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Chapter Nine. The Interregnum and the New Opposition

On January 21, 1924, Lenin aied. The problem of his formal guccession had already been
settled. The colourless Rykor became President of the Council of People's Commissars.
Trotsky, who was still away from Moscow, was warned too late to return in time. It

was the members of the EEEEEE who presided at the funerary Eeremonies, delivered the
speeches and celebrated the memory of the deceased. Stalin, the last orator, recited
the "commandments™ of the dead man in the style of a litany. This almost mystical ex-
altation, reminiscent of the bible and nearer to the tradition of the priests of the
Orthodox Church than to the teachings of Marx, sounded strangely in the great hall of
the Congress of Soviets: a page had been turned. '

The transformation of the Party

The campaign to recruit industrial workers, decided by the Thirteenth Conference, was

placed under the patronage of the dead leader. The so—called "Lenin Appeal™ was to
bring in more than two hundred thousand ﬁew members in a few months, and ended by rais-
ing the party membership by 507% in a year. Despite its label, the campagne sanctioned
a profoénd break from the methods emplbyed during Lenin's lifetime. On the one hand,
it was no longeT a question of the enthusiastic, convinced joining by workers who had

been won by other party members, nor even of that of ambitious people obliged by the

force of things to give the proofs of thems
It was now an almost official recruitment, carried out within the fremework of the
the official authorities and who

concerned above gll with
join the one and only

elves and to show capacity and devotion.

factories, under the pressure of secretaries who were
did not lack means of pressure with which to make workers,

their day to day problems and the necessity to keep their jobs,
most part completely oT largely lacking

education. They formed the majority of the 57% illiterates who, according to Stalin,
long way away from the pro-

were in the party in May 1924. Consequently they were a

party. The newcomers, moreoveT, were for the

blems of politics, inexperienced and malleable.

mmed a docile army, always falling in behind the

In the hands of the apparatus they fo
£ the Bolshevik

leadership, very distant in every way from the revolutionary gpirit o

workers, who were to be swamped under the numbers of mulish members. In their favour

the restrictions imposed by the earlier congresses were waived: the newcomeIs were to

use their membership rights to the fall,
t conferences, without any account being taken of how
We

were to vote, to £i11 responsible posats,

were to be able to be delegates a
long they had spent in the probat

can imagine more easily what a trum
party organisms at the hands of the appara

that the reqruitment based on the “Lenin Appeal”
was aimed at the supporters
in these

ionary stages which had earlieTr been demanded.

p card this flood of new members could be for mani-

pulating cells and responsible tus and of the

General Secretary, when we remember

was carried out in parallel with a purge that, this time,
We can understand how Molotov could declare,

of the Opposition of the 46.
411, without any doubt, be

“conditions: "The development of the party in the future w

hoaed on the Tenin Avoveal" (1)-



The Cult of lenin Begins: the Suporession of the Testament

The funergl speeches and articles set the tone for a new period. The Congress of Sov-
iets, which was in session at th; time of lLenin's death, changed the name of Petrograd,
which became Leningrad. It made January 21 an anmual day of mourning. It decided to

erect monuments to his memory in every city, to embalm his body and place it in a mausol-
eum under the Kremlin walls, so that pilgrimages could be made to the mummy. The voice

of Krupskaya alone was raised against these decision, the semi-religious inspiration of

which was surprising in revolutionaries:

"Do not permit your mourning for Ilyich to take on forms of external reverence for

his person. Do not erect monuments. Do not give his name to palaces. Do not

organise ceremonies to his memory. He attached so little importance to all that.
All that so annoyed him. Remember the poverty... that still exists in the country.
If you want to honour the memory of Vladimir Ilyich, build creches, kindergartens,

houses, schools, libraries, medical centres, hospitals, homes for invalids, and,
especially, put his principles into practice".(2)

