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What .& required un tre =~scasion of the 50th anniversary of the
October revolution is an all-round assessment of its causes and
subsequent development, of its international repercu581ons, and
of the development of the Communist movement in Europe wunder its
ifluence. We are at present in no position to produce such an
assessment. No such assgessment has yet been produced in the Br-
itish anti-revisionist movement. The following article deals
only with a couple of aspects of the Russian revolution which we
feel are very relevant to the anti-revisionist movement in Brit-
ain today and which have been too much neglected.

The October Revolution drew a very definite dividing line between
opportunists and revolutionaries in the working class movement
all over the world. The theoretical leader of pseudo-Marxist
opp081tlon to the October Revolution was Karl Kautsky. At no

stage did he support it. He
was its most consistent and

£ ONTE N 3 thorough revisionist critic.:

The theoretical positions of

Page later revisionists have only

. santesky ... : been variants of the position

: developed by Kautsky in 1918.
Troteky ... 3 Trotskyism and Titoism are
variants of Kautskyism in

Bureaucracy ... 9 "left" disguise. Bukharinism

' and modern revionism are "ri-
ghtist" continuers of Kautsky
-iém, And all varieties of

Buropean revisionism are to-.
day repeating, in one wagy or

another, Kautsky 8 declaration that:

"Only for astronomers, but not for Socialists, is the saying

valid that light comes from the East... We Socilalists of the

West ame called upon. to bring redeemlng light to the world £
(Georsia, 1922 plO)
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The Ootober Revclution, he wrote, was a bourgeois revolution.
Because of the difficulties of the situation in which they found
themselves the Russian bourgeoisie were unable to establish the

- bourgeois democracy, which was the form of state required by the
- situatlon. The Bolsheviks, led astray by the crude, Utopian un-
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sgientific Marxism of Lenin availed of the difficulties of the
bourgeoisie to set up what they imagined was a Socialist s tate.
But the Russian Revolution "could only assume a socialist char-
acter 1T it coilnclded with socialist revolutions in Western Eur-
ope"., (Dictatorship of Proletariat. 1918 P 97) ;

Wnatever their-iliﬁsions;“the Bolbhevike ﬁere'léadiﬁg a bourgedis
revolution. Their Utopian attempt to build socialism only 1led

them to establish a more cruel form of bourgeois rule than would

be reguired if they had cooperated with the lMensheviks and other
parties to establish a bourgeois democracy. Bolshevism was lea-
ding to military-bureaucratic dictatorship, and to Bonapartism,

"The absolutism of the old bureaucracy has come again to 1life
in a new but...by no means improved form. It is only the anc-
ient feudal landestate which is no more. Por its abolition co-
nditions in Russia were ripe, But they were not ripe for +the
abolition of capitalism., This latter system is now undergoing

resuscitation, nevertheless in forms which, for the proletariat, 2

are more oppressing and more harmful than those of yore,"
(Terrorism & Communism. 1920 P. 201)

By 1930 many left lensheviks, including Trotsky, who had suppor-
ved the revolution in its early steges on an idealistic basis,
had retreated into the bourgeols camp. To these Kautsky .could
with justic say, "I told you sof%; which he did.

"There are no many Mensheviks who point out that Bolshevism is
~.threatening to degenerate into a new Bonapartism... Has not
Bolshevism been Bonapartism ever since the coup d'etat of 191%
Do people think that this will come about only when Stalin gets
himself crowned Tsar... Not even Mussolini thinks it worth-
wile tc found a new dynasty... PFascism is only the counterpart
of Bolshevism, Mussolini merely apeing Ieinin... The degener-
~ation into Bonapartism.,,is not a danger which threatens +to
arise..., but is what*: has been actually happening in Russia
Tor ebout & decade." (Bolshevism at a deadlock. 1930 P,129)

" With relation to the Chinese revolution, and Maoc tse-tung, Palme

Dutt is Kautsky today.

