menshevik ¢émigré organisations were hoping that

L&

L
the activity of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition would
result in a disintegration and collapse of “world Bolshevism
On June 20, 1927, their mouthpiece, Sotsialistichesky vestnik
wrote: ... The opposition’s subversive activity, long since
carried beyond the boundaries of Soviet Russia, in fact accele-
rated the disintegration and collapse of ‘world Bolshevism’ .

Having in vain tried every means of caution, a Joint Ple-
num of the CC and the CCC of the CPSU(B) on August 9
1927, adopted a resolution entitled “On Breaches of Part y
Discipline by Zinoviev and Trotsky”. The Plenum stated

U Essays on the History of the Communist Party of Azerbaijan, p. 424.
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that the opposition bloc leaders had been .‘i}’.‘ilf_'l'l'tf_it‘l.[."c'-illlr}-’ un‘ii_
mitting breaches of Party discipline, .Emd. were ¢ }Lt‘u‘ ; wo
ine to split the CPSU(B) and the Comintern, thereby con-
;’?gnting the Party with the necessity o[. ;.q.)pll}-‘ln';?:.b to )}!lttlil:
the resolution of the Party’s [enth Congress. n \-]L\‘\«{ : i
threat of Zinoviev's and Trotsky’s cxpulmpn 1101;1 -.t(l'(i" -dli
ty’s CC, the oppositionists sent in a statement to lu,} 4 ;uf
the CCC on August 8, 1927, promising to Sml)_- __11(_?1 '1“l|L-a
tional struggle and to abide by al_I_ Party d‘(_.’(..lnhl'u}l.‘). ‘ 15
Plenum once again took the opposition promises II‘II;J.(.(H‘EII
sideration, and let Trotsky and Zinoviev stfly.un\m 1t 1‘t_ LG,
administering a stern reprimand and warning. / -II tlidmllx}:la.
time, the Plenum demanded that opp)u.mmnn?te: 5'1.(_:1.;‘ ¢ 1:(;
solve their factions an;i 1.11‘igui_ all Party organisations

- steps to eliminate these tactions. iy
talﬁ(f\t\fg)\?cr, soon after the Plenum thhr: opposition l‘CiiidLiI‘h;
broke their promises. In September 1927, there ;1ppca%1rcl-5_ ttl-t
“Platform of 13", an anti-Party d‘m:umcn)t signed b){} k] oS-
ky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Yevdokimov, 1)-';\?;11\'0\!,.1' L11 ayw
and Rakovsky among others. It repeated Elu, $ dm—tiui)?}i
assertions contained in the “Statement of 837, and adc t(1
inventions about the Central Committee planning to _c.xtcn(l
the political rights of the urban and rural bourgeoisie, anc
to cease supporting the Chinese revolution. b o i

The oppositionists followed this up by 1110ulnt{n.1?] as [ ’
derous campaign against the Party and its ]C‘__“.(‘l"’ﬁfip‘_ ?v
that purpose they set up sccrctlpl-mtmg‘s‘;]‘w]_l).b 111.1 (-JS-C{;hé
Leningrad and Kharkov to publish and cn‘(_ul'at(,' ldmo'utgn_.’]
population secret Party documents and fact}’m;iil 1l§1‘.1](,,|11$l\!.
One such printing shop was run by a man <:al ed : -IbT]‘(: e
once an active Menshevik. He printed the text of t e Trots-
kyite platform and published it in the cover of -71‘(L)l(l).;]nd-n(w:
pamphlet, The Way of Struggle. Alt_ngcthrlgr, 12,0 . i’u)ptllc.ﬁ
of this Trotskyite document were published.! On Sunday, i
Trotskyites tried to take over a printing sh.up in ;YI.OM,J,”.'\\
in order to publish one of their appeals. P-Imvcvgl,‘t}ui,y were
not only prevented fm(rln doing 50, but were detained by non-
Par orking men and women.> I _

'I“tl)lfc“:lﬂrntsk?itcs shunned no means in their c\:ihl)]rts tp “rlli]m”.]
equipment for their underground printing shops. 1hus,

! See Pravda, November 27, 1927.
Sl
2 Ihid.




K. Gryunshtein and Y. Fyodorova stole about 150 kg of type
and a printing press from the Gentral House of i'-',d'ucg_‘l",t"i.:"!l'
Workers.

In setting up .their illegal printing shops, the Trotskvites
established contacts with bourgeois intellectuals, who were
connected with former Kolchak officers. When the OGPQ
agencies discovered an illegal printing shop set up by the
Trotskyite Mrachkovsky and found out that some of those
working there were connected with counter-revolutiona;
elements, Mrachkovsky was also arrested.

The leaders of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc came
in defence of those arrested for anti-Soviet activity and
expressed their solidarity with them. Y. Preobrazhens)
L. Serebryakov and Y. Sharov wrote: “We declare th
we the undersigned are the organisers of this undertakin,
and are politically responsible for it, and not the non-Party
men casually connected with it.” They demanded the im-
mediate release of everyone arrested in the case.!

The counter-revolutionaries abroad applauded these actions
of the Trotskyites. The Cadet newspaper, Posledniye novosti,
published Trotskyite material printed in underground shops
on the territory of the Soviet Union and once made the
ironical quip that it was implementing “freedom of the press”
for Trotsky. The paper added: “We expect no gratitude, but
express our satislaction at the fact the ‘Bolshevik opposi-
tion’ has entered the stage of underground printing. We
hope that this will be followed by subsequent stages.”

The whiteguards were right in their expectations: the
Trotskyite opposition went even further, on to downright
anti-Soviet acts. In view of this, the October (1927) Join
Plenum of the CC and the CCC once again considered
the question of the opposition bloc leaders’ behaviour. I
heard irrefutable evidence that Trotsky and Zinoviev had
again deceived the Party and had grossly defaulted on thei
promises—far from eliminating the “elements of factional
ism” they had, in fact, carried their factional fight to a stage
verging on the establishment of an anti-Leninist party. In
view of this, the Plenum decided to expel Trotsky and Zino-
viev from the CC, and to lay before the Fifteenth Party
Congress the facts about their splitting activity.

In full conformity with the Party Rules, the Plenum al-

I Sce Pravda, October 13, 1927,
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Jowed, @ month before the regular Fifteenth '(?(‘mg.l"css wasﬂi:o\
.. the announcement of a Party-wide discussion on the
- Jf the Congress agenda. Let us recall that the August
1tc_mi EJU and C(tj(_l Plenum had adopted a decision to have
P?'I(?vda regularly publish a Diskussioniy LJ.\'H{I\‘. LE(-H‘lttE”“)l;:lE
critical remarks, ;unchmcnts, uddgndu\um‘l‘ ‘qlmuf_ e Ppre
osals on the agenda of the forthcoming (,1]:11;‘31 ess. T
In the course of the discussion, the l_zulty U!_gdlll]..lbf.}fl‘(f)t;
resolutely rejected the a_qh—Lennnst plvatiullm u{ :iu: ("im_
skyitc—ZinU\-'icvi!.c opposition, .E_Illld'l‘ﬂ“l\(.'d.. }mmi(. ]}f;--h;n\.--l
munist Party’s general lmc,1 Conferences n} Itlu.l_: ;U‘, ;;;'1'
Presnya, Zamoskvorechye, Bauman _‘_1".(1 m,\u_l dis 1’ e,
Moscow were held under the slogan “For _[.J},im.ll_mlm, :Cluhuu
Trotskyism”. The Communists of the Cu]'n'l‘-l-~‘(-£(P'nf[ Sk
a single oppositionist as delegate to these dmiln % ];11 }Kiw
ferences. Party organisations in L.t:}llﬂgld(.,' )fl. Iu, ey,
Rostov, Yerevan, Miln.sk and tpthtcr cities demanded an
. opposition’s splitting activity. | |
’ (t)hfht‘i)llil 2;,31()' (101{11111111]215 taking part in illljc_ f}l_{ﬁtl.lbiﬁl‘()ll“li_lrf{
the Chelyabinsk District qu‘yy l!l‘:.;’ill‘ll.‘:'.l;tll()n, .:_;r:gf ; lvlt)t(_(j([ ﬂ(;i
the Party’s CC line, 13 against, and 26 abst(nnc'( & e
147.970 Communists in the Ukraine who took ._p.rut Il(lt)tl)tllt{c
Congress meetings only 741 voted for thtf o_p.l'm_snmn.l -
14,438 members of the Baku Party orgam.‘ultlgn ,\r 1{0 0%
part in the discussion only 72 (0.5 per ccnl}()\-[ull%? ku(']g: e
opposition, and 87 (0.6 per cent) al}ﬂtrimcfd’. i i"dl' sl
Party cells, 198 u_n;mlmousiy _cm_lurscg :lilf, G 1 €56 i
the Saratov City Party organisation, 98.88 per cent 0 1t
Communists voted for the Party’s policy. The (Jomn’u‘im‘b“s
of Saratov asked the CC “to take the most vx_g,‘m‘loulﬁ f‘t‘l‘(id.blilfr::,
right up to organisational conclusmns‘, ‘atg,_an;)sf. vt 11{, (1)11_1(:11);;1)}
ingly insolent opposition leaders, who are 1;1‘ lti,d.{_l ol ey
discipline and who have been trying to frustrate Sy
struction of socialism”.? During the discussion, excep m:{]vn.
steadfastness, cohesion and idf:ologlcul scas:nnun_i \Iflu\c‘_ !111,:
played by Party organisations 1n t}lc Red An_ny. ; nl ie Ll:t{_‘s
ian cells the opposition won 0.5 per cent of 1.1.(’ Ve l,-
whereas in the Army cells it got 60 per cent less, 1n the
bluntest rebuff yet.

t See Essays on the History of the Chelyabinsk Distriel Party Organi-
sation, p. 171. ) et i

2 ()ih;_-;-hé istorii Saratovskoi orgamzaisi Ixi”_:‘)b {_1:5:.1):[_1_:_11 11.|..._‘11171..1_m}
of the Saratov CPSU Or;;uuis;ttirm) Part 11, Saratov, 1965, p. =1/.
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Throughout the country, the draft decisions of the fort}.

coming Fifteenth Congress were approved by a total of

724,000 Communists. The Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc plat-
form received support from only 4,000 Party members. The
oppositionists’ attempts to win over the Leninist Komsomg]
ended in complete failure. During the discussion, 99 per cent
of the Young Communists voted for the Party’s Leninis
general line.

