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Chapter Ten. The Struggle of the Unified Opposition

The battle at the Fourteenth Congress was to be no more than a preface to the more im-
portant battle which was joined within the party. The party had just decided, unanim-

ously, to change the name of the party for the second time, and to become "the Commun-

ist Party (Bolshevik) of the USSR". It was to witness the rise of the coalition of

the two oppositions, that of 1923 and that of 1925, and the gathering together of what

could appear as the elite of the party and of the 0ld Guard against the leadership in

the hands of the General Secretary. Perhaps, as the majority of the historians think,

the alliance of Trotsky with Zinoviev and Kamenev was inevitable, after first one and
then the others had seen their efforts broken against the dominating power of the appar-
atus. However, this was less evident to the actors in the drama. In fact, it was
from Zinoviev and Kamenev, whom moreover he regarded as his principal adversaries,
that Trotsky had received the most serious blows,'and he did not have them to thank
for his isolation being only relative, since he continued to be a member of the Polit-
buro. It was partly thanks to Trotsky's attacks and revelations that Kamenev and
especially Zinoviev had lost the prestige which presented them as the lieutenants and,

later, as the successors of Lenin, in the front rank of the troika.

It seems likely that neither of the contending fractions at the Fourteenth Congress

ignored the important factor which the intervention of Trotsky might be in the conflict

in which his conquerors were tearing each other apart. Zinoviev had revealed Stalin's

underhand attacks on him. Stalin had revealed that he had refused to exclude him from
the party, as the other triumvirs had demanded. Mikoyan had contrasted Trotsky's
disciplined attitude to the attitude of the Lrningraders, and Tomsky had contrasted

the clarity of his position to their subterfuges. Yaroslavsky and Xalinin had re-
proached them for the methods they had used against him. Krupskaya had paid homage

to him at length, while Lashevich had admitted that he had been right on many of the
points in the 1923 discussion. However, Trotsky had remained silent. he had inter-
vened only twice and then briefly, once to support Zinoviev, who justified his hostile
attitude the preceding year by declaring that they could not elect a man to the Polit-
buro who was accused of so many mistakes, and t-e second time to protest when Stalin
announced "reprisals" szainst the Leningrad organisation.

We may believe, with the majority of the historians, that this abstention from the

The fact is that
Trotsky's

fizht in 1925 was the greatest tactical error of Trotsky's career.
this appreciation is easier for anyone who knows the history that followed.
personal feeling was that there was nothing to choose between the protagonists on either
side. On January 8, 1926, he wrote to Bukharin to remind him how he (Trotsky) had
been treated as a "demagogue" in 1924 for having said - with « trace of exagigeration,

as he recognised - that the Communist workers of-LeningTad were literally "muzzled" by
He observed that the same unanimity reigned today, in the opposite

_the apparatus.
way, on the one hand in Leningrad and on the other hand in the other organisations in



the countFy. All alike were gripped by the apparatuses (1). This position seems to
have had the general support of Trotsky's friends and of the nucleus of the 1923 Oppos-
ition. After all, Zinoviev and‘Kamenev were the inventors of nTrotskyism" and the

"Trotskyists" in Leningrad did not fail to express their scepticism about the rowdy de-

fence of and example of workers' democracy by the "hosses™ of the Commune of the North.

Trotsky was to declare later: "This explosion caught me completely by surprise. I
remained hesitant during the Congress, because the situation was developing. It was
not completely clear to me" (2). Personal notes reproduced by Deutscher add some
points to this: according to him there is mmore than a grain of truth" in the idea
that the 19?5 Opposition was a continuation of that of 1923, because the hostility of
the Congress to the Leningrad people reflected that of the country against the cities.
Trotsky looked for a revival in the working class, which the tribune Zinoviev would
thus express in his own way, but which he hoped would take forms other than the "yulgar

shouting" of these people whom he believed to be "rightly discredited" (3).

