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FOREWORD 
 

Trotskyism is Marxism-Leninismôs most sinister enemy. 

 

As an opportunist doctrine of the petty bourgeoisie it was ýrst encountered by Lenin and the 

Party at the Second Congress of the RSDLP, in the period of Bolshevismôs emergence. 

 

Since then, at various stages of history, the Communist Party has had to wage an unrelenting 

ýght with the utterly opportunist ideology and adventurist practices of Trotskyism. On the 

international scene Trotskyism has been and still is combated by other Marxist-Leninist Parties side 

by side with the CPSU.  

 

The documents in this volume trace the struggle that Lenin and the Communist Party of the 

Soviet Union waged against Trotskyism and give convincing evidence of the absolute superiority and 

the sweeping victory of the historical truth of Leninism over the false and venomous ideology and 

pernicious practices of Trotskyism. 

 

This volume has ýve sections. 

 

The ýrst consists of documents of the pre-revolutionary period. The earliest of these 

documents characterise the struggle waged against Trotskyism by Lenin and his supporters at the 

Second Congress of the RSDLP (1903), at which Trotsky made it quite plain that he represented the 

conciliatory, reformist trend in the European Social-Democratic movement and was an adversary of 

Bolshevism. 

 

At that Congress Lenin and his supporters emphatically rejected the views of the opportunists, 

Trotsky among them, about the special place occupied by the Bund, a Jewish petty-bourgeois 

nationalistic organisation, in the Party and their misinterpretation of the meaning of ñdictatorship of 

the proletariatò. Trotsky vigorously backed the wording of the ýrst paragraph of the Party Rules as 

formulated by Martov, a wording which would have given unstable petty-bourgeois elements access 

to the Party. ñComrade Trotsky,ò Lenin said at the Congress, ñcompletely misinterpreted the main 

idea of my book, What Is To Be Done?ò (see p. 24). Trotsky insisted that every striker should have the 

right to call himself a Party member, to which Lenin replied: ñIt would be better if ten who do work 

should not call themselves Party members (real workers donôt hunt after titles!) than that one who 

only talks should have the right and opportunity to be a Party memberò (p. 26). 

 

The Partyôs split into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks occurred at the Second Congress.  

 

The course of events strikingly brought to the fore the substance of the disagreements 

between the Leninists, on the one hand, and the Mensheviks and Trotskyites, on the other. Led by 

Lenin, the Bolsheviks organised a close-knit revolutionary Party, which prepared and directed the 

socialist revolution, while the Mensheviks and Trotskyites clung to their reformism. 

 

After the Second Congress Trotsky attacked its decisions. In a letter to Y. D. Stasova, F. V. 

Lengnik and others on October 14, 1904, Lenin wrote: ñA new pamphlet by Trotsky came out 

recently. . . . The pamphlet is a pack of brazen lies, a distortion of the facts. . . . The Second Congress 

was, in his words, a reactionary attempt to consolidate sectarian methods of organisation, etc. The 

pamphlet is a slap in the face both for the present Editorial Board of the CO and for all Party workersò 

(p. 26).  

 

During the ýrst Russian revolution, Lenin and the Bolsheviks had to ýght Trotsky over issues 

concerning the Partyôs theory and tactics. In 1905 Trotsky sought to counter Leninôs theory of the 

growth of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist revolution with his own so-called 

theory of ñpermanent revolutionò, which questioned the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-
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democratic revolution and denied the revolutionary potentialities of the peasantry as an ally of the 

proletariat. 

 

In the period of reaction that followed, Lenin and the Bolsheviks fought on two fronts under 

incredibly difýcult conditions: against the liquidators and the otzovists. Despite the declaration that 

they were ñabove factionsò, Trotsky and his small band of supporters preached that it was imperative 

to reconcile the revolutionaries with the opportunists within the Party, giving the liberal-bourgeois 

argument that the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks did not represent two different political schools but 

were only two groups of Social-Democratic intellectuals ýghting for inþuence over the ñpolitically 

immature proletariatò. In a series of articles and letters Lenin exposed this approach of Trotsky to 

fundamental differences and his conciliatory attitudes and lack of principles. He wrote that ñTrotsky 

behaves like a despicable careerist and factionalist. . . . He pays lip-service to the Party and behaves 

worse than any other of the factionalistsò (p. 37). Lenin regarded Trotsky and his group as the most 

harmful and dangerous of all the shades of Menshevism. ñTrotsky and the óTrotskyites and 

conciliatorsô like him are more pernicious than any liquidator; the convinced liquidators state their 

views bluntly, and it is easy for the workers to detect where they are wrong, whereas the Trotskys 

deceive the workers, cover up the evil, and make it impossible to expose the evil and to remedy itò (p. 

72). Lenin denounced the odious role played by the Trotskyites and called Trotsky judas. 

 

Lenin scathingly criticised Trotskyôs political platform during the First World War, calling it 

a variety of Kautskyism.
*
 Trotsky, in effect, supported the theory of ñultra-imperialismò and repeated 

Kautskyôs thesis that war paralysed the revolutionary potentialities of the proletariat and, therefore, 

before thinking of revolution the working class had to secure peace. He rejected the Bolshevik slogan 

calling for the defeat of oneôs own government in the imperialist war in favour of a chauvinistic 

slogan demanding ñneither victory nor defeatò. 

 

While giving verbal recognition to the theory that capitalism developed unevenly, Trotsky 

propounded the thesis that capitalist development was evening out and, on that basis, tried to prove 

that the socialist revolution could not be accomplished and that socialism could not be established in 

one country taken separately. 

 

Leninôs teaching that the socialist revolution could be carried out initially in a few or even in 

one capitalist country and that socialism could not triumph simultaneously in all the capitalist 

countries was directed, in particular, against the views that were being expounded by Trotsky, who 

held that national economies could not provide the foundation for the socialist revolution and that ñit 

was quite hopeless to carry on a struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat in any country taken 

separately; the proletariat can establish its dictatorship only on the scale of the whole of Europe, i.e., 

in the form of a European United Statesò (Nashe Slovo, February 4, 1916). This was the same double-

dyed opportunism resting on the ñpermanent revolutionò theory. 

 

The Trotskyites lost all vestige of inþuence in the working-class movement long before 1917. 

When Trotsky arrived in Petrograd in 1917 he had to affiliate himself with the so-called 

Mezhrayontsi, a Social-Democratic group that vacillated between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. In 

August 1917 the Mezhrayontsi declared they had no differences with the Bolsheviks and joined the 

Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (Bolsheviks). Trotsky and his supporters joined the Party 

with them. Upon joining the Bolsheviks many of the Mezhrayontsi broke with opportunism. But, as 

subsequent developments showed, for Trotsky and some of his supporters this was only a formality: 

they went on propounding their pernicious views, flouted discipline and undermined the Partyôs 

ideological and organisational unity. 

 

                                                           
*
 Karl Kautsky (1854-1938) was a leader of the German Social-Democratic movement and of the Second 

International. He began as a Marxist but subsequently lapsed into renegacy and preached Centrism 

(Kautskyism), the most dangerous brand of opportunism.ðEd. 
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At the most crucial moment of the development of the socialist revolutionðthe period of 

preparation and the actual accomplishing of the October armed uprising in PetrogradðLenin and the 

Bolshevik Party found they had once more to come to grips with Trotskyôs totally untenable, harmful 

and dangerous views. Trotsky insisted that the uprising should be postponed until the Second 

Congress of Soviets. In practice, this meant wrecking the uprising, because the Socialist-

Revolutionaries and Mensheviks could put off the date for the congress, thus giving the Provisional 

Government the possibility of massing its forces by that date and suppressing the uprising. Had it 

been accepted, this piece of adventurism might have been fatal. Lenin opportunely exposed Trotskyôs 

demagogic stand, which was calculated for effect, and proved that the Provisional Government had to 

be overthrown before the Congress of Soviets opened. 

 

The second section covers the period from 1918 to 1922. The documents dating from this 

period trace the struggle that Lenin and the Bolshevik Party waged against Trotskyôs pseudo-

revolutionary line, which inþicted enormous damage on the then young Soviet Republic at the time 

the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty was signed, and against his adventurist extremes during the years of 

the Civil War and foreign intervention. Much of the material in this section is drawn from Leninôs 

works and from Party decisions exposing Trotskyôs open opposition to the Party in 1920 and 1921, 

during the debate of the question of the trade unions and during the transition to the New Economic 

Policy, when the question of preserving and consolidating the alliance between the working class and 

the peasants was of particular importance 

 

The ýght for the Brest peace in 1918 was a ýght to preserve the Soviet Republic and 

strengthen the new system. The Soviet Republic was opposing the imperialist war and pressing for 

world peace. This struggle won massive support from the working people of the whole world for the 

Russian revolution. 