Zinoviev was promoted to the rank of High Priest and declared: "Lenin is dead, Lenin-

ism lives"..(3). The Central Committee resolved to start a new journal, "The Bolshevik",
intended to summarise "Leninism" systematically in simple proposition which all could
understand. None the less, the problem of Lenin's testament still had to be settled,
with Krupskaya believing that it should be brought to the notice of the party in respect
for the dead man's wishes. The document was read on May 22 to a session of the Central
Committee enlarged by the attendance of the oldest party members; it there produced the
effect of a bomb. Zinoviev at’"°® flew to the help of Stalin, whom the document, in

the atmosphere of adoration of the deceased, seemed to condemn beyond forgiveness: he
declared:

"I1lyich's last word is the highest law for us... but on one point at least the fears
of Lenin have shown themselves to be unfounded. I wish to speak of that conceming
our General Secretary. You have all witnessed our common work during these last

years and, like myself, have been happy to confirm that the fears of Ilyich have not
been realised."(4) '

With the support of Kamenev he proposed that Stalin be retained in the position from
which Lenin wished to remove him. No opposition was openly raised. The natural con-
sequence followed. Despite Krupskaya, who wanted the testament read to the

party congress, the Central Committee decided by some 30 votes to 10 to keep it secret
and to commnicate it only to the leaders of the delegations to the congress. Trotsky
rem2ined silent from the beginning of the meeting to the end: for years, his silence
was to meke him the accomplice of the falsifiers. For the second time his abstention
rescued Stalin and those who, in deifying Lenin énd concealing his last wishes, showed

that maintaining themselves in power dominated their other pre-occupations. In any
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case it sheds light on his subsequent abstention: for Trotsky, the party remained the

party and those who led it had to be treated with respect, in the interests of the
party itself, whatever might be their vagaries.

The Thirteenth Congress

With the danger of the testament out of the way, the Thirteenth Congress, opening on
May 23, was to be for those who had won the day a repetition on a larger scale of the
Thirteenth Conference, and with greater lustre. First Zinoviev touched on the questicmm
of.the struggle about the new course in a long opening speech, which levelled a new
charge against the Opposition, in a self-glorification of the leaders who had surmountecd
the crisis and defeated the manoceuvre aimed at weakening the party through the Central
Committee. No doubt drawing encouragement from Trotsky's. silence over the business of
the testament, he declared that the controversy had shown that it was "now a thousand
times more necessary than ever that the party be monolithic". He returned to the in-
dictment of Trotsky and went so far as to demand from the Opposition a public retract-
ion and recognition of its errors: "The most sensitive course, that most worthy of a
Bolshevik, which the Opposition could :take would be to come to the platform of the Con-
gress end say, 'I have made a mistake and the party was right'%(5).

This pretention was without precedent in Bolshevik history and roused some feeling among
the delegates. Krupskaya, whose moral authority as the widow and collaborator of Lenin
was high, was to take the floor to say that it was "psychologically unacceptable". She
was to give Trotsky the opportunity for a simple, dignified reply, which has often been
mis-interpreted by historians in an opposite direction in their desire to find in it
something more than a declaration by a disciplined party member:

"Nothing could be easier that to state in front of the party: 'All my criticisms,

and all my declarations, all my warnings, all my protests, all that was nothing but
a mistake from beginning to end'. But, comrades, I do not think so... The
English have a saying: 'My Country, right or wrong!'. We can say, with much

greater justification: whether it be right or wrong, on certain questions or at

certain moments, it is my party."
He repeated what had already impregnated the pages of "The New Course":

"In the last resort, the party is always right, because it is the unique historical

instrument which the working class possesses to resolve its problems... One can be

correct only with the party and through it, because history has not yet created any
another means by which to be correct” (6).

Defeated, he submitted, but he did not despair of convincing, In fact, he maintained

that he was correct, and, when he took up all the arguments which had been developed be-
fore the Thirteenth Conference, he none the less was careful to distinguish himself from

the 46, by making clear that he was opposed to groups in the party, because it would be

difficult not to identify them with fractions. Preobrazhenski also was to speak, in

protest against the fact that the purge had especially been aimed at the Opposition, and



to question (as Trotsky had not done) the use by the Central Committee of the success
of the "Lenin Appeal®: "It reveals an inadmissible optimism to claim that this entry
of workers into the party confirms and approves everything that we have done in matters
of internal policy, including the bureaucratic perversions" (7.

