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 ON SOME CRITICS
- i ‘Bs*__'M',AltC LORIS (T.8.A)
| S LIBERALS have always distinguished therdselves

by lack of understanding of revclution. For
them it is merely an “ excess,” an “aeccident ”
- which interrupts the “normal” course of history.
- They have no key with which to penetrate the deter-
“minism of this accident. This is not surprising, The
consciousness of the classes and of their spokesmen
depend ¢n their positionin society: «only those. who
.stand firmly on the ground of revolution ecan grasp
“all the aspects of the social forces. . :
Liberal thought is no better equipped to understand
the personalities of the great proletarian revolu-
~ tlonists. Its inability to enter into the. dynamics of
events leads it to a false conception of men. Everys
_ thing that the liberals have written on Lenin is barren, -
revealing the limitations of their thinking rather than .
Lenin’s genius, An even more difficult cbject of
study for them is Trotsky. , o
One of those who have attempted to explain
Trotsky is Max Eastman.* Better equipped than
other liberals by his contact with the revolutionary
milieu and his personal acquaintance with Trotsky,
- Eastman reveals only the more clearly the liberal's
organic inability #c comprehend the personality and
- historic rdle of a great Marxist. '
~ Trotsky ended the intreduction to his autobigraphy
with these words: ‘ To understand the casual sequence

‘!‘H'eroes 1 Have Known, by Max I'astman. New York, 1942,
L] .
L
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‘of events and to find somewhere in the sequence one’s
own place—that is the first duty of a revolutionary.”
This duty Trotsky fulfilled to the utmost. For him
" (or for Lenin) the task of the biographer, just as
that of its hero, is to *“understand the sequence of
events.” Only then can the man’s real place in
history be found and his true role established. . :
 Histcrial materialism does not deny the réle of
the individual in thistory nor the influence of the
different aspects of his character. On the contrary,
it reveals for the first time the mechanism of this
process by recognizing the individual as the repre-
. sentative of a class or a layer of a class. It thus
provides a rational explanaticn of his historical role
and at the same time establishes the limits of his
activity. All the idealistic jargon about  heroes”
loses its mystical and mystifying character.. The
trajectory described by each historical personality is
the result of the interaction of the different social
grcups, each of which demands different qualifications’
from its representatives. Of these delicate relation-
ships between g social group and its leaders, liberal
thought grasps nothing; history becomes a mere
backdrop for the hero, the liberal observer delves -
more and more deeply intc the individual in order to
discover his “secret” and that of the events.
For years the liberals insistently explained Stalin-
ism as the product of some original sin of Bolshevism,
_ Lenin’s quasi-diabolic invention. As for the defeat
f the Left Opposition, from where could it spring if
not from some “ defect or weakness,” as KEastman
puts it, in Trotsky’s character? He remained isolated,
hence “he could nct handle men.” He was beaten,
hence “ poorer politician never lived.” o
Hegel once observed that commcn sense, when un-
able to give an explanation, often takes refuge in .the
“type of metaphysics which “explains ” that opilum
causes sleep because of its “ dormitive quality.”
Having separated the parfy or the individual from the
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histrrical development of the class struggle, the
doctors of liberalism then observe them through the
metaphysical spectacles of common sense. Thus to
give rise to Stalinism, Bolshevism must contain a
¢ dictatorial quality ” and the fall of Trotsky can be
explained only—obviously—by his lack of * political
quality.” How simple! ,

‘A Bullet_or a Cup of Tea?

We are waiting to be told what - this “ political
quality ” is. Max Eastman merely points out to us
two possible manifestations of this quality. The first
would have been for Trotsky to “have gone into the
factories with a few forthright speeches and raised
every fighting revclutionist in Moscow and Leningrad
against the Stalinist cleque.” In short, Trotsky
should have made an insurrection. The second would
have been 'to invite Kamenev, ‘‘ who was his brother-
in-law,”” to come take a cup of tea and * talk it over

“man to man.” We leave it to Max Eastman’s cim-
mon sense to reconcile the armed insurrection against
the Stalin-Zinoviev-Kamenev troika and the cup of tea
with the same Kamenev. ' ) .

An insurrection does not fall from the sky, even
when there is somecne to lead it. What are the in- .

 dications that. in 1923 or later, the Soviet working

masses were ready to revolt against the rising
bureaucracy? An appeal to the masses against the
party could have led only to an immense Kronstadt
and prepared the entrance of the counter-revolution-
ary bourgeoisie. As for arousing the party against

' the bureaucratic tops, precisely this was the task

undertaken by the oppositiqp, but it had to begin with
the work of educating and gathering together cadres

- for this task. How can one speak of an armed insur-

rection when the opposition was in the minority even
in the‘*ranks of the party? How call on a party

-
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member to take gun in hand and fight in the street

whenin his party cell, under pressure of his superiors -
in the factory or office, through fatigue, through lack
of confidence in the forces cf the revolution, he voted
- for the apparatus? ' ' o
~ ‘But after ‘all; didn’t Trotsky have unequalled popu-

larity in the army? This is truie;and there is little

doubt that.in 1923 it would have been very easy, with - -

the help of the military apparatus, to disperse the
trotka—a matter of only a few hours and very little
bleod, if any. Here ccmmon sense seems to triumph.
With such a simple operation all the degradation of :
Stalinism would have been avoided—and it was not
even_tried! But history makes a- fool of common
sense. ‘
One cannict use the army like a sword which one puts
‘back in its sheath once the operation is done. Any
army which enters the political arena and assures the
victory of one of the fighting factions proceeds to pay
itself well. . The prices would have been, for the
- officers ‘corps, more security and more privileges. In-
stead of spreading chiefly through the party apparatus, -
then, the Thermidorian reaction - would have spread
through the military apparatus. ~ Undoubtedly, the
régime would have had a different coloration than that
of Stalin, but’the fundamental political reality would
have been the same _and the precess of degeneration
probably more rapid; Citing the revolutionary in- -
tegrity of Trctsky changes none of this. He would |
have found himself, the day after the Bonapartist
‘coup d’etat, faced with the demands of an officers
~ eorps become conscious of its power in the country.
He would then have had to capitulate to the officers,
or, in resisting them, fall victim towne of their plots.
Indéed, the army is always a stronghold of bureau-
cratism. The Red Army was no excepticn. The
- military apparatus was not separated from the state
apparatus by an air-tight partition, but was part of
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~ it, following the same process of degeneration. In 1921
the war was over, and the heroic epoch of the revolu-
ticn was succeeded by the hum-drum of daily existence.
The difference between -the two periods was even .
greater for the army than for the rest of the popula-
tion, -dnd could not fail to be refleeted in its state of -