 

Documents show that on the question of the Brest Peace Treaty Trotsky maintained an anti-

Leninist stand, criminally exposing the newly emerged Soviet Republic to mortal danger. As head of 

the Soviet delegation to the peace talks, he ignored the instructions of the Party Central Committee 

and the Soviet Government. At a crucial moment of the talks he declared that the Soviet Republic was 

unilaterally withdrawing from the war, announced that the Russian Army was being demobilised, and 

left Brest-Litovsk. This gave the German Command the pretext it desired for ending the armistice. 

ñWe can only be saved, in the true meaning of the word, by a European revolution,ò he said 

(Extraordinary Seventh Congress of the RCP(B), verbatim report, Russ. ed., Moscow, 1962, p. 65). 

The German Army mounted an offensive and occupied considerable territory. As a result, much 

harsher peace terms were put forward by the German Government. On account of Trotskyôs 

adventurism, Lenin wrote, Soviet Russia signed ña much more humiliating peace, and the blame for 

this rests upon those who refused to accept the former peaceò (p. 139). 

 

Though it was short-lived, the respite given by the Brest-Litovsk Peace Treaty was of 

immense signiýcance. It allowed the Soviet Republic to withdraw from the world war and prepare to 

repulse the foreign intervention and the internal counter-revolution.  

 

The Civil War of 1918-1920 ended in victory for the Soviet Republic. The country embarked 

on economic rejuvenation and started healing the terrible wounds inþicted by the imperialist 

intervention and the whiteguard counter-revolution. The Party switched from war communism to the 

New Economic Policy as charted by Lenin, who pointed out that the prime task in the obtaining 

situation was to restore industry. This, he said, could not be achieved without ýrst securing an upsurge 

in agriculture and drawing the workers and their trade unions into active socialist construction. The 

way to resolve these problems was not through pressure and compulsion but through planned 

organisation, persuasion and the use of incentives. 

 

At this critical period, Trotsky and other enemies of Leninism forced the Party to start a 

discussion on the question of the trade unions. At a time when every effort had to be directed towards 

the ýght against famine and economic dislocation, the attainment of a rise of agricultural production 
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and the restoration of industry, the Partyôs attention was diverted by this discussion. At a meeting of 

the RCP(B)
*
 group at the Fifth All-Russia Trade Union Conference Trotsky insisted on ñtightening up 

the screwsò and ñshaking upò the trade unions, on turning the trade unions forthwith into state 

agencies in order to replace persuasion by compulsion. 

 

In a speech under the heading ñThe Trade Unions, the Current Situation and Trotskyôs 

Mistakesò, the article ñThe Party Crisisò, the pamphlet Once Again on the Trade Unions, the Current 

Situation and the Mistakes of Trotsky and Bukharin, and other works included in this volume Lenin 

denounced the Trotskyitesô anti-Marxist approach to the question of the role and tasks of the trade 

unions in socialist construction. He showed that Trotskyôs line of turning the trade unions into part of 

the state machine would lead to their abolition and the undermining of the proletarian dictatorship. In 

effect, the issue in the trade union discussion forced on the Party by Trotsky was ñthe attitude to the 

peasants, who had risen against war communism, the attitude to the non-Party mass of workers, 

generally the Partyôs attitude to the masses at a time when the Civil War had endedò (p. 247). 

 

In the discussion the opposition was overwhelmingly defeated in all the main Party 

organisations. The Party rallied round Lenin, supporting his platform and rejecting the line 

propounded by the Trotsky faction and other opposition groups.  

 

The results of this discussion were summed up by the Tenth Party Congress (March 1921), 

whose decisions deýned the role and tasks of the trade unions under the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

At this Congress Lenin again exposed the anti-Party substance of the policy pursued by the 

Trotskyites and other opposition groups. On his proposal the Congress passed a decision on Party 

unity, which ýrmly laid down that all factions were to be disbanded immediately and that Party 

organisations should henceforth prohibit all factional action. ñNon-fulýlment of this decision of the 

Congress,ò it was stated, ñshall be followed by unconditional and immediate expulsion from the 

Partyò (p. 230). 

 

The resolutions adopted by Party organs on the struggle against Trotskyism in 1923-1925 are 

to be found in the third section of this volume. 

 

At a joint plenary meeting with representatives of ten of the largest Party organisations in 

October 1923, the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission discussed the situation in 

the Party and condemned Trotskyôs anti-Party letter and the Statement of 46 concocted by the 

Trotskyites and other opposition groups: ñThe plenary meetings of the CC, the CCC and 

representatives of 10 Party organisations unequivocally condemn the Statement of 46 as a step in 

factional and divisive politics. . . . This Statement threatens to embroil the entire Party in an inner-

Party struggle during the next few months and thereby weaken the Party at a most crucial moment to 

the destinies of the international revolutionò (p. 236). 

 

In a pamphlet entitled The New Line, Trotsky accused the Party leadership of degeneration 

and counterposed young people, particularly students, to veteran Bolsheviks. To þatter young people, 

he called them the ñbarometer of the Partyò.  

 

The Thirteenth Conference of the RCP(B), held in January 1924, passed a resolutionð

ñResults of the Discussion and the Petty-Bourgeois Deviation in the Partyòðwhich sharply 

condemned the factional activities of Trotsky and his supporters and stated that ñthe present 

opposition is not only an attempt to revise Bolshevism, not only a þagrant departure from Leninism 

but patently a petty-bourgeois deviation. There is no doubt whatever that this opposition objectively 

mirrors the pressure of the petty-bourgeoisie on the position of the proletarian Party and its policyò (p. 

241).  

 

                                                           
*
 RCP(B)ðRussian Communist Party (Bolsheviks)ðthe name by which the Party was known from 1918 

onwards. In 1925 it was renamed the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks).ðEd. 
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This resolution was endorsed by the Thirteenth Congress of the RCP(B). 

 

In the autumn of 1924, after Leninôs death, Trotsky published an article in which he extolled 

his own role in the revolution, brought out his old idea of ñpermanent revolutionò and again argued 

that hostile collisions were inevitable between the proletarian vanguard and the broad peasant masses. 

 

At a plenary meeting on January 17-20, 1925 the Central Committee of the RCP(B) qualiýed 

Trotskyôs unceasing attacks on Bolshevism as an attempt to substitute Trotskyism for Leninism. By 

decision of this plenary meeting Trotsky was removed from the ofýce of Chairman of the 

Revolutionary Military Council of the USSR. He was ñwarned in the most emphatic terms that 

membership of the Bolshevik Party demands real, not verbal, subordination to Party discipline and 

total and unconditional renunciation of any attacks on the ideals of Leninismò (p. 254). 

 

A New Opposition led by Zinoviev and Kamenev attacked the Leninist line at the Fourteenth 

Party Congress, which was convened at the close of December 1925. Only recently Zinoviev and 

Kamenev had been opposed to the Trotskyites, but then they themselves sank to the positions of 

Trotskyism. 

 

After a crushing defeat at the Fourteenth Congress, the New Opposition openly embraced 

Trotskyism. An anti-Party opposition bloc, which was joined by the remnants of other opposition 

groups, smashed by the Party, now took shape. 

 

The fourth section offers documents tracing the Partyôs struggle against Trotskyism in 1926 

and 1927. 

 

In the autumn of 1926 the leaders of the Trotskyite bloc made an open anti-Party sally, 

speaking at Party meetings at the Aviapribor Works in Moscow and the Putilov Works in Leningrad, 

where they demanded a discussion of their anti-Leninist platform. The Communist workers sharply 

denounced them and made them leave these meetings. This induced them to beat a retreat: they sent a 

statement to the Central Committee in which they hypocritically recanted their errors. Actually, they 

formed an illegal party of their own and held secret meetings, at which they discussed their factional 

platform and the tactics to be adopted against the Communist Party. 

 

The Fifteenth All-Union Party Conference, held in October-November 1926, characterised 

the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition as a Menshevik deviation in the Party and warned them that further 

evolution towards Menshevism would lead to their expulsion from the Party. The conference called 

on all Communists to adopt a determined stand against the opposition bloc. 

 

The Seventh Extended Plenary Meeting of the Comintern Executive, held shortly afterwards, 

endorsed the Fifteenth Party Conference resolution on the opposition bloc and made it incumbent on 

Communist parties to put down the attempts of the Trotskyites to split the international communist 

movement. 

 

The Trotskyites did not cease their anti-Party activities despite their defeat in the Party, the 

working class and the international communist movement. They took advantage of the difficulties at 

home and also the deterioration of the Soviet Unionôs international position to come forward with 

their so-called ñplatform of 83ò, in which they renewed their slander against the Party. They claimed 

that the Party and the Soviet Government were out to abolish the monopoly of foreign trade and grant 

political rights to the kulaks. A huge edition of this ñplatformò was printed at an underground 

printshop and circulated among Party members and non-Party people. 

 

An end had to be put to this anti-Party activity. Convened in October 1927, a joint plenary 

meeting of the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission exposed the anti-Leninist 

essence of the opposition platform and expelled Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Central Committee for 

their factional activities against the Party and its unity. At this plenary meeting it was decided to 
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submit all the materials on the divisive activities of the Trotsky opposition for consideration by the 

Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party. 

