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The Trotsky Opposition

Its Significance for American Workers

By BERTRAM D. WOLFE

CHAPTER L
LEADERS AND CONTROVERSIES

The differences in the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union are of such character that they involve the course and
future of that Party and the country which it guides. They
also involve the policy and the fate of the Communist Inter-
national, leader of the world working class.

Many workers approach the controversy from the stand-
point of personal feelings, of sentimental attachment to this
or that leader and find it very difficult for these reasons to see
the fundamental political questions involved. Therefore, it
is necessary to say a word about the role of personalities and
leaders in a revolutionary movement.

Revolutionary movements involve swift and rapid change.
He who today is followed, tomorrow may be without a fol-
lowing. He who today is loved, tomorrow may be fought.
The history of all revolutions is full of examples of rapid
change, the failure of certain persons to keep pace with that
change, and the rapidity and remorselessness with which his-
tory sweeps them aside.

There is the example of Plechanoff, founder of the Russian
Social-Democratic Party, Marxist theoretician, and leader of
that movement for many years, and yet when the time came
that he failed to lead aright, then history swept by him and
the masses rejected his leadership.

There was the case of Kautsky. Today it is easy for the
conscious worker to see that he is an enemy of the working
class. But when Kautsky first began to lead in the wrong

[7]



8 THE TROTSKY OPPOSITION

direction, it was hard for many workers blinded by personal
attachment and by sentiment to believe that one who had done
so much and served so long could become a renegade.

So, too, many politically backward workers find it hard to
think clearly about Trotsky and Zinoviev. They use the meth-
ods of hero-worship rather than the methods of political
analysis. It is hard for them to believe that Trotsky and
Zinoviev have come to represent a tendency hostile to the
interests of the working class, as it was hard for admirers of
Kautsky to believe that of him in 1914, or for admirers of
Plechanoff to believe it of him when he ceased to lead in the
right direction.

Therefore, in considering the controversy in the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union, it is necessary for workers to
strip themselves of personal prejudices in favor of one or an-
other individual and to examine closely the political questions
involved and the tendencies that each individual represents.
We must see beyond persons to politics, beyond eloquence and
blinding phrases to their content, beyond the subjective inten-
tions of individuals to the actual objective direction in which
they are leading.

Nor is it sufficient to note that Zinoviev and Trotsky still
swear loyalty to Leninism, while they are attacking the prin-
ciples that it represents. The revision of Marxism by Bern-
stein and other revisionists was carried on under the slogan of
“saving Marxism” precisely as the present revision of Lenin-
ism by the Opposition is carried on under the slogan of re-
storing the principles of “true Leninism.” In short, neither
words nor personalities are to be considered, but the direction
in which the proposals of the Opposition would lead the work-
ing class of the Soviet Union and of the world.

CONTROVERSIES IN CAPITALIST PARTIES

A word about faction fights. Controversies concerning
policies occur in all parties. This is true of capitalist parties -
as well as working class parties. In the Republican Party
(limiting ourselves to recent times) we have had the La Fol-
lette-Coolidge controversy and the Roosevelt-Taft contro-
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versy. Now we have the faction called the Progressive Bloc.
The same is true of the Democratic Party. The Smith-Mc-
Adoo fight of 1924 will serve as an example.

To the superficial observer these appear to be merely per-
sonal struggles for leadership. But even in the capitalist
parties, this is not so. They represent political differences on
program, due primarily to two things:

1. The necessity of a party’s changing its program to meet
changing conditions.

2. The class composition of the capitalist parties. (For
example, the Republican Party is a party of big business, but
it has a large Western farmer and petty-bourgeois following
which exerts pressure for the incorporation of their own in-
terests in the program.)

DIFFERENCES IN A WORKERS PARTY

A Communist Party is far more homogeneous in its class
character than the Republican or the Democratic Party. Nev-
ertheless, even the working class is not homogeneous. There
are various strata or layers in the working class. There are
skilled workers and unskilled workers. There are recently
declassed elements from other classes, who have become a
part of the labor movement.

A working class party does not operate in a vacuum, but
operates in a world in which other classes exist. Some ele-
ments of a working class party are more responsive to the
pressure of the viewpoint of other classes than are other ele-
ments. Sometimes by reading the capitalist press, sometimes
by association with members of other classes, sometimes from
members of one’s family or from friends, sometimes by con-
tact with the bureaucracy of the trade unions and even while
in struggle against it—in short, in all sorts of ways some
members of the working class parties are affected by and
express the pressure of other sections of the population upon
their method of thinking. They thus bring into the working
class party the viewpoints of other classes, although they
genuinely believe that they are expressing the working class
viewpoint. |
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Many workers believe that if Lenin were alive, there would
not now be such a controversy in the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union. This is not so. The history of the German
labor movement while Marx was its leader and the history
of the Russian labor movement while Lenin was its leader
are full or records of such controversies.