- mind. Moreover, the army had been. reduced from .. ‘

5,300,000 men to 600,000 thus greatly increasing the
specific weight of the remaining cadres. = We must not
forget that a not negligible fraction of these remaining -
cadres came from the Czarist army. '

The. demobilized part of the army was also a strong
factor in the bureaucratisation of the country.” Many.
of the commanders, returning tc their villages and
provincial towns, found themselves placed, by their
prestige and their experiencé, at the head of the local
administration. There they often employed methods
differing very little from the military command to
which they were accustomed, and they integrated
- themselves very easily into the Stalinist apparatus. In
face of these social realities the prestige of their former
leader carried little weight. o

Politics. Science of
o Perspectives

~ In July 1933 Trotsky was living near Royan; nearby
lived a Communist workar, an «<ld influential party
member, dissatisfied with the Stalinist line. Lev
Davidovitch desired to meet him. = 'The enterprise was
risky. His sojourn in France :might have been com-
promised, but the desire to speak with a worker won
out. So, one evening, with all possible precautions,
_this worker was brought into the workroom of Lev
Davidovitch: The conversaticn soon turned to.the
defeat of the Russian Opposition. * How did you lose
the power, comrade Trotsky ?’—*“ Ah, you know, one
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does not lose power like one loses his pocket beok.”
Then came an explanation which lasted long into the
night.

Power is not a trophy presented to the most clever,
but it is above all through individuals, a relationship.
between the classes and their social layers. The
leader, as a representative of asocial group, defends
ithe interests of that group more or less well. But

u . if the position of the group changes, he loses his foot-

ing, is suspended in the air, powerless. Thus, on the
9th Thermidor, Robespierre, head of the government,
appears before the Convention. —The session is SO
tumultuous that he cannot speak and it is ended by
a decree of arrest against him. The following day’
ke is guillotined. Clearly, the forces which supported
 him were exhausted. Any explanation that would
- reduce the dynamics of the revolution to a comparison
of the personal qualities of Robespierre and of Barras
would nct get very far. .
: Never weary of accusing Trotsky of being & poor
politician, the philistines rarely take -the trouble to
expound their own conception ‘of politics. But their
accusations show clearly that their.lack of under-
standing of the relationship of the individual to the
party, of the parties to the classes, reduces. their con-
ception to the most degraded form of polities, the:
art of personal combinations. Of course, this art is
far from being unnecessary. But the first condition
for its use is to know its limits. One can deceive men;
one cannot deceive history. Stalin thought he could.
In 1923 he was merely looking for a “surer” way for
the revolution, thought he was avoiding danger by
confining the revolution within the frontiers of the
USSR and by building socialism in one country.
'This “ruse” led him to the terrible catastrcphe of
to-day. The “impractical” theory of the permanent -
revolution was, on the other hand, full of profound
realism.- Likewise, one could not, in 1923, skip over
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the wave of Thermidorian reaction by such a “ruse”
as an insurrection, a military ecoup d’ etat or a cup.of
tea with “brother-in-law” Kamenev: - ‘ .

In July 1935 Lev Davidovitch was speaking of the
France he was leaving: “There is truth in what the .
. French say: politics is the science of proporticn. Oh,
for them it is the science of small proportions.” | Thus
he described in a ‘single word a striking characteristic
of French hourgeoisie. Then he continued: “To be
-exact c¢ne must say that politics - is the seience of .
perspettives.” If one accepts this definition of poli-
tics-—and this is the only valid one for Marxists—
. Trotsky was a great, & very great politician. »

> 4 . ) poae Ca e S
Revolution and Reaciion
‘The critics of Trotskyism like to repeat: when'it is a.
~Question of cxplaining the defeat of the Lert
Opposition, you underline the importance of the objec-
- tive faetors, but wheu it is 2 matter <f accusing Nin .
- of having collaborated in the defeat of the Spanish’
revi:lution, you bring to the fore the subjective factor
and you place the responsibility on the individuval:
- Precisely! In the Spanish revoluticn the movement
of the masses created ‘the objective conditions of
victory. Subjective initiative was lacking - and our
- ceriticism of Nin rests on his definite acts, such as his
entry into the Catalan government, which acted:
directly against the movement of the masses. Nin
and his party did not provide an outlet for the revolu-
tionary energy of the Spanish proletariat. One proof,
among others, is the leaderless May 1937 insurrection
¢f the Catalan workers in Barcelona. Was there some
analogous insurrecticn in the USSR during the struggle
- of the Left Opposition or even some bcld movement of
the workers? A revolutionary leadership must not Iet
an ocecasion pass, but it cannot create this occasion as
it likes when objective conditions are not ripe.-
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‘Marxism gives great importance to the initiative and
audacity of an individual or a small group in the carry-
ing out of the insurrection, but at the same time it
establishes precise rules for determining the moment
of that insurrection, which does not just happen at’
any time but crowns the revolutionary rise of the
masses. History demands so mch from a revolution-
- 'ary leadership precisely because the lost occasion can-
not be recreated at will. The impossibility of acting
when objeetive conditions are lacking and the obligation

of resolutely intervenirig-when they ma.tenahze—these .
- are two sides of the same coin.

The defeat of the Left Opposition was too complete.
to allow us to attribute it to some tactical error of its
leader.  Naturally, this does 1ot mean that” events
necessarily had to happen as they did. Numerous
variants were possible, but the general trend leaves

little doubt. Trotsky’s personal qualltles have their

importance in determining his place: it is not by chance -
that he led the cpposition and that Stalm was the agent
of the reaction.