 

During the Party discussion that preceded the Fifteenth Congress, 724,000 members voted in 

favour of the Central Committeeôs Leninist policy, while the Trotsky-Zinoviev bloc received only 

4,000 votes, i.e., half of one per cent of the participants in this discussion. This was a staggering 

defeat for the opposition. 

 

It was now obvious that the Trotsky-Zinoviev bloc had suffered political bankruptcy and was 

isolated from the Party masses. It, therefore, went over from factional activity within the Party to an 

anti-Soviet, counter-revolutionary struggle. 

 

After their total defeat in the Party organisations, the opposition members tried to appeal to 

the non-Party masses in the hope of making them rise against the Communist Party and the Soviet 

power. They held their illegal conferences at private homes in Moscow and Leningrad, working out a 

plan of action for the coming demonstration on November 7. They decided to speak on that day, shout 

their slogans and display the portraits of their leaders. On November 4 the Trotskyites forced their 

way into the Higher Technical School in Moscow and held a factional meeting. In some towns they 

printed anti-Soviet leaþets illegally, scattering them at factories and pasting them on fences and posts. 

 

On the 10th anniversary of the October Revolution they tried to organise anti-Soviet actions 

in Moscow and Leningrad, but were swept off the streets by demonstrations of working people, who 

expressed their complete conýdence in the Communist Party and the Soviet Government. 

 

The November 7 actions of the opposition showed that it had become a counter-revolutionary 

force openly hostile to the dictatorship of the proletariat. Having þouted all the standards of Party life, 

the Trotskyites now began to violate state laws, demonstrating their anti-Soviet, anti-popular 

aspirations. 

 

On November 14, 1927, in fulýlment of the will of the Party masses, the Central Committee 

and the Central Control Commission expelled Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Party; other members of 

their group were removed from the CC and the CCC. 

 

The defeat of Trotskyism was completed by the Fifteenth Party Congress (December 1927). It 

found that the opposition had ideologically broken with Leninism, degenerated into a Menshevik 

group, taken the road of capitulation to the international and internal bourgeoisie and become a 

weapon against the proletarian dictatorship. It, therefore, endorsed the decision of the CC and CCC to 

expel Trotsky and Zinoviev, and expelled another 75 members of their group. It instructed Party 

organisations to purge their ranks of patently incorrigible Trotskyites and institute measures to 

inþuence the rank-and-ýle members of the opposition ideologically in order to persuade them to 

abandon Trotskyite views and go over to the positions of Leninism. 

 

Party unity is dealt with in the ýfth section, which consists of resolutions adopted by local 

Party organisations on the struggle against Trotskyism (1923-1927). 

 

After the Fifteenth Congress many rank-and-ýle members of the opposition bloc realised their 

delusions, renounced Trotskyism and were re-established as Party members. However, spurred by his 

implacable enmity for Leninism, Trotsky did not down arms, with the result that in 1929 he was 

expelled from the Soviet Union. The Leninist Party thus ýnally smashed the Trotsky opposition 

ideologically and organisationally. 

 

However, under various guises Trotskyite ideology continues to harm the liberation 

movement. 
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Present-day Trotskyism has many aspects. Following the example of Trotsky, its spiritual 

father, it is capable of acquiring any hue and adapting itself to any revolutionary trend in order to 

blow it up from within. 

 

The problem of the unity and cohesion of the anti-imperialist forces, above all, of the 

communist and working-class movement, received considerable attention at the 24
th
 Congress of the 

CPSU, which was held in Moscow in March-April 1971. It was noted that recent years had witnessed 

an animation of Right and ñLeftò opportunism and violent attacks by various splinter groups on 

Marxism-Leninism as the ideological and theoretical guideline of the communist movement. Modern 

Trotskyism, it was pointed out, had actively aligned itself with these splinter groups, which the 

present Chinese leadership was setting up in various countries. Speaking from the congress rostrum 

the delegates and the numerous foreign guests stressed their determination to wage a tireless ýght 

against all these attacks, including the assaults of the Trotskyites, and work to strengthen the unity and 

solidarity of the communist and working-class movement on the unshakable foundation of the 

Marxist-Leninist teaching. 

 

At various stages Trotskyism united and headed different opportunist trends. This was made 

possible by Trotskyismôs ability to use ultra-revolutionary verbiage to mask its opportunist concepts 

and thereby tempt and attract people with little experience of politics and no or inadequate knowledge 

of Marxist-Leninist theory. Delusions of a Trotskyite hue sometimes disorient part of the 

revolutionary-minded youth, who, on account of their inexperience, are unable to ýnd the road to 

genuinely revolutionary theory, to communist ideology. 

 

Modern Trotskyism seeks to emasculate Marxism-Leninism of its revolutionary content, 

helps the agents of imperialism to ýght the Marxist-Leninist teaching and resorts to ultra-

revolutionary clamour in an effort to sow the poisonous seeds of adventurism among young people. 

 

In the capitalist countries, the radical, democratic youth are looking for a way out of 

oppression and exploitation and seeking the means of ýghting social injustice. By their own reformist 

practices most of the Socialist and Social-Democratic parties are increasingly demonstrating that they 

are spokesmen of the capitalist system. The ýnest and most politically conscious young people are 

adopting Marxism-Leninism, which gives them a wider political horizon, indicates effective ways of 

ýghting imperialism and shows them the prospects for the triumph of the socialist revolution. 

 

There is no doubt that the temporary attraction that a section of the young people in the 

capitalist countries has for the modern Trotskyite slogans with their tub-thumping and pseudo-

revolutionary veneer will pass. And there is no doubt that in the course of the revolutionary struggle 

led by the Communist and Workersô Parties, who are armed with the great teaching of Marxism-

Leninism, Trotskyite ideology with its opportunism and adventurism will be exposed again and again 

and swept away, as has repeatedly been the case in the past. The viability and invincibility of 

Marxism-Leninism are shown by the documents in this volume tracing the struggle the Communist 

Party and the working people of the Soviet Union waged against the petty-bourgeois anti-Leninist 

ideology and practice of Trotskyism. 

 

The addenda include decisions of the Communist International and resolutions adopted by the 

trade unions against Trotskyism.  

 

This volume was compiled by B. S. Ulasov and I. P. Ganenko under the direction of A. A. 

Solovyov.  

 

Institute of Marxism-Leninism, 

Central Committee of the CPSU 
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LENINôS CRITICISM 

OF THE OPPORTUNIST VIEWS 

OF THE TROTSKYITES AND EXPOSURE 

OF THEIR SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES 

IN 1903-1917 
 

SECOND CONGRESS OF THE RSDLP
1
 

 

July 17 (30)-August 10 (23), 1903
*
 

 

EXTRACTS FROM SPEECHES 

ON THE DISCUSSION'OF THE PARTY RULES 

 

August 2(15) 

 

1 

 

Lenin delivers a brief speech in support of his formulation, emphasising in particular its 

stimulating effect: ñOrganise!ò
2
 It must not be imagined that Party organisations must consist solely 

of professional revolutionaries. We need the most diverse organisations of all types, ranks and shades, 

beginning with extremely limited and secret and ending with very broad, free lose Organisationen. Its 

endorsement by the Central Committee is an essential condition for a Party organisation.  

 

2 

 

I should like ýrst of all to make two remarks on minor points. First, on the subject of 

Axelrodôs kind proposal (I am not speaking ironically) to ñstrike a bargainò. I would willingly 

respond to this appeal, for I by no means consider our difference so vital as to be a matter of life or 

death to the Party. We shall certainly not perish because of an unfortunate clause in the Rules! But 

since it has come to the point of choosing between two formulations, I simply cannot abandon my 

firm conviction that Martovôs formulation is worse than the original draft and may, in certain 

circumstances, cause no little harm to the Party. The second remark concerns Comrade Brucker. It is 

only natural for Comrade Brucker, who wishes to apply the elective principle everywhere, to have 

accepted my formulation, the only one that deýnes at all exactly the concept of a Party member. I 

therefore fail to understand Comrade Martovôs delight at Comrade Bruckerôs agreement with me. Is it 

possible that in actual fact Comrade Martov makes a point of guiding himself by the opposite of what 

Brucker says, without examining his motives and arguments? 

 

To come to the main subject, I must say that Comrade Trotsky has completely misunderstood 

Comrade Plekhanovôs fundamental idea, and his arguments have therefore evaded the gist of the 

matter. He has spoken of intellectuals and workers, of the class point of view and of the mass 

movement, but he has failed to notice a basic question, does my formulation narrow or expand the 

concept of a Party member? If he had asked himself that question, he would easily have seen that my 

formulation narrows this concept, while Martovôs expands it, for (to use Martovôs own correct 

expression) what distinguishes his concept is its ñelasticityò. And in the period of Party life that we 

are now passing through it is just this ñelasticityò that undoubtedly opens the door to all elements of 

confusion, vacillation, and opportunism. To refute this simple and obvious conclusion it has to be 

proved that there are no such elements; but it has not even occurred to Comrade Trotsky to do that. 