The Trotskyites had trumpeted throughout the world a1
the CC was out of touch with the Party, and the Party out
of touch with the working class. However, the facts proved
beyond any doubt that in the struggle against the Trotskyite-
Zinovievite opposition the working class gave unconditiona]
support for the Party. During the discussion, non-Party
workers and peasants were invited to attend Party meetings
to express their views in speeches and by casting their votes.
Of the 27,800 non-Pa rty workers who attended open Party
meetings in Moscow, only 88 (0.3 per cent) voted for the
oppositionists,

Working men and women expressed their affection for
the Party and loyalty to it by a massive enrolment in its
ranks. In November 1927 alone, 70,430 working men and
women filed applications for Party membership.! By the end
of the Fifteenth Congress, applications for membership had
come in from 92,977 working men and women.

“When the Party carries on a struggle for the unity of the
Leninist line,” wrote a worker of the Leningrad Mechanical
Works, in his application, “I consider it my proletarian
duty to take part in strengthening the Party and in building
socialism.” Similar views and feelings were expressed in
other applications from prospective Party members.

The discussion demonstrated the triumph of the Communist
Party’s Leninist policy and provided clear evidence of the
collapse of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-Party bloc. During
the discussion, the opposition was not only defeated politi-
cally, but also crushed ideologically. Objectively, it became
a tool of the third force, the bourgeoisie.

Faced with the fact that they had been utterly routed, the
opposition leaders resorted to every means in an effort to
discredit the Party and the organs of the Soviet power. In
a speech delivered on the eve of the tenth anniversary of the
i 1EuF.=—'r;v}e’a, December 2, 1927.

* Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B). .., Vol. 1, p. 821.

’1‘10

Great October Revolution, Zinoviey expressed what amount-
ed to solidarity in assessing the Party’s activity with the Men-
shevik Abramovich, who nsisted that the Party’s direction
of the country had been a succession of mistakes, dcicglis and

olitical failures. Kameneyv spoke out _iAn the same vein, gmd
said that the Party’s CC was the grave-digger of the revolution.

The opposition objected to the assessment of thta ten-year
history of the world’s first workers’ and peasants’ state as

iven in a Manifesto of the Central Executive Committee

of the USSR, “To All Workers, Labouring Peasants and
Red Army Men of the USSR. To the Proletarians of All
Countries and to the Oppressed Peoples of the World”,
which was adopted by its anniversary session in October
1927. This document set out a number of measures to im-
prove the working people’s material conditions and raise
their cultural level, including the introduction within the next
few years for all workers, without reduction in wages, of the
seven-hour working day, exemption of another ten per cent
of peasant houscholds from agricultural tax, and more
vigorous construction of schools and homes. ‘ ]

At a sitting of the Communist group of the anniversary
session, the Trotskyites tried hard to discredit the Manifesto.
They countered the seven-hour working day idea by insisting
on an immediate increase in wages.! That was a demagogic
demand designed to cause dissatisfaction among the workers
with the Soviet Government’s policy. It was generally known
that the level of labour productivity did not yet allow any
increase in wages. V. V. Kuibyshev said that the Trotskyite
attacks on the Manifesto were a crime. He added: “The
voting against this Manifesto is a disgrace and an instance
of degradation unprecedented in the history of the working-
class movement. _

hile criticising the Manifesto, the leaders of the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite anti-Party bloc simultaneously engaged
I downright fraud. They spread the idea that the working
People of Leningrad, who had staged a demonstration on
ctober 17, 1927, to mark the anniversary session of the
USSR Central Executive Committee, had voiced approval
and support for the opposition. This was based on the fact
at together with other participants in the session Trotsky
and Zinoviev had been on the reviewing stand past which

i See Pravda, November 2, 1927.

* Uoprosy istorii KPSS No. 11. 1963, p. 124,

g 243




Iilw. demonstrators, marched. A resolution adopted by 6,000
(l;ummunli‘.\l‘n' at a meeting of the Leningrad organisation’s
arty activists on October 26, 1927, rejected this slander and
ux])‘m\;d Zinoviev and Trotsky. '
_ The oppositionists published appeals and leaflets slander-
ing the Soviet power and its achievements. On the eve of
the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution, the opposi-
tion published a leaflet entitled 1o the November 7 Demon-
stration which was circulated not only among the workers of
the plants, but also in canteens and ‘pubs. It was signed by
Zinoviev, Bakayev, Yevdokimov, Radek and Peterson, and
;a‘nu{untc(l to a directive to stage an uprising ;m';iins,t the
hnw_ct_ power. At the same time, a "_L_'I'Ul.ll)“ sf)fl};uL;' itself “truc
Leninist-oppositionists fighting for the truth” published and
distributed among non-Party workers at the enterprises a
leaflet containing a call to action against Communists hold-
ing economic posts, who allegedly “‘personified nothing but
the slavedrivers and hounds of the old Romanov regime suck-
ing your last drops of blood™.!

Apart from the publication of anti-Soviet leaflets and
appeals, the opposition leaders made fresh attempts to split
the CPSU(B) and to establish a Trotskyite party. On No-
vember 4, 1927, they took over a hall of the Moscow Higher
]L‘L:i]lll{jill School to arrange a secret city-wide mcctintf_{ of
their supporters, who heard reports by Kamenev and Trotsky.
Despite a written protest, members of the CC and the CCC
were not allowed to attend. )

On l\:O\"L’illiJCl' 5, 1927, the Trotskyite Rakovsky delivered
a speech at a ceremonial meeting at the Kharkoy City Soviet
to mark the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution. The
audience, indignant over his slanderous statements, demanded
that he be removed from the floor. As he walked out, Rakov-
sky appealed to the foreign delegates, among whom were
also Social-Democrats and non-Party people. He exclaimed:
“See how freely representatives of the working class are
allowed to express themselves in this country; this is social-
fascism.”” N .
H()n Z\_Tm-'cmbcr 7, 1927, at a signal from their leaders,
I'rotskyite-Zinovievite — oppositionists in Leningrad and
Moscow staged demonstrations with anti-Party slogans, and
tried to circulate leaflets smearing the Party’s Central Com-

;l[ Iilf){ilu .f;)flf.rl._(:;jnga'('.\_f of the GPSU(B)..., Vol. I, p. 328,
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mittee and its policy. However, this adventurist enterprise
was a resounding flop. The Trotskyite-Zinovievite demon-
strators were scattered, their placards and slogans destroyed,
and their leaders had to flee to safety. The same thing hap-
pened to the oppositionists in Kharkov and other cities. The
anti-Soviet manifestations by the oppositionists in the streets
of Leningrad, Moscow and other cities were an indication
that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc had completely broken
not only with Marxism-Leninism and the Bolshevik Party
approach, but also with the Soviet regime.

The anti-Soviet manifestations by a handful of opposi-
tionists and their few supporters were swept away by a power-
ful tide of working people’s demonstrations. The opposition-
ists tried in vain to prove that their defeat was due to the
“apparatchiks forcibly separating the opposition leaders from
the masses”.! Actually, it was not the “apparatchiks” but the
people in their millions, who swept the participants in the
anti-Soviet demonstrations as an obstacle on the revolutionary
path.

The mass meetings and rallies to mark the tenth anniver-
sary of the October Revolution became a striking expression
of the Soviet people’s cohesion round the Communist Party.
The massive demonstrations across the country on Novem-
ber 7. 1927. were the way millions of proletarians and
peasants voted for the Central Committee’s policy and against
the opposition. That day the Party won a vote of confidence
from the working class and the labouring peasantry in the
country and from the whole internation al proletariat.

The Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc’s transformation into an
underground anti-Soviet organisation forced the Communist
Party to take strict measures with respect to its leaders. On
November 14, 1927, a Joint CC and CCC Plenum expelled
Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Party. Other oppositionists
were expelled from the CC and the CCG, and the question
of their Party membership was submitted for consideration
by the Party’s Fifteenth Congress.

>arty organisations unanimously approved the Plenum’s
resolution. The Sixth All-Caucasus Party Conference held
from November 15 to 23, 1927, declared that it “brands as
ienominious the opposition’s splitting and anti-Soviet activity,
especially its manifestation on November 7, designed to up-
set the proletariat’s international holiday, fully adheres to
1 -f_"—i[{r.'rm: Congress of the CPSU(B). .., Vol. I, p. 174,
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the CC decision to expel these Menshevik splitters from our

Party’s ranks, and considers it necessary to expel all stubborn
oppositionists”.

The Tenth Congress of the Communist Party(B) of the
Ukraine, held from November 20 to 29, 1927, assured the
Central Committee of the CPSU(B) that the Communist
Party of the Ukraine would “as in the past continue to stand
on guard of the Bolshevik Party’s solid unity and Leninist
policy, acting as a most reliable support of the Leninist CC
in its consistent and resolute struggle against the opposi-
tion, which has in fact already become a new Menshevik
party hostile to Leninism and the proletarian revolution”.!
Delegates to the Eleventh Congress of the CP(B) of Byelorus-
sia, held from November 23 to 30, 1927, declared that they
considered “the expulsion of Trotsky and Zinoviey from the
Party unquestionably correct. The Fifteenth Party Congress
must expel the Trotskyites from the Party. Trotskyism in our
Party must be totally destroyed”.2

The expulsion of Trotsky and Zinoviev from the CPSU(B)
was also unanimously approved by Communist Parties
abroad. The Central Committees of the Communist Parties
of Austria, Britain, Germany, the USA, France and other
countries passed resolutions expressing unconditional support
for the Bolshevik Party. A resolution of the Communist
Party of Germany’s CC Politburo said: “The Party and com-
munist-minded workers believe that Trotsky, Zinoviev and
their supporters, whom the Social-Democrats have been using
as the “chief witnesses’ in their anti-Communist policy, which
is hostile to the working class, have become an auxiliary
detachment of international Menshevism and the bourgeoisie
in the mounting struggle carried on by the latter against
communism, the Comintern and the Soviet Union.”?