The Unification of the Ooposition

In reality, to the extent that the two groups, the old opposition and the new, stood

for a rking-class, internationalist programme€, denounced the same danger, the alli-

ance of the kulaks, the nepmen and the bureaucrats, the degeneration of the party under
nt it was inevitable that the forces would come
ed a sentimental attachment to Trotsky, but the

he hoped for a moment to check the

Stalin and his fraction, to this exte
nearer to each other. Bukharin retain

position of the Leningraders seriously alarmed him;

union which many were forecasting. Trotsky agreed to discuss with him. He wrote, on

January 8, to Bukharin: v know that some comrades, including, perhaps, yourself,

have developed until very recently a plan which goes 1ike this, to give to the workers

in the party cells the possibility of criticising what goes on in the factory, the

while at the same time to beat down fimmly any vopposition”

unions and the region,
"In this way the

which emerges from the top of the party". Trotsky warned Bukharin:

regime of the apparatus as a whole would be preserved and jts base would be broadened”

(4). He offered to Bukharin a bloc against Stalin for real internal democTacy, but

Bukharin was not to be sble to bring himself to accept it.

dv to make all the necessary concessions.

As for Zinoviev and Kamenev, they were rea
power, and

As Zinoviev had confided to Ruth Fischer, they had undertaken a struggle for

they needed Trotsky, his prestige and his abilities, but in addition, after victory, his

nfirm hand to bring the party and.the International back to the road of socialism" (5)..
Trotsky's friends were divided: Radek wanted an alliance with the Stalin group against

the Right. Mrachkovsky was hostile to any bloc. Serebriakov supported the unific-

n Trotsky and the former triumvirs. First

ation and served as go-be tween, betwee
d their mistakes

defended themselves, recognise

Kamenev and then Zinoviev made advances,
At the Central Committee, Zinoviev

and undertook to do 80 before the party as & whole.

-’y

was to repeat: "] have committed many mistakes. I believe that two of them were of
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the greatest importance. My first, that of 1917, you all know. I believe that the
second was the more serious, because the mistake of 1917 was committed when Lenin was
there, was corrected by him and by ourselves also within a few days... There can be
no doubt: the fundamental nucleus of the 1923 Opposition was correct to warn us against
the dangers of deviating from the proletarian line and against the threatening develop-

ment of the apparatus regime... Yes, on the question of the bureaucratic oppression of

the apparatus, Trotsky was correct against us" (6).

At their first meetings, Zinoviev and Kamenev confided to an jneredulous Trotsky the
fear which Stalin inspired in them. He seemed to be motiviated exclusively by the
thirst for power and they believed him to be c-pable of any crime: e makes you ex-
pect anything”, declared Kamenev (7). At the Central Committee in April 1925, Kamenev
and Trotsky were on the same side, voting for amendments to the reso}utions on economic

policy. They ended working together to draft subsequent formulations. The first step

was taken and the alliance was not slow in coming. This time both camps moved a little

of the way. The Unified Opposition would not defend the theses of "the Permanent Re-

volution™, but Zinoviev and Kamenev would acknowledge not only that Trotsky was correct

in 1925 but also that they themselves had fabricated wProtskyism", in order to get rid

of an obstacle on the road to power. In these conditions Trotsky could not refuse an
agreement which brought to his fundamental theses the support of those who, he believed,

represented nthousands of revolutionary workers in Leningrad", whatever reservations he

might feel about them. Later he was to write: "In the struggle for the masses, when

the political line is correct, we can make a bloc, not only with the devil, but with

even a Samco Panza with two heads" (8). On both sides the hesitant and those who had

not yet declared themselves remained to be convinced. Of course, the greatest diffic-

ulties would be in Leningrad. Zinoviev and Lashevich on the one side and Preobrazhen-

sky on the other undertook to smooth these out (9). Finally the United Opposition was

formed.

It must be admitted that it created a great impression. No past Opposition had brought

together at the same time so many prestigious, brilliant personalities. Not only were

there Zinoviev, Trotsky and Kamenev, whom no one could deny having been Lenin's first

lieutenants. Besides, there were Preobrazhensky, Serebriakov, ¥restinsky, the sucess-—

een surviving members of the Central Commit-
There were Krupskaya, Lenin's

the most illustrious surviv-

ors of Sverdlov. Here were ten of the eight
tee of 1919, elected at the height of the Civil War.
widow, and Badayev, the former deputy in the Tsarist Duma,
ors from the pre-revolutionary period. They had with them the best

in the Civil War, the military Bolsheviks such as Antonov-Ovseenko,
the conqueror of Kolchak, the figure-—

~known of the victor:

Lashevich, Muralov

and the great commissars, Ivan Nikitich Smirnov,
L

head Mrachkovsky, and Smilga, the organiser of the party in the
1 Committee on 'the eve of the insurrection.