" In 1926, when she still felt fairly close to Lenin’s =

last ideas, Krupskaia declared: “If Ilyitch were alive,
He would be in prison to-day.” By these words she
wished above all to denounce the lie of Stalin’s so-
called “Leninism” and to show the reality cf the
struggle, that of the bureaucratic reaction against-the
“revolutionary wing. However, Krupskaia’s words also
seem to contain, in their own way, a reproach directed
to the Left Opposmon if Lenin were alive, he would
have led the struggle agamst the bureaucratlzatlon of
‘the Soviet state with such vigor that he would already
have been in prison, while the opposition was still in

the party. - Surely we have the right to discern this

. eriticism in Krupskaia’s words, but in this case we

must not forget the @onclusion: Lenin himself could .

not have overcome the bureaucracy, “he would be in
prlson today '
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- To place the. problem on the level of personal
qualities alone leads, willy nilly, to a great exaggera-
ticn of the staturé of Trotsky's adversaries. Thus,
it is characteristic of liberal thought to confer some
demoniacal power on Stalin when in reality Stalin’s
motivations were very simple and very narrow: the
fear of revolutionary risk, the absence of perspectives,

“envy cf a more brilliant ¥ival, mediocrity and provincial - - v

grossness. But it was precxsely these qualities that
the apparatus required of its leader:.

Does this mean that the struggle of the Left
"Opposition was futile? This mechanical and abstract-
way of posing the question betrays a fatalism foreign
to Marxism. History does not give its verdict like an -
oracle. The relationship of forces can be determined
only by the struggle itself. No one can measure in
advance the depth and the duration of the reacticn
A proletarian’ victory outside the USSR could have
reopened the question. Adbove all there was the duty
of assuring the revolutionary future, “Where wculd we
be without the struggle of the Left 0Dp0s;t10*1‘7‘

_“ The Trlbe of Phlllst]nes it

- While Max Eastman’s lack of comprehension holds a
gocd . deal of naiveté, amusingly simple, that.of J. R.
Johnson* is mixed with a large dose of hypocrisy. .His
failure to understand ‘“the casual sequence of events”
leads him directly to conscious falsification, which is '
net amusing. - Johnson brcke from the Fourth Inter-
‘national after a bitter factional struggle in which
Trotsky actively participated—mnot on J. chnson’s side, .
as everyone knows—and Johnson tries to take revenge.

~In Bastmanian terms 'he deplcts Trotsky as a . very _

*‘Leon Trotsky—His Place in History,” by J. R, Jojmson The'
New International, September 1940 ) :

v



i =

2 W.LN. . Nov. 1942

defective politician,” who “in the hands of Kamenev
and Stalin was a child.” His entire criticism, super-
ficial and impressionistic, without serious discussion of
facts and texts, is sterile from a historical and political
point-of view. But Johnson quickly arrivés at the
raison d’etre of his article . If he trieg so hard to
prové that Trotsky was a “child‘in Stalin’s hands,” it
'is to show that he was also a child in Cannon’s hands at
~'the time the Burnham-Shachtman group, to which
Johnson belcnged, left the Fourth International:
“Despite his L_Iﬁwillingness. he (Trotsky) was cunningly .
meanoeuvred into a position in which his authority and energy
were unscrupulously used for an aim he did not have in mind.
3 When .he recognized what was happening, it was too late.”
‘What baseness in this last sentence! What is John-
son- hinting at in this hypoeritical innuerdo? He is
careful not to be too precise. Yes indeed, Trotsky
“rec_ogmzedvyhat was happeuing”-and called it by its
~name: “a petit-bourgecis opposition opening a.struggle

" against Marxism with ideclogical charlatanism.” All

this is well known. As for the split, Trotsky wrote:.
T The discussion in {he - Socialist Workers Party of the
' ) -Unite.d States” wag . thorough 2nd demoeratic. The prepara-
.ti_dns tor the convention were carried out with absolute
loyalty. The minority particinated in the - convention, re-
cognis'ing thereby its legality and suthoritativeness. The
-majority offered the minority all the necessary guarantees
ﬁermitting it to conduct & struggle for its own views after the
convention.  The minority demanded a license to. appeal to
the masses over the head wof the party. The majority
naturally rejected this monstrous pretension.” '
And again: C _
' “ We have the fact that the minority split away from us,
" in spite of all the measures taken by the majority not to split.
This signifies that their inner social feeling was such that it
is impossible for them to gb together with us. It is a petty~
bourgeois tendency, not = proletarian.” .

-
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No, Mr. .Iohnson it is not so easy to make. Tn,tsky
out as a political sxmpleton whom Cannon leads around
by the rose.

"To support his fable. cf Trotsky, the “very: defectwe
politician,” incapable of judging men, Johnson has one
last argument: hig .assassination. Here is what he '

 writes: .

“ Not the least s1gu1ﬁcant was the tragrc c1rcumstances of
his death. He-had been warned against his murderer, but
this GPU agent earned his: favor By an exaggerated devotion -
to Trotsky's political position. For six months he discussed
politics with the greatest living master of politics and Trotsky
never detected .a false note, apparently set no trap for him,
We can be certain that whoever : else might have been
‘deceived by an imposter. Mr. Joseph Stalin would not have
been. In the end the idea expressed was more importaht and
interesting to Trot'sky‘ than the pefson expressing it. - It was
hris strength, the cause of some of hig greatest triumphs, but it - _
was his weakness, the cause of some of his greatest failures.” :

‘Natalia Trotsky has already had oceasion to indicate

the direct and factual lies in these few lines: there was

no warning, no favour earned by an exaggerated de-
vction, no six months of political discussion.* None of
that existed. But we must ask ourselves why Johnson
had to use such means,

Let us glance back and we will find a hlstorlcal pre-
cedent which will enlighten us. In his-old age Kautsky
wrote of Marx and Engels: “Neither of them were
great judges of men.” Just like Johnson, Kautsky had
a very precise object in making such a judgment. It
was both self-defense and revenge. After Kautsky's
first visit with Marx, the latter wrcte to his daughter

“Jenny:

“ He ‘is a mediocrity with a small-minded outlook super'
wigse {only 26), very conceited ,industrious in a certain sort..
of way, he busies himself a lot with statisties but- does not -

*“Natalia Trotsky Answers a Foul Slander, ”'Socmhst Appeal
October 26, 1940.
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read a.nythlng very clever out of them, belongs by nature to
the tribe of t‘he phlhstmes, but is etherwise a decent fellow
in‘ his own way ’ :

These lines were written in 1881 and rereading them
‘now, with Kautsky’s whole life before our eyes, we can
only marvel at, the power of insight which Had pene--
-trated so deeply into the young man of 26 years. We
can easily understand why Kautsky could not let him-
self acknowledge Marx as a great’judge of men.”