Nor can that be proved, for everyone knows that such elements exist in plenty, and that they are to be 

found in the working class too. The need to safeguard the firmness of the Partyôs line and the purity of 

its principles has now become particularly urgent, for, with the restoration of its unity, the Party will 

                                                           
*
 The double dates are necessary because the Julian calendar was used in Russia at the time. The switch to the 

new calendar (ýgures in parentheses) was made in February 1918.ðEd. 
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recruit into its ranks a great many unstable elements, whose number will increase with the growth of 

the Party. Comrade Trotsky completely misinterpreted the main idea of my book, What Is to Be 

Done?, when he spoke about the Party not being a conspiratorial organisation (many others too raised 

this objection). He forgot that in my book I propose a number of various types of organisations, from 

the most secret and most exclusive to comparatively broad and ñlooseò (lose) organisations.
*
 He 

forgot that the Party must be only the vanguard, the leader of the vast masses of the working class, the 

whole (or nearly the whole) of which works ñunder the control and directionò of the Party 

organisations, but the whole of which does not and should not belong to a ñpartyò. Now let us see 

what conclusions Comrade Trotsky arrives at in consequence of his fundamental mistake. He has told 

us here that if rank after rank of workers were arrested, and all the workers were to declare that they 

did not belong to the Party, our Party would be a strange one indeed! Is it not the other way round? Is 

it not Comrade Trotskyôs argument that is strange? He regards as something sad that which a 

revolutionary with any experience at all would only rejoice at. If hundreds and thousands of workers 

who were arrested for taking part in strikes and demonstrations did not prove to be members of Party 

organisations, it would only show that we have good organisations, and that we are fulýlling our task 

of keeping a more or less limited circle of leaders secret and of drawing the broadest possible masses 

into the movement. 

 

The root of the mistake made by those who stand for Martovôs formulation is that they not 

only ignore one of the main evils of our Party life, but even sanctify it. The evil is that, at a time when 

political discontent is almost universal, when conditions require our work to be carried on in complete 

secrecy, and when most of our activities have to be conýned to limited, secret circles and even to 

private meetings, it is extremely difýcult, almost impossible in fact, for us to distinguish those who 

only talk from those who do the work. There is hardly another country in the world where the 

jumbling of these two categories is as common and as productive of such boundless confusion and 

harm as in Russia. We are suffering sorely from this evil not only among the intelligentsia, but also 

among the working class, and Comrade Martovôs formulation sanctions it. This formulation 

necessarily tends to make Party members of all and sundry; Comrade Martov himself was forced to 

admit this, although with a reservation: ñYes, if you like,ò he said. But that is precisely what we do 

not like! And that is precisely why we are so adamant in our opposition to Martovôs formulation. It 

would be better if ten who do work should not call themselves Party members (real workers donôt 

hunt after titles!) than that one who only talks should have the right and opportunity to be a Party 

member. That is a principle which seems to me irrefutable, and which compels me to ýght against 

Martov. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 6, pp. 500-03 

 

                                                           
*
 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 5, p. 459.ðEd. 
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From THE LETTER TO Y. D. STASOVA, 

F. V. LENGNIK, AND OTHERS
*
 

 

14/X. [1904] 

 

A new pamphlet by Trotsky came out recently, under the editorship of Iskra, as was 

announced. This makes it the ñCredoò as it were of the new Iskra.
3
 The pamphlet is a pack of brazen 

lies, a distortion of the facts. And this is done under the editorship of the CO. The work of the Iskra 

group is viliýed in every way, the Economists,
4
 it is alleged, did far more, the Iskra group displayed 

no initiative, they gave no thought to the proletariat, were more concerned with the bourgeois 

intelligentsia, introduced a deadly bureaucracy everywhereðtheir work was reduced to carrying out 

the programme of the famous ñCredoò. The Second Congress was, in his words, a reactionary attempt 

to consolidate sectarian methods of organisation, etc. The pamphlet is a slap in the face both for the 

present Editorial Board of the CO and for all Party workers. Reading a pamphlet of this kind you can 

see clearly that the ñMinorityò has indulged in so much lying and falsehood that it will be incapable of 

producing anything viable, and one wants to ýght, here there is something worth ýghting for. 

 

Kolôs wife is well, she is in Yekaterinoslav. 

 

Warm greetings to all of you. 

Starik & Co. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 43, p. 129 

 

                                                           
*
 Written by Krupskaya on Leninôs instructions.ðEd. 
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From SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY AND THE 

PROVISIONAL REVOLUTIONARY GOVERNMENT
5
 

 

March 1905
*
 

 

éParvus managed at last to go forward, instead of moving backward like a crab. He refused 

to perform the Sisyphean labour
6
 of endlessly correcting Martynovôs and Martovôs follies. He openly 

advocated (unfortunately, together with Trotsky) the idea of the revolutionary-democratic 

dictatorship,
À
 the idea that it was the duty of Social-Democrats to take part in the provisional 

revolutionary government after the overthrow of the autocracy. Parvus is profoundly right in saying 

that the Social-Democrats must not fear to take bold strides forward, to deal joint ñblowsò at the 

enemy, shoulder to shoulder with the revolutionary bourgeois democrats, on the deýnite 

understanding, however (very appropriately brought to mind), that the organisations are not to be 

merged, that we march separately but strike together, that we do not conceal the diversity of interests, 

that we watch our ally as we would our enemy, etc.  

 

But for all our warm sympathy for these slogans of a revolutionary Social-Democrat who has 

turned away from the tail-enders,
ÿ
 we could not help feeling jarred by certain false notes that Parvus 

struck. We mention these slight errors, not out of captiousness, but because from him to whom much 

is given, much is demanded. It would be most dangerous at present for Parvus to compromise his 

correct position by his own imprudence. Among the imprudent, to say the least, is the following 

sentence in his preface to Trotskyôs pamphlet: ñIf we wish to keep the revolutionary proletariat apart 

from the other political currents, we must learn to stand ideologically at the head of the revolutionary 

movementò (this is correct), ñto be more revolutionary than anyone elseò. This is incorrect. That is to 

say, it is incorrect, if the statement is taken in the general sense in which it is expressed by Parvus; it 

is incorrect from the point of view of the reader to whom this preface is something standing by itself, 

apart from Martynov and the new-Iskrists, whom Parvus does not mention. If we examine this 

statement dialectically, i.e., relatively, concretely, in all its aspects, and not after the manner of those 

literary jockeys, who, even many years after, snatch separate sentences from some single work and 

distort their meaning, it will become clear that Parvus directs the assertion expressly against tailism, to 

which extent he is right (compare particularly his subsequent words: ñIf we lag behind revolutionary 

developmentò, etc.). But the reader cannot have in mind only tail-enders, since there are others 

besides tail-enders among the dangerous friends of the revolution in the camp of the revolutionariesð

there are the ñSocialists-Revolutionariesò,
8
 there are people like the Nadezhdins, who are swept along 

by the tide of events and are helpless in the face of revolutionary phrases; or those who are guided by 

instinct rather than by a revolutionary outlook (like Gapon). These Parvus forgot; he forgot them 

because his presentation, the development of his thoughts, was not free, but was hampered by the 

pleasant memory of the very Martynovism against which he seeks to warn the reader. Parvusôs 

exposition is not sufficiently concrete because he does not consider the totality of the various 

revolutionary currents in Russia, which are inevitable in the epoch of democratic revolution and 

which naturally reflect the still unstratiýed classes of society in such an epoch. At such a time, 

revolutionary-democratic programmes are quite naturally veiled in vague, even reactionary, socialist 

ideas concealed behind revolutionary phrases (to wit, the Socialists-Revolutionaries and Nadezhdin, 

                                                           
*
 The date shows the time of writing or the ýrst publication.ðEd. 
À
 In the manuscript: ñHe openly advocated (unfortunately with the windbag Trotsky in a foreword to the latterôs 

bombastic pamphlet Before the Ninth of January) the idea of the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship. . .ò.ð

Ed. 
ÿ
 A note in the manuscript says: ñIskra is modestly silent over the matter of Trotskyôs pamphlet with Parvusôs 

preface, published in the Party printshop. Of course, it is not in its interests to disentangle the muddle: Martynov 

pulls one way and Parvus pulls the other way, but weôll say nothing until Plekhanov pulls Martov out by his 

ears! And we call this óIdeological leadership of the Partyô! Incidentally, Iôll mention a óformalisticô curiosity. 

Our sages in the Council
7
 have decreed the Party signature is only permissible on pamphlets published on 

instructions from Party organisations. It would be interesting to learn from these sages what organisation 

requested the publication of the pamphlet of Nadezhdin, Trotsky and others? Or were the people right who 

called the above-mentioned ódecreeô a scurvy sectarian trick against Leninôs publishing house?òðEd. 
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who, it seems, changed only his label when he went over from the ñrevolutionary socialistsò to the 

new Iskra). Under such circumstances we, the Social-Democrats, never can and never will advance 

the slogan ñBe more revolutionary than anyone elseò. We shall not even try to keep up with the 

revolutionariness of a democrat who is detached from his class basis, who has a weakness for ýne 

phrases and þaunts catchwords and cheap slogans (especially in agrarian matters). On the contrary, 

we will always be critical of such revolutionariness; we will expose the real meaning of words, the 

real content of idealised great events; and we will teach the need for a sober evaluation of the classes 

and shadings within the classes, even in the hottest situations of the revolution.  