Baltic fleet, Lenin's
"accomplice" in his nplot" amainst the Centra
adversaries from the standpoint of talent

« The Opposition team out-classed that of its
o was very popular for his satires on the

and intellectual abilities. Soanovsky, wh
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bureaucrats, and Karl Radek, who specialised on international questions, were the lead-
ing journélists in the country. Apart from Bukharin, there were no economists whose
standing equalled that of Preobrazhensky, Piatakov or Smilga. Everyone agrees that
Rakovsky and Joffe were the most able diplomats which the country possessed. Some of

these men, the fine flower of the 01d Cuard, still held important posts, from which

they derived prestige. 7inoviev was President of the International. The former

gailor, Yevdokimov, his right-hand man, was in the organisation bureat. Beloborodov
was Commissar for th2 Interior of the RSFSR, Lashevich was vice—Commissar for War and

Muralov was inspector—general of the Red Army. These reéponsible figures, to be suré,

were few in number compared with the tens of thousands of functionaries of the party
and the state among whom lay the strength of Stalin. But Zinoviev and Kamenev at

least, and their friends who, in Victor Serge's words, "Mad changed their minds in

a single night", did not doubt that the eli
Kamenev told Trotsky: "It will be enough for you and Zinoviev to ap-

te which had thus been assenhled would

be recognised.

pear on the same platform for the party to recognise its real Central Committee" (11).

The principal difference between the new allies lay there, for Trotsky thought that the

struggle was going to be long and 7ard. Of course, the situation had changed since

1923, when the proletariat, in disintegration, passively watched its own defeat. In

1925 there was a real working class in the factories and an important working class

layer in the pariy. It is true that Trotsky could not follow Bukharin, who tried to

justify the authoritarian regime on the ground that all consciousness had disappeared
from the working class and who fixed at decades the interval that would be needed for

its re-birth among workers who most commonly were deficient in culture and freshly re-

eruited from the countryside. B¥§otsky did not under-estimate, as did his new associ-

ates, the immensity of the task, which consisted of re—creating in the party, and,

through it, in the working class, an enlightened and combattive vanguard. Trotsky

believed that the revolutionary wave which had carried the Bolshevik party to power

Russia was experiencing a new period of re-
ty and of the beginning

in 1917 had definitively flowed back.

action. This was the source of the decomposition of the par

of its degeneration, marked by the supremacy of the apparatus. Turning in on them-

selves, losing confidence in.each other and in collective jnitiatives, losing the

appetite for struggle and for consciousness, millions of people who had written the

revolutionary story of 1917 and.of the Civil War were diverted from activity by weari-
ness and scepticism. The "great debate
20,000 out of the 150 million inhabitants of the USSR.

not filter through the controlled press except in a sufficientl

" was to interest at the most a macleus of
Information about it would
y one-sided and distort-

ed way for it tc.»voke no serious echo.
In fact the Opposition, which announced itself as "the Left Opposition” and wished to

be the proletarian, Bolshevik wing of the party, was swimming against the current.

Appeals to revolutionary energy, to responsibility, to devotion and to the struggle

for the truth passed over the heads of peopnle who were tired and distllusioned. They



yearned, if not for well-being, at least for security. They did not want to

hear about “the Permanent Revolution", if it meant “rhe Un-interrupted Revolution”.
For they retained from the revolution and the civil war the memories of terrible
sufferings, of tens of thousands of deaths, of exhaustion, hunger and every kind

of destruction. Alexander Barmine, who was a Communist militant at eighteen, a

former soldier and commissar in the Red Army, bas confessed how, when he became a

diplomat and then a highly- placed official, he found Stalin's article against the
permanent revolution a source of relief; he tells how they decided to reject it

as being too dangerous 45 &y I8 "Socialism in a Single Country" offered to such

people as him a perspective which, to be sure, was less heroic, but more immediate,

more concrete and, particularly, less adventurous. The relative recovery of the

economy since the "turn" to NEP made the small material satisfactions, of which

all had been so long denied, all the more valuable. They were too recent to be

taken as a matter of course, and the desire to cling to the slight improvement in

the standard of living worked fundamentally against those whose proposals seemed

to imply the risk of calling everything into question.