MARX AND HIS OPPONENTS

Thus, while Marx was alive, than whom no man had more
authority in the revolutionary movement of his day, there
were continuous controversies between the tendency that he
represented and contrary tendencies. One need only mention
the bitter controversy between Marx and Bakunin, between
Marx and Proudhon, between Marx and Lasalle, between
Engels and Duhring, or, after the death of Marx, between
the Revisionists and the Marxists, to see that the whole history
of the movement that built up the Second International was a
history of such controversies about fundamental political
differences.  We know now ‘that these differences represented
differences of class viewpoint, but to many of the workers
of that day, the differences were incomprehensible, and Marx
was accused of having a reckless love for controversy.

LENIN’S CONTROVERSIES

The same is true of the development of the Russian revolu-
tionary movement during the life of Lenin. One need only
mention the controversy between Lenin and the Populists,
between Lenin and the Economists, between Lenin and the
Legal Marxists, the struggle between Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks, the controversy inside the Bolshevik Party over the
question of boycotting the Duma.

Or we may jump to the period after the revolution of
1917 and find that controversies continue inside the far more
“homogeneous Communist Party. There was the struggle over
Brest-Litovsk, the controversy over the N, E. P., the contro-
versy over the nationalization and militarization of the trade
unions, the controversy over the question of democratic cen-
tralism, the Workers Opposition, and many more.



CHAPTER II.
WHAT CAUSED THE CRISIS

Controversies in a party tend to become peculiarly sharp and
acute at periods when history is at a turning point. What turn-
ing point have we reached in the history of the Soviet Union
which makes for a sharp controversy inside the Russian Party?

That turning point is due to a change in the character of the
international situation and a change in the character of the
internal situation of the Soviet Union.

In the international situation, the outstanding characteristic
is the partial stabilization of capitalism in the post-war period.
This involves a slowing-up of the revolutionary movement
and raises the question:

What is the fate of Soviet Russia, surrounded as she is by
hostile capitalist governments? Can the Soviet Union, back-
ward technically and with a majority of peasants, continue to
endure and build socialism while surrounded by imperialist
countries? This is one fundamental aspect of the controversy.

The other or internal aspect is closely connected with the
above. The Soviet Union has made such progress in the build-
ing of industry that the question of the construction of social-
ism is no abstract one concerning the future, but a real and
pressing question of the present.

The first years after the war and the counter-revolution
were years in which very little could be accomplished in the
building of new industry, where most of the progress was in
the nature of restoration back to the pre-war levels, reoccupa-
tion of abandoned factories, reopening of flooded mines, re-
building of bridges and railroads, that had been destroyed by
intervention and counter-revolution. While some efforts were
made to build new industry and while there were important
changes in the character of industry, still the outstanding fea-
ture was one of reconstruction rather than new construction.

Now the Soviet Union has reached and passed the pre-war
level. It is at a stage today where it must build new industries,

[11]



12 THE TROTSKY OPPOSITION

new factories, new railroads, electrify the country, build fac-
tories that manufacture something which Russia never manu-
factured before, namely, machinery. Further development in-
volves the problem of changing the Soviet Union from a pre-
dominantly agrarian country into a predominantly industrial
country, of bringing agriculture under the sway of industry,
of fusing agriculture and industry on a new basis, the basis of
socialist economy.

PATHS TO INDUSTRIALIZATION

But how does a country industrialize itself?

England industrialized itself by ruthless exploitation of col-
onies for hundreds of years. The Soviet Union cannot exploit
colonies. It is the enemy of colonial exploitation.

Germany industrialized itself by a war of conquest in which
it seized the iron and coal regions of Alsace-Lorraine and ex-
acted five billions of francs in “war reparations.” But the
way of aggressive war and pillage of the defeated country is
impossible to the workers and peasants of the Soviet Union.

Old Czarist Russia made such little progress as it did in in-
dustrialization by inviting imperialist finance capital to take
over its resources (through concessions) and to exploit the Rus-
sian masses mercilessly. This also is against the principles on
which the Soviet Union is founded.

THE PROBLEM OF SOCIALIST ACCUMULATION

So the problem is, where will the Soviet Union get the
funds (the “capital”) to build new industries, to industrialize
the nation, to build socialism?

Is it able out of its own resources, out of its own produc-
tion, to accumulate a surplus over immediate needs for so-
cialist construction?

Obviously this involves many difficulties and problems. Be-
fore analyzing the program of the opposition on this matter,
let us sum up some of the difficulties enumerated above.

