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leninism or Trotzkyism?
Speech by Comrade L. Kamenev.

The following is a written version of the speech given by

on 'the 18. November at the session held by the Moscow

bmmittee, enlarged by the active Party functionaries, and re-

ated on 19. November at the session of the communist fraction

the Trade Union council, and on 21 November at the con
rence 'of ‘military functionaries. l.. K

"} :-Comrades!

The ‘subject of my speech will be comrade Trotzky's latest
Wblication, the article which appeared on the eve of the seventh
iniversary of the October revolution, and entitled by its autho
The Lessons of October ~

Trofzky presents the Purty with books fairly frequently
fitherto we have not thought it necessary to pay much attention
these books, although it is not difficult to find in many of them

ious deviations from Bolshevism, from the official ideology of
r Party. Batothis :bobk must be accorded special attention, and
jected to a thorough analysis, the more that comrade Trotzk.

selected the theme of the Lessons of October for his last
lication.

As our whole Party, the whole Communist International.
s whole international labour movement, and the whole working

th, are learning the lessons taught by the October revolution
i will “continue to learn them, it is not possible to consider

interpretation of these lessons as the private affair of this or
it writer.. As the “ Lessons of October “ appears with the
intenance of the Party, and as it has been written by a
mber of the CO and the political bureau, of our Party.
ich—and this is no-secrel—is the leading Party in the Comm-
m, then it is perfectly clear that we are threatened by the
bger of haying such proclamations, such “ lessons “, accepted as

book by not only®our youthful members, but also by the
ole Comintern. Ahe form assumed by comrade Trotzky's

shows -it to .ajm at being a text book .for the Camintern.

All who have read the article are bound to see that il
peals ‘Mot only to our Parly, but the international proletariat

well, ‘anid {b the communist Parties of all countries. And thus
lis not'a matter of private opinion, but a political conflict con-
ming ' the whole . 'Should any comrades maintain that
conflict 'aroused” by comrade Trotzky's book is merely a
: ‘Between Trolgky, Bucharip, Zinoviev, Stalin, and
menev, & difference of opinion between literstes, these com-
: prove ‘that are unahle to grasp the real’ interests
| 5. such'an opinion ‘can only do $0

u

“:nhse'h'a confligts for the put-
¥s wr b bsed on tbe Slogan: e

hiterates are quarrelhng among themselves. but ot has nothing
ty do with us.”

No one has o rgh!' o stand aside o0 thus conthet I

sucerns one of the most far-reaching questions of our nner life,
and of the life of the Comuntern. The question 15 Can the
Party recommend the proletanat to accept the lessons as taught
by comrade Trotzky's book, or should the Party exercise the
whole of its authority in warning the proletariat against the
traching of the ™ Lessons of October? ™

I am not desirous of here entering into a long controversy
with thgs article of comrade Trotzky's. Comrade Trotzky is an
excellent writer, and his gifted pen has done the Party much
valuable service. But here it serves interests hostile to the Party,
here it does not serve Bolshevism, but the cause of those seeking
to disintegrate and diiscredit Bolshevism—both the Bolshevism
+mbodyng the 1deology of the proletarian revolution and the Bol-
shevism organmising the fighting force of the proletariat. And com-
rade Trotzky does this by means of an exceedingly artistic, but
cssenhally incorrect, and inaccurate, description of the whole of
e svents between February and October. 1 have no doubt but
‘hat the Party will call upon a number of 1ts writers, among
rhose who participated 1n the events of this period and took im-
mediate part in the struggle leading up to the October revolution,
and that these will refute the various musrepresentations made by
~omrade Trotzky with reference to decisive moments in the
history of our Party during this epoch.

The April demonstration is misrepresented, the April con
ferdnce 1s misrepresented, the events in June and July are mis-
represented, the events in connection with the preliminary
parliament are misrepresented, and finally the course taken by
events in October itself are misrepresented. Here I cannot dwell
upon the details required for the restoration of historical truth,
or on the confronting of comrade Trotzky's assertions by docu-
mentary evidence. What I want to deal with here is the general
question of the social and political import of the attitude adopted
by comrade Trotzky, and the significance of this attitude when
considered in the light of the previous positions taken up by
comrade Trotzky, and of the réle played by comrade Trotzky; .,

We have hitherto abstained from putting this questions, .
for easily comprehensible reasons. But now we can avoid it mo
longer, for ¢ Trotzky, in thus raiging the questiq ;ol
Octgober, the question of the role played by our Party and b
Lenin in the creation of the ideology underlying the Oc%
revolution, himself forces us to deal with the question t'?m i
the standpoints which have been adopted by comrade Trotzky
during the history of the Bolshevist Party. / e
bl 314 .
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1 am thus obliged to deal with (he concrele question of
" I'rolzkyism and Bolshevism, and im doing-this 1.vefer to e
' . Trotzky's latest utterance merely as one of the clearest and most
instructive cxamples of the general Jine , pursued Dby,.co rade
Trotzky. a £ . o § g

oy B o ?J
We must first ofall ask ourselves: Doeﬁ%ﬂ\[ ge y
really exist. What do we~'understal _sunder | lerpy
“ Trotzkyism “? Is it a question of comrade Trotzky's personality,
or of general and by no meanse personal phgpaemena ning .,
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a
to'the history of the labour movemenl in l(ulsna;'dlnrin‘n&e last 's

Trotzkyism and ‘the’:d

in a petty lmummg,.‘:#bitulﬁhual
under more backwa

Our larty ongnated _
It was surrotndet

backward country. Our proletanat existed
conditions than any other proletariat-in Europe.
‘by more agranan and petly-bourgews elements than any other
proletariat. And the question of how this proletarial succeeded
in the midst of Tsarist despotism, in creating and welding together
a Party destined to lead the whole international labour movement,
this 1s the main question ol the self-knowledge esseptial o the
Party
'l'hx?uumnuu of vur origin and develgpment has frequ

been raised 1 the Pargy itsell, and, the Far hag ﬁ: i
to itself why and in w¥mt manner the pl'bl;k:::t 0
use the old word), in a backward agrarian country, a nder the
despotism of the Tsar, has been enabled Lo greate that Leninism
which is today the guiding star of the, whole integpational o
proletariat, of the proletariat of countries much further developed -
m capitaism and much further advanced 1n economes  than
Russia. One thing 1s certain  Under these conditions the Party
of the revolutionary proletariat, the Party of the Bolsheviki, could
only originate in the form of conslant, sy8ematic, and unceasing
struggle against the petly bourgeois vlement striving to sub-
ordinate the working class. Bolshevism in its innermost essence

signifies a struggle, in the sense that 1t originated, grew, and
attained its firm foothold 1 the midst of an uninterrupted and
constant struggle against oevery influence exercised y the

bourgeoisie on the proletarial \

The most concentrated expression  of  the pohey ol
bourgeois influence on the proletariat s afforded by Menshevism.
The thirty years of the history of Bolshevism is the history of
thirty years of struggle against Menshevism. Leninism 1s the
teaching of the struggle of the proletarial against the bourgeoisie.
Precisely for thus reason Lemimsm 1s therefore at the same time
the teaching of the struggle against Menshevism.

The forms in which the bourgeoisie has exercised 1ts in-
{luence over the proletariat have changed with the changes of the
historical epoch. And the forms and methods of Menshevism

. have changed accordingly. What has remained unchanged 1s the
“wild “ Lemnist struggle against Menshevism, Lenin's ability
to distinguish the true character of Menshevism n every changing
form, and to recognise the essential hostility of Menshevism
against the Bolshevist deology and the development of
the Bolshevist Party. Everyone knows this, or al least it may be
assumed that everyone ought to know 1t. Everyone comprehends

, that those who are not fully conscious that Bolshevism sjgnifies
a eystematic struggle against Menshevism, understand nothing
whatever of Bolshevism, nothing of the history of Bolshevism,
and nothing of the reasons why Bolshevism has been victorious.
But everyone dues nol know, though it has been assumed tjll
recently that everyone was bound (o know 1, that precisely as
Leninism originated, grew, and conquered 1n a constant and
systematic struggle against Menshevism, it originated, grew, and
conquered in a constant and systematic struggle against
Trotzkyism.

Why? Because Trotzkyism, during the whole of the period
in which pur Party was preparing for the decisive class struggle
of the proMtariat against the bourgeoisie, and in which Leninism
was the source of the teaching of the proletarian revolution and
welded the Party together as leader of the revolution—during the
whole of this time Trotzkyism played no other role than that of
an agent of Menshevism, a glossing over of Menshevism, a mas-
king of Menshevism

Everyone who studies the history of the Party in the
works of the Party in the works of Lenin—and we have not, nor

" ghall we ever have, a better and profounder-textbook on the

“iwenty years? vonat Hav T o we to deal with here? With
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-offliéd Party gndthe rgvolubion, or ﬁ ri in ‘_‘
@ conglugions’ to bg: n W"til"‘ ill inevi{ghl
co ed Aueing th.g';lw of-his” struggle<for & Pa ri
and for the revolution, and during the whole of his strugg
“against the Menshaviki, Lenin tegarded-Trotzky  (taking the T
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followed by him for decades in its totality, and His separalj
actions) exclusively as an agent of Menshevism, as a serval
of Menshevism, as a {ool employed by Menshevism for the pu
pose of gaihing Influénce in “this“or thatsection- 1y
class. To Lenin, Trotzky and Trotzkyism were characteristic ay
not acgidental phenomenag caused@iby the prefure exercised b
t oisidy il ‘ § gt s the other phe
ne nstil% ! : ¥ ‘,l,. the many oth
groups and sub-groups, fractions and sub-fractions, whole an
W which worki ‘& 3 d {o comby

¢ ngtheirg art§. & "'v;% )

To Lenin, Trolzky was entirely uniniteresting as person
ality after the year 1903, For Lenin and for the Party he h
been the typical embodiment of one of those historical currenf
which haye run counter to the creation of the Bolsbeyist Pad
and to the development of Bolshevist ideology, the ideology
proletarian revolution and Bolshevist proletarian organisatio
To Lenin, Troltzky was the wondy embodiment of an eleme
hostile to the proletariat, an element showing talent at time
and at other times entirely superfluous and exiravagant; he g
garded Trotzky as little as a personalily as he regarded Martoy
Tschernov, and.Axelrod as persopalities. To him- these we
again simply the embodiment of ceriain social ena. Thi

systematic struggle against Trotzkyism as anti-Bolshevist curre
s to be found in every volume of Lenin's works up to the tim
when Trotzky joined our Party. At this point there i an intef
ruption, followed by the resumption of this struggle—in a
other form,

The Period of the Pisst Revoluntion (1908). :

Up to the time of the II Party Congress, up to the &
between Bolsheviki and Mensheviki, comrade Trotzky warked
the Leninist * Iskra “, like Martov, Potressov, and other Mensk
viki. Comrade Trotzky's zeal for the execulion of Lenin's pl
even led to his receiving the niokname of “ Lenin's cudgel
the first meelings of the Party Congress. An honourahble ro
But for comrade Trotzky's political history this ‘role is |
charaeteristic than the fact thai he immedialely changed rd
as soon as the Mensheviki appeared on the seene at the la
sessions of this same Congress.
The organisatory rupture between the Mensheviki and ¢
Bolsheviki ook place at the Party Congress on the question
ithe election of .the Centiral Commitiee of the Party. ' |