To justify this appraisal of Marx, Kautsky wrote:
“In 1852 Marx gave his fullest confidence to the Hungarian -

journalist _Ba.ngya even turnmg over to him a manuscript in
which various ‘great men of the emigration’ were portrayed.
And then it turned out that this Herr Bangya was a spy in:

o the service of the Prussian government into whose hands he
- delivered Marxs manuscrlpt i g

_To try to save themselves personally Ka.utsky and
Johnson must build up & Marx and a Trotsky incapable
of judging men. - But, ag there is no material for such
‘a construction, both must have recourse to a com- -

‘pletely artificial case, that of a spy-provoca,teur a case.
which has no bearmg on the understanding of men. by
men, but rather on the art of dlvmatlon ¢ What' a

) strlkmg parallel 5

L Trotskyz’s Methods

" It is on such foundations of sand that Johns:n tries
to build a judgmenf__bf Trotsky and to ‘establish “his
place in history.” After having presented Trotsky as
“cunnmgly manoeuyred” and “unscrupulously used” by
‘Cannon, having described him as unable to “detect a
false note“ in hjs ‘murderer; Jchnson does not hesitate

to conclude:
o - “To the end he remamed what he was, a man incapable '

of }eavm‘g his’ mam work and concentratmg hls powerful‘

mtellect oh the tricks and dodges which are- mseparable
. . . ) .
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) from politics. Uhscrupulous men not fit to clean his pen
~ -could gain his confidence and get the better of him.”

‘While Johnson - believes he has discovered a deep
characteristic of Trotsky, of important political con-
sequence, he in reality just repeats an old and
desplicable calumny. Since the appearance of the Left
Oppositicn on the international arena, Trotsky has had
to break with a number of groups and individuzls after
attempts at collaboration. Not surprising: the Fourth
International was born in a pericd of general retreat

".of the labcr movement.  Independently of each other,
. most of those from whom Trotsky had to separate re-
peated - the same accusations: Trotsky's ideas are
- excellent, but he understands nothing of organization,
~-he does not know hcw to judge men, he allowg himself
- to be'manoceuvred; immersed in his theoretical work, -

he lets himself be misled by the false information and
the intrigues of those who follow him, etc. . . . Not
once, but dozens-and dczens of times these same re-

 criminations came from the different countries of
. Europe. -~ Souvarine, whom. Johnson knows wel}, is

especially brilliant in this kind of rhetoric. Fer a long.

time Leon Sedoff was the target of these accusations.

Rudolph Klement also suffered from them—in faet, all
those who were close to Trotsky. - Fcr many deserters
it was the only explanation of their break with.the

" Fourth International. ‘The thinness of this explanation

betrays their lack of understanding of political reality
as well as their reseéntment: it is not possible that

Trotsky is really against me!.-

- Whoever is even slightly familiar wif.h"» Trotsky’s
methods of work#an only shrug his shoulders at such
accusations. Trotsky applied the same scientific con-

_ scientiousness in all that he did, whether it was writing

a history of .the revolution or intervening in an im-
passioned faction fight within a group of ten persons.
In his office he studied the Iletters received like a

. scientist in his laboratory observing his test-tubes. He
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knew how to collate evidence and to hold back until
‘he had been able to form a clear picture of the situia-
tion. But once he had formed an opinion, he entered

the fight with firmness and decision. Perscnal rela-

tions counted for little then and became entirely
subordinated to political - judgment.  Numerous ad-
_versaries were - disconcerted by this attitude.
Incapable of penetrating tc the bottom of political
reality and its requirements, they tended invariably to
slip over to another plane; they appealed to personal
relations in order- tc re-establish an understanding
which had become impossible. Or, as Trotsky ex-
pressed it in referring to one of them, they were like a
<hild who shakes the watch whose spring he has broken
in order to make it go again. Then in spite, they
placed the "responsibility for the break eon the
maneuvers and false informaticn of which Trotsky had
been the vietim. - - _
Johnson tries to raise this gossip to a theoretical

and historieal level, and present a Trotsky clever in the

-world of ideas but incapable of reading men. The facts
decisively contradict such a- fabrication. Among the
great Marxists; Trctsky is incontestably the one who
was the most interested in following the course of men
through events. The correspondence of Marx and
-Engels does not lack penetrating estimates of the men
of their epoch, in spite of what Kautsky might have
thcught.  But Trotsky was able to draw much more
younded portraits. Before 1917 there were already -

numerous silhouettes among his writings: Victor Adler =

and Bebel, Ebert and David, Jaures and Vaillant, Plek-
hanov and Martov, Ledebour and Rakovsky—
practically all the figures of the international move- .
ment. . But it-is in the writings of his third exile that -

Trotsky becomes master of the art of. integrating the”
individual info the “casual sequence of events.” His
History of the Russian Revolution contains portraits of
practically all the actors in the drama, from Nicholas
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to Kerensky, from Milivkov to Martov. - With no
‘artificiality! The men are in the places, with their

words, their gestures, their intonations. The complex
mechanism whereby each historical task ¢hooses its
men ig revealed to us. Trotsky’s other writings of the

same period—his criticism of the program of the Com-
munist, International, his autobiography, etc.—reveal -

the same power of perception through his study of =~

other - individuals—the. epigones of Leninism.. The

death -of the old Bolsheviks,  the "Mosccw  Trials,
furnished him with the occasion to paint portraits of
Lenin and Stalin. - The future histérian will have to
pause long over Trotsky’s pile of manusecripts on- these
men before hoping to be able to say something new..