Having thoroughly rejected revoluticnary socialism, Kautsky set
about developing a theory of reformist socialism 0 oppose to



Leninism. His essential conclusion was that socialist organisa-
tion of industry must justify itself to capitalist society. For
example:

"The workers councils will become effective and make themselv-
es a definite power in the process of production, when they
succeed, in the same way as labour protection and trade unions
have succeeded, in raising the productivity of labour". ( P 62
Georgia)

"Where the employer is superfluous, industry should be social-
ised. Where he 1s still necessary, he cannot be compelled by
-force to manage his business in a reasonable and conscientious
wanner... Not comptlsion, but interest in the result, secures
the best quality work, on the part of employers as on the part
of wage workers. This may not sound very revolutionary, but
Marx would not have devoted the best years of his 1life 1o the
writing of Capital, ...if the mere possession of power had su=~
fficed for the emancipation of the working c¢lass..." (ibid /P5
‘ 63/4
Trotsky's mechanical Hroductive forces® theory of socialism was
only a variant of this. Ilodern revisionist theory is another
varient. They all boil down to a view of socialism as a. develo-
pment of economic organisation which becomes necessary at a cer—
tain stage in the development of capitalism, and which justifies
itself economically by capitalist standards: of socialism as a
modification of capitalism., At a certain stage the capitalist
interest reguires the abolition of private capitalist ownership
of the bigger industries and its replacement by a form of public
capitalist ownership. This is essentially the "socialism" of
Kautsky and the modern revisionietu., It has nothing in common
with the socialism of the 0Oalober Revolution.

Il e

"Trotskyism" has for many anti-revisionist groups become a mere
phrase: an abstraction. It has become a term of abuse 1o be
hurled about meaninglessly in factional disputes. The concrete
history of trotskyism and the concrete expressions of trotskyism
in the British working class movement are not investigated and
exposed. And because "trotskyism" has become an abstraction, a
situation develops in which the groups that hurl the fiercest
phrases about trotskyism are those which come closest to trotsky
~1ism in their own behaviour and ideas, (the A.€C.M.L.U. in parti-
cular should be mentioned in this respect).

The growth of trotskyism in Britain in the past 10 years cannot
be denied. It is now far stronger than it has ever been in Bri-
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tain. And it cannot be denied, by anybody who is familiar with
the concrete situation, that the revolutionary spirit of the Br-
itish working class has in many instances tried to express itsdf
in a trotskyist form.

It is possible for the revolutionary spirit of the working class
to try to express itself in non-Marxist forms. Where the Marxist
movement does not meet the needs of the situation this will alm=-
ost certainly happen. In "What is to be Done" Lenin showed that
it was happening in Russia. And there can be no doubt that it is
happening in Britain today. And the more anti-revisionist grous
engage in phrase-mongering, and the less they engage in concrete
and scientific work to expose opportunism, the more will the re-
volutionary spirit of the working class be diverted imto non-
Marxist forms, which will distort it, and in many cases turn 1t
into a counter-revolutionary force.

In the past couple of yearsit is only the Irish Communist Organ-
isation which has attempted a concrete exposure of trotskyism, ar
has to any significant extent limited the growth of trotskyism.
The ultimate in absurdity was reached when the ACMLU (whose con-
tribution to the exposure of trotskyism has been, at a modest
estimate, nil) hurled the accusation of Mrotskyist" at the ICO .
The saw2 accusation will, of course, now be hurled at THE COMMU-
NIST. But as - Lenin said, what is, is. And if any serious
attempt is to be made to expose trotskyism in the British situa-
tion, those who are making it »ill have to:bear with being deno-
unced as trotskyists by the paper Marxists of the ACMLU (or, as
it now calls itself, The Marxist-Leninist Organisation of Brit~-
ain.)

In the following pages we attempt to outline - . wn UMrotesky's
position with relation to the Russian revolution.

*

Between 1903 and 1917 Trotsky attacked Leninism as a bureaucrat-
ic distortion of Marxism which developed by exploiting the back-
wardness of the Russian situation, and called for its destructim.
On his return to Russia in 1917 Trotsky was faced with the choice
of joining the Bolsheviks, being a mere observer of the devloming
socialist revolution, or joining the counter-revolution. Later,
he and his followers tried to spread the myth that it was TIenin
who was wrong betwzen 1903 and 1917, and that he abandoned his
mistakes in April 1517 in “"April Theses", thus allowing Trotsky
to join him (a reading of Lenin‘s "Iwo Tactics", 1905, and the
"April Theses" will dispel this myth.)
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Trotsky did not return to Russia until after the Bolshevik party
had accepted the analysis made in the April Theses, and were pr-
eparing for the socialist revolution. Nevertheless Trotsky did
not join the Bolsheviks on his return to Russia. 1Instead, he got
together a centrist hodge-podge of individuals like himself, and
for a couple of months opposed Bolshevism, and tried to "reconc-
ile"it with the Menshevism which Lenin had been opposing since
1903. In these months Lenin warned the Bolsheviks against any
compromise with Trotskyism.,