Three members had to be elected to the C.C. With ress
{o two members the Mensheviki and tfe Bolsheviki were
agreement. As third member the Mensheviki wanted the % Lenint
cudgel * of yvesterday, but Lenin would not agree at any prig
The Mensheviki would not give way et any price. It is probali
that Lenin and Martov had both formed a correct estimale §
the degree in which the “cudgel * was “Jenin's”. Lenjn b
the majority at the Congress, and Trotzky was not elected. U
this comrade Trotzky, in collabopatiop with Martov, Pan, Axelro
and others, formed the fraction of the Mensheviki, broke
decisions of the Party Co s, headed the boycoif against K
central authorities of the Party under Lenin’s Jfodﬂl’hw
wrote a political pamphlet mﬁna& Lenin—one of the: most.
rogant and offensive productions in Menshevist litagatore,
which Lenin's whole policy is explained as w greéd of pow
on the part of a * candidate for the post of dictator '_.ﬁ: wha
set of Mensheviki, heade(\! by Martov, Dan, and ‘others, 1
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ommend the press lo propagate this pamphlet as far as possible.  malicious joy al the failure of the revolution. The banner of
s was the beginning of the history of Menshevism, and of the  revolutionary policy of the working elass, derided and tr dﬂk
story of comrade Trotzky in the Party. the dust by all the Mensheviki, had to be defended. Af
! Trotzky, now become sword-bearer to Martov and Axelrod,  moment, the most difficult of all for the Bolshevist Party, lim
Jost all interest as political figure in the eyes of Lenn. Lenin the gvhiole atmosphere engendered by the crushing of the re-
entered into lengthy and systematic conflicts with the Menshe-  \gjutjon wok effect against the Bolsheviki, and aid was given
iki, with Plechanov, Martov, Axelrod, Martinov; he explained all sides Lo Menshevist and hguidatory mndcncws (liquidatory
fand revealed their slandpownt to the workers, but he beld it to |1 with regard to the Party andl the revolution)—at this moment
superfluous to lose Lume in contentions with their co-worker  comrade Trotzky, who at the tupe of the rising revolution com~. '
Trotzky. . bined with Parvus 1n wanling ~ to be absolutely more revolution-
Plechanov must be combatted, Martov's arguments must ary than the others *, should obviously have rushed to the help
pe refuted, and we can contend against the extreme opporiunist ¢ the Bolsheviki. Al least this was the course taken by Plechanov,
artinov, but it 13 not worth while to luse lime in contending who had been our opponent in principle from 1906 till 1907; the «
against Tﬁolzkv —s0 saud Lemu al that tme to s fellow- 1170 Coutionist could not bear to stand aside, and in the face z
'"."kem' ut when, in the summer of 1005, cumrade Trolzky of general apostasy he rushed ity the fight side by side with the ¢
med.‘o draw himeelf out ..”( the Menshevist bog ‘_by presenting Bolsheviki, under the slogan of * General Differentiation “, that
the ideas of Parvus on " permanent revolution ® in his own | is f th
then Lenin entered nto a detailed discussion on Lhe 13, 4 general Jlullutmn of proletarian revolutionists  from e
'Ordmg'd 1 P Menshevist Liquidators®. Trotzky acted differently.
- -y &ll aogans1 0;;““ vut h g”ua f“d " K‘Lte‘? hthmn During this period of beginning counter-revolution, comrade
With reference to Trol b 8 p‘““p'_fl £ SR TEDICSiaN . L Trotzky stepped forward for the first time at the London Party
gret that the “revolutionary social democrat ™ Parvus should 3 » : : ] , 4
Beem it possible to concur “ with Trotzky * and his * Revolylion- Congress. At thus Congress the Bdlsheviki were hghhpg agains 2
ary ph u h S s X the Menshevist liqudators, especially against the fraction of the
rases. Lemn had not another word to say aboul comrade ]
rotzky and his “ original © theory. (See Lenin, complete works, ?rcond I)u!x‘m, headed by men now well known to us,‘l)an and
Russian edition, Vol. 7, page 130.) Zergtelli. The  Bolsheviki centicised  this Duma fraction as a
" g . fraction which, representing the Menshevist standpoint, was
. And now comrade lf“m“" is endeavouring to “‘Y precisely attempting to tread the path of West European social democratic
» t p::ldpk;;e:rx?;"io‘I:ﬁ_()‘vgr:;ﬂl:slj:;;l:'(\:‘,1;: ::L]}:_'Sn;';:l“ll\l':l:?‘};\:_ parliamentarism. We arce only too well aware that (his is a hot-
AS%, : p ‘ ) house 1n which the most poisonous fruits of (reachery against
i’tahed thedaimnld})ouxl of Trotzky's pamphlet. We shall the working class find {ﬁe most fertile soil. The Bolsg:viki
el wi . g 18 (sl aterl s . criticised severely the very first step being taken in this direction,
During the whole period of the first revolution. when the Comrade Trotzky of course defended (he Menshevist
working masses had for the first time the opportunily of testing (o, o0 against the attacks of the Bolsheviki. Lenin characterised
in action the various theeries of the Russian revolution and their his siandpoint as follows
resultant tactical methods, and when Lenin defended the Bolshe- e Trotzky svnike on behall of the Centre he —
3 st scheme of revolution in desperate battle, he did not think views of the “ federation ™. (The federation is the most opportunist
it once necessary to add anything to his (‘Imn}(‘lcl"w&m“ of and unprincipled orgamisation which has ever existed in the
’ otzl(ys principles, or to the designation of revolutionary Party;, lack of principle 1s even more characteristic of 1t than
2 . . opportunism. It was the organisation of the artisans, and reflected
Le"”‘ knew that Trotzky's ™ Left phrases”™ on the * per- their unproletarian spirit.) He attacked us for submitting the draft
panent revolution * would eertainly have no effect upon the of an " unacceptable * resolution. He threatened with an actual |
ual course taken by the labour nl(:'\"emenl revnlulmn,l qn(l spht. Is this not monstrous?  The fact thal 1t 18 possible for a . &
oud ot in the least prevent comrade Trotzky from remaining .00 10 be put in such a manner shows in 1tself that our Party §
Menshevist organisation, co-operating i the Menshevist contains something foreign to 1t This 18 not a standpoint buod A
entral ’w and collaborating politically with the Mensheviki on prlnnples, it 1s the lack of principle characteristic of the
enin had the Marxist habit of judging people. parties, and Centre “—and al the same time, naturally, of its defender |
ractions according to their deeds. and not acording to their words l‘n‘mky “ (See Lenin, complete warks, vol, 8 ;’)p 387 to 888.)
? During the whole epoch of the first revolution (1905 ull Comrade LED") found vquully' lrench'ant ferms in which
#07), which gave the proletaniat its first opportunity ol appear to characterise comrade Trotzky's standpoint at the time when
g in the arena as mass force, and of expressing its class policy our Party summed up its experinces won in 1800, and
ind relations to other classes by actual action, there was a bitter (11 h6d on this basis the foundation for the whole futureof
gle between two tactics only, between two political trends the Parly. The words uttered by Lenin at this time reached into °
pnly, between two schemes of Russian revolution only, between the future, and foresaw the role which comrade Trotzky was
mm' which under-estimated or ueglected the peasautnl destined to play in our Party during the next decade, ;
d aimed at an understanding between :?; \\nrlnrg’a class atm I'his was comrade Trotzky's first deed aflter the revolution
bounw&:e aul(‘i Bolslhevmll;nthwhlch‘ ca.ltm 'T!:': il:stpﬁﬂs:ul\ of 1905, From this time onwards until the year 1917 comrade
gupp?‘rt: slruwolz' T“afn;lssiheo bm‘:;g:);;ﬁ Olnl behfllf of the dic. Trotzky acted unceasingly as defender of the Mensheviki against
Ior;:fp of th.: pro%emriat and the peasantry. This struggle the Bolsheviki, as adversary of the Bolshevist Party steeling' it-
ween Bolsheviki and Mensheviki during the first revolutio}n, ;‘)“’””’]'; 'It’l:r:;”;ﬁgfnoxfxdt\h:rts;:?e; and he was invariably regarded
sentially. a struggle for the direction to be assumed by the / ) g .
volutionv, as ‘also the whole of the first revolution itself, . -edll(t‘lt ‘”50'10“01" Lgntx)u v md”h.'i"" :“:i *1“‘ 'h“wt}t‘e 35?“&
jontained all the elements of the struggle ended in the second  '¢r'S ;" r "" P “V"B “{ms"?"g "l ’:‘hzty “(’i"“‘ tl:e U
evolution in 1917. The Parvus- 'l‘mukxu theory played no part l""‘“”” 0 "{}‘1’8 ‘33 a osd 18 ‘"'(Va fa 1:;1» 1”""]‘3 ¥ me' ol
hatever in either the first or the seconl revolution. It remained Trea.tmg ¢ l‘l‘*oﬂ' and organisation for the leadership of the-:y
he empty phrase foreseen by Lenin, and had nothing to do with ~ Pr¢ etarian revolution
¢ actual course taken by the class strugfle It lhasbnot blecin May 1910.
served in the living events of the actual struggle, but solely This 1s the date of the | separation of the
! tho dusty files of old Menshevist newspapers. Therefore Lenin This 1a the d formal separati the Bolshevjki,

the final mental and organisatory withdrawal of the Bolsheviki A
aver Jost a word, during the revolution, in the refutation of this ¢ o "o supporters of bourgeois influence upon the proletariat
rv ’ ,

from the Menshevist liquidators headed by Martov and’
A . and from the ““Otsovists “, led by the subsequent re
A The Pariod of Ceunter-Revolution. Alexinsky. Lenin writes (Complete works, X1./2, pp 49 to 68) -
‘The {ide of revolution ebbed. The Party reorganised for “The representatives of the two extreme tende
'“  and fedious work in the atmosphere gf counter- revolution.  of which are subject to bourgeois ideology, and both of:
u phrases “ entirely lost effect. The foundations for new  are equally hostile to the Party, agree with one another |
]pd to be laid, and every effort bad to be made to save  contest against the Bolsheviki.. The resolution propo;
vthu to be saved—the bannér of the revolutionary tactics  Trofzky differs in form only from the effusions of Axelroc
ut and ibe principles of their illegal organisations  Alexinsky. Its terms are exceedingly “cautious“ and
vghhm pogroms, the destruction of ——— - e
2 ) organisations, the orgies of apostasy, the ‘atmosphere * Plechanov's revolutionary enthusiasm was howe
exhauhon in: the werking ‘class, and the treaehery and ¢ maintained for very long.

3




. essing 'a - “ supes-fraictional ' justice. Bt ‘what is: its' actual
rt? The “ Bolshevist Jeaders * are to blame for everything—
' this “ philosophy of ‘history * does not differ in any way from
" Vhat of Axelrod and Alexinsky.."
L M1t is not difficult to see “, continues Lenin “ howe the
. empty, hollow _phrases of Trotzky's resolution serve for the
* defence of the same standpoint as that adopted by Axelrod & Co.
. and Alexinsky & Co. Here lies the great and abysmal, difference
& between the conciliatory pose of Trotzky & Co., in reality the
" most faithful servants of the liquidators and Otsovists, and
B mmg the more dangerous evil for the Party that they are skilled
. al concealing their true character behind clever and artificial
" phrases, and behind apparently anti-fractional and pro-Party
. declarations, and between that really Party standpoint which
- E&nds for the purging of the Party from all liquidators and
Bt ovists. ”

, The irreconcilable struggle for the principles of Bolshevism
- cpptinued. All the enemies of Bolshevism joined hands and
. nftacked the Bolsheviki, the Party, and its central authorities.
B Fﬂ'ih, dealing with the significance of this struggle and Trotzky's

art in it, wrote as follows at the end of 1910 (X1/2, pp 182,
83, 187):
: “ Martov's article and Trotzky's resolution are backed up
. by certain practical actions directed against the Party. Martov's
b artiole is merely a literary form clothing the campaign under
k- taken by the Mensheviki for the pufpose of causing shism in
~ pur C.C. Trotzky's resolution pursues the same Menshevist aims:
- the destruction of the central authorities (of the Bolsheviki) o
R thed by the liquidators, and with this the destruction of the
i Party as organisation. It is not sufficient merely to expose these
L anti-Party actions on the part of the Mensheviki and Trotzky,
. {hey must be combatted. ” .
: You will see, comrades, that many things hdve happened
g §Q our Party and many of the things which may appear new lo
L~ oyr youpger comrades arg by no means so new to older ones, or
" {0 the vyounger comrades who have studied Lenin's works
" aftentively. “ There is nothing new under the sun. *
AT Lenin continuess
B | “ We (herefore declare, on behalf of the whole Party, that
I ‘Trotsky is carrying on an anti-Party policy, that he is under-
. “wmining- the legality of the Party, and entering on a path of
. ‘adventure and schism. Comrade Trotzky preserves silence on
= this incontestable truth (about the anti-Party groups), because
| 'the real aims of his policy cannot stand the truth. These real
" alins are: an anti-Party bloc. Such a bloc is being supported and
~ organised by Trotzky.. It goes without (saying that Trotzky
- supports this bloe, for the anti-Party clements here get every-
' thing they require: liberty for their fractions, glorification and
e concealmentof their activity, skilful advocacy defending them before
L the working class. It is precisely from the standpoint of “ funda-
" _mental principles ~ that we have to regard this bloc as adventurism
f - in the exactest meaning of the word. Trotzky does not venture to
L. agsert that he hinds in the Mensheviki... in the Otsovists, real
P Marxists, real defenders of the established principles of social
i democracy. But it is just this necessity of continual dodging which
. 'is: characteristic of the adventurer. The bloc formed by Trotzky
B ,mh Potressov and the group round the “ Wperjod “ (“ Forward )
"1 just an adventure, judged from the viewpoint of * fundamental
© princi “ This assertion is no less important from the stand-
" point of the tasks of Party politics... The experience of a year has
. shown that in reality it is precisely the Potressov group,
K- n?hely the “ Wperiod “ set, who ineorporate the influence
P exercised by the bourgeoisie on the proletariat.. Thirdly and
finl.llyn Trotzky's policy is an adventure in an organisatory
- sénse.

]
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1911
-, B  struggle for the Party and its ideas continued. Trotzky
. coptinued his anti-Party policy. Lenin supplemented his
L terisation. In June 1911 Lenin writes .as follows (X1/2.

 p. 822):
., “All Bolsheviki mus{ now gather more closely . together,
. stténgthen their fraction, determine their Party line with' greater
: pracy and clarity, collect all scatiered forees, and take up the
. fight for the RSDLP. (R n social demoeratic Jabour party)
;.nu_ijc:d. of the supporters of bourgeois influence upon the prola-
S ,

L turint

A e e Toataky.

; “Such people as Trotzky, with his pulfed-up.phrases on
[ the RSDLP, with his kowtowing to the liquidators who have

£ £l

nothing whatever: ingm;m&.‘.&g‘,mq e now thy-
disease of. the age . In; reality  they ;arg the: Jearats of capi:
tulation to the liguidators, .Wwho!'ate atxions da:-form '8 laboyy
party on Stolipin's ilines.” it we ol i 3 {

After uum of a few months, Legin. wrole as follows
\n & special et . addressed - ".to all: Party ‘‘organisations
groups, and eircles "z DY RN T [§ '

“ Let us'‘merely” mention ‘one feature, the ‘most charac.
\eristic and general oné; 'in the utterences -of 'Trotzky's. little
group: In the question of tactics, and of differences of opinidn op
principles ‘within the Party, Trotzky's” arsenal -can ‘only supply
weapons against the left wing of the Party. It need 'not be said
that such a policy is grist to the mill of the ' adherents of the
“ Golos * '(the Menshevist newspaper, "the *Voice *} ‘and to all
the other various degrees of opportunists. (X112, pp. B35/38)

Trotzky continued his’ policy, and Lenin'* continued hys
characterisation: ' ' ToAE

*The real liquidators conceal themselves thehind their
phraseology, and make “every endedvour~to frustrete the work
being done by the 'anti-liquidators, that is, the ‘Bolsheviki..
Trotzky, and the Trotzkyists and opportunists ke him, are more
harmful than all the liquidaters, for the convi liquidatory
state their views openly, and it is easy for the workers to re.
cognise the errors of these views, But Trot and those similar
to him deceive the workers, concenl the evi , and 'make it im<
possible to expose and. remedy it: Everyone who. supporis
Trotzky's group supports the policy of lies. and  deception of the
workers, the policy concealing liquidatory aimg, Full liberty of
action for Messrs Potressov: & Co: in Russia, and the.clothing of

their actions in “ revolutionary “ phrases for abroad—-this is the
~ssential character of Trotzky's policy. (xm.f 858/60,)
This characterisation: the disguise of Ri actiops in Left

pseudo-revolutionary phrases, was for Lenin the distinguishing
feature of Trotgkyism, ‘repeating iteelf from yeer o year in dif-
ferént and progressive forms. And Lenin, wes, never weary of
pointing out this feature fo the Party aa the mos important and
characteristic, and at the same time most dangerous feature of
Trotzkyism. A few months after writing the characterisation here
quoted, Lenin wrote as follows on Trotzky:

“Ohe trifle has been overlooked by this oot hero of
phraseology; A social democrat - (in- owr present terminology
a communist) is not 8 revolutionist unless he. recognises the
harmfulness of anti-revolutionary , in, a given
country at & given time, that is, unless he is 1o recogniss
that liquidatory and .Otsovist aims are harmful in Russia, and
unless he knows now to combat similar unsocial democrati

tendencies. _ .