In response to the resolution of the Joint CC and CCC
Plenum, the opposition leaders stepped up their destructive
work. They continued to issue anti-Party lcaflets and to
organise secret meetings which were attended by non-pro-
letarian elements and people hostile to the Party and the
working class. A “Leninist opposition group” in Leningrad
published a leaflet in defence of Trotsky and Zinoviev, and
this was pasted up at factories and on street lampposts. The

! Pravda, November 23, 1927,
? Pravda, November 96, 1927,
" Pravda, November 20, 1927.

authors of this dirty sheet insisted on the re-admission of
Trotsky and Zinoviev into the Party and demanded: “Down
with the Central Committee!” _
Having been given a resolute rebuff by thc‘Party organisa-
tions, the Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists stepped up
their anti-Party activity among non-Party workers and peas-
ants. In a speech before a group of non-Party pcnp]c‘ in
the Urals, the Trotskyite Mrachkovsky alleged that the Cen-
tral Committee had arranged a bloc with the Right-wing
SR’s, that it was pursuing a policy in the interests of the
bourgeoisie, and so on. However, these slanderous stzliem’cntst
missed their mark. Across the country, wc'n‘!\'crs and pcas(mt?
drove out the slanderers and expressed their support for the
Communist Party. On November 9, 1927, 4,000 workers of
the State Electrical Works in Kharkov said in a resolution:
“We industrial and office workers of the SEW fully support
our Leninist Party and resolutely condemn all those who are
trying to split up the unity of the working _dass and thg _LC‘—
ninist Party.”! The workers of Moscow, Leningrad, the Urals,
the Donets Basin and ()t’h(}ir' cities and areas in the COIL-II'.ltl'y
gave aresolute rebuff to the Trotskyite-Zinovievite o}ipo.srl)t’lo:l.
Realising that they were totally isolated from the Party
organisations, the working class and the labouring pca;gn}ts,
the opposition leaders broke their last ties with the Pai y
and turned for assistance to the petty-bourgeois, the bour-
geois intellectuals, the kulaks and all anti-Soviet elements.
They started to recruit all kinds of riff-raff for t111(: illegal
Trotskyite party. In the Urals, for instance, the Trotskyites
accepted membership dues “from people showing the most
iberal sympathies”. o
hh(L)]l;ﬂilfc gw: of the Fifteenth Party Congress terroristic
schemes were alrecady afoot in the Trotskyite underground.
One district organiser of the opposition, Popelov, was arrested
in Rostov-on-Don after he had discussed the ])rcparat!onﬂo[
terroristic acts.? The Presidium of a Party Confcrcpcc in So-
kolniki District in Moscow, held in November 1927, received
an anonymous note saying that the opposition \)w)qu rcwpopldz
to persecution with a reign of terror against Party leader S-‘]
The Trotskyite-Zinovievite oppositionists strove to push
the counter-revolutionary elements into fighting against the
"1 Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B). . ., Vol. 11, p. 1631.
2 :%:-{:h}";}i!];r(n:;g‘(f_,‘rn;:;f;{-fihnf fhg(? ({;'P)SU{'B). e V(gl‘ I, pp. 328-29.
' See Pravda, November 26, 1927,
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S e rrige . =
fa::b\'tliﬁf\]-'mi‘}\c(il\\"ct({;)us({lt t.mc_ n‘;l?mu against another, and to sow
o C(;unlc]‘—re\-—nhIl'(' \\Jc‘nklhn\g;' class and the intelligentsia.
po ot W’U1-1-\—iinlc:-m(:'lft—i‘:,t, ll't‘i)lg'l':lﬁ{gg(l:ypf i..hc]CmmuLmist
S arfpm. e rking Class of the USSR”, circulated by the
3(1}1]1“‘]:3\:d un}d‘:-i.:-’.wff)ll.l.ld_lll Odessa, carried an extensive
o “d?‘”‘ci?ér-tr}'(’ I'rotskyite theses about the “Thermidor”
o pl;lt‘;}::‘-)rl: of Ifhc Party. It made use of the opposi-
TCF‘\'rll""illl)’zm i lﬂlflfl(_’ quoted statements by Zinoviev and
The W:*hit'ccrm ! (I_ nationalities question.
Srinting R (\iv(h'l?limcrs involved in the secret Trotskyite
l\fIrau:hI?nvsk\-l «wu‘(jt_lwlhud l)cc’n set up by the Trotskyite
o oppositi(}ﬁ - lsul[qusly dtscpsmlng the extent to which
e i, directly or indirectly, participate in a
i id:;;l}d-] y plot.! They considered Trotsky's
Bl ]1;1(11 o.m\cvcr}-' an{glc, _l)}lt their 1‘ca.l “hero” was
Diiae e o ’.l}_!-‘w@ staged a military coup in Poland.
5 E ln}o\l{r:;}t]]d'] ;tl'ion for the Fifteenth Party Congress
L 1(:} ‘d‘ su:‘lj'c‘t Trotskyite party had been in
e (‘“m“;m)c I-IMT' 1926, and t!lc’lt it had its own CC,
il pftid S)CC?:i district committees and cells whose
Gonentd- dry -'1111 [‘f membership dues. Although it had not
e conférc;u-;;mm‘l congresses, it had regularly held
the Central Commit ‘l)fllfallcl \\;lEhTthc plenary meetings of
V. 1. Zof, who | 'HI: (}) ‘lhc G,
Stosnth Moot lcc)ti] Tr‘o}—cn _with the opposition, told the
et b g ibernia .(mnl"crﬂcn(:c in November 1927
o -1!”1'11?17]”18 of the Fourteenth Congress the
ey anr]n ha(d 1;.;f y ]1;1F1 its own political and organising
mittecs on the hasie (-JFUIP wlcgmnfll, uyezd and district com-
e w ke :}.}'-Zinn:iﬁs\]’fafmm{ai .g;‘inu]}_)lﬁ. Pikel, who had
Bt b o s ev's secretariat, i cewise confirmed
o m«,-‘)n tt:rh“ht'ttl-l}-‘h ‘th( I'rotskyite-Zinovievite bloc had had
Wk committees and propaganda groups, and had bec
Lcjr{,ctmg special membership dues. ) ik
‘ormer secretary of T s
Fid I—FI"OHI;\_:‘;%S ;tilt‘; (}l{{”/t(})lc _Lkrmrlsl‘{ chmn;ll Committee of
hiee of 1096 th ’i—';-(;[- .]__;_\ 111 ov, reported tI:mlt at the begin-
ek il ?\} ites l‘lr:id set up a joint CC, which
appointed a ﬁ‘.ycx_,.m;'l?fwr-(:ﬁ:;](??’ll‘é;’- I'mm?\}g “ﬂ}il'-‘?- o
L ool an group, including Kuzovnikov, to run
o ﬁl\:fglt(.::hllll ‘('n?-”_n_!-ttﬁc' I'hese five men appointed groups
1¢ districts to carry on illegal work, and city

b See Pravda. October 27, 1927
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agents. The regional five-man group had at its disposal equip-
ment to print leaflets. The group and the activists had been
meeting regularly over a long period.!

In the Ukraine, a Trotskyite group calling itself “Group
of old Leninist Bolsheviks”’—although the average age of its
members was 26—issued a leaflet urging the workers to move
towards ‘‘re-establishment of the Leninist party through
organisational underground work using the old methods of
1907-19117, and calling for “work in the underground for
the freedom of factions and shades of opinion in the
party”.?

[n early 1926, a seven-man Trotskyite underground centre
was established in Kharkov with the task of maintaining
contacts with the Moscow centre, organising regional three-
man groups in Kharkov and district five-man groups in the
outlying areas, directing anti-Party activity in the Ukraine
and controlling fulfilment of assignments from the centre.
Four regional three-man groups were set up in the city. In
addition. there were organisers in the cells. Ties were estab-
lished with Kiev, Odessa, Nikolayev, Dniepropetrovsk, Za-
porozhye and Kherson. The Trotskyites had their own type-
writers, duplicating equipment and even city archives. How-
ever, despite the efforts of the Ukrainian and even of the
Moscow centre not a single cell was set up in the Donets Basin.

Mrachkovsky travelled to Kharkov after the August (1927)
CC Plenum to issue instructions to the Trotskyite under-
ground. He held district and city meetings of Trotskyites,
at which he explained the need to intensify the subversive

activity against the Party.

The Ukrainian centre was engaged in strictly conspira-
torial work among Communists in the Red Army. In carly
1927. the Trotskyites set up an all-Ukrainian Komsomol
centre in Kharkov, with its own outfits in the provinces
organised on the same principle as the underground Trots-
skyite party. The connections with the Moscow centre ran
only through Rozengauz, secretary of the Ukrainian centre.
In Moscow, the oppositionists were received by I. N. Smirnov,
Mrachkovsky and Alsky.