In a number of resolutions the Congress approved the decisions of the Thirteenth Confer-
ence and the line of the Central Committee. It repeated the condemnation of the Oppos-
ition, which "The Bolshevik" -was* to attack again a few days later for "internal semi-

Menshevism, a quarter of Menshevism, a thousand times more dangerous than 100% Menshev-

ism, the real Menshevism", at a moment when "1007% Bolshevik unity" was necessary (8).

The "Bolshevisation" of the International

According to official history, it was in 1924 that the International was "Bolshevised".
Between 1919 and 1921 it had been constructed on the perspective of immediate revolution-
ary struggles, which could lead in a short time to the seizure of power in several lands.
In this way are to be explained the twenty-one conditions imposed on parties for their
membership, and the constitution, which envisaged making it a centralised world party,

an "infernational Bolshevik party". Lenin alome was anxious about this Russification:
this organisation, artificially imposed on parties which had neither the experience nor
the tradition of the Russian revolutionaries, risked retarding their development. The
delegates to the Third Congress did not follow him, any more than they followed him at
the Second Congress, when he proposed to base the Executive in Berlin, in order to reduce
the influence of the Russian leadership, and recalled the excessive influence of the

German socialists in the Second International.

In fact, even during his lifetime, the opposite prevailed. The Communist parties,
small sects like the British party or large parties of a social-democratic type like
the Italian or the French parties, had neither the experience of struggle nor the lead-
ers capable of standing up to the Russian leaders. The German Communist Party af ter
the assassination of Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, was divided into several violently

opposed tendencies. Its former secretary, Paul Levi, was excluded in 1921, for having

publicly condemned the insurrectional action in March. Lenin did his utmost to retain

him in the party in drder to avoid the split and, after his exclusion, wrote to the

German Communists that he had "only lost his head" (9).

But the concern to educate and to effect agreement disappeared with Lenin from the
International. Zinoviev was to make the Communist parties servile orgenisations, en-

tirely dependent on the Executive, on the pretext of nBolshevising" them. Alfred

Rosmer writes as a witness and a participant: "By means of emissaries whom he sent to

all the sections, he suppressed all opposition bvefore the Congress.  Wherever resist-
it was a war of

ance showed itself, the most varied ;nethods were used to break it down;
who had

attrition, in which the workers were defeated in advance by the functionaries,
_all the time in the world and imposed *Terminable discussions; for the sake of peace,

all who had permitted themselves to criticise and who were worn down by the weight of



the International either provisionally gave way or took themselves away" (10).

After Trotsky was defeated, all those who had defenied him were punished. Boris

Suvorin, one of the founders of Communism in FTance, was put out of the leadership and

then out of the party, for having translated and published "The New Gourse". Brandler
was held solely responsible for the defeat in Germany and was removed from the leader-

ship of the German Communist Party. The Polish Communists, Warski, Walecki and Wera

Kostrzewa were removed for having protested against the attacks on Trotsky. At the
Fifth Congress Zinoviev promised to "break their backs™. In a reply to Stalin on
July 3, 1924, Wera Kostrzewa advanced the charge: "We are against the creation insiﬁe
the party of an atmosphere of permanent conflict, of tension and of rancour between one
I am convinced that with your system you are going to discredit all the
one after another, and I fear that at the decisive moment the proletariat

The leadership of the revolution could

and another...
party leaders,
will no longer have tested people at its head.
fall into the hands of adventurers, of those who ook spicy dishes" and of careerists"

(11).

But the tone was set at the Fifth Congress by another militant, the yo

Fischeé. She was eloquent and enthusiastic, but without any experience of the class-
the spokesman

ung German Ruth

struggle, the companion of Maslov, a German militant of Russian origin,
of the Left in 1923. Zinoviev imposed her at the head of the Cerman Communist Party,