A few months after this (December 1911) Lenin wrote
. “ Trotzky calls himself an adherent of the Party pring
ciples, but on the basis of almost fotal disregard of the Russianj
Party central, which was called into existence /by the over,
whelmiog majority of the Russian social crati sation..
The revolutionary phrase serves {0, conceal theten: of, liqui
dation, to justify %omd thus to confuse the congelol of the
workers... It is 1 tzky's special task to veil the aimg of (b
liquidators, and to throw sand into the eyes.of the workers...
is not possible to discuss essentisls with Trotgky, for he bag
no views. It is only possible to contend with cogvineed liguidato
and olsovists; but we do not care to enter into digcuasiop wilh!
a man who plays at coneealing the: erpors of either group. w&
merely expose bim as a diplomatist of the meanest desgription. -
lXII2. Pp. ‘46, “ﬂ«) ¢ . a & "y

It is not, difficult to prophesy that thesa Party historicali
documents hepe quoted will presently be e away-in (e
most convenient: and. Philistine Tl

has now forced the . :

the relations, hetween Tr ism, ) .
Lenin's utterances, and the characterisation made by Lenin
the relations between the Party and Trotzkyism, .not ooly ¥
a single vear, nok onks with regard ito jany Single . b
systematically d“ﬁt!l‘xi . whole -period of fiffeen wh
have passed since’ bét ‘acqul Y i8

If a defipite pelation has existéd
our Party for a n r of years,’ cro|
every turning point of Party’ history, 'and
apparent on one single: ' 'or on one ' §in
even the most Philistine’ and sluggish

is circumstance by referenoes’ (o ‘ycme
jlikes Bven the 't
W/Ioﬂ i
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Jigh ¢/Party on Trolzkyism, and his characterisation proved  imporiant economic inlerests of the proletariat,  the ,
‘8t ‘every thrning pojnt of Parly history, whether the tide  bourgeoisie, and the democratic peasaniry, is to sink. {0
o revoluflon’ was rising, g, or rising again, then it is not Jevel of the mast vulgar joumnalism.” . e
ol ity, of personal opinion, buf it is perfectly ob- Comrade Lenin explained the matler to comrade 1 ok
vious o Trotzkyistn represents a trend of policy which re- “Marlov defends the education of the peasantry (whe

gppea'm 'gystematically, and that the foundation of Bolshevism carryng on a revolutionary struggle against the “aritocracy)
gs theory and’ practice of the proletarian communist revolution the liberals (who betrayed the peasantry to the arjstoc

can only be laid down by fighting against this trend of volicy. This is nothing else than the substitution of liberalism
* " Comrade Trotzky confined himself to defending lo the  Marxism, it is nothing more nor less than liberalism d

Russian’workérs the standpoint which I have above characterised  in Marxist - phrases... The struggle between Menshevism, 0
in Lenin's 'words. - .The potition held by the Bolsheviki in the Bolshevism is indissolubly bound up with this actualilv.'(of,,'

Second International is well known. Even at that time the Bol- s here the struggle between the support lent to the liberals (o
sheviki, éspecially Lenin, were hated by the leaders of the Second  the part of the Mensheviki) and the overthrow of the hegem
Interhational:i Even at that time these leaders felt that Bolshe of the liberals over the peasantry (by the Bolsheviki). Thus “the
vism, and again especially Lenin, represented some ncw force attempt to explain away our dissensions by the 'mfluenc,"nl‘ )
gestingd to supplant them, and therefore the press organs of the the intelligenzia, the immaturity of the proletariat, etc., is ;
Second, International opened their pages to every slander again: . naive and childish repetition of liberal fairy tales.” GG
the ‘hhwi,ki and Bolshevism. But during the whole period of We see that “ Trotzky came to Lenin * by means of telling
Lenin's  exile, during the whole period of the revolution an.  ile international proletanat liberal fairy tales on Lemnism; %%
counter-revolution, Lenin was never given even one single op “A chasm lies- between our stapdpoint and Martov'a

ad

I

portunity of a ling to the workers from the tribune of the standpoint, and this chasm between the views of w

press QUEans o the Second International, and of telling the “intellectuals “ merely reflects, despite Trotzky's opinionsg 1o’

German, French, or Austrian workers the truth about Bol the contrary, the chasm which actually existed in the year 1908

shevism. Litween two classes, that 1s, between the redolutionary fighting/
In actual fact we were bOYCO!Ile by the Second Inter proletariat and the treacherous bourgeoisie.” o

pational’But on the other hand Lenin's opponents: Martov, Dan, This is what comrade Trotzky, according to Lenin, did not

and Trotzky, were given every opportunity of expressing theit . mprehend about Bolshevism. But if he did not comprehénd

views, and these were able to spread abroad any amount of lies ) 7 : : hy :
Q]- dors’' 8i th d in ad that L this, did he comprehend anything about it at all?

e s, 'sines they were sasured in advance Wat Lenid “ Trotzky distorts Bolsbevism, for he has never been abl

would not be permitted to reply. Trotzky availed himself of this A "
spportunity to lay the “ philosophy * of Bolshevism before the \g (c;lrmnanv'deﬁgxnte vises °'nl the role played by the proletariat .
international labour movement in something like the following ‘" the Rugsian bourgeois revolution. . _ e |
form: ‘The Lenimists were a clique of intellectuals who, under Comrade Lenin, after characterising Trotzky's whole. -
fihe leadership' of Lenin, a man who shrank at nothing, were representation of Bolshevism to the uninformed Gern;an.work_ab s
holding ' the . Russian proletarian movement in their hands in ztx}s a’ “re!;ned bne:ch of faith “, closed his characterisation with- 3
some -obscure manner, whilst it was only the ignorance and e following words:
backwardness of the Russian proletariat which made it trust the “ In 1908 Trotzky was a Menshevist, he left the Mensheviki "/
Bolshevi The most important task was to rescue the prole-  in 1904, returned to the Mensheviki in 1903, brandishing ultra- 2%
ariat _of ia from the power of this clique and its leader  revolutionary phrases the while, and again turned his back upon
Lenin: T ) _ . the Mensheviki in 1908; at the end of 1806 he defended the
: This, is, the conception of Bolshevism .wl;u:h comrade  olection alliance with the cadets (thus actually siding with .the
d-upop the International at that time. This 13 the  Mensheviki again), and in the spring of 1907 he declared at.the
which he represented the historical victory of the  London congress that “the difference between him and Rosa
uggle in Russia, the import of the struggle be Luxemburg was ratber a difference of individual shading than.of .88
W % Isheviki and the Mensheviki, to the socialist workers  [litical tendency.“ Trotzky plagiarizes today from the ideaslof S
4 Emm}‘re(mnce to the articles sent on this subject ¢ ,no fraction, tomorrow from those of the other, and thus he 5§
he I onal by Martov and Trotzky, Lenin wrote the follow regards himself as a beinv superior to both (ractions. Theoretically, | -
10g in the year 1011: ‘ . Trotzky does not agree with the liquidators and Otsovists on:any
Martov expresses the wiew of the Menshevists, Tiotzky .ingle question, but in actual practice he 15 cutirely in agreement

lings to the Mensheviki gnd hides behinq particularly sounding with the “Golos* and “ Vperjod ® group (that is, with the
dnd | g mﬂm ) Martov t}!e Rc“:ism ht;fipenenc& supporters of bourgeois influence over the proletariat. L. Ki) ¥
neant the “Blanquist and anarchist unculture won the | oo declare that Trotzky represents his fraction only, and-

ictory ‘over ‘Marxist culture “ (read: Bolshevism over Menshe- oo . s :
B A » . - 'njoys a certain amount of faith exclusively on the part of the .
tism),Russian social .democracy had been too zealously Russian (o g and liquidators. = Compl works XI'2, 202, 208, 208, &

th t—-l'l..rgvollﬁbnuv.' L. K.) as differentiated from the * general 07, 208

uropean ¢ (that is, parliamentary) methods of tactics. We find 7 T

Irotzky. ] ting the same ° historical phjlosophy *. ~The 1012. - 9
intellectual individualism, ideological fetishism The year 1012 was a vear of changes. In January the:

v.iq the foreground. “ The struggle for influence over g, isheviki broke off the last iemains of orgunisatory coriheetions
e , po ciyy,“xmmature prolefariat “—that is the core of the  jth the Mensheviki, and formed their own purely Bolshevist

stter {0 him. ° Central Comittee at their own Bolshevist conference (at Prague).
A él,:qtm‘_deeicnbmz the views thus presented to the German ey excluded the liquidators from the Party, and proclaimed’ a
ork 4 by, coinrade TPOUkY- Lenin continues: ' programme of revolutionary action. After the blood bath on''the
'“The’ theory that the styuggle between Bolshevism and  [cna, a stormy wave of proletarian movement arose, for the first
enshevists i5 a stryggle for influence over an immature prole-  (ime since 1806. This movement appropriated the prog me
fariat” 'Mﬁ means new, We find it in innumerable books,  und tactics of the Bolsheviki in their entirety. The “ Bolshevist &%
Rmp it ,“’ﬁdﬂ_ published by the liberal press since the  .pidemic ® (to wse the malicious term coined by the Mensheviki ¢

ear’ 1906 (il not sinee 1908). Martov and Trotzky lay liberal . the time) began to spread, and presently gained the final" o
! mwmmmm, before the German -comrades.. . victory. The awakening labour movement removed the liquidators»: |
YL is an”ilinsion to' believe “ declares Trotzky ~that  systematically from every position which they had contrivedito’
ol 1 ‘Menshevism have struck degp roots in the prole-  gain during the previous sorrowful years of counter-revolutioni!

and

3 fs s typical example of ‘the sounding but emply  This was the beginning of the revolutionary attack under the
'of “whilch our Trotzky is master. It is pot in the “depths  slagans ofithe Bolsheviki, under the leadership of the Bolshen
itole % ihiat  the differencés lie between Bolshevism —an attack which led to barricade fighting in Leningrad ds/ear

hevism, byt in: the’ economic conditions of the Russian s the middle of 1014 : Ftat) A
, Martov a "l}-ouky.\by ignoring these conditions, have {What was. the attitude ‘adopted by comrade Trotzky' with#
:-' s of the possibility of comprehending the regard ta these decisive events? Did this wave of revolutiongey
. M& ‘paty conflict in Russia... To talk  uplifl, this strengthening of the labour movement; perhaps-indy
in the' jan revojution, and fo label these comsade ' | toabandon - the - standpoint - of 'an s
nonltre ¢, »&, (the’ ‘gmployed. yv'lmky Menshevism, Held by him during the préceding years of*
viki; | with'-the ided of'ﬂnnmg the German  gration and decay? Did his ultra-Left theory of “ pes
),mz_m & ‘gingle word:to 4hé¢ most nsvolutiml‘lfc{mlﬂng wnused for years |in his ' drgwer," perh
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_;ﬁ. d him to break the bonds fettering him to ceunter-revolutionary
- mshevism ?

. No: Comrade Trotzky remained true to ‘himself and—to

‘:v}ho Menshevist liquidators.

He replied to the organisatory development and esta-

. blishment of the Bolshevist Party by a closer alliance with the

Mensheviki in their struggle against Bolshevism. It was due to

" his epndeavours that the so-called “ August bloc “ came into being.
| this bloc was the alliance and organisatory mustering of every

non-Bolshevist and anti-Bolhevist group and sub-group.

“This bloc 7, writes Lenin “is comvosed of lack of prin-
ciple, hypoerisy. and empty phrases The basis of this bloc
is evident: The liauidators receive full liberty to proceed as
before and comrade Trotzky covers them by the revalutionary
phrase, which costs him nothing and binds him to nothing ©
(Compl. works. XII/1, p. 94, April 1912)

On the orders of thie bloc comrade Trotzky spread abroad
even more slanders than before against the Bolsheviki, as leaders
of the proletarian advance then beginning Comrade Lenin
characterised Trotzky's writings at that time, as “ deceiving ani
misleading the whole working class ©.  With regard to an

" article written bv Trotzky for the German workers, Lenin wrote

o

.. that it represented

“guch a comlation of unconsidered self-praise and sententious

-lies that there can be no boubt bul that the hauidatory
commission 1o write this article was placed in compelent
hands ““ (Tbld. p 93

But perhaps comrade Trotzky was only in agreement with
the enemies of the Bolsheviki as far as the Bolshevist argani

" gation was concerned, perhaps there was stll some difference

| -in, questions referring to the tasks,

e e e et

between him and the Mensheviki, the servants of the liberals
the aims. and the tactics of
the rising proletarian movement. in auestions referring to the
tasks, aims, and tactics of the new revalution? Let ns ask Lenin
again:

“Trotzky abused the Conference in every key, and
assured the good people that “the struggle for the right of
combination “ was fhe basis of the events on the Lena and
their after-effects. that *this demand stands, and will continue
to stand, as central point of the revolutionary mobilisation of
the proletariat “. Scarcely had a week passed away, and these
miserable phrases, ground out of the same machine which
-supplies the liquidators with their phrases, were blown away
like dust. “

“It is only the liberal chatterboxes and the hberal
Jabour politicians “—continues Lenin—who are capable of
placing the right of combination in “ the centre of revolutio-
nary mobilisation ”

Lenin then compares the policy pursued bv the hauidators
and by comrade Trotzky with the revolutionary Bolshevist policy
of the Petersburg proletanat

“The proletariat of Pelersburg “—writes Lenin—" bhas
grasped that the new revolutionary struggle 1s not to be carried
on for the sake of one single right (the nght of combination. L. K.
but for the hberty of the whole people. The proletaniat of
Petersburg has grasped that the evil must be attacked at its
centre, at its source, that the whole system of Tsarist reactio-
nary Russia must be destroyed The proletariat of Petersburg
has grasped that 1t 1s a piece of ridiculous stupidity to make
this demand for the right of combination There is no greater
lie than the liberal invention, repeated by the haquidators and
immediately afterwards by Trotzky, that the “gtruggle for
the right of combination * lay at the root of the tragedy on
the Lena, and of the mighty echoes awakened by this event all
over the country “. 'Compl works. XII/1. pp. 188, 185.)

The difference is very obvious between the Bolshevist
conception of fundamental tasks and that of the Mensheviki and
comrade Trotzky. But Lenin explains again and again the

- counter-revolutionary trend of comrade Trotzky's coneeption of

' these tasks.

* “ uncultured °,
" in that he, Trotzky, is a * European “, and fights “ beneath the

e
-

L pean tactics

He found himself superior to the
“ Asiatic © Bolsheviki

Trotzky followed Axelrod.
“ barbaric “. “ sectarian °,
tactical flag of European social democracy “. But what is the
meaning of this confrontation of “ Buropeanism “ and “ Euro-
with Bolshevism? 1t means one thing only:
renunciation of the fulfment of the immediate revolutionary
Aasks in the Russia of the Tsar and the great landowners, and

b all for the sake of the parliamentary tactics of the European

“ This “ Buropeanisation “—writes Lenin—"1s

famous

' being talked about by Dan and Martov, Trotzky and Levitzky.

—

p

and by the other liguidaiors, in évery.pessible ke, I\ is oue of
the main rivets securing their opportuniam. Their opvartunism
lies in the fact that the moment which they choose for impag.
ting a “ European “, parliamentary propagandist character to (he
Party is precisely the moment when ghe Party is not faced by
European tasks, but by an immediate struggle on the spol. Thejr
idea is thus to avoid the task of revolution, and to subsutute
revolutionary tactics by parliamentary tactics.

The little word “ Europeanism “, on the lips of the liqui.
dators and Trotzky during the period between 1910 and 1914
further supplemented by the little word *barbarism “ (ol the
Bolsheviki), served to conceal the renunciation of the revolu.
tionary tasks and revolutionary tactics of the proletariat of
Russia. Let us read what Lenin wrote in reply to such a “ Euro.
pean “ article from comrade Trotzky's pen:

“This is the daydream of an opportunist intellectual
who, in the midst of the difficult and non-European: eonditions
facing the labour movement in Russia (Lenin wrote this article
for the legal “Svesda * and therefore employed legal terms;
here we should read: under the conditions imposed by the
revolutionary tasks facing the labour movement in Russia,
L. K. has worked out an excellent Furopean plan, and,
hecguse he has done this. boasts of his “ Buropeanism “ o the
whole world “ (Compl. works. XII/t, pp. 222, 223, July 1924)

These tactics, actually implying approbation of the tran-
wtion of the Party from the path of revolution to the path of
the then peaceful European socialists, were proclaimed al the
{ime when the new wave of revolution following the blood bath
on the Lena demanded an expressly revolutionary leadership,
It is possible that someone will submit the question: “ How st
possible that the theory of “ permanent revolution “ did not
restrain comrade Trotzky from such unrevolutionary tactics?
How could he, the representative of this ultra-Left theory. lend
his support to such anti revolutionary tactics, side by side with
the Mensheviki, during the obviously revolutionary situation from
1912 to 19142°

But anyone putting this question would only prove that
he has not vyet comprehended Lenin's characterisation ol
Trotzkyism: SRight politics disguised in Left phraseology.