The Bolsheviks were the only real party which stood for socdialist
revolution. (Trotsky's Mezhdrayontsi --inter-region: iroup-- was
only a bunch of intellectuals who had isolated themselves from
the working class movement.) The mensheviks were solidly oppo-
sed to soclalist revolution. Why, then, did Trotsky not join the
Bolsheviks on his return to Russia? Angelica Balabanoff -- who
later became secretary of the Comintern, through not a Bolshevik
~= put this question to Lenin.

"I noticed that Trotsky seemed to fear that he would not appex
&i revolutionary enough. Lenin seemed somewhat irritated by his
beheaviour, and I, moved by the constant desire for gaining ps-
ychological insights, asked him when we were alone: !'Can. you
explain to me, Vladimir Ilyich, why Trotsky does not join your
.party? What is it that seperates him from you? Why does he
publish his own paper? He seems more Bolshevik than the Bols-
heviks..,! :

"Lenin replied angrily: !'Don't you know? Ambition, ambition,
and more ambition.' And in his voice was all his aversion to=-
ward eny manifestation of vanity"., (Impressions of ILenin. /PS
: 126/7)
Trotsky and his group eventually joined the Bolsheviks a couple
of months before the October Revolution. There was no question
of an alliance between Bolshevism and trotskyism. That was made
perfectly clear by Lenin on Trotsky's return to Russisa. Trotsky
abandoned trotskyism and joined the Bolrnevik Party which he had
spent 14 years trying to smash.

Trotsky made a sigiificant. contribution to the Qctober revolutim
as a revolutionary orator and agitators; "His brilliant and ambe
itious personality at once gave him a place only second to Ienirs
in the Bolshevik camp... His brilliant, fiery, demagogic speec-
hes... kindled revolutionary enthusiasm and hatred. Their effect
was as great as Lenin's. But behind ILenin's there was what was
absent in Trotsky's --a clear logic and a cold certainty of what
was belng done and what should be done. Lenin, while he brought
out the revolutionary passion of his audiences, made them think.
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Even on the eve of the great revolutlmnary assault, Lenin was as
much a propogand1¢t as an aéltator

"Nothing could be more opposed to Lenin's manner —-within the
limits of genuine revolutionay oratory-- than that of Trotsky. "
(Mirskys TLenin. P.98/9)

From July 1917 until about 1920 Trotsky made a definate positive
contribution to the revolutlon, chiefly in adwministration and
agitation. In the period of the Civil War his administrative
ability more than compensated for his bureaucratic approach. On
the basic political guestions of the revolution he remained as
unsound as ever, as is shown by his opposition to Lenin on the
Brest~Lito¥sk Treaty in 1918, and on the Trade Union gquestion in
1920-21.

His main administrative achiev :ient was the organising of Tsarist
officers to fight for the Soviet Republic. He alsc made some
notorious strategic blunders And his scle contribution to mil-
itary theory was to ridicule the class concept of military stra-
tegy developed in the course of actual military struggle by the
Red Army group led by Stalin and Voroshilov at Tsaritsyn. The
"Stalinist" idea of a '"procletarian military doctrine", he later
de¢lared, was "in its essence an attempt to extend the guerilla
methods of the first period of the civil war into a permanent and
universal system" (See Revolution Betrayed. P.204). "Proletar-
ian military doctrine", he declared, should be rejected along
with that other "Stalinist" monstr081ty "proletarian culture"
However, the germ of proletarian mllltaxy strategy which began to
develop at Tsaritsyn (with the support of Lenin who, during the
Civil War communicated directly with Stalin at the front instead
of via the Royal Train of Trotsky) has since flourished into the
storm of people‘s war that freed China from imperialism and that
is now consuming the imperialist forces in Vietnam.