At the end of 1926, the Trotskyites set up their own centre
in Transcaucasia headed by M. Okudzhava. The underground
opposition centre in Baku, uniting a small number of non-

1 Sece Pravda, November 20, 1927.

2 Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B). .., Vol. I, p. 551.
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proletarians, was also set up at the time. It was directed
Mdivani, Sarkis, Ter-Vaganyan, Oga
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.
Apart from their underground centres, the Trotskyites hag
their own “Red Cross”, an illegal organisation whose task
was to provide material assistance to oppositionists i
“suffered” for their anti-Soviet activity, and to their familjes.
Its Rules specified the sources of its funds, the items of theiy
expenditures, and its elaborate organisational structure. The

Rules recommended the holding of paid lectures
and soliciting

1
Dy

nezov and other leadery

and concerfs.
“donations under every possible pretext”,!
On instructions from the leaders of the opposition, this
organisation also started a campaign in November 1927 for
the release of the Trotskyite Mrachkovsky, who had been
arrested for anti-Soviet activity. The Trotskyites called fo;
meetings in the workshops and factories to demand the releas
of Mrachkovsky, a “steadfast champion of Lenin’s cause”.
Following the expulsion from the Party and arrests of some
oppositionists who had taken the anti-Soviet way, the leader:
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc made unsounded assertions
that the CCC had become a purely administrative agency
exercising punitive functions.
These assertions were in fact a rehash of the writings in
the Menshevik Sotsialistichesky wvestnik, which had said that
the “CCC has become inside the Party what the GPU is for
the rest of the population, i.e., an organ of ruthless terror
ism”.? This slander was fully exploded by the practices of
the CCC. It will be recalled that in the period from the Four-
teenth Congress to November 15, 1927, 2,031 persons, or
0.17 per cent of the Party membership, had been faced with
Party charges, and only 970 persons had been expelled from
the Party. Of the 4,000 members. who had voted for th
opposition, less than one-half faced Party charges, and of
these 35 per cent were office workers and 13-14 per cent,
students. The CCC made a practice of reducing the penalties.
For instance, of the 146 persons who had filed appeals with
the CCC, only 47 were expelled from the Party.? The CCC
carried on a relentless struggle against the anti-Leninist
groupings, but it showed consideration for those who admit
ted their mistakes and returned to the ways of the Party.

! Pravda, November 27, 1927,
* Fifteentl Conference of the CPSU(B). . .. p. 643.
4 See Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B).. ., Vol. 1, p. 480.
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Steadily extending the scale U_f i!lcir factional activity, ‘U{I'C
leaders of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc were }_}lat:mm;%_fo
L‘ll a congress of the Trotskyite party parallel with the | if-
- t‘h Congress of the CPSU(B). They abandoned the idea
tCLID hcc;m:c the Trotskyite party membership was extremely
0[1'3{11 (about 2,000). However, the opposition bloc leaders
i:::;c hatching plans to build up their strength ‘and‘ ‘C\(?I‘ltlr?}w
their factional fight after the Fifteenth Paf‘t)ir\(lmrnigllLs?].‘mt;?
oppositionists were instructed strictly to ablut )1) 1_?} 09
kyil‘c-Zinovie\»'ite platlorm.wrrotsky announcec ‘w1 1 :t‘
assurance that “after the Fifteenth (Aongrcs_s th.? opp{}s_l‘loaré
within the Party will become much stronger fi 112[1_1111 .‘1{ lfa“ ,
present”.! This empty boast was not to be fulfilled. :1t
Communists’ indomitable \-V}l} and firm determination fco p 5
an end to the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition dw'mc ex
pressed in decisions adopted by Party mcetm:;{'s an (‘m lnan-
dates to delegates elected to the Fifteenth l)c:th-}-il’ .'.011?__1(_,59:;
Here is what 16,000 metal workers of thc_‘] 1‘1_01\? ky m.nnn\:
district wrote: “We request the Fifteenth (Jon_grc?f. %o sweep
out with an iron broom all the opposition splgtt.(j,l.sp 1‘(31?1 (l)?llt
CPSU(B); the splitters’ place is not in Lc’.r'uir:s, ?1 y}’t-)oj‘
in the dustbin of history.”? A meeting of Party activ 155 f
the Bryukhovetskaya district in the K!.lbat)l area sald in : ‘1{311!;
decision: “The Fiftecenth Congress of the Party Iil\llst C{n{\&?nu
the opposition with this choice: either Bolshcwsna ot i’t?
shevism.”? Similar proposals were made by other Party

rganisations. . ‘
3 r\‘z?fll?l['ll1(:;]SLlpp0rt of the working class, the lEl'})foEm‘E]g l%"fab:
antry and Communist Parties abroad, the Fi tccg 1 ‘Ol,or}
gress of the CPSU(B) completed the ideological and o hialm-
sational defeat of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-Party 1) Ut(i
The CC’s report and speeches by delegates gave m; m—lf_tipni
exposé of the opposition’s antL-IJcmm:,'E views and spli l'tb'
activity. The Congress stated that the 1_1‘0tsky1t_c-lZln(n{l’i\n &
opposition had “ideologically broken with Leninism, (;:th:n-
erated into a Menshevik group, taken the way of capitul “1'mnl
to the forces of the international and internal I)lnulxtgti:o‘ls‘:(.r:llm‘
objectively become a tool of /{hc third force against the regime
of proletarian dictatorship™.*

!Tbid, p. 387. pSUIB). ... Vol TL. b, 1285. ‘

3 i‘)’{f:;;'f;_}i?-‘; \(hi}:f i":'::n:jr:rgfifsfgi Sr:; .;Eiriim:‘sfj KPSS !{II"“ﬂﬁ on %JLL‘: His-
tory of the Krasnodar CIJSU Org;mis;:_tipu)._. le';u;nr?dnr. 191_);;.' p. 521,

4 CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 11, p 441,
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A. A. Andreyev, alternate member of the CC Polithurg,

exposed Trotsky's adventurist pretensions to the role of

leader of the world revolution. Andreyev mustered incon.
trovertible facts to show that Trotsky had left the Commy.
nist Party for good, returning like the prodigal son to Men-
shevism, and that “having ended his excursions into
Communist Party, he returned to his shell, to his own ¢
ment”.! Andreyev motioned a resolution by the Congres:
expel the oppositionists from the Party.

Similar proposals were expressed by other delegates and
written into the numerous messages of greetings and reports
sent to the Congress by factory collectives. On behalf of the
Tula metal workers and gun-smiths, delegate V. P. Pushka:
said: “I think that the Party Congress will not only clip f
opposition’s wings, that it will not only give it a thorouch
cleaning with emery paper, but ... that it will also give it
a most fundamental boiling so as to remove from our Party’s
ranks all the opposition growths and so that there should he
no more opposition mildew in our Party ranks.”?

The metal workers of the Krasny Oktyabr in Stalingrad
handed a gift to the Congress—a steel broom to sweep out
the opposition, More than 10,500 workers of the shipbuild
ing and the mechanical works in Nikolayev said this to their
delegate: “Leave behind your vice and your bench, go to
Moscow and tell them this: ‘Let everyone know, here and
there and everywhere, that the Communist Party is not alone,
that it is ringed by a closely-knit army of iron and steel.”™
Delegate Hassan-Said declared on behalf of the Azerbaijan
workers: “Azerbaijan is a fortress of the Azerbaijanian pro-
letariat, which is a Leninist fortress; it has always been im-
pregnable to the opposition or any anti-Soviet elements. In
this fortress we stand firm and intend to go the Leninist
way.”* The 16,000 workers of the Krasny Treugolnik Works
said in their message to the Congress: “As one man, we shall
march solidly, with measured step, in proletarian battalions
behind the Leninist Party and on to the triumph of socialisin
in our country, against Mensheviks, old and new, who ar
undermining our socialist construction and the dictatorship

L Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B). . .. Vol. I, p. 228
: ]|||<| D, 278 s 1A
b Ibid., p. 242,

t Ibid., p. 764.

{ the proletariat, we shall march for a world-wide October
0 : i 3

a 11. |
R(?;‘Llil(;niié;cgalc of the Party cell ;u?gl the \\jur}cc_il'?no.i }1_1([-
Dynamo Works said: “At their meeting, Um‘\\lnf u.irf_iml(y
that they had tested the Party in the flames of 1_1‘(, 11111_115\1})‘_,1,_
in the ordeal of the Civil War, and now, in the frontlines o

nt construction; that they trust only the Communist
i only Party in our country.... The
Party, the united and only Party 1in £ e o
workers declared that they would fo ow on _)(‘ ;m:;t«:
only the onc Leninist CC, and that our workers—! {_0‘1’111111.1 1gts
and non-Party men—will never follow thl.‘i pi)lltnlc.il_ :pﬁc%r
Jators who arc haggling among tt11'umlci1ykhl,]{ml{'?HiLlli(r ”\lf:n-}:tm

cocinles.”? A message of greetings from 12,UUL Wi s
;E“illt:} Krasny Putilovets Plant said: “We lu;;_ml}l’ l:‘”'[l]h;;t[i
workers are profoundly iu.d‘}gu;uﬂ, over the ;1n:Llu'111~:‘jof:‘1‘__1 e
ful of factionalists, personified by the r):-mkr.up_t cader 3|j'|; ke
have recently made repeated attempts to split (_:Lnl ?1&1\(1&),
Bolshevik vanguard, which has been tempered in a lL,” l)j
resorting to unheard-of, f‘nul .s!andlc_r u? 1_}_?'1(.‘ L‘cl‘in}ai :;;1}(“
quarters of our united CPSU—the Central (Jar:m_u iy o
whose leadership the working class and its Party ie{wi gen
honourably [ulfilling the precepts of our nc ver i;) f)r}(}r;_: %q{:’:gj’i
0. I. Lenin. ... DUE‘J‘H with :‘fu new Mensheviks, down wilh

Z stales [rom Lenwismt. © ! s
mj\(g}?ljrliﬂ_‘(csj read out at the Congress on behalf oi . 1Pl’, 787
metal workers of the Makeyevka Works in the D(.)Iltj'lh‘i_Jtl!?lllE
said: “We have drawn conviction 11;0111 mn‘{_(‘;\\-ﬁ p;iu, 1(],{.“:!1(:
the plant that our Party and 1ts (Jcn‘trzil Commi ce have
he correct Leninist policy designed to carry

been pursuing t sig carry
: o ion and improve the material conditions

on socialist construct
of the working class.