 

Equally incorrect, for the same reason, are Parvusôs statements that ñthe revolutionary 

provisional government in Russia will be a government of working-class democracyò, that ñif the 

Social-Democrats are at the head of the revolutionary movement of the Russian proletariat, this 

government will be a Social-Democratic governmentò, that the Social-Democratic provisional 

government ñwill be an integral government with a Social-Democratic majorityò. This is impossible, 

unless we speak of fortuitous, transient episodes, and not of a revolutionary dictatorship that will be at 

all durable and capable of leaving its mark in history. This is impossible, because only a revolutionary 

dictatorship supported by the vast majority of the people can be at all durable (not absolutely, of 

course, but relatively). The Russian proletariat, however, is at present a minority of the population in 

Russia. It can become the great, overwhelming majority only if it combines with the mass of semi-

proletarians, semi-proprietors, i.e., with the mass of the petty-bourgeois urban and rural poor. Such a 

composition of the social basis of the possible and desirable revolutionary-democratic dictatorship 

will, of course, affect the composition of the revolutionary government and inevitably lead to the 

participation, or even predominance, within it of the most heterogeneous representatives of 

revolutionary democracy. It would be extremely harmful to entertain any illusions on this score. If 

that windbag Trotsky now writes (unfortunately, side by side with Parvus) that ña Father Gapon could 

appear only onceò, that ñthere is no room for a second Gaponò, he does so simply because he is a 

windbag. If there were no room in Russia for a second Gapon, there would be no room for a truly 

ñgreatò, consummated democratic revolution. To become great, to evoke 1789-93, not 1848-50, and 

to surpass those years, it must rouse the vast masses to active life, to heroic efforts, to ñfundamental 

historic creativenessò; it must raise them out of frightful ignorance, unparalleled oppression, 

incredible backwardness, and abysmal dullness. The revolution is already raising them and will raise 

them completely; the government itself is facilitating the process by its desperate resistance. But, of 

course, there can be no question of a mature political consciousness, of a Social-Democratic 

consciousness of these masses or their numerous ñnativeò popular leaders or even ñmuzhikò leaders. 

They cannot become Social-Democrats at once without ýrst passing a number of revolutionary tests, 

not only because of their ignorance (revolution, we repeat, enlightens with marvellous speed), but 

because their class position is not proletarian, because the objective logic of historical development 

confronts them at the present time with the tasks, not of a socialist, but of a democratic revolution. 

 

In this revolution, the revolutionary proletariat will participate with the utmost energy, 

sweeping aside the miserable tail-ism of some and the revolutionary phrases of others. It will bring 

class deýniteness and consciousness into the dizzying whirlwind of events, and march on intrepidly 

and unswervingly, not fearing, but fervently desiring, the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship, 

ýghting for the republic and for complete republican liberties, ýghting for substantial economic 

reforms, in order to create for itself a truly large arena, an arena worthy of the twentieth century, in 

which to carry on the struggle for socialism. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 8, pp. 289-92 

 



13 

FIFTH CONGRESS OF THE RSDLP 
 

April 30-May 19 (May 13-June 1), 1907
9 

 

From SPEECH ON THE REPORT  

ON THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DUMA GROUP 

 

May 8(21) 

 

A few words about Trotsky. He spoke on behalf of the ñCentreò, and expressed the views of 

the Bund.
10

 He fulminated against us for introducing our ñunacceptableò resolution. He threatened an 

outright split, the withdrawal of the Duma group, which is supposedly offended by our resolution. I 

emphasise these words. I urge you to reread our resolution attentively.  

 

Is it not monstrous to see something offensive in a calm acknowledgement of mistakes, 

unaccompanied by any sharply expressed censure, to speak of a split in connection with it? Does this 

not show the sickness in our Party, a fear of admitting mistakes, a fear of criticising the Duma group? 

 

The very possibility that the question can be presented in this way shows that there is 

something non-partisan in our Party. This non-partisan something is the Duma groupôs relations with 

the Party. The Duma group must be more of a Party group, must have closer connections with the 

Party, must be more subordinate to all proletarian work. Then wailings about insults and threats of a 

split will disappear. 

 

When Trotsky stated: ñYour unacceptable resolution prevents your right ideas being put into 

effectò, I called out to him: ñGive us your resolution.ò Trotsky replied: ñNo, ýrst withdraw yours.ò 

 

A ýne position indeed for the ñCentreò to take, isnôt it? Because of our (in Trotskyôs opinion) 

mistake (ñtactlessnessò), he punishes the whole Party, depriving it of his ñtactfulò exposition of the 

very same principles. Why did you not get your resolution passed, we shall be asked in the localities. 

Because the Centre took umbrage at it, and in a huff refused to set forth its own principles! (Applause 

from the Bolsheviks and part of the Centre.) That is a position based not on principle, but on the 

Centreôs lack of principle. 

 

We came to the Congress with two tactical lines which have long been known to the Party. It 

would be stupid and unworthy of a workersô party to cover up differences of opinion and conceal 

them. We must compare the two points of view more clearly. We must express them in their 

application to all questions of our policy. We must sum up our Party experience clearly. Only in this 

way shall we be doing our duty and put an end to vacillation in the policy of the proletariat. (Applause 

from the Bolsheviks and part of the Centre.) 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 12, pp. 451-52 
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From THE AIM OF THE PROLETARIAN  

STRUGGLE IN OUR REVOLUTION 
 

March (April) 1909 

 

III  

 

As for Trotsky, whom Comrade Martov has involved in the controversy of third parties which 

he has organisedða controversy involving everybody except the dissentientðwe positively cannot go 

into a full examination of his views here. A separate article of considerable length would be needed 

for this. By just touching upon Trotskyôs mistaken views, and quoting scraps of them, Comrade 

Martov only sows confusion in the mind of the reader, for scraps of quotations do not explain but 

confuse matters. Trotskyôs major mistake is that he ignores the bourgeois character of the revolution 

and has no clear conception of the transition from this revolution to the socialist revolution. This 

major mistake leads to those mistakes on side issues which Comrade Martov repeats when he quotes 

a couple of them with sympathy and approval. Not to leave matters in the confused state to which 

Comrade Martov has reduced them by his exposition, we shall at least expose the fallacy of those 

arguments of Trotsky which have won the approval of Comrade Martov. A coalition of the proletariat 

and the peasantry ñpresupposes either that the peasantry will come under the sway of one of the 

existing bourgeois parties, or that it will form a powerful independent partyò. This is obviously untrue 

both from the standpoint of general theory and from that of the experience of the Russian revolution. 

A ñcoalitionò of classes does not at all presuppose either the existence of any particular powerful 

party, or parties in general. This is only confusing classes with parties. A ñcoalitionò of the speciýed 

classes does not in the least imply either that one of the existing bourgeois parties will establish its 

sway over the peasantry or that the peasants should form a powerful independent party! Theoretically 

this is clear because, ýrst, the peasants do not lend themselves very well to party organisation; and 

because, secondly, the formation of peasant parties is an extremely difficult and lengthy process in a 

bourgeois revolution, so that a ñpowerful independentò party may emerge only towards the end of the 

revolution. The experience of the Russian revolution shows that ñcoalitionsò of the proletariat and the 

peasantry were formed scores and hundreds of times, in the most diverse forms, without any 

ñpowerful independent partyò of the peasantry. Such a coalition was formed when there was ñjoint 

actionò, between, say, a Soviet of Workersô Deputies and a Soviet of Soldiersô Deputies, or a 

Railwaymenôs Strike Committee, or Peasantsô Deputies, etc. All these organisations were mainly non-

party; nevertheless, every joint action between them undoubtedly represented a ñcoalitionò of classes. 

In the course of this a peasant party took shape as an idea, in germ, coming into being in the form of 

the Peasant Union
11

 of 1905, or the Trudovik group of 1906ðand as such a party grew, developed 

and constituted itself, the coalition of classes assumed different forms, from the vague and unofýcial 

to deýnite and ofýcial political agreements. After the dissolution of the First Duma, for example, the 

following three calls for insurrection were issued: (1) ñTo the Army and Navyò, (2) ñTo all the 

Russian Peasantsò, (3) ñTo the Whole Peopleò. The ýrst was signed by the Social-Democratic group 

in the Duma and the Committee of the Trudovik group. Was this ñjoint actionò evidence of a coalition 

of two classes? Of course it was. To deny it means to engage in pettifoggery, or to narrow the broad 

scientific concept of a ñcoalition of classesò to a strictly juridical concept, almost thatðI would sayð

of a notary. Further, can it be denied that this joint call for insurrection, signed by the Duma deputies 

of the working class and peasantry, was accompanied by joint actions of representatives of both 

classes in the form of partial local insurrections? Can it be denied that a joint call for a general 

insurrection and joint participation in local and partial insurrections necessarily implies the joint 

formation of a provisional revolutionary government? To deny it would mean to engage in 

pettifoggery, to reduce the concept of ñgovernmentò to something completely and formally 

constituted, to forget that the complete and formally constituted develop from the incomplete and 

unconstituted. 