1. The Soviet Union is an industrially backward country.

2. It was economically dependent upon other countries for

machinery, capital and manufactured products before the re-
volution.
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3. The peasants far outnumber the workers.

4. It is completely surrounded by hostile capitalist nations.

5. For the last few years, there has been a simultaneous
gro owth in the strength of capitalism (partial stablllzatlon) and
in the strength of the Soviet Union.

6. The imperialist powers ‘are ‘trying to prepare a new
attack upon the Soviet Union.

PESSIMISM OF THE OPPOSITION

These difficulties and problems terrify the opposition. Their
theoretical leader, Trotsky, never believed that it was possible
to build socialism in the Soviet Union on the basis of its own
inner forces. In fact, he did not-even believe that it was
possible to maintain the rule of the workers in a single coun-
try, unless the revolution should promptly spread to other
countries. Thus he wrote during the war:

« . . the building of a lasting regime of proletarian dic-

tatorship would only be conceivable on a European scale,
that is, only in the form of a federation of European
repubhcs

. It would be hopeless to believe . . . that for example
revolunonary Russia could maintain itself in the face of a
conservative Europe or a socialist Germany could exist isolated
in a capitalist world.”

Lenin thought differently about this question, and the ten
years of existence of the Soviet Union prove that Lenin was
right. Now the question is no longer: Can the Soviet Union
endure? but has become a question of a higher order, can the
Soviet Union build socialism?

In 1923 Trotsky reviewed the question and wrote:

“So long as the bourgeoisie remains in power in the rest
of the European countries, we are forced to seek an under-
standing with them in our struggle against isolation; at the
same time, it can be said definitely that this understanding
can help us at best to heal this or that economic wound, to
make this or that step forward, but that a real upward swing
of socialist economy in Russia will only be possible after the
victory of the proletariat in the most important countries of
Europe.” (Emphasis mine.—B. D. W.)

The same views have been defended by such opposition
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leaders as Radek, Sokolnikov and Smilga and in a somewhat
modified form by Zinoviev and Kamenev.

From the above quotations, we see that T'rotsky never aban-
doned his views about the impossibility of constructing sociai-
ism in a single country—in the Soviet Union. In this matter,
he agreed with the Mensheviks. When he joined the Bol-
sheviks in 1917, it was because he felt that the revolution
would spread swiftly to the rest of Europe, and he was thus
able to bury this fundamental difference with the Communists,
or at least keep it in the background. But the partial stabiliza-
tion of capitalism and the consequent delay of the revolution
in the rest of Europe brought Trotsky’s disbelief in the possi-
bility of building socialism again to the foreground and caused
an acute crisis in his views.

Pessimism and despair in the face of the difficulties of con-
structing socialism, panic in the face of the partial stabilization
of capitalism, exaggeration of the difficulties and problems
confronting the Soviet Union, failure to recognize the fact
that these problems are problems of growth and the result of
the tremendous progress made in the building up of Soviet
economy—this pessimism, alarmism, panic and despair are the
undertone of all the documents of the opposition.

At different stages of the controversy, they have caused the
opposition to exaggerate the strength of capitalism and the
weaknesses of the Soviet Union, to deny the possibility of con-
structing socialism, to predict the degeneration of the Soviet
Union, to see it sliding back toward capitalism, to predict the
degeneration of the Communist Party, to profess to see it
degenerating.

At the same time as the opposition denies the possibility of
constructing socialism or denies that progress is being made,
it proposes desperate “get-rich-quick” schemes, ultra-revolu-
tionary “‘short-cuts’ to the building of socialism.

At the same time that it exaggerates the strength of capi-
talism, the opposition proposes revolutionary-sounding “‘short-
cuts” to the world revolution, as in the case of the proposal
to break the Anglo-Russian Unity Committee (see Chapter
VIII) the premature proposal to break with the Kuo-Min
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‘Tang (see Chapter IX), etc. Zinoviev went so far as to
“get rid of” stabilization altogether by the simple process of
proposing a thesis denying its existence and declaring stabiliza-
tion “at an end.”

This question of stabilization is of special interest to the
American workers.

A LESSON FOR AMERICAN WORKERS

We live in a country where capitalism is still very power-
ful. We cannot even speak of a “stabilization of capitalism”
in America, because American capitalism was not at any time
so shaken as to be called ‘“‘unstable” in the sense that tottering
European capitalism was. In fact, America is today the big-
gest reserve source of strength for world capitalism, and it
was largely on the basis of American loans and American aid
that stabilization was accomplished in the European countries.

This does not mean to say that American capitalism is
secure for all time, or that it does not face serious contradic-
tions in its further development. But for all its weaknesses
and contradictions, what stands out at the present moment is
its visible strength and power.