in the place of the 0ld Guard of the militants of the Spartacus League, who were con-
demned as "right-wingers". Ruth Fischer was the incarnation of the "Bolshevisation”
tendency. She denounced Trotsky, Radek and Brandler as 'Menshevik liquidators™ and
called for the International to be transformed into "a world Bolshevik party", a mono-
lith from‘which all tendency struggles would be excluded. In fact this programme was
already three-quarters realised. The definitive subordiﬁation of the Communist parties
to Moscow was possible only because this Bolshevik party retained in the eyes of the..
advanced workers the revolutionary prestige of victory in the October Revolution. Wera
Kostrzewa expressed the feeling of many Communists when, at the end of her interventionm,
she told Zinoviev and Stalin: "You know that we cannot fight against you. If tomorr-
ow you were to call on the Polish workers to choose between us and the Communist Inter-
national, you know very well that we would be the first to tell them to follow you" (12).
The pseudo-Bolshevisation killed off independent Communist critical spirit and thought.
It thereby destroyed every chance of making the parties of the International into parties
capable of playing the role which the Bolshevik party played in Russia.

The "Lessons of October" and the Second Campaign against Trotsky

Though as a disciplined militant Trotsky accepted that he must submit and be silent, he
continued to be a source of anxiety to the troika. "The Bolshevik" of June 5, 1924,
did not conceal its itritation at the "elastic Qpeech“ he made at the Thirteenth Con-
gress. At the same time, it had no interest in provoking him and, from the moment when

<he accepted silence on the essential political problems, it sought to avoid doing so.

50.



However, Trotsky was not prepared to let himself be buried under slanders. An opport-

unity to-express himself was offered by the publication, projected long before, of Vol=-
ume ITI  of his "Writings and Speeches", by the State Publishing House, devoted pre-

cisely to the year 1917. These documents were obviously irrefutable in themselves.

They gave to TTotsky the place which was his in the course of the revolution, first
after Lenin, as he freely admitted, if not first with him. But for the militant and

the un-repentant fighter history has no value if it is not understood and analysed, and

if it does not serve as an instrument for changing the world. Trotsky was to introduce

the third volume of his works with a study as big as a thick pamphlet; in it he deals
with the lessons which appeared to him to be essential, in reltion to October 1917, and
brings together the principal ideas about the role of the party -in the course .of the re-
volution which he defended many times and pérticularly in the course of 1923. He in-
tended to use the solid, irrefutable basis provided by the past, which the documents
published by the State Publishing House supplied to him, as a spring-board by means of
which the whole party could gain an understanding of the stage which was hardly beginning,

for the -future.

The closely-written vages of the preface, entitled "The Lessons of October", painted
first a general picture of the history of the Bolshevik Party. Trotsky distinguished
three periods in it: the preparatory period before 1917, the revolutionary period of
1917, and the post-revolutionary period. Of the three, the second is evidently the
epoch which he regards as decisive - and this is not merely because Trotsky was the in-
carnation of Bolshevism in it, as the then-current description of Bolshevism as "the
party of Lenin ard Trotsky" establishes.  The second period was the test par excellence
of the party, its historic Jjustification. And the history as it emerged from the docu-
ments, writings and speeches of Trotsky, as from those of anyone else, reveals two cris-
es within the party in the course of 1917: that of April, when the majority of the cadres

of Bolshevism, having moved towards concilaition with the Hensheviks and adaptation to

a democratic republic, reared up under the blows which Lenin dealt them, as he spelt out
the new orientation, with the support of the workers' vanguard - and that of October,
when Zinoviev, Kamenev and part of the Bolshevik general staff submitted to Lenin only
because he was able to win the assent of the broad masses and to demonstrate to them by
action and success that his point of view was correct. The "lesson" is an important
one: it is the authority of Lenin and his sense of deep social movements which alone
could dispose, at the time of the decisive test, of that Bolshevik 0l1d Guard which in
1923 claimed to be the guardian of the tradition. Trotsky stresses that neither Zino-
viev nor Kamenev had the slightest title to claim "Leninism" as theirs, to the extent
that, in the course of decisive events, and especially on the eve of the seizure of
power, (this wall when one sees the revolutionary builder), they took their position
against Lenin, whom Trétsky, whose past not not a Bolshevik one, supported without re-

servation.