“ Examine the standpoint -ef- the liquidators “—Lenin
continued to explain o the naive in the year 1913—the
essential character of their liguidatory standooint is artificially
disguised beneath Trotzky's revolutiongry phrases.. The naive
and entirely inexperienced are still often deceived by this
disguise ... But the slightest closer examination immediately
disperses this self deception. *

1914.

Then came the year 1914. The %®evolutionary movement in

the proletariat made rapid strides forward, the . waves of the

tempest of revolution rose higher and higher. Trotzkv's wiewpoint

remained unchanged in the questions of the _principles of

revolution and the tactics of the proletartan movement. Let us
read what Lenin wrote about him in the year 1914:

“ comrade Trotzkys has never yet possessed a definite
opiion on any single earnest Marxian question; he has always
crept into the breach mades by this or that difference, and
has oscillated from one side to another. “ (Compl. works XI
pp. 536, 537) y

“The hauidators have their own viewpoint—a liberal
and not a Marxian one Everyone familiar with the writings’
of Dan, Martov, Potressov and Co knows this viewpoint. Bul,
Lrotzky has no viewpoint, never has had one; he has merely
transitions and flittings from the liberals to the Marxists and
back again, fragments of words and sounding phrases, swing
here and there... In reality, Trotzky's resounding, confused,
and empty phrases. so misleading to the untrained worker,
serve solely for the defence of the liquidators; 'Qrouh
accomplishes this by preserving silence on the question
illegality (that is, of the revolutionary organisation and polic
of the working class L.K),. by endeavouring  {o convince U8
thal a liberal labour policy does not exist amongst us at I
{that is, no endeavour on the part of the Mensheviki to subd
ordinate the labour movement to the cadets, ete. L. K)
Comrade Trotzky addresses a svecial and lengthy sermon 0
the seven deputies, headed by Tscheidse, instrueting them
t, the cleverest methods of earrying out the policy of rejectio
of illegality and of the Party. “ (Lenin. XII/2, pp. 410 to 413

Then came the tempestuous wonths of the year 1914. Th

labour movement advanced from political and economie strikes)
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‘armed ' demonstrations, only interrupted by the mobilisation
‘the army. In July the workers of Petersburg were already at
o barcicades. It was necessary to sirike a balance it was
necessary 1o show fo the working class the political currents
and tendencies emerging from illegality and from the influence
ol the refugees from wbroad, in order that they might carry
o theif !novemgnt further. Lenin wrote a comprehensive article
and had it published in May 1914 in the Bolshevist periodical
% prosweschtschenje “  (“ Enlightenment “). Here he drew the
salance of the ten years of struggle between Bolshevism and
frotzkyism, the struggle which we have followed in its various

stages: |
The old participators in Russia's Marxist movement
know Trotzky's figure very well; there i3 no need to say
anything about him to them. But the younger generation of
workers does not know him, for he represents a certain type
At the time of the old “Igkra“ (1901 to I903) people of this
type oscillated between the “ Economusts”™ and the Iskra
group, . . .

When we speak of the liquidators, we su designale a
certain ideological tendency rooted in “ Menshevism * and
“Economism “ . .. a tendency closely bound up with the
policy and ideology of a certain class, the liberal bourgeoisie

1 These people “explain“ that they are above the
{}rluc_tiqg:. bu;. the sole W&zﬁem is that the takg
| eir 1deas from one s aho r‘”. Jw

“ Trotzkv was 'z#‘op'e adherefl! oﬁ}m@ Iskra [rn;n

1901 till 1903, and Rjasanov named the role played by Trotzky
at the Parly Congress in 1903 that of a “ Lenin’'s cudgel ~
By the end of 18038 Trotzky was an open Menshevist, he had

i deserted from the “ Iskra * to the “ Economists “. He proclaimed

) IR that :a- deep chasm yawned between the old and the new

i Iskra “. In the years 1904-05 he left the Mensheviki and

" maintained an irresolute attitude; at one time he cooperated

o with Martinow (an “ economist “), at another time he dished

up bis left permanent revolution® again. In 1906-07 he

" appl'onched the Bolsheviki, and in the spring of 1907 he declare
P himself in full agreement with Rosa Luxemburg.

During the epdch of the decline he turned to the right

again after lengthy “anti-fractional * vacillations, and n

s August 1912 he, joined the bloc of the liquidators. Now he

“leaves them again, but in all essentials
ideas. .

Such types are characteristic of the crumbling away of
the histogical formations of yesterday, when the mass labour
movement it Russia was not fully awakened.

‘The younger generation of workers must learn to recognise
: Uﬁsiy’go of person, who, without concerning himself aboul
Party decisions or about the exngrience won in the
~ present labour movement in Russia, simply step forward with
the most unheard of claims. * (XII/2. p. 462.) _
‘ Lenin deemed it necessary to say this tu the younge
eneration of workers on the eve of a fresh advance ol the
revolutionary movement in the working class; he here drew the
alance of the ten years’ struggle carried on by Bolshevism nut
only against Menshevism, but also against Trotzkyism.
' . Tt is comprehensible to everyone that when a characlen
sation of this kind is repeated from year lo year, and not merely
with reference to this or that ‘error, but with reference to the
whole’ course pursued by comrade Trotzky, it 15 nol done for
any superficial reason. Comrade Lenin saw in Trotzky the
mbodiment of a current, of a political tendency, harmful to
Bolshevism. For this reason, and for this reason only, Lenin
considered it necessary to warn the Party against Trotzkyism.

The War Period. -

. Then came the war, rightly designated by Lenin as an
évent of werld historical importance in the lLfe of humanty,
ind as the greatest test of international socialism, rendering
apparent the impassable chasm between opportunism and revo-
lionary communism. The moment came when everyone had
to shaw his ‘colours, The moment came when all vacillation had
o cease once and for all, and when a definite end had to be
it to what Lenin termed inferior diplomacy, the diplomacy of
‘ foot in each camp.
: dut @did this really come
.,01’botzk&
upport- of

bout? Did the war induce com-
t0. break onee and for all with opportunism and
; e Right, aud to renounce the role of defender and
o the iki, in which role he had been exposed
el msz::en ﬂ?: ime M“:o‘:;m Trolsky entered our Party
L . S | W HOS ro :
, serving it well, cwtherqgv

adding many glorious pages to the

{

he repeats their

history of his own life and to the history of the Party, we hav
not considered it possible to enter into this question.
he takes it upon himself to falsify the history and the i
Bolshevism, when he attempts to appropriale to himgelf th
ideology of the Party, when he endeavours lo supplant ‘Len
by Trolzkyism in the ideology of the Russian and internati
proletariat, then he himself forces us to put this question,
Did the war actually separate Trotzky from the opporide
nists? Did the “ inferior diplomacy “ cease in the face of ﬁmﬁ
greal events? Not at all. Just as comrade Trotzky contrived {0 -
combine an archrevolutionary” * left * phrase with co-operation
with the Mensheviki in 1805, in the same manner he manage
to combine his internationalism during the war with the sup))ort
ul opportunism D
1916. A
As early as the summer of 1915, Lenin wrote as follows: =
“In a reactionary war, the revolutionary class is bound
th desire the defeat of 1its government. This is an axiom, .~
contested only by the conscious adherents or unskilled assi> 3
stants of social democracy . Trotzky belongs to these last.” &
“ Trotzky, who as usual does not agree in principle with:
the social democrals on any single question, coincides with- .
them 1 every question in aclual practice . b

combine the

“Martov and ‘Trotzky are anxious o
Rlblonic defenee of inlernaignalism with  the unconditional
M‘} for unily .with the * Nasha Sarja * (" Our Dawn "),

with the organisation commitiee ‘central  committee of the
Mensheviki), or with the Tscheidze fraction "

At the end of 1915 Lenin wrote .

“In reality Trotzky is supporting the liberal politicians

of Russia, who, by their disuvowal of the role played by the

peasantry, really mean thal they do not wish to raise thq

peasantry to revolution.” B 1

Again

“ Trolzky, and the
tunism, are doing their utmost to
to save the opportunism of * Nascha Sarja 3
defence and praise of the Tscheidze fraction *
19186. e
At the beginning of 1916 b
“The powerless diplomatists, and such preachers *of - 8
compromise as Kautsky in Germany, Longuet in Ftance, and %
Martov 1n Russia, are most harmful to the labour movement, =
for they defend the fiction of unity and thus prevent:the
real and matured alliance of the opposition of all countries, °
the founding of the Third International.” RIS
.

In March 1916: 3

“ And Trolzky? He is entirely in favour of the right of
selfdetermination, but for him this 1s merely an emply phi ;
since he does not demand separation of the nation oppressed.

by the “ Fatherland ™ of the socialisls in any given case,

company of foreign flunkeys of oppor-
pateh up the differgnces, and
group by the

preserves silence on  the hypoerisy of Kaulsky and h‘lol o
followers.” E |
In October 1916, just twelve months before our October: |

“ However good the intentions of Mirtov and Trotzky
may be subjectively, they are none the less aiding Rugsian. =8
social imperialism by their complaisance.” s

In December 1916: ;

“As early as the year 1902 Hobson recognised not only «
the significance of the “ United Staates of Europe * (Kautsky's “%§
disciple, Trotzky, may take cognisance of this), but also the
significance of a fact which the sanctimonious followers .of
Kautsky in every country are anxious to conceal: “that by ¢
opportunists (social chauvinists) are co-operating with
imperialist bourgeoisie for the creation of an imperialisi Eurape <8
supported on the shoulders of Asia and Africa. . One of the
conelusions which we have drawn from this is the necessity
of separation from social chauvinism.® ‘;

> e

1917. ek
On 17. February 1917 (February 191711). .
and ‘bl

“The name of Trotzky signifies: Left phraseology
with the Right against the aim of the Left! ¢

Six weeks after the February revolution, on 7. March 1
Lenin wrote: $

“In my opinion, the matter of the greatest imporis
the present juncture is not foolish attempts at a * corin|
understanding “, on’ the lines projected by Trotzky & Co,,-
the social patriols or with ‘the even more dangerous él
the organisation committee type (Menshewiki), but fo
the work of our Party in a logical international o A

7

e |




‘There iy one ﬂaﬁnt -point which must not be omitied
Puring the whole of, this period comrade Trotzky was &
decided adversary of the “ Zimmerwald Left “, whose leader was
" Lenin, and which formed the germ of the Third International
" The Third International was not born only of the siruggle against
. Schpidemann, Vandervelde, and their like, it originated and grew
i in strength at the same time in the struggle against the Zimmer-
. wald * Centre “, against Kautsky and Trotzky. The practical policy
- of the this Centre was as follows: no final rupture with the
» . Second International, nq founding of the Third International, the
" aims striven for by Lenin as head of the Zimmerwald Left.
By Leﬁkn never altered his characterisation and opinion of
' thé Jine taken by comrade Trotzky, either at the time when the
' stide of revolution was at its highest, or at the- time of s
Jowest ebb. '

No Lenunist taking the name seriously can admit even
the thought that comrade Lenin, in thus systematically revealing
comrade Trotzky's standpoint for so many years in succession,
was influenced by any individual motives. In his systematic and

- impassioned fight against Trotzkyism comrade Lenin was solely
" influenced by the fact that he saw in Trotzkyism a certain
' current hostile to the ideologiy and the organisation of the

7

A

Comrade Tronkvuﬁnuu the Party.

3 The above described relations between Bolshevism and
. Trotzkyism were characteised by comrade Trotzky himself in
[ the words. “ I came to Lenin fighting.” This phrase -not only
. 'evidences a desire ta win approbation, but it is very well
q-rd Comrade Trotzky is a master of elegant phraseology.
. But the matter in question is unfortunately much too serious in
. character to be settled by a well turned sentence.
i . ..In the furst place this phrase is not strictly accurate, and
" i, the second place it is calculated to carry away the reader
by its beauty and to couceal comrade Trotzky's real thoughts.
" This elegant phrase is a piece of hypoerisy.
e Is it then really true that the whole history, of Trotzky's
* aftitude, as we have followed it here from 1903 till 1907, can be
. “ characterised by these words of his: "I came ‘to: Lenin
¢ fighting? “ Trotzky is apparenty extremely satisfied with the
. +history of his relations to Bolshevism, at least he wrote .in his
3 &onl “The new course “, which appeared a few months ago:
' %] .do not consider thal the road by which | reached Lenin
" 48 any. less suitable or certain than other roads.” For Trotzky
i this is very reassuring. But 1s 1t possible for the Party, without
. *deceiving 1tself, to regard the road upon which Trotzky reached
, Party as suitable und certain? H this road really was a
road to Lenin “, then every one time Menshevik and secial
wevolutionist, of. whom there are not a few in our Party, can make
use of Trotzky's words and declare: “In reality 1 was not a
Menshevik or social revolutionist, I was merely making my way,
~ fighting, to Bolshevism. *
One thing at least 1s eyviden} the Party canpnol recommend
any body to take Trotzky’s road to Bolshevism.
" The comrades who have come over to us from other
ies have generally declared that they have been mistaken,
‘they have had a different conception of the interests of the
rking class and had thought to serve these interests in a
prent .manner, but that_they are now convinced that they
e been on the wrong road. The Party did not demand any
. such avowal from comrade Trotzky, and was quite right in not
5 80. Comrade Trotzky stood the test, and stood it excellently.
* But this does not by dny means signity that the Party can
rmit. comrade Trotzky to designate his fifteen years of
hting against Bolshevism and Lenin as a suitable and sure
p h io Leninisw. | maintajn that Trotzky sees the road by
. which he approached Lenin from an eptirely opposite standpoint
‘to ours; that he does rot believe Bolshevism to have proved
& right and Trotzkyism wrong.
’ Trotzky came to the Party’ with the conviction, net that
‘he was going to learn anything from Bolshevism, but' that he
going to teach the Party Trotzkyism, and substifute Leninism
.S‘mtzkvhm. In Trotzky's book “ War and Revelution “ we

]+

, “ There were, three points m which the wwspﬁper

it an agreement with. the “ Social- “ (organ - of ‘the

(W0 of the Bolsheviki, conducted by, Lenin aod Zinoviev. L. K.)
after the former bad finally. into ;the hands.of the

it wing of the editorial staff. .These: points. referred to

.

e U

" Not only Trotzky, but Marfov, was at one time a member. of !