In such a period as this, it is not casy to be a Communist
in America. Those who are not generators of revolutionary
energy, those who lack faith in the development of the revo-
lutionary movement and in the certainty of ultimate victory,
those who lack the ability to do hard, steady, undramatic
detail work, the slow building of the foundation of a move-
ment, are of little use to the American revolutionary move-
ment today. Some of them give way to pessimism, skepticism
and despair, in which case they often drop out of the move-
ment altogether.

Others propose to give up the revolutionary tasks of the
movement and to adopt an opportunistic program. Or they
close their eyes to the actual objective situation in the country
and live with their imaginations in the European situation,
instead of attempting to grasp realistically the American situ-
ation and to adapt their program to it. Such comrades may
make all sorts of ultra-leftist proposals, which might be in
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order if conditions were as they are in the more advanced
European countries, but which are dangerous and worse than
useless here in America.

REALISTIC ANALYSIS AND HARD WORK

What the movement needs in this period is calm analysis
of things as they are, hard, constructive work on the basis of
the opportunities which present themselves. The work is not
so “dramatic,” it does not rush from one big success to another,
but there are many opportunities for realistic work.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR WORK

We must neither exaggerate the stability and strength of
American capitalism nor underestimate them. We must rec-
ognize the difficult conditions which we have to face for
work and at the same time we must recognize the tremendous
opportunities that the situation in the United States presents
to us, particularly in view of the fact that the field is virtually
abandoned to us, that the bureaucracy has openly abandoned
the class struggle and the leadership of the Socialist Party has
openly become a tail to the bureaucracy in the American
Federation of Labor, that in all America we are the only
clear voice speaking for a labor party, the only active force
urging and working consistently to organize the unorganized,
the only clear fighter against war and against imperialism,
and that our daily paper, the Daily Worker, is the only
daily paper that takes a position in favor of militant class
struggle.

Once the conditions are grasped as they are and tactics
properly developed on the basis of them, it becomes clear that
the Communist movement in America has a tremendous role
to play in the organizing of the working class industrially and
politically, in the saving and strengthening of the unions, in
the organization of the unorganized, in the building of a
labor party, in, the defense of .the elementary interests of the
American working class, both native and foreign born, in the
organization and development of our class forces, in -the
building of a party and the raising of its ideological level and
the strengthening of its influence among the American masses.



CHAPTER III.
THE NATURE OF THE OPPOSITION BLOC

The present opposition in the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union is distinguished in the first place by the fact
that it is an alliance or bloc of every kind of opposition that
has existed in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union since
the revolution occurred. Every element that at one time or
another went into opposition to Lenin or to the policies of
Leninism and that could not find its way back to the line of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, has united with
every other such element, regardless of extremely differing
and extremely contradictory viewpoints and policies, because
‘they are united in this one fundamental thing—opposition to
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, to its majority and
to its political line.

Therefore, the opposition bloc represents an unprincipled
combination of remnants of the old “Workers Opposition,”
of the old “Democratic Centralism” controversy, incurable
-opponents of the New Economic Policy, remnants of the
Brest-Litovsk opposition, etc., etc. Then there is Trotsky,
who since 1903, with only two exceptions for a very brief
period, was in open conflict with Lenin and the line of Lenin
in the Russian revolutionary movement. Finally, the so-
called “New Opposition” of Zinoviev and Kamenev, the last
and most recent opposition to the Central Committee and to
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

The fact that Zinoviev and Kamenev, on the one hand,
and Trotsky on the other, can be united in a single bloc is
in itself a demonstration of the unprincipled character of the
. opposition.

While Zinoviev was still a defender of the line of Lenin-
ism against Trotsky, he had this to say, summing up the re-
peated attacks of Trotsky upon that line: “To persist in advo-

peated attacks of Trotsky upon that line:
“To persist in advocating in the Bolshevik Party in the

[17]
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period of 1921-24, in the period of transition: (1) national-
ization of trade unions; (2) greater ‘freedom’ of the state
apparatus from control of the party; (3) more attention to be
paid to experts (in Russian, ‘spetz’); (4) to guide the policy
of the party by the students’ barometer; (5) to advise the
postponement of the currency reform and howl about the doom
of the country; (6) to commence a semi-Menshevik campaign
against the comrades working in the party apparatus and in
favor of ‘democracy’ as interpreted by Comrade Trotsky last
year—all this, willy nilly, means objectively helping the new
bourgeoisie.

“ . . in practice, although he himself does not desire to
do so, he is rendering a priceless service to the class
enemy. . . .