Despite his bureaucratic approach and bie aonbinubuR political
vacillation and mistakes Trotsky made & positive contribution im
this period. Gorky describes a conversation with Lenin:

"T was very surprised at his high appreciation of L. D. Trots-
ky's organising abilities., V. Ilyitch noticed my surprise:
ffes, I know there are lying rumours about my attitude to him,
But whdt is, is, and what isn't, isn't —=-that I know also. He
was able, at any rate, ta crganlse the military experts'. After
he added in a lower tone, and rather sadly, 'And yet he isn't
one of us. With us, but not of us. He is ambitious. There
is something of  Tassalle¥* in him, something which isn't good.'™
(Days with- Lenin. 1934) (*Tassalle was a brilliant ambitious
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ambitious personality who "sympathised" with the.workers, and or
—~ganised the first German workers mass movement in the 18@055 He
was & brilliant orator and orgamiser, but was also an authorita-
rian and bureaucrat. And of course in his view 1t was Marx who
was authoritarian., His relation to Marx had wmuch in common with
Trotsky's relation to Lenin.)

A statement made by Tenin in his last major controversy with ;
Trotsky (in 1921 on the Trade Union gquestion) sume up Trotsky in
this period:

"I am astonished at the number of theoretical errors...that are
concentrated in it" (the pamphlet with which Trotsky provoked
the controversy)... "Cde. Trotsky, I am convinced, committed
& number of errors that are connected with the very essence of
the guestion of the dictatorship of the proletariat" ....
Trotsky's views suffer from "bureaucratio project-hatching"”...
"Thus, from the point of view of principle, of theory and pra-
ctice, all we can say about Trotsky's theses and Bukharin's
position is =-Relieve me of thas affliction!" ... Trotsky's
behaviour was "bureaucratic, non-Soviet, non-Socialist, inco=-
rrect and politically hermful™. .... A4s to the "broad discuss
~ion" initiated by Trotsky "As far as I am concerned, I am
bored to death with it... Cde. Trotsky's 'theses' are politi-
cally harmful. Taken as a whole his policy is one of bureauc~
ratically nagging the trade unions”,,.

"Cde Trotsky's fundamental nistake lies preclsely in that he
approached (or, more correctly, rushed at) the very questions
he himself raised...as an administrator, whereas he could and
should heve ~approached these gquestions exclusively as a
propogandist. Indeed, what 1s good about Trotsky? Not his
theses, but, ., his speeches, particularly when he forgets about
his wfortunate polemics. .. " (From speeches "On The Mistakes
Of Trotsky" Dec. 1920 & Jan 1921. Sel Wks, Vol 9)

¥

Lenin suffered from a series of S8trokes which made him incapable
of work after January 1923, He died a year later. In 1923 Tro-
tsky launched another series of "™is unfortunate polemics™ when
he’' published the "Iessons of Octcber", This was an attack on

Zinoviev and Kamenev, whom Trotsky considered his most serious

rivals for the leadership of the Party. From then until 1928 one
section of the party intellectuals after another (including Zin-
oviev and Kamenev) followed Trotsky into the Oppositizm. From
1917 to 1923, when he held important positions in the leadership
of the revolution, Trotsky's behaviour was uvltra<bureaucratic. In



1923 hg-became, in words, ultra=-lemocratic for the purpose of
attaqklng the Party leadership. The Opposition was refuted the-
o;etloally and defeated organisationally by the Party under Sta-
lint's leadership, and its complete lack of principle was exposed.
In 1928/9 Trotsky was expelled from the Party and from the Soviet
Union. He continued his opposition from abroad.

There sre those in the anti-revisionist movement in Britain who
deny that Trotsky became an agent of imperialism: or at least
that he became a paid agent. That, it is suggested, is one of
the distortions of the truth into which Stalin weas led by the
thecretical errors which, we are told, he made in the mid-1930s,
(and which allegedly were the souxce of the revisionist triumph
of the 1950s). :

A reading of Trotsky's writings of the 1930s shows that he was
the first "Kremlinologist". He taught 2 generation of bourge-
sis intellectuals a more subtle method of attacking Communism
than the openly imperialist one. As for the question of pay:

"Trotsky's'Own St0ry...: Dramatic Revelations By Banished Re-
volutionary. .. Bititer Abttacks on otalin, His Chief inemy: the
U6 Of "Force Over A Repellious People’.