" Nasche Slovo “ (Trotzkys orgam: L. K.) had net yet arrived:
ial- Democrat

e

P
Bolsbevist Pasty; aicparent which in actusl, praptics:aerved (i
ends of Mepsheviama. -« 0.1 | o iow e Tl gl oy
“As comrade Lenin would say, it is compar
combat Menghevism, for its open and consistent anf
character, cbvionsly liberal in essentials, ti!p at once compr
by only slightly experienced workers, and i§ thus“rejected by |
workers. It is more needful to gomb‘t ‘the concealed forms
Menshevism, those forms which clothe oppott , policy in I
revolutionary phraseology, the form whi'cl% adapts, Menshevig
to the revolutionary feeling of the masses. Those whe fight again
us with open visor are not our sole’ enemies, we have anothg
foe in that group which disguises the efforts of open enemig
by means of revolutionary phrases, and furthers the cause of the

enemies of the Party by exploiting the confidence félt in thex il oc
phrases. } re'
Lenin merely formulated the relations to Trotzkyig g?

charateristic for the whole Bolshevist Party, although comrady
Trotzky succeeded at times, in especially difficult moments in ty
life of the Party, in drawing some few Bolsheviki over to hiy
if only for a brief period, by means of bis phrases and inferig
diplomacy (F 514

L

defaitism, to the struggle for peace, and to he ‘thdracter of
the approaching Russian revolutions “ Nasche Slove * ' ‘rejcete
defaitism (which Lenin had held from the beginning of
war to be the fundamental principle of really: revolutions
internationalism. L. K.) The *Social Democrat ®' rejected thy
slogan of the struggle for peace . .. . .. and opposed it by th
slogan of civil war ‘(rejectéd by Trotrky. L. K:)!' * Nasch
Slovo “, finally, supported the view that it must:bé-made th
task of our Party to conquer power in the mame'of ‘socialig
revolution. THe “ Social Pemocrat “ maintained 'the $tandpoin
of the democratic dictatorship of the  proletariat an
peasantry. “ s rytl !
Siltersncons. extotiog Ratenisi the ¥ Shelx]. Deaorsat ™ and &
* differences “  existing” between the ocial Démocrat “ 'and th
* Nasche Slovo™, considerable at first, ‘h&!dimbiﬁhadg' . o
editorial staff of the ° Nasche Slovo *; M&rtov‘hgycvq
his" post later’ on ‘aceoynt “of ‘the' remorseless’ ‘et cis&
by comrade Lenin, ‘and of the increase of ltition com
munist elements among the editors. ‘After thelﬁlﬁ;‘ d’ finally
passed intothe hands of the left wing of the editorial gtaff, ths
is, into Tretzky's hands, thege three points of dispute remained
the question ‘of defaitism, the quegtion of civil war or peace, un
the question of the character of the impending Russjan re ‘
Lenin #00d for. the defeat of the national
impressed upun ‘the workers the necessity of
w—'rmvgxky was opposed to

1g0e
rcised

“own “ bourgeoisi T o

Lenin stood for ¢ivil war—Trotzky opposed itl . .
Lenin_stood for the democratic dictatorship of the prole:
wriat and peasaniry—Trotzky opposed it! Here, as ), painted

out, he caused great confusion with his Left phrase on  * perms
nent revolution ~. In this last poin} Trotzky gave the impressior
of ‘being more Left than Lenin. He was noi coptent with thé
mere dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry, but demanded
permanent revolution. Here we have merely a further exampl
of what Lenin impressed upon us for so many years, with regand
to Trotkzy: a Right policy with regard to daily ns of
ﬁlfual practice, but skilyly Qisgyis@d in (g€ phraseology of the
4 . .

A fourth difference must however be added to these threg
.ane not mentioned by comrade Trotzky: the diffecerice’ in th
question of the Second and Third Internationals. Lenin, at thé
head of the Zimmerwald Left, stood for immediaté' raptureé witk
the Second International and with Kautsky, and' for'the founding
of the Third International. Trotzky, apd the pro-Kautsky Centréd
were against this. LA aure) 2

But only a few ‘months’after the existenee of

n
AR

rences had been definitely ascertained; Trotzky joined/
these differences . ' ° 04
Party has a right to put this quastion, 'sinee ‘comrade * ‘S f

vist Pn:'ty. . ! LE 3
. ' !' . '_u' . L ‘out alf
The: Marc nvo;utioy he wntee ‘~;h.‘,’ﬁ w‘wquéw !
Truly? A of them? And how? Trotzly-doés ng
has obliged us to' oceupy ourselves with 'his history. m ;
understand the- declarationiithat ' the ' revolition” hag™ 2



L oo Sa gy M b T
e g dui il 20
Nt For

R

g4
oy

réneedin ‘such mannér that we may assume comrade
otzky1 40! have 'become convineed of his having been mistaken
gll ‘these important points? That he has adopted the viewpoint
4 the Bolsheviki? Comrade Martinov, one of the best of the
ndbevist . theoreticiang, declared candidly: “I have rerved
he working class for thirty \ieﬁ in the way which I held to be

best. ‘Foday I see that ve been ip the wrong. History
niirms the correctnéss of lenin's standpoint with regard lo the
yssian revelution, and I join Lenin.” But comrade Trotzky ha
en the Party no sych answer.

‘ “: Yyotsky on Himsel! and Leninism.
'ﬁ'gﬂky, in his book “ 1905 “ (pp. 4/6) writes as fcllows
"“In the period between 9 Januaty and the stnke i
"October 1905 '] formed those views of the character of the
revolutiopary development in Russia which have received the
designation of “ permanent revolution “ . Despite the interval
of twelve years, this estimate has been fully confirmed.® ‘This
was written in the year 1922' LK)
But during the whole of these twelve years this theor,
ss opposed by another theory, Lenin's theory, expressed in the
prmula: Bovol‘puona:v democratic thetatorship of the proletariat
nd mm, .
“This'idea " — so wrote comrade Trotzky in 1918, and
ole it Again in 1822 without the shghtest reservation—" this
des has.been repeated unwearingly by Lenin since 1904 But
i does mot make i cogrect .
i In this book (“1805“) Trotzky describes Lenin's funda
gotal idea as an empty abstraction, and wites that the Bolshe
"amive at the jdea of o bourgeois-democratic self-himi
ion of the. proletariat possessing state power “.
. Hei continues: * Whilst the anti-revolutionary features
of Menshevism are already visible to thewr full extent. the
antirevolutionary features of Belshevism (I underline these
words ofs‘account of their importance. L. K.) threaten to appear
as mighty danger only in the case of a revolutionary victory.”
. Comtade Trotzky, who caused this phrase on the dangers
'the antirevolutionary features of Bolshevism to be republished
d confirmed in the year 1822, adds the following:
% As js already well known, this did not happen, for
Bolsheviem, under comrade Lenin's leadership, changed its
ideological equipment in this most important question n the
spring;+of 1917, that is, before the conquest of power’
(Trotzky. “1906.° Russian ed. p. 285))

'»T% is now clear. The standpoint held by l.crin
3 by the ist Party on the character of the revolution,
'doveloped between 1904 and the spring of 1917, had not only
n wrong, but even eounter-revoiutionary withi respect to the
pialist 1 revolution. Lenin and the Bolsheviki were thus
liged to “change their equipment” in the spring of 1917
fore ' thi' conquest of ;power, for the purpose of accomplisinr
R copt ‘of power. ‘ﬁ:{ is, they found themselves obligad o
i ‘the counter-revolutionary equipment of Bolshevism
‘the ‘really 'revglutionary equipment which Trotzky had kept
dy on hand for twelve years. It is Trotzky's conwiction that
nin 'came’ over to Trotzky after first building up the Party
fifteen 'years on' “ anti-revolutionary * ideas.
" ‘Trgizky has proved to be in the right during the whole
irse of  his intellectual conflicts with Bolshevism and with
pin ‘up ‘to 'the year 1917—that is the import of all Trotzky's
u%h(“moo‘ and “1907

But“if this is so, then we must state rt openly. If Bolshe.
o confains anti-revolytionary features, if we have to chang:
equiptoént before a decisive battle, then what right have we
teach yncorrected olshevism to our proletartat and (o the
Dleta, of all countries? Why do we not say anywhere, not
one’ sle téxt book read by the proletariat of our country
g of the whole world: Comrades, we teach you Bolshevism,
: do' not forget that Bolshevism contains anti-revolutionary
hilRtured, and ‘as soon as the fight begins, then you will not be
rithie to M with ‘the equipment of Bolshevism, but will have
i eplage it by another, the equipment of Trotzkyjsm,

‘We ‘must either téach Bolshevism, Leninism, as it s,

thout ‘cosrect ‘ the real theory of proletarian revolution
w ‘who believes that this theory is not the
‘.m“ o .
C} ‘anti-revolutignary in

ian revolution, but that it has to be supple-

“in, order tg become such, then he must

per straight amdly what alterations he thinks
be made, 1" there really somet

Rings of' yism on ‘revolution? Then the works

by ‘Lefiiri before "the ‘spring of 1917 must not be made

ppMﬁWL@ avian struggle and prolefarian
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strategy against the bourgeoisie. Or we muat at'least say; Buf
the art of realising proletarian revolution is not to be. $
from Lenin's works yp to 1917, but from Trotzky's
since 1906 .

“The October revolution was either accomplished beneath,
the banner of uncorrected Lemimism, or it was accomplished
beneath the banner of Trotzkvism and its correction ol Leninism.
Here we are at a parting of the ways '

It was to be expected that comrade Trotzky, in qrder 'to
srant a cerlain amount of satisfaction to the Party which he
Lins thus benefitted, should willingly admit that he has com-
mitted cerlain orgamsatory errors in the past. What does such
an acknowledgment cost, when it serves as cloak for the
ampunished assertion that Bolshevism, Leninism, contains anti-
revolutionary  features? Pans 13 worth a mass! If one can
appropriate the réle of imtellactual and theoretical leader of
Bolshevism and the October revelution, it is worth while fo
admit to even considerable errory in the past

Trotzky, 1in his * Lessons of October * actually does make
<uch a confession to the Party "1 have acknowledged my real
and great organisatory mistakes ”, he writes. But was the fifteen
vears' conflict between [emin and the Bolsheviki om the one
side, and Trotzkyism on the other, concerned with organisatory
questions? This 18 nonsense, an endeavour to distract from the
point. The conflict was directly concerned with the fundamental
questions of the revolution, with the mutual relations of the
Wifferent classes during the revolution with the questiph of
" permanent revolution © or comrade Lenin's theory and this is
the question of the role played by the peasantry in the revolu:
tion, the gquestion of the paths leading to socialism in. an
agraman country, the question of the methods and conditions
for the realisation of the proletanan dictatorship 1 a country
.n which the peasant population preponderates. This i3 no con-
wntion on abstract formulas. The theory of permanent revolution
.» based upon a complete underestimalion of the role played by
the peasantry, it replies o one question only. it tells us how
rower cannot be scized or maintained under these conditions,

Trotzky's viewpoint, summed up from a study of the
[.essons of October ©, may be expressad as follows: “ On the eve
of the events of 1906, Lenin imparted a peculiar character to the
Hussian revolution by the formula: Democratic dictatorship of
the proletanat and peasantry But, as later developments showed,
‘s formula had only sigmficance for one stage on the way.“
Mus is followed by a hterary dissertation to the elfect that this
Gtage was a stageeon the way to Trotzky s formula. And this is
‘he actual intellectual kernel of all Trowzky's latest writings.
Irotzky shuffles hia Trotzkyism beneath Lendnasm  with the
whole of the lterary art and talent pecuhiar to him. This last
took of his is not written for the whole Party, but for the
vounger generation now growing up, for the Youth who within
. vear or two will have to determine the destiny of the Parly.
The aim of Trotzky's latest book “ 1817 “ is to take revenge
lur the twelve vears 1n which Lenin exposed Trotzky's wretched
policy, 1o prove thiat the revolution coufirms his (Trotzky's)
theory, and to poison the minds of the future leaders of the Party,
< w studying in the communist universities, worker's facultjes,
~obivges, ete., by this <hulfhing of Trotzkyisin into Leninism. We
~annot permit this ain to be realised.
In this book (“ 1917 “) Trotzky inveighs against Zinoviev,
Kamepev, Rykov, and others 1 shall deal further with this, and
with my own errors, but am of the opinion that the reproaches
made in this book are not intended for us only. The names of
Kamenev and Zinoviev are given, but lemin 1s meant. The
jwestion of the fate of Bolshevism may be put in the following
form. Lenin had an e¢xcellent theory, but the disciples of Lenin
1id not know how to apply it, they did not recognise the needs
i the concrete situation. The formula was right, but it has beén
badly carried out by this or that Bolshevik. It is possible to' put
the question in this manner, but it can also be stated as follows:
If we draw all the logical conclusions frem the Leninist formula,
ne are bouud tu land in a bog. The formula itself is wrong, and
this wrong formula h..s been employed logically correctly. In thé '
first case we have a justification of the Bolshevist theory and mn
.ndication of the errors of individua! Bolgsheviki, but ‘in:the "~
wcond case, if we are told that Lenin’'s nearest disciples accepted:
his formula and landed in a bog through applying it literally,’
then we see—enlightened as we already -are by Trotzkyls
assertion as to the anti-revolutionary features of ,Lan‘inill‘nv!ﬁ
hy his statement that Trotzky's theory, and not Lenin's;:hi
teen “ completely confirmed “~then we see that the blows struek




Ww Kamenev asnd Ztmoviev alone, but through

m of Lonin'y main formul, :
Lenin in April 1017.

+Js it true that Bolshevism, in order to solve the preblems

of the revolution, was obliged to withdraw from its past? Is it

. true that the theory of the revolutionary democratic dictatorship

" of the proletariat and peasantry proved inadequate? What were

the actual facts, and how were these regarded by Lenin?

What really happened—as seen by Lenin as well as by us
—was that the Bolshevist idea of the “ revolutionary democratig
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry © was fully an
completely realised in the Rusaian revolution, aud, after its
realisation, began to develop into the Bolshevist idea of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. :

I here take the opportunily of referring to one of the works
in which Lenin laid down his principles at that time. “ Letters
on Tactics *, in which he comments on and explains to the Party
his famous theses of 4th April. Lenin writes:

“The revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and peasantry has already been realised in the
Russian revolution.. The workers' and soldiers’ Soviets are
the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and peasantry as realised in actual life. We are still in the
minority; we recognise the necessity of gaining the majority
(in these organs of the g#rtatorship) “ (Compl. works.
Russian edition, Vol. XIV/I, p. 29.)