“Comrade Trotsky must once and for all give up ‘saving
our party’ from alleged errors. . . He must stop arranging
these regular ‘Party crises’ according to ‘time-table’ every year
and recently every six months. It must be understood that
any attempt to put forward Trotskyism in the guise of Lenin-
ism by rush tactics must fail. In a word, it must be under-
stood that Bolshevism is Bolshevism.” (The Lessons of
October.)

In 1924, Zinoviev and Kamenev demanded the immediate
expulsion of Trotsky from the political committee. When
this was rejected by the party, they began an attack upon its
leadership, declaring that they were defending Trotskyism,
making a secret alliance with Trotsky against the correct
Leninist line, and intended to revise it in the direction of
- Trotskyism.

Yet in a short while, Zinoviev was in alliance with Trotsky,
then defending him and finally accepting his program and
leadership. For Trotsky is the real leader of the opposition.

TROTSKY LEADS THE OPPOSITION

Why is Trotsky the leader? First, because he was the most
consistent opponent of the line of Lenin in the Russian revo-
lutionary movement, from 1903 to the present date. Second,
because he has the most rounded-out philosophy of opposition.
Third, because he is not only the most experienced opposition
leader but also he is the most experienced in the building of
such opposition blocs (he built a similar unprincipled bloc
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against Lenin in 1912). Finally, because Trotsky has a pecu-
liar gift of eloquent phrase with which to make palatable to
revolutionary workers an unrevolutionary program. He is a
master of the gift of concealing a program running counter
to the interests of the revolutionary movement, in ultra-
revolutionary-sounding left phrases.

LEFT PHRASES AND OPPORTUNIST CONTENT

It is important to examine this last point in more detail.
If we can learn to see beyond and through the revolutionary
phrase to its objective political content, then we have indeed
learned a very important lesson for the working class move-
ment. Therefore, it is worth while examining a few ex-
amples of Trotsky’s skill in disguising proposals which run
counter to the path of the revolution in ultra-revolutionary
phraseology. I will give a few examples.

When the Bolshevik fraction was formed in 1903, Lenin
already foresaw that a separation of Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks was necessary, that when the revolution came the
Mensheviks would be on the wrong side of the barricades
fighting against the revolution. Trotsky fought Lenin with
such high-sounding phrases as “Lenin is cutting pieces out of
the flesh of the working class.” Objectively, this meant no
Bolshevik party was to be formed. What would this have
meant for the Russian working class in 1917?

“PERMANENT REVOLUTION”’

In the period of the 1905 revolution, Trotsky developed
a theory similar to the Mensheviks, leaving the peasantry out
of account. - His theory that the working class could not ally
with the peasantry, had to split with them in seizing power
and clash with them, he clothed in the phrase ‘“Permanent
revolution.” ~ What could sound more revolutionary than
“permanent revolution”? Yet objectively, such an attitude
towards the peasantry meant no revolution at all.

To express the relation of workers to peasants and the
necessity of this alliance completing the tasks that the for-
merly revolutionary bourgeoisie were abandoning, Lenin pro-
posed for the 1905 period the slogan: “Democratic dictator-
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ship of workers and peasants.” ‘Trotsky’s “revolutionary im-

patience” expressed itself in the slogan: “Down with the
Czar, up with a labor government.” A fine-sounding slogan.
But as Lenin pointed out, it left out the peasants and it left
out the bourgeois democratic tasks of the transition period.
Another “revolutionary short-cut’ that escapes the difficulties
and problems of the revolution by never even starting to
tackle them.

‘“THE UNITED STATES OF EUROPE’’

Let us skip to the World War period. In that period, Lenin
urged the turning of the imperialist war into a civil war.
Lenin urged the slogan: We must fight for the defeat of our
own master class; and he said: “It is obvious that any one
who does not fight for the defeat of his own master class
cannot make a genuine struggle to turn the imperialist war
into a civil war or revolution.”

“Trotsky was also against this slogan. As usual, his slogan
promised more than Lenin’s. Lenin, he declared, was “fol-
lowing the path of least resistance” and suffering from “na-
tional narrowness.” , .

“Not defeat of one’s own master class” said Trotsky “but
a revolutionary struggle against war.” It seems as if he is
“offering” more than Lenin, but subtract from the idea of
civil war the idea of the defeat of your own master class,
and what is left? Nothing! A completely empty phrase
with a revolutionary sound and with a counter-revolutionary
content.

~Coupled with this was Trotsky’s demand “Not socialism
in a single country but the United States of Europe.” History
does not work that way. The revolution does not start every-
where at once. Now the crisis is sharpest in one country and
now in another. Every revolutionist must be ready to start
in his own country to defeat first his own bourgeoisie.