“The opposition do )
Party or in the working class. 1
tion’s false talk is exploded by our reality. ; i

“We are sure that the (_lung,-c:;‘; will put an mi‘lﬁ()n—ﬁ;c
Trotskyite opposition activity. We for our part will g
every possible support. ™

On the basis of a thorough
anti-Party bloc, the Congress

z e Ay =8
oes not enjoy any success either in the
That is because the opposi-

. -
study of the material of the
adopted, on a report by

L Ibid., p. 26.
2 Ibid., p. 13.
3 Ibid., pp. 16-17.
& Thid., p. 15.




(.T'-I\' Orjonikidze, a resolution “About the Opposition”, wh;
{:L“(l that on every question of theory, pl‘()”'l"-.llllzll‘ ?[‘-\ --1*1'(]1
:lid _ol'galigsalmn,dthc anti-Party bloc had slid [‘IUWI]L%() %}Im
nevism. Yrom  differences in the ideological spher i
;J}Il)é){}il‘lrgn. }121(1 gone oln’to programme gli!'l'cr;nccs, dlr)ll(lle”::.hi
1¢ Leninist doctrine about the possibility of buil ling so.
cialism in the USSR, switching the countryside to th ‘(‘111,.-;”5_'.“
\-iv;ly of development and consolidating the allli'uu'cL f.;”-'uf-:!'\:
E:g ;mrkl._rig class and the pcasantry., In the tahcti(-:al :;)L:l:l
Le [’ljlp-(t)}:lll’gnllffs ha_d gone bc}!on_d the bounds not only of
ra¢ Yarty Rules, but also of Soviet laws (illegal meetin "
illegal printing shops, illegal periodicals, : iL'Dd L

organisational sphere, the Trolt'l( rites ?1& ? dll(, ~510 . ln"“
to the establishment of their ow Ty, 2 maved tastionalism

netstan ; own party.

Cci;_;}uimi;;llll}r“cstabhs_hcdIthat the opposition had its own
cntre mitiee, regional, city a istrict centres, tech.
nical apparatus, 111cmbccrshi1; duc}s arilc?p(iii:cllidi’smg l)d:’) ful—
fiiLlTZCI'I]CI‘ltS Wwere at once caught up by e:uunt(:r—rcv.uhli1 e
abroad. Orjonikidze said in his report: “All the bmn‘i :Ofi- and
b()(rm_l—])cr‘nocratic and also émigré publications abroz t"l”b et
fi}'l‘yl_illg" the speeches of Trotsky, Zinoviey anci (Jﬂl‘i“;',l;\;ij:ll
‘,:1 1}(;11)1(1':5{&, ‘mtﬂ\c a p(_):mt_ D,f saying that they themselves had 'i[J:.L-.-:
ying the same things all along, and that now this i being
T

1€

aries

bo%'[r_lc out by the speeches of Zinoviev, Kamenev and Trotsky.” |
t]1ath{i EJ(r)l{lgrcss _.suulrpcd up the incontrovertible C\f'ilfl\'\'-:{"t;
At 1'1\,/[, 1._(11151:_}1131(3~f';111f‘)inclv1lc opposition had degenerated

o AV.COShevVIX organisation and an auxiliary detachment

of the international c i
ternz al counter-revolution. It approved the
dt?clsllltgll _oi the November (1927) Joint CC and (}I(}'(E)}’ngml'lul-‘l-
c?lpt.:‘ ing Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Part)’; and the
g 1}.1 ugpusnwrll)]sts from the CC and the CCC. The Coneress
eclared membership of the Trotskyite ooposition ani
carea  membersh . skyite opposition and
i[:])(?%}é‘l_odlidd of its views to be incompatible wi%hI Party muil'
i(;é;lul:: t] demanded that the opposition should disarm itself
. 1_05_“?3 ly and organisationally and undertake undeviat-
m‘a‘{ y to abide by the Party’s decisions.
" a]ﬁﬂf)ilﬁ]lg,ong:;rcss lwellg in scs;sion the oppositionists sent
mber 3 and 10, 1927) three documents alleein
: = - ¥ 2 s alleging
Iilhllt" Ilhgl _11&\151 1o policy differences with the Party. Bu
e '11( ; arrage of empty phrases about an end to the fac-
f lﬁl) .hdlugg-]? thc_uppusugon declared that it was unable
%o ghandon its carlier platform. The Congress exposed this
Fifteenth Congress of the GPSU(B)...., Vol. II, p. 1390
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Trotskyite manoeuvre and decided to expel 75 active opposi-
tion leaders and the 23-man Sapronov group as anti-revolu-
tionary. At the same time, it instructed the CC and the CCC
“to take all measures of ideological influence on rank-and-
fle members of the Trotskyite opposition for the purpose
of their persuasion, while purging the Party of all patently
incorrigible elements of the Trotskyite opposition’.

Thus, the Fifteenth Congress of the CPSU(B) completed
the ideological, political and organisational defeat of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. This meant that the long strug-
gle against Trotskyism within the Party had ended in a full
victory for Marxist-Leninist ideology. A most important
result of the defeat of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition-
ists was stronger unity of the Party’s ranks, the influx of fresh
revolutionary forces into the Party, and the cohesion of the
Soviet people round the Party.

Having purged the Party of petty-bourgeois adventurists,
the Fifteenth Congress instructed the CC to continue steadily
to advance along the Leninist path, “to rally under the banner
of socialist construction ever greater masses of the working
people in the country, to strengthen the fraternal ties of
solidarity with the proletariat of all countries, and from year
to year to build up the USSR as an ever mightier outpost
of the world socialist revolution™.

The defeat of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite anti-Party bloc
played a great part in uniting the Communist Parties of all
countries, and in exposing bourgeois ideologists, Right-wing
Social-Democrats and “Left” opportunists. The collapse of
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc accelerated the Bolshevisa-
tion of the Communist Parties in the West and in the East.
The Ninth Plenum of the Executive Committee of the Com-
munist International in 1928 declared membership of the
Trotskyite opposition to be incompatible with membership
in the Communist International. This decision was a crushing
blow at the Leftist, adventurist splinter groups within the
ranks of the communist movement.

A study of the historical experience of the Bolshevik strug-
gle against Trotskyism and for the purity of Marxist-Leninist
theory has helped the Communist Parties in other countries
to strengthen the unity of their ranks, to get rid of Social-
Democratic ideology, the vestiges of bourgeois and petty-
bourgeois influence, and adventurism which opens the way
for provocations and treachery.
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CONCLUSION

The Fifteenth Congress concluded the struggle agai;

the Trotskyite opposition inside the Party by inflicting on if
a total ideological and organisational defeat. Howey

I'rotsky and the men of his immediate entourage continue

to attack the Party and the Soviet power. The opposition’s

- - b . ” o . - .I

anh_—[ arty activity was assuming an ever more blatant ant

Soviet character. In October 1928, Maslow’s newspaper a
1 Y - 2 e r !

the Cadets newspaper in Berlin, Rul, simultaneously carr

- 3 O & J -G 2. - 1 T -.
a letter from Tj otsky, characterising the regime in the USSR
as “a Kerensky regime inside out”, and calling for the stagin

P

of strikes in the Soviet Union, frustration of the campaign
for collective agreements, and the training of opposition

cadres for a future civil war.

In line with Trotsky’s directive, his supporters slandere
the Party, its leaders and the Party apparatus, and demanded
the establishment of their own party, making efforts to ar
range regular communications with their associates in variou
parts of the country., They jumped at every difficulty faced by
the Soviet Union—such as interruptions in the supply of bread
and other foodstuffs to the population and agricultural raw
materials to industry in 1928—to launch counter-revolution-

ary attacks. During the renewal of the collective agreements

at enterprises in Moscow and other cities, the Trotskyites

circulated anti-Soviet leaflets calling for strikes. In order to

keep his supporters inside the Party, Trotsky instructed then

to use double-dealing tactics, regarding this as a “temporary

retreat” dictated by the unfavourable political situation.
. In 1929, for his anti-Soviet activity, Trotsky was expelled
from the country. Abroad he at once joined the slander
campaign against the Soviet Union and the CPSU(B). His
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articles, brimming with hatred for the country building
socialism, and containing malicious slander against it and
straightforward calls for a fight against the Soviet power,
appcarcd on the pages of bourgeois and f‘.ir:L'i:1[--i)ualr_;r_"_i‘;lf_ic:
newspapers. Adapting himself to the requirements of his
masters, the imperialists, he began to “criticise” the policy
of the Party and the Soviet power in another plane, accusing
it not of being less than revolutionary, but, on the contrary,
of being ultra-revolutionary.

In 1926 and 1927, Trotsky had accused the Party of not
showing enough resolution in conducting the policy of indu-
strialisation, of not showing enough concern for finding the
necessary resources for industrialisation, and for accelerating
the pace of industrial development; he had accused it of
failing to fight the kulaks and had proposed his own adven-
turist recipes for boosting the national economy. Once abroad,
he accused the Party of adventurism in industrialising the
country and collectivising agriculture, and said the pace of
economic development was excessive and back-breaking. His
charges were essentially not different from those earlier made
against the Party by a group of Right-wing capitulationists,
headed by Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky. Evidence of this
comes from the secret talks between Bukharin and Kamenev
in the summer of 1928 with a view to uniting the Rightists
and the Trotskyites for a joint fight against the Party leader-
ship. Consequently, the division of the oppositionists into
“Leftists” and Rightists was rather arbitrary,

The high rate of economic development had been dictated
by internal and international conditions and had been based
on the real possibilities latent in the Soviet system. In the
teeth of the facts Trotsky proposed that “in the sphere of
industry the obstacle race for prizes should be stopped,” and
the “five-year plan in four years’ slogan discarded” !

That would have meant abandoning the idea of the earliest
possible elimination of the country’s technical and economic
lag, just when the imperialists were trying hard to embroil
the Soviet Union in a war. This would have played into the
hands of international imperialism. In spite ‘of Trotsky
and his friends in the imperialist camp, the five-year plan
was fulfilled in four years and three months.