 

To proceed. The second call for insurrection was signed by the Central Committee 

(Menshevik!) of the RSDLP and also the Central Committee of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, the 
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All -Russia Peasant Union, the All-Russia Railwaymenôs
12

 and the All-Russia Teachersô Unions,
13

 as 

well as by the Committee of the Trudovik group and the Social-Democratic group in the Duma. The 

third call for insurrection bears the signatures of the Polish Socialist Party and the Bund, plus all the 

foregoing signatures except the three unions  

 

That was a fully constituted political coalition of parties and non-party organisations! That 

was ñthe dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantryò proclaimed in the form of a threat to 

tsarism, in the form of a call to the whole people, but not yet realised! And today one will hardly ýnd 

many Social-Democrats who would agree with the Menshevik Sotsial-Demokrat
14

 of 1906, No. 6, 

which wrote of these appeals: ñIn this case our Party concluded with other revolutionary parties and 

groups not a political bloc, but a ýghting agreement, which we have always considered expedient and 

necessaryò (cf. Proletary No. 1, August 21, 1906 and No. 8, November 23, 1906
*
). A ýghting 

agreement cannot be contraposed to a political bloc, for the latter concept embraces the former. A 

political bloc at various historical moments takes the form either of a ñýghting agreementò in 

connection with insurrection, or of a parliamentary agreement for ñjoint action against the Black 

Hundreds and Cadetsò, and so on. The idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry has 

found its practical expression throughout our revolution in a thousand forms, from the signing of the 

manifesto calling upon the people to pay no taxes and to withdraw their deposits from the savings-

banks (December 1905), or the signing of calls to insurrection (July 1906), to voting in the Second 

and Third Dumas in 1907 and 1908. 

 

Trotskyôs second statement quoted by Comrade Martov is wrong too. It is not true that ñthe 

whole question is, who will determine the governmentôs policy, who will constitute a homogeneous 

majority in itò, and so forth. And it is particularly untrue when Comrade Martov uses it as an 

argument against the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry. Trotsky himself, in the course of 

his argument, concedes that ñrepresentatives of the democratic population will take partò in the 

ñworkersô governmentò, i.e., concedes that there will be a government consisting of representatives of 

the proletariat and the peasantry. On what terms the proletariat will take part in the government of the 

revolution is another question, and it is quite likely that on this question the Bolsheviks will disagree 

not only with Trotsky, but also with the Polish Social-Democrats. The question of the dictatorship of 

the revolutionary classes, however, cannot be reduced to a question of the ñmajorityò in any particular 

revolutionary government, or of the terms on which the participation of the Social-Democrats in such 

a government is admissible. 

 

Lastly, the most fallacious of Trotskyôs opinions that Comrade Martov quotes and considers 

to be ñjustò is the third, viz.: ñeven if they [the peasantry]
À
 do this [ñsupport the regime of working-

class democracyò] with no more political understanding than they usually support a bourgeois 

regime.ò The proletariat cannot count on the ignorance and prejudices of the peasantry as the powers 

that be under a bourgeois regime count and depend on them, nor can it assume that in time of 

revolution the peasantry will remain in their usual state of political ignorance and passivity. The 

history of the Russian revolution shows that the very ýrst wave of the upsurge at the end of 1905 at 

once stimulated the peasantry to form a political organisation (the All Russia Peasant Union), which 

was undoubtedly the embryo of a distinct peasant party. Both in the First and Second Dumasðin spite 

of the fact that the counter-revolution had wiped out the ýrst contingents of advanced peasantsðthe 

peasantry, now for the ýrst time acting on a nation-wide scale in the all-Russia general elections, 

immediately laid the foundations of the Trudovik group, which was undoubtedly the embryo of a 

distinct peasant party. In these embryos and rudiments there was much that was unstable, vague and 

vacillating: that is beyond doubt. But if political groups like this could spring up at the beginning of 

the revolution, there cannot be the slightest doubt that a revolution carried to such a ñconclusionò, or 

rather, to such a high stage of development as a revolutionary dictatorship, will produce a more 

                                                           
*
 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 11, pp. 150-66, 307-19ð Ed. 
À
 Interpolations in square brackets (within passages, quoted by Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless 

otherwise indicated.ðEd.  
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deýnitely constituted and stronger revolutionary peasant party. To think otherwise would be like 

supposing that some vital organs of an adult can retain the size, shape and development of infancy. 

 

In any case, Comrade Martovôs conclusion that the conference agreed with Trotsky, of all 

people, on the question of the relations between the proletariat and the peasantry in the struggle for 

power is an amazing contradiction of the facts, is an attempt to read into a word a meaning that was 

never discussed, not mentioned and not even thought of at the conference. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 15, pp. 370-74 
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TO G. Y. ZINOVIEV 
 

[August 24, 1909] 

 

Dear Gr., 

 

I have received No. 7-8 of Sotsial-Demokrat.
15

 I object to Trotskyôs signature; signatures 

must be omitted. (I have not yet read the articles.) 

 

As regards Proletary, I think we should insert in it (1) an article on the elections in St. 

Petersburg (in connection with the claptrap of Rech and Vodovozov, if Rech has not misreported 

him); (2) on the Swedish strikeða summing-up article is essential; (3) ditto on the Spanish events
16

; 

(4) on the Mensheviks, in connection with their (very vile) polemic with the Geneva (Georgien
17

) 

anti-liquidator; (5) in the supplement as a special sheet, an answer to the ñOpen Letterò of Maximov 

and Co.
18

 A proper answer must be given to them so that these scoundrels do not mislead people by 

their lies. 

 

After three weeksô holiday, I am beginning to come round. I think I could take No. 4 and 5 

upon myself, if need be No. 1 as well, but I am still afraid to promise. Write me your opinion and the 

exact deadlines. What else is there for Proletary? 

 

No. 2 and 3 can be made up from Vorwärts
19

; I shall send it to you, if you will undertake to 

write. 

 

As regards Pravda,
20

 have you read Trotskyôs letter to Inok? If you have, I hope it has 

convinced you that Trotsky behaves like a despicable careerist and factionalist of the Ryazanov-and-

Co. type. Either equality on the editorial board, subordination to the CC and no oneôs transfer to Paris 
except Trotskyôs (the scoundrel, he wants to ñýx upò the whole rascally crew of Pravda at our 

expense!)ðor a break with this swindler and an exposure of him in the CO. He pays lip-service to the 

Party and behaves worse than any other of the factionalists. 

 

All the best.  

N. Lenin 

 

P.S. Iôm afraid weôll have to give Kamenev up as a bad job. An article on The Social 

Movement has been promised six weeks (or six months) ago?
21

  

 

My address is: Mr. W1. Oulianoff (Chez Madame Lecreux), Bombon (Seine-et-Marne). 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 34, pp. 399-400 
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From NOTES OF A PUBLICIST 
 

March-May (June) 1910 

II  

 

The ñUNITY CRISISò IN OUR PARTY 

 

l. Two Views on Unity 

 

With touching unanimity the liquidators
22

 and the otzovists
23

 are abusing the Bolsheviks up 

hill and down dale (the liquidators attack Plekhanov as well). The Bolsheviks are to blame, the 

Bolshevik Centre is to blame, the ñ óindividualisticô tendencies of Lenin and Plekhanovò (p. 15 of the 

ñNecessary Supplementò
24
) are to blame, as well as the ñirresponsible groupò of ñformer members of 

the Bolshevik Centreò (see the leaflet of the Uperyod group). In this respect the liquidators and the 

otzovists are entirely at one; their bloc against orthodox Bolshevism (a bloc which more than once 

characterised the struggle at the plenum, which I deal with separately below) is an indisputable fact; 

the representatives of two extreme tendencies, each of them equally expressing subordination to 

bourgeois ideas, each of them equally anti-Party, are entirely at one in their internal Party policy, in 

their struggle against the Bolsheviks and in proclaiming the Central Organ to be ñBolshevikò. But the 

strongest abuse from Axelrod and Alexinsky only serves to screen their complete failure to 

understand the meaning and importance of Party unity. Trotskyôs (the Viennese) resolution only 

differs outwardly from the ñeffusionsò of Axelrod and Alexinsky. It is drafted very ñcautiouslyò and 

lays claim to ñabove factionò fairness. But what is its meaning? The ñBolshevik leadersò are to blame 

for everythingðthis is the same ñphilosophy of historyò as that of Axelrod and Alexinsky. 