If our theory has been realised, we must stride forward.
How? In such ner that we gather together the proletarian
. elemenis. of town and countty against  the petty-bourgéois
. elements, on the basis of the realised dictatorship of the prole-
" tariat and peasantry. This means the mustering and organisation
of the proletarian elements on the basis of this dictatorship, in
order to proceed from the revolutiondry demoeratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and peasantry to the dictatorship of the prole-
{ariat, to the purely socialist revelution. For this reason Lenin
invarigbly adapted his tactics to the development of the mass
movement in the peasantry, and he studied the “ peeularity *
of the realisation of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry, which consisted of the fact that the latter, at the given
slage of the revolution (April 1917) retained their confidence in
the bourgeois government in the form of “ defence of native
country “. After deseribing the views of the Bolsheviki contending
against him (I was one of these), and after a sharp attack upon

us, Lenin writes: -
“A Marxist must never quit the firm ground of
 analysis of class relations. The bourgeoisie is in power. And
is the mass of the peasantry not smother bourgeoisie be-
longing 4o another stratum, of another description and
¢ character? Does it follow that this stratum may not sejze
4§ power by the “consommation“ of bourgeois demotratic
revolution? Why should this not be possible? Old Bolsheviki

frequently judge in this manner. °

I replied: “ This is perfectly possible . it is qujte possible
that the peasantry seizes the whole of the land and at the same
time the whole power.. “

b Lenin continues: “If the peasantry ceases to suppart the
i~ government in the social revolutionary ang Menshevist Soviets,
if the peasantry, having deserfed the bourgeoisie, seize the land
wand power in spite of the bourgeoisie, then we shall have a new
_stage in the bourgeois democratic revolution, and one which will
occupy us greatly. ”
.~ .. This is much more complicated than Trotzky's theory,
straight as the ling which the crow flies. For Trotzky, with his
slogan ‘of: “ Off with the Tsar.and os with' the labour govern-
ment”, the matter was much simple, He ui!npRX ignored the
" whole peasantry and the conditions prerequisite to the realisation
. of the dictatorship of the proletariat in a capifalistically back-
CE greatriess of Lenin lies in the fact that he hegan to
| .carry out the dictatorship of the proletariat under the given con-
| ditions of a given agrarian country, and actually did carry this
' out by means of constantly keeping in sight those real elements
- wpon whese ‘foundation this dietatorship can not only be
_proc d, but built up. -
As & matier of fact, even in April jt was not possible to

shipof the proletariat: Lenin, :as real politician and mass le
knowing that we pursued the policy of the proletariat ‘under

peculiar conditions of an agrarian .country, arranged his tacticg
both possibilities. 4
Lefrin would not have been Lenin, that is, he would ¥
have heen the practical leader of ‘millions in class war, it
had meally taken over Trotzky's equipment, for Trotzky's theg
would have inevitably led to the breakdown of the proletary
and of the peasantry as well. In its pure form, the line taken )
Trotzky is simply the ignaring of the peasantry, the ignoring ¢
\hat transition stage during which the peasantry still places j
confidence in the ruling bourgepisie at fipst, is disappointed ay
turns nﬁust the bourgeoisie, bu{ stjll does not join the projg
tariat! this transitional stage which ends by the prolelarial lakiy
over the Blfadersbip of the peasantry in the form of peasanf
risings, realising the dictatorship, and epdeavouring to bring abg
an alliance between workers and peasanis in various
changing forms.
Lenin, in the, same pamphlet.in which he wrole again
the old Bolsheviki, states: : ~
“In my theses I have secured myself against
leaps over agrarian or petty-bourgeois movements which hay
not yet been overcome, against any playing with * seizure g
power “ by a labour gevernment... * Trotzkyism “ ‘down wj
the ‘Tsar, up with thé labour government “—i@ wrong.
petty-bourgeoisie (that is, the peasantry. L. K.) exists, g
cannot be ignored.” .
. 1s this not the literal repetition, in the heat of revolutig
of all that Lenin had long warned the Party against? In 1§
Lenin had already said that: * Trotzky's fundaméntal error..
the. lack of the smallest thought about'the question of the tran
ition from this (the bourgeois) revolution to a socialist - revol
tion. * - ’ w
Troteky's “ original  theory takes from the Bolsheviki th
demand for decisive revolutionary struggle on the part of
proletariat and the demand for the seizure of political pow
from the Mensheviki it takes the “ denial “ of the role played
the peasantry.. Trotzky did not, however, reflect that when th
proletariat induces the non-prolelarian masses of ;the peasani
to confiscate the land of the landowners and to overthrow @
monarchy, the “national bourgeoie revolution * in Russia:
achieved and that this becomes 4 revolutionary democratic &
tatorship of the proletariat and peasantry. ‘ ]
Lenin eriticised severely those comrades (imcluding 1
who had net observed that the revolution had already pas
from one ghase o another. He feared most that progress w
be hindered by the Party’s falling inte the rut of Trot
abstract theory, and again he accuses it of” wanting o spring o
the peasants’ movement before thig-was in our hands. v
“There was no need for Lepin 4o change his equipment.
old Lenipist theory, the old Leninist, Bolshevist comgeplion §
the character of the Russian revolution, .and of the rela
between proletariat and peasantry, were seen by Lenin to b
proved fully correct. And now we bad to advance further on
same lines. But the greatest care must be taken, in this adval
not to fall intoTrotzky's mistaken foot-steps. Twelve years befo
1917 Lenin had prophesied that, af'er the revolutiopary dem
cratic diciatorship of the proletariat and peasantry had be
realised, wo should have to advance to the dictatorship of {
proletariat, but thal this advance must take the peasantry
consideration, and must create conditions under which
y co-operate with the proletariat, without simply ignor
the peasantry as Trotzky proposes. Bolshevism does not need!
borrow weapons from the arsenal of Trotzkyism. ]
At the same lime, {here were some Bolsheviki who dud
advance so rapidly from stage to stage as was required by #
tremendous acceleration of the reveluiion caused by the enot
ous pressure of the war. But this does net in the least sign
that Bolshevism was on the wrong track, that it Jead into a
instead of to vietory or tbal it had to be altered during. the
volution. And this is just what Trotzky is trying to prove.
Trotzky has pever grasped the essemtials of the Lemf
theory on the relations between the working class ]
peasantry in the Russian revolution. Even after October he|
not grasp it; and he did not grasp it when our Party app
in fresh ways, or when our Party successfully manoeuvred:
the realisation of {he dictatorship of the proletariat withoul
His own theory, which .1n

rect, thia would signify (hat the Soviel, power would. Jang &
have ceased (o exist. This theory. of “ permanent reveolutiol
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ish- does. not trouble about the peasantry or provide any solu-
8 for the question of the alliance between the proleu[rliil a:d
3 try, renders the labour government in Russia ab-
tely dependent upon the immediate proletarian revolution in
s West. According to this theory the proletariat, after having
en over power, 18 plunged into the most hopeless contra-
dions. Its power is limited by objective social difficulties

K “Their solution is prevented by the economic back
- wardness of the country. Within the confines of a national
* revolution there 18 no means of escape from this contra-
diction. “ (Trotzky, “ 1906 “, Russian edition, p 286

Under such conditions a delay or postponement of (he
wletarian warld revolution would have inevitably caused the
mediate collapse of the workers' dictitorship in Russia. Thus
s adherents_of the “ permanent revolution * are bound to pass
ough stages of despair and profoundest pessimism to attempts
overcoming the economic backwardness of the country by
pee, with the aid of military commands

Real Bolshevist policy, as pursued by Lenin from February
‘October, has nothing in common with cither this policy o
s psychalogy:

. How did malters really stand in October and immedialely
lerwards? Seen from the standpoint of Marxism, from the
indpoint of the analysis of the class forces of the revolution,
not the acceptance of the social revolutionary decree on
ded property, the supplementation of the Soviet government

1l

- We must differentiate * between t(wo aspecte of Trotzkv's
ivity. The one aspect is comrade Trotzky a< he carried oot
instructions of the Party strictly and accurately. leaning with
other members of the Party on the tatality of common pol
experience in the Parly and on the whole Party mass
mnisation, and carrying out this or that task or command of
Party. At this time comrade Trotzky's deeds were splendid,
2 added@ many brilliant pages to his own history and that of
fParty. But since comrade Trotzky has come forward as in
dualist, believing that he and not the Party 15 1 the right
the fyndamental questions of revolution, and that Lenimsm
gst be ‘improved by Trotzkyism, we are obliged to see that
er. aspect of comrade Trotzky which shows him to be no

ur Attempts made by Comrade Trotzky at Improving the
! Party.
wThe Party remembers four occasions upon which comrade
h&s tried to instruct the Party, and to force upon it his
I Trotzkyist deviations. The first occasion wax a few months
er comrade Trotzky entered the Purty. It was at the ume of
gst- Litovsk. The Party 1s adequately and accurately informed
o comrade Trotzky's altitude at that time He noderestimated
) r0le played by the peasantry, and covered us over by e
ptionary phraseology. This was the road (o the defeat of the
etariat and the revolution. If we recollect e evidence hrought
this time against comrade Trolzky by comrade Lenin we s
comrade Lenin brought no other evidence than the sub
tiation with which he had rejected comrade Trutzky s general
lude during the course of the preceding decade
Comrade Lenin reproached him with two poliical sis
ik of comprehension for the relations between proletanat and
fsaniry, and liability to be carried away by apparently Left,
rently revolutionary phrases. These two errors, typical of
rade Trotzky whilst outside of our Party, were repeated n
), within it.
*/ ‘Then came the civil war, the epoch of war communism
--Tl’étzkv executed the task allotted to him. His parti-
fion in the direction of the general policy of the Party was
i bﬁe But. now the revolution reached a fresh turning
% slations between the classes shifted. The Party anti-
/in the form of a'discussion on'trade unions, the question

8
¥

)
3&’ 2 few:weeks later at Cronstadt; the question of the

sit “from war communism’ to the new economic policy.
comrade Lenin seeking for at that time? He was
ng‘mew ‘forms for an allianee between the proletariat and
2 try, 'new forms for leading the working masses by
By of gaining their convinced adherence rather than by force.

[

e

rotzky In the Party. Our Errors. October according
to Trotzky.

by the left S.R., the designadion of the government created. #.ﬂ

the October revolution as * Workers' and Peasanis’ gove ¥
all proposals of Lenin, was all this not a growing development
of the dietatorship of the proletariat and peasaniry into a-system
whose actual essence was already the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat? §
It 15 possible 1o omit some of these facts of the October
revolution, but then we do not arrive at any scientific analysis ~
of Lemn's policy. And what about the transition from war com-
munism ta the new ¢ onomic policy, from the committees for the
impovershed  peasantry to Lenin's speech on  the “ medium
farmers “2  How can this be hrought into harmony with that
theory of permanent revolution which has proved so “ perfectly
rarrect “ ¢ - ;
In 19160 Lenin wrote that hie was already a decade ahead
ol Trotzky's magnifivent theory Now we can add another eight
vears  Does the circumstance that hfe has passed Trotzky's
theory by for eighteen vears jusufy Trotzky m claiming to be
able to vorrect Lemimism by Trotzkyiwsm ?

Sinee hfe has passed Trotzky's theory by, Trotzky ab-
tempts 0 hs books to not only eorrect Leninsm, but life as well,
and to prove by every art of which he is master that hfe follows
Trotzky after all

It s meumbent on the Party to show precsely the con-
trary . and to prove to uot only Trotzky bul every new member
the pecessity of * Bolshevisiug Trotzky “ How far has the Party
succeeded i this?

To what did comrade Trotzky look for salvation at that
Lme? He advised us to tighten the gcrews of war communism,
This was again and again an underestimate of the peasantry, the
Liability to be carmed away by externals, by melhods  of
" pressure T and T admimstration from above :

And comrade Trolzky's further attempts—even during com-
rade Lenin's lLifetime the question of the “plan® according
ta his pecubar conception, s “ formulas ® on  the “ dictator-
shup of idustry “, were not these again attempls to force petty
bourgeols elementanity upon us from above with bonds of irom,
did they not once more show that lack of comprehension of
those concrele conditions under which it 15 alone possible to
realise a dictatorship in an agrarian country with undermined
mdustrics at a time when the international revolution is retarded ?

Beneath comrade Tratzky's effective formulas we can here
vasly distingush the feelings inevitably 1ovolved by hig original
theory - On the one hand despair, pessimism dishelief, and on the
other hand exaggerated hopes i the methods of supreme ad-
mimstration a term of Tenimns), e the competent subjection of
eeanomie difficulties frome above

The last discusston 15 still fresh 1 our memonies 1t gave
the Party a graphoe <urvey of the totahty of comrade Trotzky's
cerors, as deadt with above  But ot also showed with special
clewriess another error. another feature of Trotzkyism, and one
far from being new. This is the attempt to undermine and weaken
the main frame work of the dictatorship, the Parly. The same
Abject was ammed at by the diserediting of the -~ cadres © of the
Party, Ly the resurrected Menshevist conception of the Party as
a colleetion of " groups and currents ©, and the e~sentially liqui-
datery undermining of the autheritv of the leading institutions
" they are leading the country ta destruction *7 And has it not
heen under comrade Trotzky's banner that the idea of greater
freedom from Party influence for extra-Party organisations has
fourished? Has not all this, taken together, led to a weakeping
of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and has it not all been /
upon an underestimation of the conditions under which we—in
an agrarian country— have to realise the dictatorship? Is it not
) petty-bourgeors deviation? "

So long as the Parly is perfectly sound and every
goes - well, comrade Trotzky quietly performs every- task ''w
falls to him: but as soon as the Party encounters any
as soon as it has to adjust its rudder, then comrade T
onee springs forward in the réle of saviour and teacher of°
Party, but invariably points out the wrong way, sihce he hag
absorbed the principles of Bolshevism. : *)



T e _

A o i « 4 oum
. " ""Comrade Trotzky has andther trump
Bolshevism, This trump consists of certain errors committed by
some few Bolsheviki (above all by me and Zinoviev, then those
of Rykov and Nogin) in October 1017. The errors of the
Bolsheviki are naturally invariably exploited by our epemes.
Comrade Trotzky did not resort to this trump so long as he hoped
to induce tie Party to deviate to the path of Trotzkyism by means
of the discussion of this or that practical question. But after
four attempts—Brest, trade unions, discussion on the economic
plan. and the last discussion—had shown him that he cannol
persuade the Bolshevist Party to deviate from 1ts path, after he
had learnt fsom the Party at the X111 Party conference that we,
the Leninist, do not require our theory to be corrected by
Trotzkyism, then he brought torward this last trump

He is of course not the first to do this. These errors have
been exploited often enough already by our enemies, but both
errors and exploitation were simply buried beneath the thunders
of the proletarian revolution. At the time neither the errors them-
selves nor their being made use of by hostile quarters resulted
in any practical consequences. K is only since then that these
errors have been raked up again maliciously by those who had
deserted communism: Levi, Frossard, Balabanova. Levi and
Frossard are now being followed by Trotzky

Vacillations were unallowable. Lenin armed himself
against them with all the power and passion of a leader who
sees thal his co-workers are liable to carry confusion into their

in his hand against

own rmbv vacillation at decisiye m&née . He exposed every,
m mww SN ) g ¢ 11V oy ‘he
of shri rom the :e? st words or propositions. he

\ TR

was right, nght to the end, without reservation ol Y o
But when the moment for calm discussion arrived, the
moment for the avoidance of the repetition of similar errors in
ottfer Communist Parties, then Lenin characterised these errors
very accurately. When Serrati attempted to cloak his withdrawal
from communism by these errors of Zinoviev and Kamenev, com-
rade Lenin wrote “ Before the October revolution in Russia, and
immediately after i, a number of excellent communigis com-
mitted errors which we do not like to remember now. Why do
we not like to remember them? Because it is wrong to call
to mind errorg which have been made perfectly good, unless
there is some special reason for doing so, “
. Special attention must be accorded to the manner in which
Lenin formulated our errors: “In the period of which 1 speak
they vacillated, fearing that the Bolsheviki were isolating them-
selves, were rushing too recklessly into a rising, were too un-
willing to meet the advances of a certain section of the “ men-
sheviki * and “ social revolutiomsts “. The conflict went - so far
that the comrades named resigned demonsiratively from all re-
sponsible positions both in the Party and in Soviet work, lo
the great joy of the enemies of the Soviet revolution. The affaii
culminated in a very severe criticism in the press, on the part
of the C.C of our Party, againg! the resigning comrades. And
alter a few weeks, at latest after a few months, all these com-
rades recognised their error and returned to their responsible
Party and Soviet positions. *

Is this description of Lenin in any way similac to the
malicious attempt made by Trotzky—ridiculous in its malice—to
twist this “ right * wing intp an actually “ Menshevist “ wing 1n
the Bolshevist Party? But this appears to be comrade Trotzky's
fate: In order to attain his objects he is invariably obliged tn
“ overcome * Lenin, Leninsm, and the Leninists.