"The Daily Express publishes today the first instalment of Leon
Protsky's own story of his banishment from Bolshevist Russia
which he did much to create... He blames bitterly his aroh =
enemy Stalin, the Dictator of Russia,.., predicts Stalin's
downfall, criticises the Soviets present regime,..full of vivid
homan interest®. (From the main front-page headline of the
Daily Express, Feb. 27th, 1929.)

Memoirs of an (ex) Bolshevik Werewolf!

Trotsky told his Dally Express readers: '"Before I undertook to
write the articles I demanded entire freedom of expression. i3
will say what I think -—-or se&y nothing". Beaverbrook mot only
allowed him to say what he thought, but payed him  handsomely
for it. TFor three days Trotsky was given the front page of the
Daily Sxpress to say what he thought in. We wonder why?

Ten years later:

"At the end of 1939 one of Life's editors...commissioned him to
write a character sketch of “falin... Trotsky had just concl=-
uded the chapter on Stalin in which he suggested that Stalin

had poisoned Lenin, and he was tc present this version to Iife'

Tife refused on the ground that he provided inusufficient evi-
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dence. It "demanded from him 'lesu conjecture and more ungue=-

stionable facts'. He sued Life for breach of contract; and...
submitted the article to the Saturday Evening Post and Colliers,
where again came refusals, untll Liberty published it ... In’
the end Life paid him the fee and rejected the article." L T
Deutscher. Trotsky. Vol. 3. P 446/7)

And a short while later Trotsky sold his "Archives" 4o that
well known centre of Marxist scholarship, Harvard University.

These facts alone demonstrate that Trotsky was a paid agent.

P

BURER UL RHGY

"4t the beginning of 1918 we expected a period in which peace=-
ful construction would be possible... But we were mistaken,
because ‘in 1918 real war damage overtnok us... Partly owirg to
the war problems that overwhelmed us, and partly owing to the
desperate position in which the Republic found itself when the
imperialist war ended --owing to these clrcumstances, and a
number of others, we made the mistake of deciding to go over
directly to communist production and distribution. We thought
that under the surplus food appropriation system the peasants
would provide us with the required guantity of grain, which we
could distribute among the factories and thus achieve communit
production and distribution.

"T cannot say that we pictured this plan as definately and
clearly as that; but we acted approximately on those 1lines .
That, unfortunately is a fact. I say unfortunatdy because
brief experience convinced us that that line was wrong, - that
yan counter Lo what we had previously written about the trans-—
ition from capitalism to socialism, namely that it would be
impossible to by-pass the period of socialist accounting and
control in approaching even the lower stage of communism...

"The surplus-food appropriation system in the rural districts

~=—this direct communist approach to the problem of urban deve-
lopment-- hindered the growth of the productive forces and pr-
oved to be the main cause of the profound economic and politi-
cal crises that we experienced in the spring of 1921". (Lenin.
The N.E.P. and the Tasks of the Political Education Departments
Oat., 17, 1921)

One of the chief political manifestations of the crises was the
revalt in Kronstadt in March 1921. This revolt took place under
a banner of struggle against bureaucracy, and against the suppr-
ession of Soviet democracy by the Bolsheviks. It was supported
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fy the whole of world reaction. It was the first of meny strug-
gles against bureaucracy in a socialist state that world imperi-

alism supported.

Now bureaucracy, limitations of democracy, and great material
privation for the working class, did exist. Yet the Xronstadt
revolt was ruthlessly suppressed by the Bolsheviks. Not to have
suppressed it would have been to succumb to the imperialist cou-
nter revolution. And on the side of the imperialist counter-rev
-olution there were some who imagined that they were the only
true defenders of the revolution. $So it is clear that struggle
against bureaucracy under the proletarian dictatorship is not a
very simple matter, : .

Lenin described the situation with regard to bureaucracy thus:

"And here we must clearly put the gquestion: Wherein lies our
strength and what do we lack? We have quite enough political
power, I hardly think there is anyone here who will assert
that on such-and-such a practical question, in such-and-such a
business institution, the Communists, the Communist Party lack
sufficient political power...