 

The very ýrst paragraph of the Vienna resolution states: . . . ñthe representatives of all factions 

and trends . . . by their decision [at the plenum] consciously and deliberately assumed responsibility 

for carrying out the adopted resolutions in the present conditions, in co-operation with the given 

persons, groups and institutionsò. This refers to ñconþicts in the Central Organò. Who is ñresponsible 

for carrying out the resolutionsò of the plenum in the Central Organ? Obviously the majority of the 

Central Organ, i.e., the Bolsheviks and the Poles; it is they who are responsible for carrying out the 

resolutions of the plenumðñin cooperation with the given personsò, i.e., with the Golosists
25

 and 

Vperyodists.
26

 

 

What does the principal resolution of the plenum say in that part of it which deals with the 

most ñvexedò problems of our Party, with questions which were most disputable before the plenum 

and which should have become least disputable after the plenum? 

 

It says that bourgeois inþuence over the proletariat manifests itself, on the one hand, in 

rejecting the illegal Social-Democratic Party and belittling its role and importance, etc., and, on the 

other hand, in rejecting Social-Democratic work in the Duma as well as the utilisation of legal 

possibilities, the failure to grasp the importance of both the one and the other, etc. 

 

Now what is the meaning of this resolution? 

 

Does it mean that the Golosists should have sincerely and irrevocably put an end to rejecting 

the illegal Party and belittling it, etc., that they should have admitted this to be a deviation, that they 

should have got rid of it, and done positive work in a spirit hostile to this deviation; that the 

Vperyodists should have sincerely and irrevocably put an end to rejecting Duma work and legal 

possibilities, etc., that the majority of the Central Organ should in every way have enlisted the ñco-

operationò of the Golosists and Vperyodists on condition that they sincerely, consistently and 

irrevocably renounced the ñdeviationsò described in detail in the resolution of the plenum? 

 

Or does the resolution mean that the majority of the Central Organ is responsible for carrying 

out the resolutions (on the overcoming of liquidationist and otzovist deviations) ñin co-operation with 
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the givenò Golosists, who continue as before and even more crudely to defend liquidationism, and 

with the given Vperyodists, who continue as before and even more crudely to assert the legitimacy of 

otzovism, ultimatumism, etc.? 

 

This question needs only to be put for one to see how hollow are the eloquent phrases in 

Trotskyôs resolution, to see how in reality they serve to defend the very position held by Axelrod and 

Co., and Alexinsky and Co. 

 

In the very ýrst words of his resolution Trotsky expressed the full spirit of the worst kind of 

conciliation, ñconciliationò in inverted commas, of a sectarian and philistine conciliation, which deals 

with the ñgiven personsò and not the given line of policy, the given spirit, the given ideological and 

political content of Party work. 

 

It is in this that the enormous difference lies between real partyism, which consists in purging 

the Party of liquidationism and otzovism, and the ñconciliationò of Trotsky and Co., which actually 

renders the most faithful service to the liquidators and otzovists, and is therefore an evil that is all the 

more dangerous to the Party the more cunningly, artfully and rhetorically it cloaks itself with 

professedly pro-Party, professedly anti-factional declamations. 

 

In point of fact, what is it that we have been given as the task of the Party? 

 

Is it ñgiven persons, groups and institutionsò that we have been ñgivenò and that have to be 

ñreconciledò irrespective of their policy, irrespective of the content of their work, irrespective of their 

attitude towards liquidationism and otzovism? 

 

Or have we been given a Party line, an ideological and political direction and content of our 

entire work, the task of purging this work of liquidationism and otzovismða task that must be carried 

out irrespective of ñpersons, groups and institutionsò, in spite of the opposition of ñpersons, 

institutions and groupsò which disagree with that policy or do not carry it out? 

 

Two views are possible on the meaning of and conditions for the achievement of any kind of 

Party unity. It is extremely important to grasp the difference between these views, for they become 

entangled and confused in the course of development of our ñunity crisisò and it is impossible to 

orientate ourselves in this crisis unless we draw a sharp line between them. 

 

One view on unity may place in the forefront the ñreconciliationò of ñgiven persons, groups 

and institutionsò. The identity of their views on Party work, on the policy of that work, is a secondary 

matter. One should try to keep silent about differences of opinion and not elucidate their causes, their 

signiýcance, their objective conditions. The chief thing is to ñreconcileò persons and groups. If they 

do not agree on carrying out a common policy, that policy must be interpreted in such a way as to be 

acceptable to all. Live and let live. This is philistine ñconciliationò, which inevitably leads to sectarian 

diplomacy. To ñstop upò the sources of disagreement, to keep silent about them, to ñadjustò 

ñconþictsò at all costs, to neutralise the conþicting trendsðit is to this that the main attention of such 

ñconciliationò is directed. In circumstances in which the illegal Party requires a base of operations 

abroad, this sectarian diplomacy opens the door to ñpersons, groups and institutionsò that play the part 

of ñhonest brokersò in all kinds of attempts at ñconciliationò and ñneutralisationò. 

 

Here is what Martov, in Golos No. 19-20, relates of one such attempt at the plenum: 
 

ñThe Mensheviks, Pravdists and Bundists proposed a composition of the Central Organ which would 

ensure óneutralisationô of the two opposite trends in the Party ideology, and would not give a deýnite majority 

to either of them, thus compelling the Party organ to work out, in relation to each essential question, that mean 

course which could unite the majority of Party workers.ò  
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As is known, the proposal of the Mensheviks was not adopted. Trotsky, who put himself 

forward as candidate for the Central Organ in the capacity of neutraliser, was defeated. The 

candidature of a Bundist for the same post (the Mensheviks in their speeches proposed such a 

candidate) was not even put to the vote.  

 

Such is the actual role of those ñconciliatorsò, in the bad sense of the word, who wrote the 

Vienna resolution and whose views are expressed in Yonovôs article in No. 4 of Otkliki Bunda, which 

I have just received. The Mensheviks did not venture to propose a Central Organ with a majority of 

their own trend, although, as is seen from Martovôs argument above quoted, they recognised the 

existence of two opposite trends in the Party. The Mensheviks did not even think of proposing a 

Central Organ with a majority of their trend. They did not even attempt to insist on a Central Organ 

with any deýnite trend at all (so obvious at the plenary session was the absence of any trend among 

the Mensheviks, who were only required, only expected, to make a sincere and consistent 

renunciation of liquidationism). The Mensheviks tried to secure ñneutralisationò of the Central Organ 

and they proposed as neutralisers either a Bundist or Trotsky. The Bundist or Trotsky was to play the 

part of a matchmaker who would undertake to ñunite in wedlockò ñgiven persons, groups and 

institutionsò, irrespective of whether one of the sides had renounced liquidationism or not.  

 

This standpoint of a matchmaker constitutes the entire ñideological basisò of Trotskyôs and 

Yonovôs conciliation. When they complain and weep over the failure to achieve unity, it must be 

taken cum grano salis.
*
 It must be taken to mean that the matchmaking failed. The ñfailureò of the 

hopes of unity cherished by Trotsky and Yonov, hopes of unity with ñgiven persons, groups and 

institutionsò irrespective of their attitude to liquidationism, signiýes only the failure of the 

matchmakers, the falsity, the hopelessness, the wretchedness of the matchmaking point of view, but it 

does not at all signify the failure of Party unity.  

 

There is another view on this unity, namely, that long ago a number of profound objective 

causes, independently of the particular composition of the ñgiven persons, groups and institutionsò 

(submitted to the plenum and at the plenum), began to bring about and are steadily continuing to bring 

about in the two old and principal Russian factions of Social-Democracy changes that createð

sometimes undesired and even unperceived by some of the ñgiven persons, groups and institutionsòð

ideological and organisational bases for unity. These objective conditions are rooted in the speciýc 

features of the present period of bourgeois development in Russia, the period of bourgeois counter-

revolution and attempts by the autocracy to remodel itself on the pattern of a bourgeois monarchy. 

These objective conditions simultaneously give rise to inseparably interconnected changes in the 

character of the working-class movement, in the composition, type and features of the Social-

Democratic vanguard, as well as changes in the ideological and political tasks of the Social-

Democratic movement. Hence the bourgeois inþuence over the proletariat that gives rise to 

liquidationism (= semi-liberalism, which likes to consider itself part of Social-Democracy) and 

otzovism (= semi-anarchism, which likes to consider itself part of Social-Democracy) is not an 

accident, nor evil design, stupidity or error on the part of some individual, but the inevitable result of 

the action of these objective causes, and the superstructure of the entire labour movement in present-

day Russia, which is inseparable from the ñbasisò. The realisation of the danger, of the non-Social-

Democratic nature and harmfulness to the labour movement of both these deviations brings about a 

rapprochement between the elements of various factions and paves the way to Party unity ñdespite all 

obstaclesò.  