L XUI syexd Usesoyuznoi Kommunisticheskoi partii(h) (Sixteenth Con-
gress of the CPSU(B). Verbatim Report). Vol. I, Moscow. 1935, p. 576.
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In ;tg‘n(:ultt!rc, the Trotskyites strove to hold back any
turther collectivisation, telling the peasants that the country’s
resources were limited and that these had to be concentrated
on the collective farms which were already best supplied
Somewhat later, Trotsky proposed that the collective fau'm.';
should be disbanded altogether.

On the cve of the Sixteenth Congress, the opponents of
the Party’s policy once again tried to organise action against
the Party and its CC. The Trotskyites’ Opposition b’u?h’zén
published in Paris, slanderously accused the Communist Party
of violating democracy, and tried to counterpose its appar-
atus to the working class.

The Trotskyites in the USSR also became more active.
In a lc_l{cr to the (_l(_mgrcw Presidium, Rakovsky, Ausem,
}\;hi([};(l}ily ;Jll'ﬂlll'l!if}tfj,}l‘l. Lmiuug 'othc%‘s,‘(‘lcn.mnd_cd .i}n: reha-
) of all the Trotskyites and a return of their leader
from abroad. These claims were condemned by the Congress
delegates. In its resolution, the Congress emphasised “that
although Trotskyism had been completely exposed, there
continued to be in the Party “attitudes conciliatory to Trot-
skyism, and this was expressed above all in an underestima-
tion of the alliance between the working class and the middle
peasantry. The Party will continue to wage a most resolute
struggle against these attitudes”.! . . -

In the 1930s, Trotsky forecast the Soviet Union’s inevit-
ablc_ defeat in an imminent war against nazi Germany,
adding that this defeat would be “only a short episode, in
case of a victory of the proletariat in other countries”. "He
declared that “no military victory can save the inheritance
of the October Revolution if imperialism holds out in the
rest of the world™.* His stand was that of the worst enemy
of the Soviet people, intent by every possible means to pro-
voke nazi Germany into a war against the USSR. By his

statements about the Soviet Union's\'allcgcd weakness, Trots-
ky was pushing nazi Germany into an attack on the USSR.
I'i‘crc is what he wrote: “Can we expect that the Soviet Union
\Vl‘u‘ come out of the coming great war (as he called the
USSR’s future war against nazi Germany—Auihor.) without
defeat? To this frankly posed question we will answer as

:1[ CPSU in the Resolutions and Decisions. . ., Part 111, Moscow. 1954

])- o1 b 1 ? bt ?
2R Palis ' g : :

}5;{,'_1‘1;,: Il_.;itm Dutt, The Internationale, Lawrence and Wishart, London.
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frankly. If the war should remain only a war, the defeat of
the Soviet Union would be inevitable. In a technical, eco-
nomic and military sense imperialism is incomparably more
strong. If it is not paralysed by revolution in the West,
imperialism will sweep away the regime which issued from
the October Revolution.”!

An analysis of Trotsky’s statements [rom 1936 on warrants
the conclusion that the main task of his supporters in that
period was to set up an illegal organisation on Soviet terri-
tory, forcibly to overthrow the Soviet government, and use
the “inevitable defeat” of the Soviet Union in the coming
war against fascism to build up Trotskyist positions through-
out the world. However, Trotsky's expectations were over-
thrown by the moral and political unity of Sovict society,
the courage and steadfastness of the peoples of the Soviet
Union, and the might of the Soviet Army, which crushed
nazi Germany.

Abroad, Trotsky put forward the idea of establishing an
international Trotskyite centre in opposition to the Third,
Communist International. Defeated Trotskyite groups from
11 countries cobbled the so-called Fourth International, which
set itself the task of fighting the Marxist-Leninist Parties,
communism and the Soviet Union. In this context, Trotsky
boasted: “Within the next ten years, the programme of the
Fourth International will win over millions.”” In that period,
the Trotskyites asserted, through their leader, that “the
Fourth International already has in the USSR its own organ-
isation, which is the strongest, the most numerous and the
most seasoned”.

That was more than 30 years ago, but the “Fourth Inter-
national”, far from securing any influence on the masses, has
in fact moved to the verge of total political bankruptcy. The
Trotskyite groups, which have adhered to the “Fourth Inter-
national”, ceaselessly war with each other, mainly over ways
of fighting communism. Only in June 1963, separate Trots-
kyite groups once again formally united at the Seventh
Congress of the “Fourth International”.

Today, the Trotskyites no longer say that socialism cannot
be built in one country, but merely throw doubt on the vic-
tory of communism in the USSR. They do not dare to declare

L Ibid., p. 247.
2 Uoprosy istorii KPSS No. 13, 1965, p. 50,
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that the collective farms have failed or that the Soviet powe;
is bound to collapse. However, Trotsky’s present-day folloy.

ers have been spreading essentially the same ideas, resorting

to lies, slanders, unprincipled statements and double-dealin.

tactics, hypocrisy, political adventurism and ultra-revoly
tionary catchwords, In extending the scale of their political
and ideological struggle against the socialist countries an
the international working-class and communist movenien|
the imperialists have been using Trotskyite elements an
their reckless concepts to promote their own ends.

The publications of the West German press baron, Adolf
Springer, which abound in malicious attacks against e
Soviet Union and communism, have been carrying more and
more items on the revival of Trotskyism, allegedly enriche
with modern phenomena and facts coming to light as indus
trial society develops. But Trotskyism, even “enriched”
continues to be a set of theoretical propositions clashing wit
the fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism. In theo: )
and in practice it serves to disarm the working class and it
Party in their struggle against reaction.

In recent years, Trotsky’s writings have been published
and widely circulated in the USA, West Germany, Italy,
France, Japan and other capitalist countries. Using Trot
skyite sources, Leonard Schapiro has published his fraud
lent book, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, in
London and New York. It is a gross distortion of the essence
and meaning of the CPSU’s struggle against the Trotskyite
Zinovievite opposition as a supposed alliance “between all
communists opposed to the régime of authoritarianism in the
party...”.!

Twisting the historical facts, Schapiro presents the Trot-
skyite-Zinovievite oppositionists as champions of Party unity
He expresses extreme dissatisfaction over the oppositior
leaders’ statement sent in to the Central Committee of the
CPSU(B) in October 1926, but he is not indignant over their
hypocrisy or the fact that they had failed to live up to their
promises, but that their “action. .. both futile and dishonour-
able” led to “reprisals” against the supporters of the opposi
tion.

Furthermore, Schapiro complains that the opposition lead
ers were not allowed to state their views at the Fifteenth

1 L. Schapiro, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, p. 297.
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Party Conference, views that had been “dishonc‘fft.l_}i"“]ug].‘_g‘ﬁzdi
in the theses of the report. He ignores the du.l.sljf:t?nl (})\ ?‘{1‘:“
Fifteenth Conference, which (-Em(__lcmncd thf: _ 1Im~. ?1(.
Zinovievite anti-Party bloc as a 50(;};:11—]2(}:1}10(;1111u, de {Ll _um:
but he speaks at length that after the rlhccnth._(,_011.__5,11;1%
there was ~"a move fo Cump]‘on_llsc_i_ly thc_np’p{_;smm_l\, 1_1I:1‘
“once again it was an event in international ‘c011111-.u‘1_.f1_51}.
which precipitated action .rbchapl‘ro presents thgl r)}i)}_::n_m;:)fl
Jeaders as true champions of world l‘C\"O]lltl(Jﬂ.&.l.I.l( 1_1.&111{5’:1;
national proletariat. He says that the opposition, M‘f;l:l(tm,“
up for world communism, started an extremely dcm.n}(}.“} ory
campaign against the Party leadership, and 1[‘\}::}5 }llu,t \(TP"
position’s accusatory tone that was the cause of its obli l.dllg)l‘
tion, although its theoretical conceptions were borne out by
se of events. . _

th(s.[fl:ﬁ:mljgok gives a biased and distorted plcl_l‘lgc’ ﬁ[(-'th::
Party’s struggle against the anti-Party bloc in ]9,'._4*.3 a Cél{]i
that the Central Committee had crushed the 0}‘:‘{)0?!110\“ Iv.lé'lélf-;l
the pretext of a non-existent threat of war against i@ht; [Ji {\;
Schapiro has no use for any scientific analysis ”-.imf facts
but resorts to slander in an effort to prove that it was 130}
the Party organisations, not the workers’ masses but the OS.T_I {
agencies that carried on the drive against the U’p}]i]‘a]l‘tl(?l.l,
having been empowered to arrest oppositionists L.iTn( 101(:(:
them to make admissions of il‘allomus‘ activity. IL draws
the slanderous conclusion that thc_pi‘o:ctziri;-ljJ r‘cnuun\i;d‘im
mmpassive on-looker while the two mdcs—?—thc!l arty organisa-
tions and the opposition groups—fought it out. il

This latter-day advocate of Trotskyism recounts [‘Tli}'(;:
great feeling of regret the defeat of the opposition bloc a
the Fifteenth Party Congress. He waxes L‘S})S.‘Cla“y' 11mlgnf*}nij
over the fact that “in the course of the Congress a series
of declarations by various other groups of oppositionists pro-
tested their intention to remain loyal to the decisions t)i” }h_c
Congress, and petitioned cither for rc;LchA;mswm .tr: the p(.a}.:y[
if already expelled, or the remission of the sentence 11‘ l,w,jt ‘
However, Trotsky, who had signed a number of sumlzu state-
ments, “did not... sink as low as Zinoviev and Kameney,
who not only petitioned for readmission, but renounced their
views as ‘anti-Leninist’ ”.2 "

Schapiro fully backs Trotsky’s statement that the opposi-

T Ibid,, p. 306.