"The economic power in the hands of the proletarian state of
Russia 1s guite adequate to ensure the transition to commun ism,
What then is lacking? That is clear; what is lacking is cul-
fure among the stratum of the Communists who perform the fune-
tions of administration. If we take Moscow #ith its 4,700
Communists in responsible positions, and if we take that huge
bureaucratic machine, that gigantic heap, we must ask: who is
directing whom? I doubt very much whether it can truthfully e
'sald that tne Communists are directing that heap. To tell the
truth, they are not directing, taey are being directed."(Lenin.
Political Report of the C.C. of the R.C.P.(B) March 27 1922, )

In a later period Trotsky uttered many fine phrases about sweep-
ing aside the bureaucracy. TIenin's approach was very different:

"We can throw out the tsar, throw out the landowners, throw out
the capitalists. We have dome this. But we cannot 'throw out'
bureauvcracy in a peasant courtry, we cannot 'wipe it off the
face of the earth'. We can only reduce it by slow and stubbom
effort.

"To 'threow off' an ulcer of this king is impossible, It can
only be healed. Surgery in this case is an absurdity, an imp-
ossibility: only a slow cure ——all the rest is charlatanry ox
NaIVeLe., ..
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"It's nalve to wave aside the healing process by referring to
the fact that you have 2-3 times tried to fight the bureaucmts
‘and failed. First cf all, I reply to this... you have te try
not 2-3 times, but 20-30 times --repeat your attempts, start
~over again,

"Secondly, where is the evidence that you fought correctly,
skilfully? Bureaucrats are smart fellows, many scoundrels am-
ong them are extremely cunning. You won't catch them with your
bare hands. Did you fight correctly? Did you engirgle the
'‘enemy' according to all the rules of the art of war?..." (Let
-ter to M. F. Sokolov. May 1921. C(.W., Vol 35, P 492)

Lenin's strategy for the struggle against the bureaucracy was for
& protracted siruggle. The bureaucracy could not be disppensed
with at once. It would have to be curbed lest it should develop
into a conscious political force and constitute a danger to the

proletarian state. And while the bursaucracy was being used in
the building of socialism, the forece which could destroy the bur
- —eaucracy would have to be developed. Tuere is only one force
which can 'throw out' the bureaucracy, and that is the politiceally
consclous workemasses who have freed themselves from the shackles
of bourgeois ideology.

It fell to Stalin to lead this protracted struggle against +the
bureaucratic forces, the strategy of which was coriceived by Len-
in. The trotskyists, and later the Khruschevite revisionists,
have expended much energy in attempts to distort the history of
this period so as to make it appear that Tenin's struggle against
the bureaucracy was directed first and foremost against Stalinas
the chief agent of bureaucracy in the Bolshevik leadership,

However, Lenin's clear assessment of the bureaucratic nature of
trotiéﬁism in 1921 has already been guoted. (It is significant
that ese 19Z1 speeches Lenin makes his Tirst reference to tro=-
tskyism since Trotsky's admission to the Bolshevik Party in July
1917)., And this was emphasised in his "Testerent" in 1923, And
Lenin had this to say in 1922 about Preobrazhensky, Trotsky's
lieutenant in the "struggle against the bureaucracy"

"Cde. Preobrazhensky's theses are ultra-super-academic ; they
smack of the intelligentsia, the study circle and the littera-
teur, and not practical state and economic activity" W e

"Instructiscns in the form of decrees! is what the author prop-
oses. It is radically wrong. Bureaucracy is throttling wus
precisely because we are still playing with 'instructions in
the ferm of decrees'. The author could not have invented any-
thing worse or more pernicious that g - o 8 R
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"This whole section is bad. Coummonplaces., Phrases, ious
w1ah%s that everybody is sick of. gt is typical of thglggnte—
mpordry 'communist bureaucracy' ...We must not delude oursElves
with lies. That is hamful. It is the main source of ourtbume-
aucracy."” (Lenin: To Cde Molotoe ...Re Cde PreobrazhenskyWs
Theses, DMarch 16 1922. C.W. VOL 33 P 238-40)

Stalin, on the other hand, was characterised by his direct, unb-
ureaucratic approach to problems, and he saw clearly that the
only force which could successfully oppose bureaucracy was the
actual working class, (not the abstract working class of Trotsky’s
bureaucratic conception, which was seen as a mass of chess piec-
es +to be manceuvred by the 'brilliant' leaders). Against Trotsky,
he stood for the right cf actual workers to learn by experience
how to do things in a workers state.