Stalin knew what he was doing when he blamed Trotsky for his "heroic postures"”,

and declared that he was addressing, not real men "but kinds of creations

of ideas and dreams, revolutionaries from head to foot™ (13). It is true that

in 1926 - 27 the people in the party and others resembled the "real man”, as
Stalin, their personification,nsaw them, more than the "revolutionary creatures
from head to foot™, of whom Trotsky is the prototype and whom he led into battle

in 1917 and the years that followed. In this sense, if the apparatus triumphed

thanks to a demobilisation of the masses, it in turn was a factor in demobilising

them and found its justification in the demobilisation. The tragic defeats of

the Chinese Revolution in 1927 provided a striking confirmation of the forecasts

of the Opposition when it denounced the policies which had led to them, but they

veakened the Opposition terribly because they struck precisely at the confidence,

the vigour and the morale of the militants. These defeats were 2 final re-inforce

ment of the camp which bears the responsibility for them, because they made un-
real the perspectives of those who had shown how to avoid them.

The same contradiction hangs over the methods of struggle of the Opposition. They

were convinced that the policies of the leadership were weakening the Soviet rTe-

gime and the International, and the militants denounced the dangeT of capitalist

restoration, which they believed to be relatively close. Indeed, the cleavage

between the party and the masses and between the apparatus and the party menmbers

was a factor which weakened the regime in the face of this danger. The Opposit-

ifon did not: ', therefore, permit itself to advance demoralising criticisms or To

make public gestures which could enlarge the cracks inside the party, which in

their eyes Temained the historic instrument of the world revolution and which they

-r



criticised, not for existing, but for not being a sufficiently effective instru-
ment, because of i{rs bureaucratic methods and its short-sightedness. As long as
the Opposition could bave a legal existence in the party, these contradictions did
not prevent it from presenting itself as a unity, but when the pressure of the appar-
atus came down on it, it became exhausted, trapped betueeﬁ the fire of those who did
not want to remain within the framework of the party and those who could not con-
ceive of leaving it, the latter being divided, in turm, into those who wanted to

stay there in order to fight and those who were ready to stop fighting.

These conditions eiplain the esoteric language in which these controversies devel-
oped, for the handful of initiates who had the means to follow them. More than
half o the members of the party were jlliterate and the discussions there were
conducted in conventional party language: both sides appealed to Marx, Engels

and Lenin and both sides bludgeoned each other with huge piles of quotations, both
sides appealed to tradition, to authorities and to formulae which, for the ma jority
of party members, were no more than meaningless.

The leéders of the Opposition were distinguished Marxists. They posed questions

on a high theoretical level, but how could the rank and file understand the analys-

es of Preobrazhensky on the rate of accumulation?  When Bukharin seized upon the

phrase about "exploiting” the peasantry, what member would know that, in the langu~

age of a Marxist economist, the word does not have the wulgar, immoral meaning

which he claimed to give it? In this connection, the mediocrity of the arguments

of Stalin, the flatness of the comparisons and the vulgarity of the re-iterated

abuse, carried infinitely more weight than the wisest analyses of the Opposition,
which in any case were never published and always distorted. Khen the Opposition
advanced the plan for the Dnieprostroy dam, Stalin replied that it was as stupid
to build it as to give a phonograph to 3 peasant who has not a cow or a cart. To

be sure, this was absurd, and Dnieprostroy was to become »a great Stalinist accom=

plishment”, but few people were in a position to understand the econocmic factors

which made accomplishments of this kind necessary. The plan of industrialisation
and planning which =~ Trotsky, Piatakov and Preobrazhensky elaborated is a

triumph nf socialist thinking, and their adversaries were to make use of it, in
their own way, but after having said that this “super-industrial programme”, 'super

proletarian™, was only the utopian super structure of social-democratic ijllusions,

- e

a demagogic masquerade to conceal the right-wing essence of the real platform of
the Opposition (14) - and after having elminated its authors.