From the time he left Moscow to his murder in the .
sunny office at Coyoacan, from the end ,of 1 1927 to

August 1940, Lev Davidovitch carried on an active
political correspcndence. - At first, . during the year

- Spent at Alma Ata, this consisted of the hundreds of

letters to the oppositionists. deported throughout

Siberia. Then in the 11 years of his last exile, there =~
were thousands of letters to” his co-thinkers in some |, .

30 ccuntries. New contacts, polemics, splits—all were
present during this period and all that correspondence
is full of his estimates of men. Although written for

the immediate occasion, when re-read after a lapse of »

- several years they are often astonishing in their depth

and their keenness. In a few strokes, an individual’s. »

‘fundamental characteristics are painted with profound
verity. Mcre than once Lev Davidovitch predicted the
~road which an individual wss going to follow t/hen

less perspicacious eyes were still far from diseerning . -

it.  Certainly there were errors, but in the main._they

~were astonishingly rare and the greater part of his
- judgments was confirmed by future developments.

Lev Davidovitch had an extrsordinary ,capa.city_fof .

-drawing cut people. By the questions he asked, by the

discussion he started, he knew hew to make his visitor
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_réveal his background, his prejudices;“‘his:manner of
. approaching problems: - S
In'explaining  the defeat of the Left Opposition,

Eastman always says that Trotsky did not know the

" - art of personal relations and he adduces his own ex-

*‘perience, that sumetimes “you fee] that he was not
-present in reality at all.” - Certainly Lev Davidovitch
did not have much taste for sitting around over a cup -
.of tea speaking of little nothings and eternal problems.
Any conversation withcut a precise purpose greatly .
irritated him. When he grew weary of it, he developed,
it is frue, an air which might be termed ‘‘absent”; his
politeness then. became somewhat ~mechanical and
affected as though he had to force himself. But he
was very much present when contact was established
with his visitor. -Above all, the conversation had to
“have an chject: eomrades diseussing political problems,
young people whom he felt a desire to teach or, finally,
gsomeone having a branch of knowledge from which he
. wished to. profit. Faced with visitors from whom he .
aculd learn nothing and whom he could teach nothing,

he was somehow disarmed. : ' s

" . The great gift of Trotsky in dealing with men was
that he knew how to mobilize them. He knew how to
paint the grandeur of an.aim, to inspire enthusiasm, to
fortify the will. ‘Lenin marvelled at Trotsky’s ability’
- to-rally many technicians tc the Soviet power, to in-
- spire them with confidence .and tc win them over to

.. work in defense of the -country. In.his last exile, in

¢ problems small or big, he knew how;'to gain the co-

operation and the devection of people who were not
_ directly tied to him by ideas and who could expect no

‘recompense of any kind. - His secret, if one wishes to-

‘use the word, was always to demand of an individual
the best in him. -Trotsky addressed himself to the best.
“in men, for on the regt he knew, one oan build nothing
“.durable. .. - . '
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ARCHIVES OF THE
REVOLUTION
HESE three historical documents date back to the year 1926,
a crueial year in the struggle of the Left Oijosﬂnon'
aga.mst the bureaucratic degeneration of the party They have
not been published before in any language. .

The first of these documents comprises extracts from Trotsxys
diary, in which, in. Novemher 1926, he jotted down for future.
reference — in thesis form — a serles of | basic propositions .
Veonceming ‘the development of the USSR... They provide addi- . -
Aional irrefutable evidence that Trotsky,never cherished any
‘illusions about the meaning and gravity of the struggle against
the b'ureaucraﬁc tendencies which had then gained the ascend-
ancy in’ the, state apparatus, in the party, and in the country.

" These November, 1926 theses were later expanded by Trotsky in
_'a large nupiber of speeches, articles, and books.

Here, in the most generalized form, is Trotsky’s analysls of the
most complex histerical problem, namely, the mechanic of class
society as expressed in the oscnllatlon_sv between revglutlonary
epochs and events and those of reaction and counter-revelution..
'T¢ young Bolsheviks these theses supply an objoct Iésson in the
‘method of Marxism. Trotsky here applies the dialectic to expiain

' how the struggle for the emam-,ipaﬁon of  the wof‘kin‘g class is
conditioned - and ~determined by vast soclal processes, their
ohtlcal ebbs and flows, their effects on the psychology of the
masses and other phenomena in the superstrueture.” From this
kind of analysis and synthesis iis derived our program which
atone makes possible  a econscious  intervention in events.
Above all, these theses: teach the lesson tha,t in our epoch the
decisive struggle is the stiuggle for the correct mter—relatlonship
between the party and- the class
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The other two doeuments which likewise pertain to this same
year (1926) cast a bgra.phic light on the conditions under which
Trotsky condricted this. great stmggle “The ldeolbgmal leader
of the rising bureaucracy was none .other than Bukharm to
whom these two personal letters are addressed.

In a. eertain sense; they constitute an appeal to Blikharm, at

: the same tiine they sonnd a warning about the disastrous con- ~
sequences’of the course on which Bukharin had embarked, and

" fér. which he paid with- his own life, twelve, years later, in the
third of the Moseow Frame—up Trlals
THE EDITORS. o

' The Inter-Relationship
between Revolution and

Connter-ltevolutum

‘ -~ November 26, 1926.
1 Revolutlons have always been followed - by
counter-revolutions in history. = Counter-revoluticns |
have always thrown society back, but never back as
far as the starting point of the revolution. The
succession of revoluticns and counter-revolutions is the
“product of certain fundamental features in the
* mechanies of class society, the only society in which
revolutions, and counter-revolutions are possible.