Trotsky Writes again about himself and Lenin.
Wepe we the only ones, in Trotzky's opinion, who made

lﬁhukes at the time of the October revolytion? No, we were
not the only ones. This book contains many sensations. But the

~ _mgst sensational sentence in the book iy one referring to the
§ * Oclaber revolution,

L O&‘pue 50 of his “ Lessons “ Trotzky writes.
e rising on the October was of supplementary characte:

s B

P .“ There are probably many here present who fook part in

" Oetober events, and these will he surprised to learn, eight
years after the 25. October, 1817, that the rising on the 25. Qc-

taher was merely of a ¥ supplementary character *. What did
it supplement? We leamn . that it “ supplemented * the eveats
which had. taken place.on 9. October. .

., The main data of; the sevolution are familiar lo. us. Bul

; ntion events whigh;oeeurred on 9.7 «fany will
"what happened on that,date:fo which the, Octaber rising w
g more than a supple 1 On: 9. Qctober, says comra

L b Sl

Trotzky's hook, a resohution was passed. in the Petrogred So
on the motion of comrade Trotzky, ending with the senten,
“The Petrograd Workers' and Soldiers’ Soviet cannot be resp
sible to the army for such strategy on the part of the Provisigp
Government, and especially for the removal of troops from Petpg
grad. * |

It need not be said that this was ar important resolulipy
.t united the garrison, which did not want to go to e frond
with the Petrograd Soviet. But listen lo hew Trotzky describe
nd estimates this event of the 9. October “ From this momeg
9 October) onwards we were actually in a state of armed ingy
rection . The issue of the rising on the 2b. October was alreag
three parts pre-determined at this moment... In all es.onyg)
in armed insurrection had already been brought about Hg
we had a “guiet“ and “almost’ legal © arm Frection, og
which was two thirds, if not nine tenths, an accomplished fact,
From this moment onwards we had a victorious rising in th
capital City ©

Thus 1t appears that the 20, Oclober was not mon th
« slight supplement to the great 9. But now the question urige
If the “ victorious * insurrection was already an accomplished
', the extent of nine tenths on the 8. October, what are we §
think of the mental capacity of those who sat in the Bollievig
CC. and decided in a heated debate, on 10. October, whe!lier wi
<hould proceed to an insurrection’ or not, and if so, wha! thep
What are we to think of people who on 16. October gntherg
{ogether ng plenary session of the C.C., together with the finctig
raries and co-workers from the military organisations, and
lehberated on the prospects of the insurrection, on the forg

of- wmrrm the, ¥ of . iW. Lad
not"beénall a “on the &m«atlvﬂd | 80 quiel
npsthe the Party nor the C.C. heard anything about
“ Bt this is merely a side issue. What 1s the Party, what
the Petrograd Committee, or the €. C. when Trofzky wriles’
history of the October revolution? In this history neither ti.c C
nor the Party exist at all as real living powers, as co'lecti
organisers of the mass movement. And there is not & word i}
learnt {rom the * Lessons of October * with regard to what tog
place in Moscow, that not only in Petrograd, but in Moscow ag
[vanovo Vosnessensk there was a proletariat which wis
doing something. And with reference to Lenin the book infom
us: ° Lenin who was not in Petrograd, did not fully estimate {i
woportance of this fact... Lenin, living ill y, had no m
sibility of estimating the thorough upheaval °, ete, We see th
not one of us really knew anything about the October. revoluti
We had thought that it was precisely Lenin who led the Octob
revolution, and that the C.C., the Party, and the military organl
sations of the Party organised it. Bul it appears that they d
not appear on the'sceve'at’all. = P! 1
In order to throw even more light on the part played b
Lenin, Trotzky reports as follows: “1f the insurreetion had b
gun in Moscow (in accordance with Lenin's advice. L. K.), befof
the revolution in- Petrograd, it would inevitably have dragge
much more and the issue would have been very doubtful a
a failure in Moscow would have had a very severe effect up
Petrograd. ©
Whilst Lenin is engaged in imparting ‘such *advice
Trotzky, with his “ quiet * but “ vicforious insurrection * a!rea
n his pocket, is executing “an extensive manoeuvre “COTW
succeeded © he writes triomphantly “in luring our epemies ink
the trap of Soviet legality “. Lenin, calculating much more und
the workers, sailors, and soldiers than upon comrade Trotzky!
“ manoeuvres *, wrote at this time: ° It is a crimg to hestal
il is a piece of childishness and fo‘rfnalit? to ‘wait fort the Sovi
Congress, a betraya) of the revolution ‘. But Trotzky reful
Lenin's words with an air of victory at the clese of his dé
cription of the roles played by him and by Lenin in Octobes
“i{ is one thing to organise an armed insurrection under (A
bare slogan of seizure of power by the Party “ Trotzky instruch
Lenin: “ but it is something very different to prepare gnd res
an ingurrection under. the slogan of the defence. ol the gt
of the Soviet congress . R :
Here the figures are shifted from their actuals positic
Lenin is illegal, unable to make a correct estimate of the situald
omits o observe that nine tenths of the 'insurrection: has &
ready been accomplished, advises that the rising - be sommen
n Moscow, although this obviously condemns: the setolution 3
failure. Trotzky, on the other hand, bringsl abiout. 8" wictor
insurrection * by the, 8. .October, carries out-a “definite %
cautions manoeuvre by which:be  lured the enemy info & trap
; and realises the ; slogan 0
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fhensiblé fo the broad masses, the slogan of * defence of the
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Whio ‘these “ Lessons of October “ endeavour to teach
# That in the spring Lenin was obliged to alter his attitude, to
pdon his ¢ld theory, and to borrow weapons's from Trotzky's
gipment. And that in October Lenin endeavoured unsuccess-
iy to lead the insurrection which comrade Trotzke was destined
ad to victory.

' We have to choose what we are to learn and to teach
her this history of October, this history of Trotzky's, or the
ory a3 given in the works of Lenrin

In ‘the question of the Constituent Assembly comrade
y quotes my and Zinoviev's letter of 11. Oclober, 1 which
wrote: * The constituent Assembly will be able to lean upon
Soviets only for aid in its revolutionary work. The Consu
nt Assembly and the Soviet form the combined type of state
Stitutions towards which we are advancing.

Trotzky’'s comments as follows: " It 13 extremely interesting
the characterisation of the whole line adopted by the Right
note that the theory of “ combined “ state institutions uniting

Constituent Assembly with the Soviets, is one which was
seated -one or two years later in Germany by Rudolf Hilfer
ng, an opponent of seizure of power by the proletariat. ~

. Zinoviev's.-and my letter wag written on 11. October; and
{ake ngn,'s article written on 6. October. Lenin writes as
llows: “During the transition from old to new combined types
at times (as the " Workers' Path ™ rightly pointed
it & days ago), for instance Soviet Republic and Con
luant Assembly.

What does this imply? It implies that in the case beforc
Lenin- resembled Hilferding. Historical truth is of little 1m-
ance ' to. Trotzky. The alteration of tactics at moments when
) situstion alters from day to day is of no interest to hm,
interests him is to discredit Bolshevism by every possible
?:l i A final example, again in two words. In this same letiel
1ol October 1917 we wrote: “ These masses of the soldiery are
supporting us. for the sake of the slogan of war, but for the
an of peace.. Should we find ourselves in a position, after
zing §ova , in which the irternational situation obliges us !
prt to' &'révolutionary war, the soldiery will turn away from u-

bost of’ the youth among the soldiers will remain true t
‘but the ‘great mass will leave us. The historian may judge
how 'far’ this estimate was justified. But what does comrade
bizky do? He writes: “ Here we see fundamental arguments
favour of the signing of the Brest Litovsk peace. ”

Thus it appears that the Brest Lilovsk peace, signed by
Party ‘on the urging and ix;)n pressure of Lenin, agains:
olzky,  Was substantiated by " fundamental arguments ® sup
d by’ s, the “ Right “ the followers of Hilferding, Tt is no!
'be wonidered at when our enemies, who have a very {ine feel
for anything wrong, comment on such books about Lenin bv

Tkl%‘ﬂnt it is difficult to distinguish whether they have
Titt by a co-worker or a rival of Lenin.
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" The results may mow be summed up. We are the mon.-
Party in- qur country. We gather together in our ranks even

By J

An gnalysis of the whole course of the revolution shows,

i it was only the fact that we carried on and completed the
irgeoissdemocratic ‘revolution, that enabled us to begin the
X ﬁm; i the . meajority of the peasantry round us and
g %. 40 .the slogans and tasks of the bourgeois-
0o sevolution, and it was just this fact which in October
' created .ihe conditions favouring the development of the
ti¢ into- the soclalist reyolution. In a country which 1s,
8. socialistic point of view, comparatively so backward,
: capitalism which, from the beginning of the
war, had the sation of. the socialist revolution in
9 : ild not Kave led the working class
“work of the bourgeois-demacratic revo-
rably ‘bound. up .with, that ef; the socialist
1w N Balelgirus ‘

/ Why We Were Victorious in October.

Jakoviev.

organised worker in the country: but we must fot forget for'
a moment that we are surrounded by elements foreign tq:
class, and that these elementary forces do not diminish, but
multiply and become politically more enlightened. They )
possess the form of legal organisation. Petty-bourgeois inte 4
will also grow on the soil provided by the development of In-
dustry, of the works and factories, and of trade. All these patty-
bourgeols clements, finding no open means of expression in any
cocia) organisation, are paturally endeavouring {o further their
qims through the medium of our Party itself. The petty-bourgeols
Slements, in exercisiig this pressure upon our Party. naturally’
soek the weakest link in the chaimn, and as naturally they find
‘s weakest link where people have entered the Party without
being assumilated 1o 1, and are possessed by a secret conviction,
eaving them no peace, that they are more in the right than the
farty, and that 1t 14 mere narrow-mindedness on the part ol the;
Party, mere conservatism, tradition, and adherence to this or
that clique 1n leading positions, which prevenls the Party {rom
learning from its real saviours, such us comrade Trotzky

It 1s with great segret that [ state this, and the whole
Party will echo this regrel,  but it has to be said Comrade
frotzky has become the channel through which the elementary
forces of the petty bourgeosie find their way into our Party.
The whole character of his advances, and his whole historical
past, show this to be the case In his contentions against the
Party he has already become a symbol, all over the couniry, for
sverything directed against our Party. This s a fact whichiteis
most important for comrade Trotzky to grasp If he will grasp
shis and draw the necessary conclusions, then everything can
be made good again Whether he wants 1t or not (and assuredly 4
he does mot want it, he has become, for all who regard com,
munism as their greatest enemy, a symbol for emancipation
from the thrall of the Communist Party. This 18 the regrettable
but perfectly inevitable conclusion of all who are accustomed
tu judge political events from the standpoint of actual analysis
of elass relations, and not tram the standpoint of mere words.
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I am aware that in Moscow, o city particularly receptive
for all manner of rumours, ~ perfecty rellable “ information j
slready being spread abroad to the vffect that, firstly, comra
[rotzky's book has been prolubited, and secondly, that Trotzky's
exclusion from the Party 18 cuntemplated and Trotzky himself
5 no longer in Moscow  All this 15 naturally mere gossip. It has
not occurred to anybody to prohiat comrade Trotzky's book; no
single member of the €O hus rased the guestion of any re-
prisals against comrade Trotzky Reprisals. expulsion, and the
ke would not enhghten anvbody, but would on the contrary
render enlightenment more difficult and at the same time give
pportumities to those brewers «f confusion who would like«ito
“ow the seeds of schism in the Party, and prevent the real funda-
mentals of Bolshevism being explained in their differentiatidn
from Trotzky:sm; and 1t is thi explanation which 18 of funda-
mental importance at present

It must be perfectly clear to every conscious member of
'he Party that for us, the Bolsheviki, and for the international
proletaniat marching forward tovictory, Lenimism is sufficient, and
that 1t 13 not necessary lo subsiitite or improve Leninism by
lratzkyism  (Enthusiastic applaiase

The plan of the October revolution as presented by com-
rade Trotzky, lacks understanding of these facts, and that is what'
js wrong from the beginping in comrade Trotzky's views
regarding the October revolution. S

Let us recall systematically Lenin's fundamental views &
regarding the tasks of the working class. LW

In determining these tasks, Lenin always started out from
the fundamental contrast between the preductive forces of the
country and the construction of the Russian State, & country: .
which had preserved a series of far-reaching remnants of: .
feudalism. 15 Lutd

The question of the destruction of the feudal elements im - &
the economic and political structure of Russia, especisliy “the'
land question, and the question of putting a stop to the iwild
barbaric supp n of the pegples other than the Great
was set up by whole history of the development of :
lenin pointed out the tindamental correlations. Lenin caleulate




‘ 'godooum jandowneps posses as much land as: 16 million
Yarmers; 48% Great Russians rule, suppress, subjugate and
anihilate 7% of the non-Great Russian population; the State
which is still built up on the states, has the Tsarist clique of
large landowners at its head.

Lenin saw the possibility of two methods of solving this
fundamenial contradiction: it is solved either—as it has been in
all bourgeois revolutions—by the Dbourgeoisie, who use the
working class as their cannon-fodder, ar by the working class
of Russia taking the task of solving the contradiction upon itself

‘Phe Russian bourgeoisie showed itself objectively incapable
of completing 1ts own revolution. This was strikingly demon-
strated by the experience of 1905, the period between the twe
revolutiens, and the experience of the revolution of 1917 The
i) fundamental causes are: the bourgeois elements being inerwoven
5 with elements of the large land owning class; immediate depen
. denee of Russian capital on the subsidies of Tsarism, subordina-
tion of Russian to foreign capital, the financial and political
interests of which prompted 1t to support Tsansin; and finally
fear of the working class.

In the period between the (wo revolutions, the Stolypiniad
the only serous attempt at a solution of the fundamenlal
coftradictions in a bourgeols way. Stelypin tried to solve the task
of the national bourgeois revolution on the subject of the land
" question. But just his attempt, which helped hundreds of
" thomsamds, whereas millions were in question, best proves that
" yevolution was the only possible and the inevitable way lo solve
all contradictions.

The bourgenisie sypported the military adventure of the
 Tsardom to a considerable degree, because the imperialistic war
" postponed the revolution which had already threatened in 1914,
it did not realise that the war would become the strongest

.1,“..‘1 ]
incentive to revolution.