In this way the Opposition was to be incessantly encircled. It was denounced as

“fractional™ as soon as it tried to show jtself within the -party, pursued and Te-

stricted to fighting in the leading bodies which it could not hope to convince and

.. from which it could not hope to emeTge without being jgnominiously hounded with

the accusation of the ma jor crime of wishing for a split, under the pressure of



repression and of the differences which sharpened as jts possibilities of acting

diminished.

———— ——— - ———————

The policy against which the Unified Opposition asserted itself was not at all new.

jned at the Twelfth Congress and of which

n in 1924 and 1925. Its consequences

It was the same as the troika had outl

-

Bukharin had made himself the theoreticia

merely became clearer with the passing of time. Social differences were continu-

ing to grow in the countryside, where the power of the kulak was revealing itself

in the un-interrupted process of concentration of land. In 1925 - 26, fifteen

million hectares were hired, against 7.7 million {n 1924 - 25, nearly all by the

kulaks.The poor peasant hired himself as a day-labourer or as a tenant farmer and

continued to pay to the money-lender sums four times bigger than what ne owed in

‘taxes. The process was particularly markedlin certain regions: in the Ukraine,

45% of the peasants had no horses and 35% had no COWS. The control of the co-operl

atives belonged less and less to the poor peasants and more and more tO the kulaks,

,
who represented 61 of the leading elements in them. The 22,000 co-operative farm:

ocean of the 3o to 4o million individual holdings and even
ed in August 1926

were a mere drop in the
of the mass of the 2,160,000 agricultural proletarians, employ

on the kulak undertakings which employed more than tenm wage-workers each (15).

This rural petty bourgeois, in the full flood of its development, did not restrict
its ambitions to the immediate sphere of its personal interests. It exerted its
pressute in the Soviets and even in the party, in order to be defended against the
unions of the poor peasants or the trade unions which included no more than 20% of
the agricultural workers. It openly intervened against the new Soviet legislatic
demanded that registered marriages should be privileged as against free unions,
protested against the rights accorded to women in the code and called for its pro-
perty to be defended by draconian measures, such as the death penalty for horse-
stealing, which, moreover, it sometimes applied summarily. It was the vanguard

and the basis for all the forces which in Russia could support one day a capitali

restoration.

The rhuythm of industrialisation was far from sufficient to create the conditions
for its being absorbed. To be sure, Bussian industry had nearly recovered its
prewar level, in the new conditions since it bad not had the advantage of the for
eign capital which had been the basis of industrialisation in Tsarist Russia.
None the less, the population had risen by more than ten million inhabitants in
the interval and Russia's backwardness was more considerable than it had been, be
cause the reconstruction had been effected on the basis of the pre-war level of
technique, while the capitalis:scountrtes had improved theirs. While pre-war

Russian prices had been close to those on the world market, in 1926 they were Cwc¢
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and 2 half times higher. The Communist Academy estimated, in that year, the "pre-
mium of scarcity™ carried by the Russian consumer to be over a milliard roubles.

The inadequacy of 1ndustry‘reve&1ed itself in what people called "the scarcity of
products”. The same sources believed that it amounted to more than 400 million
riubles of industrial products whicﬁ, other things being equal, the marcket could
have absorbed. This explains the survival and the progress of private capital,

the share in production of which was valued, according to the sources, at between

4% and 10%2. There were 20,000 workers in private industry in Moscow alone, and in
the whole of the Ukraine there were 620,000. Private capital dominated the intern-
al market, and levied its heavy toll upon it. It did as much business, in Moscow,
as the coOoperatives. For the country as a whole, ib reached over 7% milliards
per year, out of a total figure of sales in the countTy of 31 milliards. It is im-
possible to evaluate jts total profits, which were considerable, and which repres-

ented so much capital withdrawn from accumulation, and, therefore,. from industri-

alisation.