2. Revclution is impossible' without the participa-
tion of the masses. This participation is in its turn .
possible only in the event that the oppressed masses
connect their hopes for a better future with the slogan
of revolution. In this sense the hopes engendered by
the revoluticn are always exaggerated. This is due to
the mechanics of class society, the terrible plight of the
overwhelmmg majority of the prular masses, the
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objective need of conéentratmg the greatest hopes and
efforts in order to-insure even the most modest pro-
gress and so on. .

3. But from these same conditions comes cne of the .
most important—and moreover one of the  most
common—elements of the counter-reiclution. . The

_conguests gained in thie struggle do not correspond
‘with and in the nature of things cannot directly corres-
“pond with the expectations of the broad hackward.

magsses, who are awakened for the first time.in the
course of the revolution itself. The disillugionment of

- these masses, their return to routine and to futility

is as much an integral part of the post-revolutionary

_ perizd as'the passage into the camp of “law and order”
-of those “satisfied” classes or layers of classes'who had.
,partujmated in the revolution. - : . ‘

4. Closely bound up with these procpsses parallel |
pro(,ﬂsses of a different and, to a large measure, ¢f an

. ovpcsite character take place in the camp of the ruling’

classes. The awalkening of broad backward masses
upsets the :ruling classes from . their accustomed.
eguilibrium, deprives them- of direct support as well
as confidence, and thus enables the revolution to seize

a great deal more thari'it is later able to'-hold.

_The dlslllusnonment <f a considerable sect1on of

B "the oppressed masses in the immediate conguesis of -
“the revolution and—directly connected with this—the

decline of the political energy and activity of the revo-
lutionary class engender an influx of confidence among.
munter—revolutlonarv classes—both among those over.

thrown by the revolution but not shattered completely,

as well as among those which aided the revolution at a .
certain phase. but were throv:+ nack into the camp
of . reaetion by the further development of the-
revelution.
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 The Conditions for the Rise
- of Stalinism |

20. It would be wrong to ignore the fact that the
proletariat to-day (1926) is considerably less receptive -
to revolutionary perspectives and to broad generaliza-
 tions than was the case during the October overturn
and in the ensuing few years. The revclutionary
. party cannot passively align itself in accordance with
every shift in the moods of the masses. But it cannot
ignore any alteration which is produced by causes of
_profound historical crder. - '

21, The October revolution, o a greater extent than
any -other in history, aroused the greatest hopes and
passions in the popular masses, first: of all, the prole-
tarian masses. - After the maximum sufferings cf 1917-
1921, the proletarian masses improved their status
_considerably: They cherish this improvement, hopeful
of its further development. But at the same time their -
own experience has shown them the extreme gradual-
ness .of this process of improvement which Jhas only
to-day reached the pre-war standard cf Jiving. This
living expeérience is of incalculable significance to the
masses, especially the older generation.. They have

" - grown more cautious, more skeptical, less' responsive

. to "revolutionary slegans, less receptive to majcr .-
generalizations. - These moods which ‘unfolded after
. the ordeals of the civil war and after the successes of
economic restoraticn, and which still remain undis-
rupted by new shifts of class forces—these moods con-
- stitute the bagic gj]iﬁcal background of party life.
These are the modlis of which bureaucratism—as sn
~element of “law and érder” and “tranquillity”—banks
on. The attempt of the opposition to pose new
questions before the party ran up against precisely
these moods. | - o O
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. - 22, The older generation of the wcrking class,
- who made two revolutions, or the last one, beginning =
with 1917, is now nervous, exhausted, and, in large
measure, fearful of all convulsions bound up with the
perspectives of war, “havoe, famine; epidemics and
~ 80 on. . . .
A bogie is being made out:of the théory of the per--

- manent revclution precisely for the purpose of
exploiting the psychology of a considerable section ,of
the workers, who are not at all careerists, but who have
put on weight, acquired families. The theory of the
permanent revokaticn which is being utilised .in this

* ‘sense, is.of course in no way related to old disputes,

long relegated to the archives, but simply raises the®

phantom of new convulsions—heroic * invasions,” vio-
lations of “law’ and erder”; a threat t- the conquests

“of the 'reconstruction period: .a new zone of gredt

efforts and sacrifices. Making a bogie out of the per-

‘manent revolution is, in essence, speculation upon.the

mocds of that section of the working class, including

party members who have grown smug, fat and semi- -

_conservative. ‘ - : -

~

- The lntel_"-l_félation'
~ .between the Party. the
" Youth and the Class

- 24, The.young generation, only now .growing up,
lacks experience of the class struggle and the necessary
. revolutionary- temper.. It does not explore for.itseif,
as did the older generaton, but falls immediatély intc
- an environment of the most powerful party and govern-
-mental institutions, party tradition, authcrity, dis-~.
cipline, etcetera. For the time being this renders an
independent role more difficult for the young genera- .
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tion. The question of the correct érientation of the -
young generaticn of the party and of the Workmg
class acquires a colossal importance. ‘

© 25, Parallel with the above-indicated processes,
the party and the state apparatus by a special category

of “old Bolsheviks,” who were members or worked
actively in the party during the 1905 pericd; who then

- left the party in the period of reaction, adapted them-

- selves to the bourgesis regime and occupled a more or
-less prominent, position within it; who were defensists

together with ‘the entire bourgems intelligentsia and
togéther with the latter were propelled forward in the
February revolution (of which they did not dream at
the - beginning of the war); who were staunch

“ opponents of the Leninjst program and «cf the October

overturn; but who returned to the party after victory

- was secured or after-the stabliization ¢f the new regime
" about the same time that the bcurgecis intelligentsia
... stopped its sabctage. These elements, who more or

" less accommodated themselves to the June 3rd régime, - -

’

~ can be, naturally, only elements of the conservative
_type.. Thev are ir general in favor. of stabilization,

and generally against every opposmon The education

: of the party ycuth is largely in théir hands.