% Ibid,
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tionists were defeated because the “bureaucracy” had tri-
umphed over the masses. He repeats Trotsky’s thesis that “in
Lenin’s time Bolshevism was a mass movement, but after the
civil war ‘the masses were pushed away gradually from par-
ticipation in the leadership’, and the ‘bureaucracy ... con-
quered the Bolshevik Party” ”.! This falsifier of CPSU history
rebukes Trotsky for the mistake he made after 1922, when
he tried “to compromise with an opponent whose sole aim
was political annihilation of all who stood in the way”.?

All of Schapiro’s efforts are aimed at justifying the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite oppositionists and smearing the CPSU’s
activity and its domestic and foreign policy during the period
of socialist construction. Schapiro’s fraudulent book is being
widely used by present-day Trotskyites, and ideologists of
anti-communism 1n their fight against the Soviet Union.

The revisionists have now been spreading the Trotskyite
idea that Leninism is nothing but the practice of Marxism,
that it can be applied to backward countries only, and that
it is irrelevant to the developed capitalist states. The denial
that Leninism is a further development of Marxism in the
new historical epoch and is its higher stage means refusal to
recognise its international character and significance. In this
connection, there is need to look at a book entitled The Rus-
stan Revolution published by the Czechoslovak historian
M. Reiman on the eve of the 50th anniversary of the Great
October Socialist Revolution. There is good ground to say
that it has been written in the light of Trotskyism. It is not
based on such sources as the Bolshevik Party’s documents,
but testimonials from SR and Menshevik newspapers
and books. There is an attempt to minimise the importance
of the October Revolution, and to present it as a “nationally
limited” revolution, whereas in fact it was a turning point in
the historical destinies of mankind, opening a new era in
world history and inaugurating the period of transition from
capitalism to socialism.

Reiman tries to revise the history of the Great October
Revolution, to play it down and to throw a false light on the
role of the heroic working class of Russia and its Leninist
’arty, in order to whitewash Trotsky, together with the
Mensheviks and SRs, and to prove that the experience in the

U L. Schapivo, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union. p. 307,
* Ibid.
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struggle for the establishment of the proletarian dictatorship
and socialist construction in the USSR is irrelevant to other
countries. _ ‘
Reiman draws the conclusion that the experience of rev-
olution in a backward country, with an immature working
class and a similar party, cannot be of the epoch-making
importance which the international working-class and_the
communist movement have always attached to it. Had Rei-
man been an honest writer, he would have turned to IJE:1111_1 $
works. Bolshevik Party documents and Stlldlc:‘s by H_nwct
economists and historians. However, he was writing a biased
book designed to blacken the Soviet Union, its working class
and its Leninist Party, a new-type party, and that is why
he was not concerned with authentic documents. In fa:ct.. he
used the same methods as those used by Right-wing Social-
Democrats. _ _
Falline back on Trotsky’s Lessons of October, Reiman
tries to revive the myth of Trotsky’s leading role in the
October armed uprising. A study of the authentic documents
leaves no doubt at all that Trotsky had never been a leader
of the Bolshevik Party and had never played the part in
the October Revolution which Reiman tries to ascribe to him.
Trotsky had always been an opponent of Marxism-Leninism
and his actions have done great harm to the Bolshevik Party,
the Soviet Union and the whole international communist
movement. o
Present-day revisionists, who attack the principle of
democratic centralism, urge freedom of factions and group-
ings, oppose a one-party and dcmgmd a _n'mltlv—party s_l)’st{:m,
have been making wide use of Trotsky's writings. Shortly
before his death, he wrote a libellous book entitled The Rev-
olution Betrayed. Tt contains open slander against Lenin,
the Bolshevik Party and the Soviet state, and declares that
up to a point there was freedom of factions ;11'1(1 groupings
within the Bolshevik Party, which held its existerce to be
‘nconceivable without them. Only the Tenth Congress of the
Party deemed it necessary to ban factions because of the
complex internal situation in the Soviet Republic. However,
this measure was allegedly a temporary one and was to h':wc
been revoked as soon as there were signs of a marked im-
provement in the situation. Trotsky 1:cg‘;n1'(lc(l.l_lur b;m‘m.l
factions and groups as an extension of the political TEgUNE
in the country (prohibition of anti-Soviet parties) to the
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Party’s internal life. These slanderous assertions are refuted
by the fact that the CPSU and all the Communist Parties are
based on the principle of democratic centralism, which is
incompatible with freedom of factions and groupings. Thi
freedom of factions and groupings also clashes with the spirit
and essence of the new-type party.

Trotsky took the same attitude to the problem of the one-
party and the multi-party system. He insisted that the
Bolshevik Party had allegedly wanted to retain the multi-
party system, but that the Civil War had fundamentally
altered these intentions. The opposition parties were banned
one after another. Trotsky said these measures had been a
violation of Soviet democracy. He took a hostile attitude to
the one-party system, which he said was a monopoly exercised
by “an uncontrolled bureaucracy”. Actually, however, there
is historical evidence to show that the one-party system
emerged in Soviet Russia because all the petty-bourgeois
parties had openly sided with the counter-revolution. Only
under the leadership of the Bolshevik Party was the working
class, in alliance with the labouring peasantry, capable of
safeguardi

18

ing the freedom and independence of the Soviet
Republic and securing a victory for socialism.

Anti-communist propaganda has been using the long-
exposed Trotskyite inventions about a “bureaucratisation of
the Bolshevik leadership” and the “bourgeois degeneration
of the USSR”. The ideologists of imperialism sce the present
positions of the USSR in the light of Trotskyism and have
been urging the need for “another political revolution” in
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 50 as to restore
the capitalist order. They have been attacking the Leninist
doctrine of the hegemony of the proletariat in the world
revolutionary process, declaring that it is not the world so-
cialist system, but the national liberation movement in the
Asian, African and Latin American countries that is the
chief revolutionary force of our day.

Present-day Trotskyites have been spreading the slander
that after the Second World War the Communist Parties of
the capitalist countries “abandoned the class struggle”. They
continue to oppose the united front tactics and an anti-mo-
nopoly drive, reject the Leninist doctrine of the leading role
of the Communist Parties, and seck to dissolve them in the
trade-union movement or to dismantle them altogether.

Trotsky’s followers flatly reject the policy of peaceful

264

nce of states with different social systems, saying that

coex
it is a “betrayal” of the socialist revolution and a deal with
imperialism. The wildest Trotskyite adventurists declare that
the peaceful coexistence policy should give way to a strategy

of prop ; the world revolution. On January 24, 1963,
brero, a newspaper of the Uruguayan Trotskyites
wrote: “A strategy for the workers’ state means: acting to
propel the world revolution, to make the masses of the world
feel that the propulsion of the world revolution, the propul-
sion of the socialist revolution is the best and only way of
croding the capitalist countries.” War, the Trotskyites believe,
is the best way of propelling the world revolution. The
same paper remarked that the Trotskyite “Fourth Interna-
tional” has based its entire activity “on a programme for
taking power, overthrowing capitalism, preparing for atomic
war or preparing for a preventive war before it is unleashed
by imperialism”.! The Trotskyites in France, the USA, Italy,
Brazil, Bolivia, Chile and other countries have spoken out in
similar vein.

No wonder then that the “Fourth International” was so
enthusiastic about the Chinese leaders’ departure from the
common line of the international communist movement. The
European Trotskyites in every way emphasise not only their
ideological kinship with the Peking leaders, but also the
possibility of practical co-operation with them in organising
a factional struggle against the Marxist-Leninist Parties.
One leader of present-day Trotskyism wrote: “We note the
actual formation of a united front with the Chinese comrades
not only because the Chinese are moving over to our posi-
tions, but also because all pro-Chinese tendencies and groups
are forced to seek co-operation with the Fourth International.
the policy of the Fourth International, the leadership of the
Fourth International. ... The united front is already there.”?

Present-day Trotskyism has found its fullest and most con-
centrated expression in the anti-Leninist, nationalistic and
anti-Soviet line of the Chinese leaders. An editorial in Pravda
said: “In the person of the Chinese leaders the international
communist movement is confronted with a special trend which

! ?_'-‘ufr.fu.\_'l,: istarii KPSS No. 12, 1965, pp- ._}1-.—;_’: > : -

* Protiv raskolnikov, za yedinstvo kommunisticheskogo duizheniya
(Against the Splitters, {or the Unity of the Communist .\!n\'uumﬂ'}.I,\Tm--
cow, 1964, pp. 12-13 (hereafter—Against the Splitters, for the Unity of
the Communist Movement).
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is petty-bourgeois in social origin, nationalistic in political

* aim, and Left-opportunist, assimilating many Trotskyite pro-

positions, in ideological tenet.”!

The Chinese leadership has adopted Trotskyite methods
as the basis for its domestic and foreign policy. It was an-
nounced in China that the main ideological and political task
of the “cultural revolution” was to carry Mao Tse-tung’s
thoughts into the minds of the broad masses of the popula-
tion. The newspaper Jenminjilipao wrote: “The great pro-
letarian cultural revolution is a great revolution designed
to make the thoughts of Mao Tse-tung the only thoughts of
the whole people. The thoughts of Mao Tse-tung must rule
‘everything’.” The efforts to substitute Maoism for Marxism-
Leninism are being camouflaged by the announcement that
Mao Tse-tung’s thoughts are the “summit of Marxism-Lenin-
ism in the modern epoch”. Chinese propaganda has been
trying to convince the peoples of the world that Mao’s
thoughts are “much higher than those of Marx, Engels and
Lenin”, and that leaders like Mao “arise in the world and in
China once in a thousand years”.?

In domestic policy, the Mao group has been applying the
Trotskyite ideas of militarising the party, the state and social
organisations, and relies on the establishment of the military-
bureaucratic dictatorship in China. In early May 1968, Mao
wrote that “the whole country must become a big military
camp”.* The army has been declared the main instrument
of the regime of military-bureaucratic dictatorship. The army
is used to militarise the plants, factories, people’s communes,
schools, shops, service enterprises, and Party and govern-
ment establishments, and to set up so-called revolutionary
committees, which are military-bureaucratic organs of power.