The elemnts of a vigorous, formidable bourgeoisie had, therefore, re appeared at

the heart of Soviet society. They were all the more dangerous in that the economic
administration and organisations were an ever heavier wieght, in their enormous
bureaucratic apparatus. Their parasitic functioning retarded industrial develop-
ment. The statistics show that in 1927 there were 2,766, 136 workers and clerks in
industry, while administration engaged 2,076,977 clerks and functionaries. A
letter by Stalin and Rykov, on August 16, 1926, estimated at 2 milliard roubles the
administrgﬁive costs of functioning, and thought that 300 to 400 millions could be
saved right away. A report by Or jonikidze, which appeared in Pravda on December

15, 1926, mentions that the State personnel had increased by 43,199, after a year-

long campaign to bring the total down. He quoted the most scandalous cases, such

as the fact that an annual balance-sheet by a Moscow trust took 13 volumes of
7,354 pages, and cost, by itself, 1,306,000 roubles. Meanwhile, the real earnings

of the worker continued to fall between 1926 and 1927, and stabilised in 1927.

The alliance of the Nepman, the kulak and the bureaucrat, which the Unified Opposit-

jon denounced, expressed itself in the policy of changihg nothing and of laissez-

faire. This was implied and was supported by the theories of Bukharin to the effec!
that capitalism had been stabilised for-long period and of Stalin about the construc

jon of socialism in one country alone. In the International, these ideas were eXx-

pressed in a new policy, which was a direct break from the conceptions which had

been expressed in the course of the first four Congresses: the “united front" with

the reformist organisations, parties and trade unions, without 2 revolutionary petr-

spective. As Deutscher has writtens "To assume beforehand that the Soviet Union
would have to build socialica alone throughout was to abandon the prospect of the
international revolution; and to abandon it was to refuse to work for it, even to

_obstruct ic" (16).

The desire to declare themselves to be "Leninists™, the anxiety of the non-Russian
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Communist leaders to distance themselves with regard to "Tratskyism', the confusien,

at firstrinvoluntary but more and more often repeated and affirmed between the inter
ests of the Soviet state, its foreign policy and its diplomatic needs, on the one
hand, and the interests of the world revolution, of the Communist parties and the

necessities of the struggle of the working class in this or that country, on the

other, explain the rest.

Thus, the Polish Communists wrongly believed that they had the support of the Inter-

national when in May 1926 they supported Marshall Pilsudski in the coup d'etat which

raised him to power and permitted him ta break the workers' movement; the policy of

alliances with non-proletarian classes, the kulak and the petty bourgeoisie in Russ-

ia, expressed itself in Polish in an alliance with a petty bourgeois movement, label-

nt, but which was immediately to transform itsel
In May 1925,

led as a socialist and peasant moveme

into a military dictatorship, backed by the magnates of high finance.
after a year of contacts with Purcell, the leaders of the British Trade Unions, the

Russian unions formed the Anglo-Soviet Trade Union Committee, on which the diplomats

counted to struggle against the hostile attempts of the British bourgeoisie: it was

especially to confer upon the reformist 1leaders in Britain the prestige of being

supported by the Bolsheviks. They, after having by their attitude broken the gener-

al strike of May 1926, were to end up supporting the offensive against the USSR

which their government was waging in 1927.

The reader who is interested in this unique episode in the class struggle in Britain
can refer to the monograph by Julian Symons, "The General Strike", which appeared in
1957. Numerous examples are to be found in it of the way in which the British
workers, in the course of the strike, developed real sovietic forms - in the true
sense of the word - of organisation, which leads the author to declare that “in many
places, the workers intensely desired to take on the respohsibilities of power".
He particularly quotes the organisation of the central strike committee in Merthyr
Tydfil (p.l46), with its sub-committees for feeding, transport, finance, inform-
ation, etc., and the example, a little everywhere, of workers' defence groups, real
workers' militias, which the General Council condemned as both “imprudent and im-
possible to realise" (p. 148). He concludes also (p. 231) with the total respons-
ibility of the leadership for the defeat of the movement which they were unable to

prevent, to the extent that it refused to give to this movement the "political, in-

deed revolutionary" character which it demanded. The fact that the overwhelming

ma jority of the strikers had the impression that they had been betrayed by them did
not, uhowever, contribute to strengthening the revolutionary "minority”™ which the

Communists influenced, because of the fact that the policy of the leaders seemed to

be endorsed by the Anglo-Russian Committee. -

More significant still of this line is the policy which the party leadership and the

International operated in China. This policy was to produce its results in 1927

at the moment of the Second Chinese Revolution, in the great controversy with the