Such is the combination of circumstances which in
the recent period of party development has determined

.. the change in the party leadership and the Shlft ot'

partv pohcy to the rlght

The Sovnet Thermldor
© '26. The official adoptlon of the theory cf “socla.hsm

'm one country” signifies the theoretical sanction of
- those shifts which have already taken place; and of the

first open break with Marxist tradition.
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27. The elements of bourgeois restoration lie in:
{a) the situation of the peasantry, who do not want
thé return of the landlords but are still not interested
materially in socialism (hence flows the importance of
political ties with the peasant poor); (b) in the moods
of considerable layers of the working.class, in the

-lowering of revolutionary energy, in the fatigue of the
older generation, in the increased specific weight . of

the congervative elements.

Twe Letters to Bukharin
_ o January 8 1926, -
‘Nikiclai Ivanovich: - _ :

You will perhaps recall that two years ago during
a session of the Politbureau at.my home T said that
‘the mass of the Leningrad party* was muzzled more
than was the case elsewhere. This expression (I con-
fess, a very strong one) was used by me in an intimate
circle, just as you used in your perscnal note the
‘words: “unconscionable demagogy.” :

To be sure, this did not prevent my remark con-
cerning the muzzling of the party mass by the Lenin-
grad party apparatus from being breadcast through
.meetings and through the press. But this is a special
item and—I hope—not a precedent . . . But doesn’t
‘this mean that I did see the actual state of things?
However in contrast to certain comrades, I saw it a
year and a half, and two and three years ago. - At that
time, during the same session I remarked that every-
thing in Leningrad goes splendidly (100%) five minutes
before things get very bad. This is possible only under
-2 super-apparatus regime. Why then do you say that
1 did not see the actual state of things? True, I did

* Controlled by Zinoviev-Kamenev allied in 1924 with Stalin.
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not consider that Leningrad was separated from the:
rest of the country by an impenetrable barrier. The-
theory of a “sick Leningrad” and a “healthy country”
which was held in high respect under -Kerensky was:
never my theory. I said and I repeat now that the
traits. of apparatus buresucratism, peculiar to the
- whole party, have been brought tc their extreme ex-
pression in the regime of the Leningrad party. Imust
however add that in these 2} years (ie., since ‘the-
autumn of 1923) the apparatus-bureaucratic tendencies:
~have grown in the extreme not only in Leningrad but
 throughout the entire party. - _ 7
Cosider for -a moment this fact: Moscow® and

Leningrad** two main proletarian centres, adopt -
simultaneously and furthermore uwnanimeusly (think of”
it: unanimously!) at their district party conferences
two resolutions aimed against each other. And con-
sider also this, that our official party mind, répresented
by the press, does nct even dwell on this truly shocking -
fact. - : - o

_ What are those special (?) social (?!) conditions in
Leningrad and Moscew which permit such a drastic
and “unanimous” polar opposition? - No one seeks for
them, no one asks himself about them. What then
is the explanaton, Simply this, that everybody silently
says to himself: The 100 per cent. opposition of Lenin-
- grad to Moscow is the work of the apparatus. This,
N. I, is the gist of the “genuine state of things.”

But Leningrad does not stand alone as regards “day-
to-day routine.” In the past year we had on the one
hand, the Chita business, and on the other, that in
 Kherson. Naturally you and I understand that the

* Contralled at the time (1926) .by the Right wing of Buk-
harin-Rykov-Uglanov in a bloe ‘with Stalin. . o
. **Controlled at the time (1926) by Zinoviev and Kamenev- -
who had brokén with Stalin and entered into a bloe with the
Teft Opposition. .
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Chita and Kherson abominations* are exceptions pre--.
cisely because of their excesses. But these exceptions
are symptomatic. Could the things that happened in
Chita have occurred had there not been among the
Chita summits a special, binding, mutual ‘amnesty, with
independence from the rank and file as its basis? Did
- you read the report of Schlichter’s investigating com-
- mittee on Khersonovism? The document is instructive
to the highest degree—not only because it character-
izes scme of the Khersonovist personnel, but also
because it characterizes certain aspects of the party
regime as a whole. To the question why all the local
communists, whe had known of the -crimes of the
responsible workers, kept quiet, apparently for a period
of twc-three years, Schlichter received the answer:
“Just try to speak up—you will lose your job, you’'ll get
kicked into a village, ete., ete.” I quote, of ‘course,
from memory, but that is the gist of it. And Schlichter
exclaims apropcs of this: “What! Up to now only
oppositionists “have told us that for this or that
- opinion they have been allegedly (?!) removed from
‘posts, kicked into a village, etc., ete. . But now we hear -
from party members that they dc not protest against
criminal actions of leading comrades for fear of ‘being
removed, thrown intoa village, expelled from the party,
ete.” T cite again from memory. : - . o
I know that certain comrades, possibly ycu among”
them, have been carrying out until recent times a plan
‘somewhat as follows: give the workers in the nuclei the
possibility -of criticizing factory, guild and regional -
matters, and at the same time, crack down resolutely
on every “‘cpposition” emanating from the upper ranks

*In 1925-26 numerous cases were laid bare of criminal abuse
of power by ranking provincial bureaucrats. The Chita and .
Kherson affairs were the most notorious instances at the time
of corruption, grafting, terrorization of the party membership-
* and of the populace, and other crimes, - :
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of the party. In this waj), the apparatus-regime as

a whole wasz to be preserved by providing it with a

broasder base. But this experimemt was wot at ail
successful. The methods and habits of the apparatus-
regime inevitably seep down from the top. If every
pn‘gic:sm of the Central Committee and even criticism
n}s.lde the Central Cémmittee is equated, under all cen-
ditions, to a factional struggle for power, with all the
ensuing consequences; then the Leningrad Committee

will carry out -the self-same policy in relation to those
who criticize it in the sphere of its plenipctentiary
powers, and under the Leningrad Committee there are
districts and sub-districts. . .