The spread of the cult of violence and war is the main line
of the Chinese leadership’s foreign policy. War is regarded
as the highest form of class struggle and revolution, and as
the only means of resolving the contradictions between cap-
italism and socialism. The Chinese press has given great play
to Mao’s statements dating back to the 1930s when he said
"1 Marksizm-Leninism—inte rnatsionalnoye  ucheniye  kommunistoo
vseklh stran (Marxism-Leninism—the Internationalist Teaching of Com-
munists of All Countries), Moscow, 1964, p. 30.

* K sobytiyam v Kitaye (On the Events in China), Mescow, 1967, p.
32 (herealter—Oun the Events in China).

P Ibid., p. 33.
© Pravda. June 22, 1968
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that “the world can be rebuilt only with the aid of the gun”
and that “a war waged by the overwhelming majority of
mankind . .. will become a bridge along which humanity will
move into a new historical epoch™. _

Back in 1957, Mao Tse-tung resorted to ultra-revolutionary
catchwords in his speech at the Moscow Meeting of Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties, when he urged them to accept
the idea that while one half of mankind might die in a world
thermonuclear war, imperialism would be destroyed and
socialism would triumph throughout the world. This irres-
ponsible statement ran counter to the Leninist view of world
war. As early as 1918, Lenin pn!nicd out that a world war
involving the use of mass destruction weapons was not only
the greatest crime, but a direct threat to “undermine the very
foundations of human society™.! -

The Chinese leadership has in fact been calling for the
export of revolution and trying to start a world thermonuclear
war as a means of overthrowing capitalism and c'ii'al?l!shmg
socialism on the whole planet. This is clearly a repetition of
the views expressed by the Trotskyites, the “Left Commu-
nists”, whom Lenin exposed in these words: “Perhaps the au-
thors believe that the interests of the world revolution require
that it should be given a push and that such a push can be
given only by war, never by peace, which might give the
people the impression that imperialism was being legiti-
mised’? Such a ‘theory’ would be completely at variance \\"I'(ll‘
Marxism, for Marxism has always been opposed to ‘pushing
revolutions, which develop with the growing acuteness of the
class antagonisms that engender revolutions.”

Following in the wake of the “Fourth International”, the
Chinese leaders have opposed the policy of peaceful coexist-
ence between states with different social systems, and have
rejected the programme of general and complete disarma-
ment, proclaiming China to be the centre of the world revolu-
tionary movement, and the countries of Asia, Africa and
Latin America the “main area of storms and revolutions ;
they have denied the leading role of the world socialist system
and its transformation into the decisive factor of present-
day social development. . _

Peking’s theoretical conceptions on questions ol war and

V. 1. Lenin, Collected (Darks, Vol. 27, p. 422.

Ibid., pp. 71-72.
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peace are designed to “back up” and “justify” the Chinese
leadership’s great-power nationalistic line, and to promote
its hegemonistic aspirations. These have been even more
clearly revealed in the course of the “cultural revolution’.
Chinese propaganda declared Mao Tse-tung to be “the leader
of the peoples of the whole world”, and China, the centre
of world revolution and the main anti-imperialist force.
Chinese young people are being taught that their main task
is “to rebuild the world” on the basis of Mao’s thoughts. In
their leaflets, the hungweipings declare: “The banner of Mao
Tse-tung will fly over the whole world.”!

These ultra-revolutionary propositions on questions of war
and peace testify to the fact that the Chinese leadership has
lost faith in the strength of the masses and in the possibility
of socialism winning without war between states, without
world war. This line keeps away millions of people from the
communist movement; tends to isolate the Communists, and
slow down the whole process of the peoples’ liberation
struggle. It was quite natural that these adventurist Maoist
views and propositions on questions of war and peace met
with a resolute rebuff from the international communist move-
ment and broad circles of world progressive opinion.

The Chinese leadership has been fiercely attacking the
gains of world socialism, concentrating its fire not on the
imperialists but mainly on the CPSU and the Soviet Union.
The Chinese press, radio and the whole propaganda machine
are geared to spread malicious slander about the CPSU
and its domestic and foreign policy. In the slant, scale and
subtlety of its slanderous attacks, Chinese propaganda can
be ranked with the most reactionary anti-communist organs
of the imperialist circles.

Anti-Sovietism has become an organic part of the Chinese
leaders’ great-power line. In this way they have been trying
to 1solate the Chinese people from the socialist countries, to
keep it away from the influence of the international com-
munist and working-class movement, to justify the military
dictatorship and the country’s militarisation, and to create
conditions for unhindered implementation of their hegemo-
nistic plans. The CPSU and the fraternal Parties resolutely
condemn the Maoist great-power policy because it has been
doing great harm to the interests of socialism, the interna-

L On the Events in China, p. 54.
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tional working-class and the national liberation movement
and to the Chinese people’s own socialist gains, and has
been objectively helping imperialism.

The Chinese leadership’s main strategic aim is to subordi-
nate the communist and national liberation movement to their
narrowly egoistic interests. T'o achieve this, Mao’s followers
have discarded the principles of proletarian internationalism:
they have betrayed Marxism-Leninism and have adopted as
their own the ideals of nationalism, Trotskyism and the most
unscrupulous demagogy and slander.

Subversive activity within the world communist movement
is a component part of the Maoists’ great-power nationalistic
line. In their efforts to weaken the unity and cohesion of the
socialist community and the world communist movement,
the Chinese leaders have been using not only Trotskyites’
ideas but also their factional, splitting methods of struggle
against Marxist-Leninist Parties. Newes Deutschland was
right in saying that “the policy of the CPC leaders signifies
an unprincipled, petty-bourgeois, nationalistic departure from
Marxism-Leninism, which is Trotskyite in content and
method of struggle”.!

In the last few years, the Chinese leaders have markedly in-
tensified their subversive activity in the world communist
movement. They have sought at all costs to discredit the most
authoritative contingents of the international communist
movement, and to undermine the massive influence of the true
Marxist-Leninist Parties.

Following the line of splitting the world communist move-
ment, the Chinese leaders are trying to set up factional groups
hostile to Marxism-Leninism within the Communist Parties.
As a rule these groups are small, consisting of all sorts of re-
negades, carcerists and rascals. These groups receive money
from Peking to publish and spread all kinds of slanderous
writings, setting up shops for the sale of Chinese propaganda
material. The Chinese leadership has been using renegades
from communism in its effort to disrupt the work of trade-
union, youth, women’s, students” and other international orga-
nisations, to disrupt the alliance between the socialist coun-
tries and the national-liberation movement, and to weaken
the common front of struggle against imperialism.

1 Against the Splitters, for the Unity of the Communist Movement,
5l

p. 22.
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At the height of class battles in France in May and June
1968, ultra-Leftist Maoist-Trotskyite groups tried to divert
the working-class and democratic movement onto the way of
anarchism and adventurism. They tried to provoke students
and workers into armed action against the government.
During a million-strong working-class demonstration in
France in support ol the students’ legitimate demands in May
1968, the ultra-Leftist leader, Cohn-Bendit, a 23-year-old
West German, with a handful of his supporters—Trotskyites,
anarchists and Maoists, issued this provocative slogan: “Let us
go and storm the Elysée Palace!” The ultra-Leftists urged
violence against the Communists, asserting that without them
it would be possible to bring about social {!mnw and advance
to socialism. The Leftist elements put forward the demand
for the establishment of a “revolutionary party” of Trot-
skyites, anarchists and other renegades. Their inflammatory
slogans, blind violence and seditious behaviour did a great
deal of harm to the democratic forces of France.

A characteristic feature of the ideological and political
attacks of the Maoists, Trotskyites and other ultra-Leftist
groups against the present-day communist movement is that
they are becoming akin to those of the Right-wing oppoi-
tunists and all the anti-communist forces. Anti-Sovietism is
the common platform of the revisionists. The imperialist
ideologists, the Right and “Left” revisionists have aimed
their main attacks against the CPSU and the Soviet Union.
Their aim is to deprive the working class and its vanguard—
the Communist Party—of their leading role in the states of
the socialist system, to undermine the proletarian dictator-
ship and to do away with the gains of socialism. The class
adversaries of communism have been trying ideologically to
corrupt the working class, to throw its ranks into disarray,
to embroil the workers with the intelligentsia and the peas-
antry, so as ultimately to wrest power from the hands of the
working class and to push the working-class and the com-
munist movement onto the way of surrender to imperialism.

All true followers of socialism, proletarian international-
ism and Marxism-Leninism are engaged in a relentless
struggle against modern Trotskyism and other manifesta-
tions of opportunism, exposing the petty -bourgeois revolu-
tionarism, great-power chauvinism, nationalism and reac-
tionary 1dwlons and practices of the Chinese leaders.

The Communist Par ty of the Soviet Union, together with
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other fraternal Parties, has been taking all measures to con-
solidate the positions of socialism, and to strengthen the
unity and cohesion of the world communist movement on the
basis of the principles of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian
internationalism. The Communist Parties, resolutely defend-
ing the Marxist-Leninist line of the world communist move-
ment, are rallying the revolutionary forces of our time in
the fight against international imperialism, and for peace,
democracy and socialism.

The International Meeting uf 75 Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties, held in Moscow i n June 1969, worked out a
militant )ldtlmm for joint stlml in the struggle against im-
pumlmn. and Umlmnujuhl} came out for ]ll_, cohesion of the
world communist movement. Its main document also empha-
sises that the Communists will struggle against the Right-
and Left- ()ppmtunm distortions of theory and policy, against
revisionism, dogmatism and Left-sectarian adventurism.

The Mcr\.lmg adopted an Address, On the Centenary of
the Birth of U. I. Lenin, which called for a fitting celebra-
tion of the great anniversary. The fact that this document
has been adopted is of fundamental importance. Lenin’s
name has become a symbol of the victory in the Great Octo-
ber Revolution, and of the outstanding revolutionary achieve-
ments, which have fundamentally changed the social face
of the world, signifying that mankind has taken a turn to-
wards socialism and communism.