THE BREST-LITOVSK PEACE

After the revolution came the question of Brest-Litovsk.
The need of the hour was peace, and a chance to build up
industry and the Red Army. Therefore Lenin proposed the
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signing of the treaty of Brest-Litovsk. “A breathing space
for the revolution.”

Trotsky was far more “revolutionary.”” Peace! A breath-
ing space! Not for him! He said, “No peace but a revolu-
tionary war.” ’

If we had had that revolutionary war Trotsky might have
died bravely on the battlefield and other revolutionaries would
have died alongside of him on the battlefield, but what would
the working class have had today? The crushing of the
revolution and blackest reaction throughout the world!

SOME AMERICAN EXAMPLES

This question of being able to see through revolutionary
phrases to their objective content is of such importance that it
is worth digressing for a moment to take examples from the
history of the American revolutionary movement.

For example, there was the demand raised by the ultra-
leftists in the Communist Party: ““The Party must not agitate
for immediate demands, only for the overthrow of capital-
ism.” Surely this sounds very revolutionary. But what does
it mean in practice? It means the abandoning of the daily
struggle, the giving up of the difficult tasks of getting the
masses into action, the omission of the step-by-step process
which leads to a revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of
capitalism. Hence in practice “No immediate demands, noth-
ing but revolution” meant no revolution at all.

THE FARMER

- Lore’s view on the farmers was: This is a workers’
party and we want a working class revolution. We want no
farmer-labor alliance and no workers and farmers govern-
ment. This attitude is the American form of the Trotsky-
ite position on the peasantry. In practice, it means fore-going
the possibility of an alliance between the farmers and the
workers. It means weakening the forces that struggle against
capitalism. It means abandoning the farmers to the leader-
ship of capitalism and thus strengthening the enemy forces.
Yet it sounds ultra-proletarian and ultra-revolutionary.

Lore showed essentially the same attitude on the question
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of alliance with colonial struggles against imperialism. Once
more a revolutionary phrase was used to cloak this position.
“Not colonial nationalist revolutions—we want the world
proletarian revolution.” Objectively, this means no struggle
against imperialism, no alliance between the victims of Wall
Street in the colonies and its victims here.

DUAL UNIONISM

Another fine-sounding slogan which our Party had to re-
ject was: “Out of the reactionary unions. Build revolution-
ary unions.” What class conscious worker does not prefer
revolutionary unions to reactionary unions? But the revolu-
tionary movement cannot skip over the task of winning the
organized masses in the reactionary unions. The slogan which
"sounded so revolutionary meant separating ourselves from the
masses of the organized workers and abandoning them to the
mercy of the reactionary bureaucracy.

THE LABOR PARTY

When the Communist Party proposed to work for the
building of a labor party, the slogan was raised: “No labor
party, but a Communist Party.” Here again, it sounded more
revolutionary to refuse to build a labor party and to demand
that all building be done on the revolutionary Workers (Com-
munist) Party. Yet the building of a labor party is funda-
mental in the present period. To neglect it is to neglect the
chief means of separating the overwhelming mass of the
backward workers from the capitalist parties which still dom-
inate them. The political separation of the workers from the
capitalists through the formation of a mass labor party is the
first step in moving the American proletariat to revolutionary
struggle against capitalism on a class scale.

These are only a few examples of such slogans in the
American Party. Such errors occur from time to time and
therefore one of the most important lessons for American
workers to learn from a study of the controversy in the-C. P.
S. U. is that of analyzing slogans so as to see their objective
political meaning and not be blinded by “left” phraseology.
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CHAPTER IV
THE POLITICAL THEORY OF THE OPPOSITION

Politics 1s a question of class relationships. The basic re-
quirement for revolutionary leadership is the ability correctly
to analyze the class forces in a given country and in the
world at a given moment. He who fails to analyze correctly
the relation of class forces cannot lead the working class.

"The political theory of Trotsky which is the political theory
of the opposition has failed basically to analyze the relation of
class forces in the Soviet Union, as it failed to analyze class
forces in old Czarist Russia as well. He fails to understand
the role of the peasantry and the relation between peasant and~
worker. '

Important in every country of the world, the question of
the relationship between worker and peasant is even more
important in the Soviet Union than in industrially more ad-
vanced countries.

Within the Soviet Union, the workers are greatly outnum-
bered by the peasants. QOutside the Soviet Union, there is a
ring of hostile capitalist states, armed to the teeth and plotting
the destruction of the workers’ government. The workers
of the Soviet Union have made their revolution with the aid
of the peasants. They cannot resist attack without the sup-
port of the peasants. They could not maintain their rule if
that support were changed into hostility. The problem of
maintaining working class rule and building socialism in the
Soviet Union is in the first place the problem of maintaining
the alliance between peasants and workers. Not only must the
alliance be maintained, but it must be continually strengthened
and the peasantry must be led through that alliance to the
building of socialism.