" When in 1923 the opposition arose in Moscow (with-
out the aid of the local apparatus, and against its -
resistance) the central and local apparatus brought
the bludgeon down on Moscow’s skull under the slogan:
“Shut up! You do not recognize the peasantry.” In
the same apparatus-way you are now bludgeoning the
; Leningrad organization, and crying, “Shut up! Ycu
5 , don't recognize the middle peasant.” You are thus

terrorizing in two main centreg of proletarian dictator-

ship the best proletarian elements, re-educating them

from expressing aloud not only their views, correct or
erroneous alike, but also their alarm concerning the
, o i-questions of the revclution and socialism.  And
* | meanwhile, the democratic rights granted to the rural

areas are intrenched. - -
Can’t you see all the dangers that flow from this?

*e £l * *

March 4, 1926
Personal -

~ N(ikolai) Ivanovich,

I write this letter in longhand (although I have
grown unaccustcmed to it) inasmueh as it is embarras-
sing to dictate to a stenographer what I have to say.
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of the party. In this way, the apparatus-regime as
a whole was to be preserved by providing it with a
broader base. But this experimemt was mot at all

. successful. The methods and habits of the apparatus-

regime inevitably seep down from the top. If every
eriticism of the Central Committee and even criticism
inside the Central Committee is equated, under all ccn-
ditions, to a factional struggle for power, with all the
ensuing consequences; then the Leningrad Committee
will carry out the self-same policy in relation to those
who criticize it in the sphere of its plenipctentiary
powers, and under the Leningrad Committee there are
districts and sub-districts. .

When in 1923 the opposition arose in Moscow (Wlth-

qut the aid of the local apparatus, and against its

resistance) the central and local apparatus brought
the bludgeon down on Moscow’s skull under the slogan:

“Shut up! You do not recognize the peasantry.” In

the same apparatus-way you are now bludgeoning the
Leningrad organization, and crying, “Shut up! You
don’t recognize the middle peasant.” You are thus
terrorizing in two main centres of proletarian dictator-
ship the best proletarian elements, re-educating them
from expressing aloud not only their views, correct or
erroneous  alike,” but also their alarm concerning the
»gmera.iquest:ons of the revclution and socialism. - And

- meanwhile, the democratic rights granted to the rural

areas are intrenched. ,
-Can’t you see all the dangers that flow from this? -

March 4, 1926
Personal -

I write this letter in longhand (although I have
grown unaccustcmed to it) inasmuch as it is embarras-
sing to dictate to a stenographer what I have to say.
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. You are of course aware that in accordance with the

- Uglanov* line there is being conducted against me in
Moscow a half-concealed struggle with all sorts of
sallies and insinuations which I refrain from character-
izing here as they deserve.

By all sorts of machinations—in part and wholly
unworthy of and degrading tq our organizaticn—I am
not permitted to speak at workers’ meetings. At the
same time rumours are being spread systemically
through the workers’ nuclei that I give lectures “for
the bourgeoisie” and refuse to speak tc workers. Now
just listen to what luxuriates on this soil, and  this,
once again, not at all accidentally. I cite verbatim
from a letter of a worker party member.

- “In our nucleus the question has been posed why
~ you arrange tc give paid reports. The prices of
admission to these reports are very high and the
workers cannot afford them. Consequently only the .
bourgeoisie attends.  The secretary of our nucleus ex-
plains to us in his talks that for these reports you
charge fees, percentages for your own benefit. He
tells us that for every one of your articles and for your
by-line you also take a fee, that you have a big family
and, says he you run shy of funds. Does a member -
of the Polit-bureau really have to sell his by-line? etc.,
etc. You will ask: isn’t this silly nonsense? 'No, to
cur sorrow, it is not nonsense. I have verified it. At
first it was decided to write a letter to the Central
Control Commission (or Central Committee), signed
by several members of the nucleus, but then they de-
cided not to, saying: “They will drive us out of the
factory, and we have families.”.” .

In this way a fear has seized the worker-party mem-

ber that if he tries to verify the most infamous slander

*Uglanev was one of the Right-wing leaders of the inquigi~
tions and purges against the Left Opposition during the period
cf-the Right-Centre Bloc (1925-1929),
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against a member of  the Politbureau, he, a party
member, can be driven from the factory, for following
party procedure. And you’know, were he to ask me,
I could not in all sincerity say that this would n-t
happen.  The same secretary of the same nucleus

says — and again not at all accidentally: “In the

‘Politburo the sheenies are running wild.”  And again -

no one dared to say anything about it to anyone — for
the selfsame cpenly formulated reason: they will drive
us out of the factory. -
Another item. The author of the letter which I
- cited above, is a Jewish worker.” He, too, did not dare -
to write about the “sheenies who agitate against
~ Leninism,” The mctive is as follows: “If the others,
the non-Jews, keep quiet, it would be awkward for
me . . .” And this worker — who wrote me to ask
whether it is true that I sell my speeches and my by-
_ line to the bourgeoisie — is now also expecting that
he will be driven any hour from the factcry. This is
a fact. * Another fact is that I am not at all sure that
this wen't happen — if not immediately, then a month
from now; there are plenty of pretexts. And every-
body in the nucleus knows “that’s how it was, that’s
how it will be” — and they hang their heads.
"~ In cther words: members of the communist party .
are afraid to report to the party organs about Black-
Hundred agitation, thinking that it is they who will be
driven out and not the Black-Hundred gangster.
You ‘will say: Exaggeration! I, too, would like to
think so. Therefore I have a proposal to make: Let
. us both take a trip to the nucleus and check up on it:
. I'think that you and I —two members of the Polit-
bureau — have after all a few things in commen,
enough to calmly arid conscientiously verify: whether it
" is true, whether it is possible that in our party, in
Moscow, in a workers’ nucleus, propaganda is being -
conducted with impunity wiizh is vile and slanderous,
on the one hand, and anticemitic, on the cther; and
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- that honest workers are afraid to question or to verify
or try to refute any stupidity, lest they be driven into
the street with their families. Of course you can refer
me to the ‘“‘proper bodies.”” But .this would signify
only closing the vicious circle. )

I want to hope that you will not do this; and it is.

- precisely this hope which- prompts this letter.

Yours, -
L. TROTSKY.

C. A. Brock & Co., Lid.,, (T.U.}, 7% s.ulim Row, Kensaeroad, W.10
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