In the civil war, for example, Stalin's approach led to some ini
~tial mistakes being made while workers were learning be exper-
ience how +o conduct a war: mistakes which perhaps would not be
nade by bourgeols experts, But the workers learned guickly, and
in the long run achieved results which could never have been ac-
nieved in a war conducted by Trotsky and his experts. (Which is
rot to say that the organising of the bourgeois 'experts' done by
Trotsky was not made necessary by the situation. The point 1is
what both Lenin and Stalin saw the danger of organising bourgeas
~7figers to conduct the war, and postponed acceptance of it - for
as long as possible, while Trotsky, because of his bureaucratic
approach and his rejecticn of the class view of the situation,
thought that the orgemising of the bourgeoils officers was. the
only way to conduct the war, that the only path open to the wor-
ToTS was to learn the bourgeois military method from the bourge-
ois officers.)

¥

cialin's view of the guestion of bureaucracy was stated in his
Report to the 13th Party conference on Jan 9th 1924. It can Dbe
seen to be identical with Lenins:

"Mhe second obstacle to the implementation of democracy in +the
Party is the pressure of tne bureaucratic state apparatus on
the Party apparatus, on our Party worxers, The pressure of
this unwieldy bureaucratic state apparatus ; . on
our Party workers is not always noticeable, not always does it
strike the eye, but it never relaxes for an instant. The ult-
imate effect of this pressure of the unwieldy bureaucratic
state apparatus is that a number of our functionaries, both at
the centre and in the localities, often involuntarily and
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gulte unconsciously, deviate from inner-Party democracy, £rom
the line which they believe to be correct, but which they are
often unable to carry out completely. You can well visualise
it: the bureaucratic state apparatus with not less than a mil
—lion employees, larlely elements alien to the Party, and our
Party apparatus with not more than 20,000-30,000 people, who
are called upon to bring the state apparatus uner the Party's
sway and make it a socialist apparatus. What would our state
apparatus be worth without the support of the Party? Without
the assistance and support of our Party apoaratus, it would
not be worth much, unfortunately. And every time our Party
apparatus extends its feelers into the various branches of the
State administration, it is quite often obliged to adapt Party
activitics there to thowe of the state apparatus. Concretely:
the Party has to carry on work for the political edycation of
the working class, to heighten the latter's political underst-
anding, but at the same time aere is the tax in kind to be
collected, some campdgn or other .that has to be carried out;
for without these campaigns, without the assistance of the
Party, the state apparatus cannot cope with its duties. And
here our Party functionaries find themselves between two fires
--they must rectify the line of the state apparatus, which
81111 works according to the olgd patterns, and at the same
time they must retain contact with the workers. And often
enough they themselves become bureaucratised.™

In order to overcome bureaucracy and develop proletarian
democracy ' ;

"It is necessary, firstly, that industry should develop,. that
there should be no deterioration in the material conditions of
the working class, that the working class increase numerically,
that its cultural standards advance, and that it advance qual-
itatively as well, It is necessary that the Party, as the van
-guard of the working class, should likewise advance, above &l
qualitatively: and above all throigh recruitment among the
country's proletarian elements. Tnese conditions of an inter-
nal nature are absolutely essential if we are to pose the que-
stion of a genuine, and not merely paper, implementation of
inner-Party democracy...

"That is why I believe that democracy must be regarded as dep-
endent on conditions, that there must be no fetishism in gues~
tions of inner-Party democracy, for its implementation, as you
See, depends on the specific conditions of time and .place at
each given momext", (Vol 6 P'8)

Trotsky's sloganising in the Opposition for some kind of metaph-



14,
ysical democracy untelated to time or place (or even to class,
except as an abstraction) was only an unprincipled manoeuvre to
serve a factional purpose. Was it :#"aot well known that this new
champion of democracy had until recently been the most ardent
champion of bureaucracy. Were they to believe that "Trotsky,
this patriarch of the bureaucrats, could not live without democ=-
racy". (Vol 6 P29).