He passed from October 1917 to October 1923, and outlined the situation in Germany in



in the preceding year, and the hesitations of the German Communist Party, which let the
favourable moment pass and collapsed without a fight. The German October confirmed
negatively what the Russian October had demonstrated positively. It was the same party
leaders who had responsibility for the International, of which Zinoviev was the presid-
ent, and with it for the set-back of fhe German Revolution.  When they should have made
a turn and marched boldly to power, they had experienced the same conservative reflex as
six years earlier in Russia. The German working class, in a favourable objective situ-
ation, had a Communist party, but it did not have, either at the national or the inter-

national level, a leadership of the stature of that of Lenin. That was why it was de-
feated.

The attack was devastating. It was thoroughly buttressed by contemporary history and

reality and solid enough to stand up to any test. However, it placed the accent on the

role of the leadership, at the highest level, thereby minimising the role of the party

itself in the eyes of many militants. In the end; with its replies to the "revelations"

of the troika about Trotsky's Menshevik past by what was really a "revelation" of the
"eonciliatory" past of Zinoviev and Kamenev, it gave the impression of a personal

squabblée,a display of dirty linen, which in the end would help to discredit all the

protagonists thus desperately trying to demolish the others' legens about being iron

Bolsheviks and faithful lieutenants of Lenin.

Pravda announced the publication of the book, with its un-published preface, on October

12. Peter and Irene Sorlin have stressed, in their meticulous examination of the press

that it was not until November 2 that an article entitled "How not to write the history

of October" mentioned again the book which every militant knew.
wards the journals were filled with letters and motions of protest from local organis-

ations. One may well believe that they were in response to instructions from the appaTr-
why they all appeared simul taneously

From November 12 on-

atus, which fully explains why there were so many,
as well as the interval before their appearance, which cannot be explained in any other

way.

In any case, the campaign which broke out was to be one of extraordinary violence. We
will content ourselves with a list summarising the articles devoted to the preface in
these few weeks by the leaders: on November 18, there was "Leninism or Trotskyism", by
Kamenev (14); on November 19, there was "Protskyism or Leninism" by Stalin (15); on
November 30, there was "Bolshevism or Trotskyism", by Zinoviev (16). All of these
articles charged Trotsky with "revisionism" and "trying to "jquidate Leninism". Then
came the articles against the "permanent revolution"; Kamenev again on December 10,
Bukharin on the 12th, Stalin on the 20th (ore of his first incursions into theory), which
concluded, in his own peculiar style: "It is not with honeyed speeches and rotten diplo

macy that the yawning gulf between the theory of. the "permanent revolution" and Leninism

can be concealed."
_These were the big guns. But TTotsky became a target from all sides, with the sustained
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fire made possible by control of the press by the apparatus, the systematic use of all

the documents existing in the archives, exhumation from polemics of the past, of

which there was no shortage, and exhibition of their most cutting passages without ex-

planation and out of context. The reader of Pravda was to learn that Lenin treated

Trotsky as a "pig" at the same moment as Trotsky was confiding his grievances agéingt
Lenin to the Menshevik Chkheidze.  Well-chosen texts and well-cut-out quotations could

give the impression that Trotsky was always an anti-Bolshevik and the irreconcilable

adversary of Lenin. Even those who had not forgotten 1917 could yield under the préssw

It mattered little that Zinoviev and Kamenev had been treated as
"yellow" and Stalin as a "prison screw", because the first statement was not repeated

and the second was unknown. The ordinary party member, for whom 1917 in the best case
without bitterness, the role of the

tues of the worthy Zinoviev. In

or role before and during 1917

ure of these lines.

was only a glorious legend, admitted, sometimes not
wicked Trotsky, without really believing in the vir
the troika Stalin was spattered least, because his min

enabled him to escape the discredit which was the lot of the former protagonists.

ad definitively rehabilitated Zinoviev and Kamenev -

At the end of the civil war, Lenin h
" "Immediately before

or so he thought - when he wrote in "Communist International
ately after it a certain number of excellent Communists
o one would be willing to mention today. Why?
it is a mistake to repeat mistakes which

the October Revolution and immedi
in Russia committed a mistake which n
Because, if it is not absolutely necessary,
have been completely corrected" (17). One single voice was raised in 1924 to get a
hearing for a viewpoint filled with concern to conserve all the precious cadres, which
had led Lenin himself both to welcome as his equal this "pig" Trotsky and to retain at
Krupskaya said in fact on December 16 that

mortal sins of which he is ac-

his side the "yellow" Zinoviev and Kamenev.