" Lenin's genius 18 evidenced just in the fact that in the
revolution of 1905 and later, he demanded of the working class)
-“umﬂm‘dulh duty the cempletion of the bourgeois

revolption. In correspondence with this task,
taeties of the Party and its attitude .towards the peasantry,
for whioh the Ccarrying out and completion of the bourgeois
democratic revolution was an essendial for its salvation, was
worked out and determined. y
This task is very well formulated in the tactical platform
of our Party of February 1906

* The proletaniat will only be able to complete the
democratic revolution, if 1t, as the oniy class of seciety which
is zovolalionary to the end. carrias with it the mass of the

, and lends it political consciousness in ils elemen-
* tary fight against landed property and serfdom...”

i The furrdamental mistake of the Mensheviki 1s that they
. expect the bourgeaisie lo carry out the bourgeois democratic revo-
" lution and thal they intend to play the part of the opposition
X Comrade Trotzky's mistake in his permanent revolution
' is that he does not take into consideration that the working
‘ class can only be victorious if it carries the peasantry with it
into the democratic (i, e peasant) revolution.
The war has inlensified all contradictions to an unpre
cedented degree,

‘- d at the ¢ time brought into the fore
i ground insaf the &ati thes aogiglist ywarlds
‘o ‘ta o Qhr’— 4 Fy ?} g !’b e ¥ &% € Vw
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Yogus?
The February revoluion completely confirmed the
correctness of the Bolshevist hne In the February revolution
workers appear immediately in the role of leaders of the
jers, i. e. of the peasanis. The slogan “land ® becomes
prominent as the most umportant slogan of the soldiers as well
as of the workers, and drives the peasants into the arms of the
. soldiers. This is one of the most imporiant resylts of the whole
" previous activity and attitude of the Bolshevist Pggty in the
. guestion of the peasaptry.

: In February 1917 classes met, which had only become
conscious of their own existence in the pre-February period:
. ‘on the one side the cowardly, selfish bourgecisie which had
- filled its belly with war profits, which vacillated between the
- jousness of the hopelessness: of maintaining the Tsarist
and fear of the revolutionary workers; on the other side
workess, who, in the cqurse“of one and.a half decades, had
tmained by the Bolshevist to revolt ‘agai and
isie; on the besis of the leardership”of the chief mass
peasantry. Even the mechanism of the development of the

revolut X

-

events o(;l"ahr,ua(]y reveals in an. impesipg: way -the impel);
forces of the revolution. The fate of Tsarism wus decided why
tens of thousands of peasants, who at that time called themselyg
soldiers of the Guard, slaughtered some of their officers gpg
without their officers, joined lhgr peasants. Neither those fgm
which had been mobilised by Tsaxdom against the insurgep
i Petrograd itself, nor the regiments which had been recallg
from the Northern and Western fronts, nor even general Ivapgy
selected division which had distinguished itself at the suppressig
of the revolutionaries in Cronstadt; were able to stand agajy
this mass of workers, backed hy the peasants.

In the meantime the bourgeois and their Mensheyj
helpers did all they could to hinder the revolution. On the ¢
of February Miljukev and the leaders of the workers' group g
the war industry commitiee warned the workers against respondi
to provocation, Rodsianke implored the Tsar for the sake g
saving the monarchy, to call up the officers that they mig
make order in Petrograd, and not tg leave the capital before |
situation was cleared up; whilst even on Monday the leaders g
the bourgeoisie showed themselves capuble of nothing be
than creating a commiltee of the Duma m order to calm
capital

On February 27th however, the committee of the worke
members of parhiament met, and decided to convert themselyg
into a Soviet of workers’ and soldiers' delegates, organised th
workers' militia, took control of the means of finance, in sho
became the ruling power The fact that the Soviets thus organis
the power, although the heads of this Soviet were Menshevi
and half-Mensheviki, emphasises more than .ever -the
damental relationship. of forces which had been created a
prepared by the previous history of Russia: on the one side
block of armed workers and soldiers, i. e. of the workers a
peasants under the leadership of the workers, and on the oth
side the hourgeois who, only afier Tsarism had vanished, turn
from the attempl to save Tsardom to the attempt to confirm an
direct the revolution, in other words to the attempt, dunng th
February days in Petrograd, to wrench the power from the hand
of the actual masters of the siluation—the Soviet of the worker
and soldiers’ delegates.

The insufficient organisalion of the workers, Lhe di
organisation of our Parly by Tsardom during the years uf
war, the want of immediale knowledge of the bpurgeois regin
on lhe part of the masses made it possible for the upper s
of the bourgeoisie once more to form a government. On {
situation of this government, on the relation of the powers g
this government to the powers of the armed soldiers and worke
after the Menshewists had for 9 days made efforls to weaken i
Soviets, the War Minister of the Provisional Government, o
of the most gifted men of the Russian bourgeoisie, Gutschk
wrote to Alszejew, who at that time was Chief of the Staff
the Commander in Chuef: ;

“] beg you to believe that the actual situation
things is as follows. The Provisional Government has absolutel
no power, and its decrees are only carried out in so far as
Soviet of the waorkers' and soldiers’ delegales allows; the latl
has control over the most important elements of actual pow
such as the troops, the railways, post and telegraph, whig
are in its hands. 1t can, as matter of fact, be said, that {8

r R ignal Goverpment aply exidls’ t8 it}
; b é“,,& mf the | an egaldl
" Tn the War Office in parlicular it 1s now imMpossible to iss

commands, even if they are not in direct contradiction to U
orders of the above mentioned Soviet. ™

Almost simultaneously, Lemim, in his first “ Letters -
Abroad “, wrote from the opposite pole, that by the side of W
Provisional Government which “ from the point of view of ¢
existing war 18, in its essentials, only & clerk in the firms
milliardaires of England and France, there has arisen a né
unofficial workers' government, still undeveloped and cdf
paratively weak, which gives expression to the interests of
proletariat and of all the poorest elements of the urban &
rural population. This is the Soviet of the workers' and soldid
delegates’ in Petrograd. .

This relatipn of forces in February is the outcome of
whole previous history of Russia. But without the Bolshevist &
tude towards the peasantry, without the schao of the Bold
vis{ “Party, the relation of forces i ;&m)tx ry wonld bave
unthinkable. Instead of the \Oll';h i8¢ workérs, who
carried the soldiers with them, completed in February the



P

Just this WM ‘ﬂn 'N‘ﬁﬂl point of the gdvance
Mﬁnl to comrade 'I‘mtlkv'. formula, the period before
aary could “ be regarded as the period either of the consolida-
n. the development or of the completion of the democratic
olution. '(* 1917 “, p. XVHL)

This contrasting is in itself absolutely wrong, as there
23 nothing of the sort in the social conditions of the Russia
% ose days, Had the pogition been: either the sociglist revolu-
p ar the ’bourgeois-democratic one, we should never have been
glorigus in October. In reality there was Do contrasting of
ol " —0 but a “both—and “: both the completion of the
imocratic revo]uhon and the preparahon of October.

| “The fact is that the October revolution completed the
emocratic revolution, and thus laid the way for the beginning
the socialist revolution.

.7 Lenin's attitude in his replies to comrade Kamenev in
lpril 1917 and especially in his article on the fourth anniversary
“October, which takes into consideration the experjences of
r years of our power, implies not only the issue of the slogan
the purely socialist revolution, but the recognition of the
gibility and necessity of the development of the democratic
to the sozialist revolution under certain conditions.

With cemrade Trotzky there is no guestion of the com-
garrying - through of the democratic revolutien by our
hst October revolution; this mistake is the natural result
{ his formula of the “ permanent” revolution.

. The whole course of the development of the revolution
om February to October is evidence of the correctness of Lenin's
as to the carrying on from the democratic into the socialist
rolution.

The fact that the working class, which had carried the
pasantry with it, accomplished the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
n as early as in February, determined those enormous difficul-
by which the Russian bourgeoisie was met in carrying out
g attempt to realise ils power. The Provisional Government in
I the combinations of ils cabinets used all 1ts forces in order
maintain untouched all the foundations of the feudal order.

en the Constituent Assembly, and by means of il

As regards the land question; the policy of the Provisional
pvernment consisted only in a merciless suppression ol the at-
) pis of the peasants to seize the land of the large estate owners
pohcy is the same with the cadels S8chingarev, as with the
ocialists “ Tschermov and Maslov).

.-In the national question, the bourgeovisie conlinued the
jarist policy. Even the most medest demands of the Finnish,
granian and Moslem bourgeoisie were met by furious resistance
the part of the Great Russian bourgeoisie and petly bourgeoisie
‘the contradictions which had prepared February werv
Mensified to an incredible degree towards October: the result
lhe seven months of lasting, hopeless and ridiculous attempts
the Great Russian bourgeoisie was that they had to relinquish the
plution of the problem of the bourgeois-democratic revolution,
fen after the insurrection of the workers and soldiers in Feb
vy had made it possiblé for them to ceme into power.

While renouncing the solution of the problem of the
geois-democratic revolution, the bourgeoisie, in the period
n February to April, also made efforts to detach themselves
m the Soviets by a connter-attack on the whole front, which
f'md in Kornilov's advance, and by a simultaneous
Bruption of the Soviets from within, by their agents—the
ensheviki and the social revolutionaries.

Qur Party is the only Party which is prepared (o solve
problem of the bourgeois-democratic revolution lo the end,
othu words, which is prepared to help the peasants, to take
on of the land, which is prepared to assist the self-
rmination of the peoples. Inv the period ol February to October,

} not only did not oppose the “robbery “ of the land of the
M owners by the peasants, but actually helped 1n this

hilw army, we took up the position of the organisor of
peasant masses which had risen against the officers and
the staffs of command. The same class war which was
throughout the whole country, developed with extra-
330!00 in the army, in the isation of which, in the
“as in the social construction of Russia, there were,
series of remnants of the pre-capitalistic past
N o captigating “the “soldiers with

even though patriotic, was Io;l‘ngghn to the soldiers). Th
who killed hig officer the same as did his
his brother when they ed the Jarge estate owners
out their nests. In this fight our Party was wholly on.
of the peasants and carried them with it.
Whilst the State organisation of tne Great Rusahn
geoisie was cracking at every joint, and the whole land ws
taking up the bourgeois idea of national self-determination; we
were the only Party which aetually recognised self-determjnation.
Thus in the period from February to October, it is not. the:
bourgeoisie bul the working clags, which appears as the. '
of the bourgeois democratic——under our circumstances
peasant—revolution. This greatly facilitates the realisation. of -
the actual alliance with the peasants and the winning over of
the peasants 1o oux policy.

October 1917 liquidated first of all the national uubjuMon',
estate ownership and caste and thus fully confirmed what Lenin
and our Party had written dozens of times: “ The proletariat
only capable’ of carrying through the democratic revolution to its
end under the condition that, as the only class of society, which
1s revolutionary to the end, it should carry the mass of the -
peasantry with 1t.”

Just as in February, the mechanism of the October mvolu.—
tion brilliantly confirms this: The workers were the van
who carried the soldiers along with them; no part of the
which was composed of peasants, could resist the alliance whdi
had actually been concluded between the workers and peasants;
and any encounter with 1t caused their disintegration. Even'
Krasnov's Cossacks did not resist the forces of this alliance,.
they were not so much defeated by our guns, as by those workergt
and peasants who hewed, disintegrated and divided up every !
part of the Cossack army into its components (on the one side
Cossacks, on the other side commanders). Neither did they -
succeed in setting any part of the army from the front in motion
against us, however much Kerensky, Duchonin and Tschernev

worked to attain this end.

And only the circumslance that we carried the peasarntry
with us in the bourgeois-democratic revolution, has created such .
an organic combination between the whole of the peasantry and
soldiers and the working class, such confidence on the part =
of the great mass of peasants in the workmg class, as to have
rendered the further development of the democratic into the so-
ciabist revolution possible. The conditions of the epoch of the
imperwahstic war which intensified class anlagonism to an enor-
mous degree, and had changed the army into a peasant militia
interspersed with workers, formed the foundation for such deve-
lopment The fundamental points are the following

1) The October revolution occurred at the end of the im-
perialistic war, when the working class of all countries was
faced by the epoch-making task of taking the power into their
own hands in order to achieve socialism. We completed, or rather
we carried out to 1ts completion the bourgeois-democratic revolu- *
tion at a ume when the beginming of the end of capitalisie

became prominent with unwonted clearness in a world-wide -~
measure 53
2, At the very moment of the Febryary revolution, the

frame work of a new Slate, essentially different from the bour-
geois Slate, arose and, in the course ol seven months, developed
into the form of Soviets. The ald State organisation of the bour-
geoisie was broken by the Soviets, the best form of government
for overpowering the resistance of the bourgeoisie and an
excellent form through which workers could lead the peasants,"
as 1t 1s a form of democracy for active workers which has never - |
yvet been seen 1n history in this breadth and depth.

3) At the same time withdrawal from imperialistic wl.l' %
was only possible through the breaking off of all connections
between Russian and Anglo-French capital.

4) The chief point however was that at the head of the -
working class was a Party which had learned by two decades of
experience how to achieve the difficult work of such a vi
of the revolution, in which the victorious working class carr
with it the great mass of the poor peasantry.

All this together also determined the ine/viubilityr
possibility of the further development of the democratic
tion, under the leadership of the working class, into the soc
revolution or, to put it more plainly, it determined the
bility of the working class, carrying to an end the boy
democr%uc revolution, while solving its socialist mk}

in passing“ in the first mohiths of the Soviel
as uo single class has ever yet done in history.




‘49 just fo the development of the democeatic into the . The decree as o the -werkers control, W ‘
;n socialist revolution, that we find the key to ‘the the right of the officials of the workers' oontrol’do-super
n of the study of the October revolution. Only when we  production, is ai the same time a powerful . blow 4t the pri
Have understood, examined and realised the relations of the mil- property of the capitalists, in that it declares 'the decisign
lions of people, the relations of the peasants and the workers of the representaliveb of the. warkers' conizol-to! be binding
and'the part played by our Party in the erystallisation of these  ‘he owners and thus introduces an epoch of: the:fight for socilj
relationships, can we give 1 correet answer to the question why vconomycs : ‘

and how we succeeded in gaining the victory in October. )

" The first four or five months of the existence of the ~ Many more Jes could be given, but {bls is a subjeg
Soviet power give the most striking example of this further by itself. We quate these here in order to illustrate that theg
development. In every possible decree of this period we find two 13 1D reality no diying line between the democratic and the sociy
aspects: the one is that of the democratic revolution, which  list revolution, that actually it was rather a trangition from gp

io the other and that therefore comrade Trotzky is fandamentally

. completely annihilated (he remnants of feudalism and serfdom, v jundam
- and the other is that of the socialist revolution. The decree  “Fong when he formally places the democratic i opposition i
the socialist revolution. - ;

3 regarding the land, the declaration of the rights of the Russian

© . peoples, the decree regarding the peace, the regulation as to the . o ‘ 9
. workers' control, even the decree regarding the transference of )¢ hf Of':r}g&w’r&:k Jigvc?n;.&ﬁfo??hx? ?::W‘a: oo'c‘t‘;‘b"
= power to the Soviets, are on the one hand still on the plane of i, the other * and further fails to consi or uut&gwn wﬂ,o
: ‘ m %
first gre

| the democratic revolution, and on the other hand they open the  Chinese wall betw the two ey arreot)
dofor u’ll‘htﬁ: ;wt&e(g:le:?ict;:holsmt.he land. The chmination of landed democratio and the ::cnialisl, mdw the £ W im:m'

property 1s the yesterday and today ol the democratic revolution Kiw;;r:)l‘:]st the latter consolidated and solved the probleas of

and at the same time such a blow to privale property that it is

- &Joday and tomorrow of the social revolution. In the same way This mistake of comwade Trotzky's is no less imp tanf

- “revolutionary issue led from the war into the socialist  than his incorrect walvation and under-estimation’ of the

& revelutiop, in that Soviet w withdrawing from the war,  played by the Party 4n October, ‘which has already been de

*cut.off all conpections with the Entente capital. with in.getsil.
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