A policy which tends to break that alliance may sound
ultra-proletarian and ultra-revolutionary, but any policy .which
threatens to break that alliance is a policy threatening the very
existence of the revolution.

[23]
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THE THEORY OF PERMANENT REVOLUTION

In the preceding chapter, we analyzed in part Trotsky’s
theory of “permanent revolution” and his slogans of the 1905
period, which left the peasantry out. In 1922, in writing a
new introduction to his book entitled 7905, he showed that
he had not yet abandoned these theories, but rather thought
that history had confirmed them. He writes:

“It was just in the period between the 22nd of January
and the October strike (this refers to events in the year 1905
—B. D. W.) that the views of the present writer were formed
on the character of the revolutionary development of Russia
. . . the idea that the Russian revolution, confronted by im-
mediate bourgeois aims, cannot be content with gaining these.
The revolution cannot solve its first bourgeois tasks by any
other means than by the seizure of power by the proletariat.

“But after it has seized power, the proletariat cannot confine
itself to the bourgeois frame-work of the revolution. . . .

“This means for the proletariat Aostile encounters with
every group of the bourgeoisie which has supported the pro-
letariat at the beginning of the revolutionary struggle, not
only with these, but with the broad masses of the peasantry
as well, whose support has enabled them to get and maintain
power.” (emphasis mine—B.D.W.)

This theory, that the working class must use its
power not only against the bourgeoisie and the feudal aristoc-
racy but against “the broad masses of the peasantry as well”
is the very heart of the political theory of Trotskyism. It
is because he does not perceive the revolutionary role of the
peasantry, it is because he does not see in the peasantry an
ally for the working class, that he did not believe in the power
of the Russian masses to make a revolution, to maintain a

workers’ government, and to build socialism.

THE BUILDING OF SOCIALISM

And from this followed a second theory—the theory that
the revolution can only be successful and endure if it spreads
immediately to other countries. “If this does not happen,”
says Trotsky, “it will be hopeless to believe—as is evident
from the experience of history and theoretical consideration
that the revolution in Russia, for example, could remain iso-
lated in a capitalist world.”
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Far this reason also, Trotsky says: “The contradictions in
the position of a workers’ government in a backward country
with an overwhelming preponderance of peasant population
can find their solution only on an international scale, in the
arena of the world revolution.”

It is for this reason that the stabilization of European capi-
talism arouses in him such pessimism and despair. It is for
this reason that the opposition made so many proposals which
were calculated to break the alliance between workers and
peasants, and it is because he believes that the peasantry s
going to be provoked by the policy of the workers state to
rise in armed conflict against it that Trotsky comes to the con-
clusion that the power of the working class can only be main-
tained if they get the direct state aid of the victorious prole-
tariat of other countries. On this he wrote: “Without the
direct state support of the European proletariat, the Russian
working class cannot retain power and cannot turn their tem-
porary rule into a permanent socialist dictatorship.”

LENIN AND TROTSKY ON CLASS FORCES

Let us compare this fundamental theory of Trotsky, strip-
ped of its revolutionary phraseology, with Lenin’s view of
class forces.

Lenin regards the working class as the leader of all ex-
ploited and toiling masses including especially the peasantry.

Trotsky regards the working class as the enemy, exploiter
and destroyer of the peasantry.

For Lenin the dictatorship is carried on by the proletariat
leading the peasantry.

For Trotsky the dictatorship is carried on by the working
class against the peasantry. ‘

According to Lenin, the conquest of power and control of
the state apparatus by the working class strengthens the alliance
of worker and peasant. It enables the working class “to sat-
isfy by revolutionary means the needs of the peasants.”

According to Trotsky the conquest of power by the work-
ing class puts an end to the possibility of alliance between
worker and peasant, makes the working class government the
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exploiter of the peasants, and leads to an armed clash of the
broad masses of the peasants with the workers’ state. As the
peasants are in a majority, the workers state cannot endure,
unless there are successful revolutions in other countries and
the victorious worker’s governments give “state aid” to the
government of the Soviet Union. State aid means funds, in-
dustrial products, munitions and soldiers to crush the antici-
pated peasant risings.

Under such circumstances the fact that the Soviet Union
has endured as long as it has is, according to Trotsky, “a
miracle.” Stabilization and the delay of the revolution in the
West creates a situation that gives little hope. The Soviet
Union may continue to exist, but there can be no talk of
building socialism “The genuine rise of socialist economy in
Russia will be possible only after the victory of the proletariat
in the most important countries of Europe.” This is Trotsky’s
most optimistic verdict. And his less optimistic one is that the |
Soviet Government will degenerate or be overwhelmed by
peasant revolts or foreign attack. “Without the direct state
support of the European proletariat, the Russian working class
cannot retain power and cannot turn their temporary rule into
a permanent socialist dictatorship.”