"she does not know whether Trotsky is guilty of all the

cused, not without polemical intent"; she reminded of his real role in 1917 and what the

e Trotsky take, perhaps inconscious-

party owed him, but ended saying "when a comrade lik
n (18). A letter from

ly, the road of revising Leninism, the party has its word to say

Trotsky, published in Pravda on December 20, pointed out that his book was simply the

development of ideas which had frequently been expressed by him earlier and which had

never brought down such attacks upon him (19).

At columns' length the secretariat, through all the committees, schools, instructors and

propagandists, fabricated "Trotskyism". All the time Trotsky had under—-estimated the

since 1903, had defended conceptions which undermined its found-
At the same time,

role of the party and,
ations and made him the "spokesman of petty-bourgeois influences".

r-estimated the peasantry and defended a policy ‘which risked breaking

he had always unde
the alliance between workers and peasants.
on Brest-Litovsk, on the trade unions, were explained by

All his disagreements with Lenin in the

past, on the pre-war party,
It was due to these same deviations that he advocated. planning,

asants, and that
Developed in

these vicious beliefs.
the method of the autocrat, industrialisation to the detriment of the pe

he worked to destroy from within the leadership which had unmasked him.
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this way, "Leninism" became no more than an alibi to justify the current policy, the

iron hand in the party and the concessions to the peasants.

The party had to be educated. A resolution of the Central Committee on January 17,
1925 decided to "cSAZU® the work of un-veiling the anti-Bolshevik character of Trotsky-

ism" and "introducing in%o the programmes of political education the explanation of its
anti-Bolshevik character" (20). The revision of history itself was near. For the pre-
sent, Trotsky was warned that, having by his attacks given to "anti-Soviet elements,
vacillating elements" the'"signal .-for réﬁroupment against the policy of the party", "if

hebianged to the Bolshevik Party an effective subordination waes required, and not merely
un-conditional renunciation of all

His place was no longer at

a verbal submission to discipline, and a total,
struggle against lLeninism", in other words, all opposition.
the War Commissariat and in the Revolutionary War Committee: at his request, he had been
relieved of these functions. Nothing but the opposition of Stalin, who was always

circumspect vis-a-vis his allies, prevented Zinoviev and Kamenev from obtaining Trotsky's
exclusion from the party. The young Communists of Leningrad were demanding it at the

tops of their voices.

!
The Difficulties of the N.E.P.

The elimination of Trotsky from the government in 1925 was in sum only the final result

of the defeat of the Opposition in 1923. But new difficulties were to provoke new con-

flicts. In 1923 and 1924 the leadership had maintained the New Economic Policy; it

was in the development of its consequences that the root of the new opp sitions is to

be found.

In 1925 Russia had certainly emerged from the period of crisis which had reached its

The country was at work, the fields were being cultivated, the

peak in summer 1923.
None the less,

factory wheels were turning, the trains were rumning and trade was busy.

there can be no illusions. Agriculture was still as backward as ever. No heavy in-

dustry had really been . _ re—éstablished into work. The prosperity of private trade
did not conceal the the low level of life generally to which its contributed, because the
900 million roubles invested in private commerce earned 400 millions annually in inter-
The peasant, to be sure, and his family, had

all industrial products, the prices

est. The class struggle continued.

enough to eat, but they were practically deprived of

of which were twice those of pre-war, while peasant production brought ia as much as be-

fore, but also the worker earned and ate less than before the war.

he recently-enriched trades and nep-

Social oppositions were drawn in the cities between t
on the other hand, the

men on- the one hand, the Red administratars and specialists, and,

workers, but these oppositions were not less in the countryside. Some 3 - 47 of the

peasants, the kulaks, the well-situated peasants, were the real beneficiaries of the
They occupied one-half of the sown land and

Nep and the re-appearance of the market.
heir

60/¢ of the farm machinery. They alone profitted from.the sale of the surplus of t
crop. 25 of the richest kulaks supplied 60;* of the prducts which reached the market.