Trotsky's call for the rank and file to throw out the Party lea-
dership, for the youth to oppose the old, etc., could in the act
-ual circumstances only have one meaning

"I am afraid that this error of Trotsky's may expose our entire
Party apparatus -—--the apparatus without which the Party is in-
conceivable—- to attack by the inexperienced members of the
Party". (Vol 6 P 17)

Turthermoxre

n,..the opposition voices the sentiments and aspirations of the
non-proletarian elements in the Party and outside it. Without
being conscious of 1t, the opposition is unleashing the petty-
bourgeois elemental forces". (Vol 6 P 45)

Subsequent developments in the Opposition brought about a new
si4uation in which the gquestion of their consciousness of expre-
gsing the interests of non-proletarian elements could only Dbe a
gquestion of their ability to deceive themselves. Maybe Trotsky
sould be given freedom of expression on the front page of the
1aily Express, along with a handsome fee, and subsidise his
iPourth- Internationdl™ by writing books end articles for the
imperialist propoganda machine, and still remain unconscious of
what he was doing. That is a guestion of the capacity of the
petty-bourgeois psychology for self=deception.

mhe following statement of Lenin's 1s very relevant to the gues-
+ion of the struggle against the Opposition, the Party purges
etec, of 1924 - 283

"as a trend, the lensheviks have displayed in 1918-21 the 1wo
gqualities that characterise them: first, the ability skilfully
to adapt, to 'attach' themselves %o the prevailing trend among
the worke rs; and second, the ability, even more skilfully +to
serve the Whiteguards :+heart and soul, to serve them in action
while dissociating themselves from them in words. Both these
gualities are a logical outcome of the whole history of Mensh-
evism... The Mensheviks attach themselves to the Russian C.P.
not only and not even so much because they are Machiavellian
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(although ever since 1903 they have shown that they are past
masters in the art of bourgeois diplomacy) but because they are
so 'adaptable',

‘"Hvery opportunist 1s distinguished for his adaptability (but
not all adaptibility is opportunism); and Mensheviks, as opp-
ortunists, adapt themselves 'on irinciple', so to spesk, 1o the
“prevailing trend among the workers and assume a protective col
ouring, just as a hare's coat turns white in winter. This ch-
aracteristic must be kept in mind and taken into account. And
taking it into account means purging the Party of approximatdy
99 out of every 100 Mensheviks who joined the R.C.P, after
1918, i.e. when the victory of the Bolsheviks became probable,
then cer?ain". (Purging the Party. September 1921, (C.W. Vol
33. P 41

"...the whiteguards strive, and are able, to disguise themsel-
ves as Communists, and even as the most Left Communists, soldy
for the purpose of weakening and destroying the bulwark of the
proletarian revolution in Russia®, (Resolution on Party Unity
at 10th Party Congress. IMarch 1921)

*

The fat then, is that Stalin continued Lenin's struggle against
bureaucracy, and conducted it in a Leninist manner, while oppos-
itional trotskyism became a "left" cover for the bureaucracy.
Stalin led the revolutionary forces in the Soviet Union until
his death., After the defeat of trotskyism the main expression of
the bureaucracy ( which contains the seeds of a bourgeoisie) be=-
came Bukharinism, with which trotskyism went into alliance. It
was as a variety of Bukharinism (but using much trotskyist phra-
seology) that revisionism seized control of the Party and State
in the mid fifties. ¥We cannot deal with the later stages of the
struggle here.

Seéctlions of the trotskyist movement in Britain, and also the mod
-ern revisionists, try to represent the proletarian cultural re-
volutlion in China as a continuation of trotskyism, One need
only look at the reflection of the cultural revolution in the
imperialist press and compare that with the imperialist support
for the trotskyist opposition in the Soviet Union, and for the
Khruschevite counter-revolution, to see the absurdity, and the
dishonesty, of this view. One of the effects of the cultural
revolution is the increasing collaboration of the Khruschevite
and trotskyist forces,

The "struggles against bureaucracy" which imperialism supported



were attempts to exploit contradictions existing under the dict-
atorship of the proletariat for counter-revolutionary purp ses.'
The Daily Ixpress, which opened its front page to Trotsky thirty:
Years ago recently published a very 'moving' editorial on Khrus-
chev, and énmphasiscd the great dcbt whidh "humonity" owed hir..)
The cultural revolution brings the revolutionary proletarian for
~=ces into active struggle against one of the most subfle clements
of the Dbourgeois system which remains in the early stages of
socialism. It is the forces of thec cultural revolution, led by
-Mao Tse-tung, which carry forward today the great revolutionary
struggle against all manifestations of the courgeois system which
was launched by the October revolution 50 years ago.
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