As to the possibility of “building socialism in a single coun-
try”’ namely in the Soviet Union, Lenin has this to say:

“Unevenness of economic and political development is an
absolute law of capitalism. From this it follows that the vic-
tory of socialism is at first possible in a few capitalist countries
and even in a single one. The victorious proletariat of that
country having expropriated the capitalists and having organ-
ized socialist production would rise against the rest of the
capitalist world, rally to itself the oppressed classes of other
countries, raise rebellion in these countries against the capital-
ists, and, in the event of necessity come out with armed force
against the exploiting classes and their States.” (“Against the
Stream.”)

After the revolution he wrote:

“The reason why the bourgeoisie of the whole world is fu-~
rious and raving against Bolshevism and is organizing military
campaigns, conspiracies, etc., against the Bolsheviks is that it
understands perfectly well that our success in the work of re-
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constructing social economy is assured, unless we are crushed
by military force, and to crush us in this manner they will
not succeed.”
In a speech after the introduction of the New Economic

Policy (NEP) Lenin declared:

“Let me conclude by expressing the conviction that however
difficult this task may be . . . all of us together, if not in a
day, at least in several years, will fulfill the task at all costs
and NEP Russia will become socialist Russia.” (Speech to the
Moscow Soviet).

Finally I quote from one of his last articles written shortly
before his death:

“As a matter of fact, with the political power in the hands
of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat with many
millions of petty and small peasants, with the leadership of
this peasantry secure in the hands of the proletariat—is this
not all that we require in order that cooperation, that coopera-
tion alone, which we formerly scorned as mere huckstering and
which to a certain degree we have a right to scorn as such
as now under the NEP, is this not all that is necessary for the
construction of complete socialist society? This is not yet
socialist society completely constructed, but it is all that is
necessary and is sufficient for this construction.” (Article on
Cooperation.)

Of course the Communist Party knows that the Soviet
Union will not be safe from attack by foreign imperialism
until after the victory of the working class in various coun-
tries. It does not underestimate this danger and prepares
earnestly against it.

But this must not be confused with the question: Can the
worker-peasant alliance be maintained? Will it be over-
thrown from within? Has it enough revolutionary energy
to build socialism without aid of other governments, out of
its own resources, on the basis of its own class forces? The
answer of Lenin, the answer of the Party he built, is: “Yes.”
And the progress of the first ten years proves that that answer
1s correct.

STATE AID VERSUS AID

Nor does the party overestimate, as Trotsky does, the ques-
tion of the “state aid” of victorious revolutions as the only
source of aid. The Soviet Union is being and has been aided
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by the workers of the world before they have conquered state
power in other countries. It was aided by the mutiny of the
French fleet in the Black Sea, by the revolt of the German
troops, by the mutiny of the American troops in Archangel.
Every army that has ever been sent against it has mutinied!

It has been aided by the formation of Committees of Ac-
tion by the British workers in 1920 and 21, when Britain
threatened to attack the Soviet Union. It was aided by the
longshoreman’s strike on the Pacific Coast which prevented
the shipment of American ammunition to Vladivostok. Tt
was aided by the workers of the world with relief during the
famine. It is aided by the struggles of the workers of every
country of the world, by the struggles of the oppressed col-
onial peoples, by every blow which weakens the forces of
capitalism and imperialism. It is aided by the conflicts inside
the imperialist forces. It is aided by its great and ever-
growing popularity among the toiling masses of the world.
And it is aided above all by the growth of the Communist
Parties and the Communist International, orgamzer and
leader of the world revolutlonary struggle

When the Soviet Union is attacked it will be alded by
strikes in the countries attacking it. The armies sent against
it will consist of workers. Such armies will be “demoral-
ized.” There will be mutinies, desertions to the Red Army,
revolts. The workers of the world will know how to defend
the Soviet Union.



CHAPTER V.
THE ECONOMIC THEORY OF THE OPPOSITION

Politics is concentrated economics. The economic theory
of the opposition and their “practical” economic proposals
follow from their political theory, from their estimate of
cclass relationships.

The central economic problem of the Soviet Union is the
problem of Socialist accumulation—where to get the funds
to industrialize the Soviet Union and build up socialism.

Preobraschensky, who is the official “economist” of the
opposition, as Trotsky is its political leader, has written a
work entitled ““T'he Fundamental Laws of Socialist Accumu-
lation” to answer that question.

The basis of his economic theory is that the proletarian
state is the exploiter of the pe