 

From this point of view the uniýcation of the Party may proceed slowly, with difýculties, 

vacillations, waverings and relapses, but proceed it must. From this point of view the process of 

uniýcation does not necessarily take place among ñgiven persons, groups and institutionsò, but 

irrespective of given persons, subordinating them, rejecting those of them who do not understand or 

who do not want to understand the requirements of objective development, promoting and enlisting 

new persons not belonging to those ñgivenò, effecting changes, reshufþings and regroupings within 

                                                           
*
 With a grain of salt.ðEd. 
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the old factions, trends and divisions. From this point of view, unity is inseparable from its ideological 

foundation, it can grow only on the basis of an ideological rapprochement, it is connected with the 

appearance, development and growth of such deviations as liquidationism and otzovism, not by the 

accidental connection between particular polemical statements of this or that literary controversy, but 

by an internal, indissoluble link such as that which binds cause and effect.  

 

2. ñThe Fight on Two Frontsò 

and the Overcoming of Deviations 

 

Such are the two fundamentally different and radically divergent views on the nature and 

signiýcance of our Party unity. 

 

The question is, which of these views forms the basis of the plenum resolution? Whoever 

wishes to ponder over it will perceive that it is the second view that forms the basis, but in some 

passages the resolution clearly reveals traces of partial ñamendmentsò in the spirit of the ýrst view. 

However, these ñamendmentsò, while worsening the resolution, in no way remove its basis, its main 

content, which is thoroughly imbued with the second point of view. 

 

In order to demonstrate that this is so, that the ñamendmentsò in the spirit of sectarian 

diplomacy are really in the nature of partial amendments, that they do not alter the essence of the 

matter and the principle underlying the resolution, I shall deal with certain points and certain passages 

in the resolution on the state of affairs in the Party, which have already been touched upon in the Party 

press. I shall start from the end.  

 

After accusing the ñleaders of the old factionsò of doing everything to prevent unity being 

established, of behaving in the same way at the plenum too so that ñevery inch of ground had to be 

taken from them by stormò, Yonov writes:  

 
ñComrade Lenin did not want óto overcome the dangerous deviationsô by means of óbroadening and 

deepening Social-Democratic activitiesô. He strove quite energetically to put the theory of the óýght on two 

frontsô in the centre of all Party activities. He did not even think of abolishing óthe state of reinforced protectionô 

within the Partyò (p. 22, Art. 1).  

 

This refers to Ä 4, clause ñbò, of the resolution on the situation in the Party. The draft of this 

resolution was submitted to the Central Committee by myself, and the clause in question was altered 

by the plenum itself after the commission had ýnished its work; it was altered on the motion of 

Trotsky, against whom I fought without success. In this clause I had, if not literally, the words ñýght 

on two frontsò, at all events, words to that effect. The words ñovercoming by means of broadening 

and deepeningò were inserted on the proposal of Trotsky. I am very glad that Comrade Yonov, by 

telling of my struggle against this proposal, gives me a convenient occasion for expressing my 

opinion on the meaning of the ñamendmentò.  

 

Nothing at the plenum aroused more furiousðand often comicalðindignation than the idea 

of a ñýght on two frontsò. The very mention of this infuriated both the Vperyodists and the 

Mensheviks. This indignation can be fully explained on historical grounds, for the Bolsheviks have in 

fact from August 1908 to January 1910 waged a struggle on two fronts, i.e., a struggle against the 

liquidators and against the otzovists. This indignation was comical because those who waxed angry at 

the Bolsheviks were thereby only proving their own guilt, showing they were still very touchy about 

condemnation of liquidationism and otzovism. A guilty conscience is never at ease.  

 

Trotskyôs proposal to substitute ñovercoming by means of broadening and deepeningò for the 

ýght on two fronts met with the ardent support of the Mensheviks and the Vperyodists.  

 

And now Yonov and Pravda and the authors of the Vienna resolution and Golos Sotsial-

Demokrata are all rejoicing over that ñvictoryò. But the question arises: have they, by deleting from 
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this clause the words about the ýght on two fronts, eliminated from the resolution the recognition of 

the need for that ýght? Not at all, for since ñdeviationsò, their ñdangerò, and the necessity of 

ñexplainingò that danger, are recognised, and since it is also recognised that these deviations are a 

ñmanifestation of bourgeois inþuence over the proletariatòðall this in effect means that the ýght on 

two fronts is recognised! In one passage an ñunpleasantò term (unpleasant to one or other of their 

friends) was altered, but the basic idea was left intact! The result was only that one part of one clause 

was confused, watered down and marred by phrase-mongering.  

 

Indeed, it is nothing but phrase-mongering and a futile evasion when the paragraph in 

question speaks of overcoming by means of broadening and deepening the work. There is no clear 

idea here at all. The work must certainly at all times be broadened and deepened; the entire third 

paragraph of the resolution deals with this in detail before it passes on to the speciýc ñideological and 

political tasksò, which are not always or absolutely imperative but which result from the conditions of 

the particular period. Paragraph 4 is devoted only to these special tasks, and in the preamble to all of 

its three points it is directly stated that these ideological and political tasks ñhave come to the fore in 

their turnò.  

 

What is the result? It is nonsense, as if the task of broadening and deepening the work has 

also come to the fore in its turn! As if there could be a historical ñturnò when this task was not 

present, as it is always!  

 

And in what way is it possible to overcome deviations by means of broadening and deepening 

Social-Democratic work? In any broadening and deepening of our work the question of how it should 

be broadened and deepened inevitably rises; if liquidationism and otzovism are not accidents, but 

trends engendered by social conditions, then they can assert themselves in any broadening and 

deepening of the work. It is possible to broaden and deepen the work in the spirit of liquidationismð

this is being done, for instance, by Nasha Zarya and Vozrozhdeniye
27

; it is also possible to do so in the 

spirit of otzovism. On the other hand, the overcoming of deviations, ñovercomingò in the real sense of 

the word, inevitably deþects certain forces, time and energy from the immediate broadening and 

deepening of correct Social-Democratic work. The same Yonov, for instance, writes on the same page 

of his article:  

 

ñThe plenum is over. Its participants have gone their several ways. The Central Committee in 

organising its work has to overcome incredible difficulties, among which not the least is the conduct 

of the so-called [only ñso-calledò, Comrade Yonov, not real, genuine ones?] liquidators whose 

existence Comrade Martov so persistently denied.ò  

 

Here you have the materialðlittle, but characteristic materialðwhich makes it clear how 

empty Trotskyôs and Yonovôs phrases are. The overcoming of the liquidationist activities of Mikhail, 

Yuri and Co. diverted the forces and time of the Central Committee from the immediate broadening 

and deepening of really Social-Democratic work. Were it not for the conduct of Mikhail, Yuri and 

Co., were it not for liquidationism among those whom we mistakenly continue to regard as our 

comrades, the broadening and deepening of Social-Democratic work would have proceeded more 

successfully, for then internal strife would not have diverted the forces of the Party. Consequently, if 

we take the broadening and deepening of Social-Democratic work to mean the immediate furthering 

of agitation, propaganda and economic struggle, etc., in a really Social-Democratic spirit, then in 

regard to this work the overcoming of the deviations of Social-Democrats from Social-Democracy is a 

minus, a deduction, so to speak, from ñpositive activityò, and therefore the phrase about overcoming 

deviations by means of broadening, etc., is meaningless.  

 

In reality this phrase expresses a vague longing, a pious, innocent wish that there should be 

less internal strife among Social-Democrats! This phrase reþects nothing but this pious wish; it is a 

sigh of the so-called conciliators: Oh, if there were only less struggle against liquidationism and 

otzovism!  
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The political importance of such ñsighingò is nil, less than nil. If there are people in the Party 

who proýt by ñpersistently denyingò the existence of liquidators (and otzovists), they will take 

advantage of the ñsighò of the ñconci1iatorsò to cover up the evil. That is precisely what Golos 

Sotsial-Demokrata does. Hence the champions of such well-meaning and hollow phrases in 

resolutions are only so-called ñconciliatorsò. In actual fact, they are the abettors of the liquidators and 

otzovists, in actual fact, they do not deepen Social-Democratic work but strengthen deviations from it; 

they strengthen the evil by temporarily concealing it and thereby making the cure more difýcult.  

 

In order to illustrate for Comrade Yonov the signiýcance of this evil, I shall remind him of a 

passage in an article by Comrade Yonov in Diskussionny Listok No. 1. Comrade Yonov aptly 

compared liquidationism and otzovism to a benignant ulcer which ñin the process of swelling draws 

all the noxious elements from the entire organism, thus contributing to recoveryò.  

 

Thatôs just it. The process of swelling, which draws the ñnoxious elementsò out of the 

organism, leads to recovery. And that which hampers the puriýcation of the organism from such 

elements is harmful to it. Let Comrade Yonov ponder over this helpful idea of Comrade Yonov.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 16, pp. 209-19  
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From THE HISTORICAL MEANING 

OF THE INNER-PARTY STRUGGLE IN RUSSIA
28

 
 

September-November 1910  

 

The subject indicated by the above title is dealt with in articles by Trotsky and Martov in Nos. 

50 and 51 of Neue Zeit. Martov expounds Menshevik views. Trotsky follows in the wake of the 

Mensheviks, taking cover behind particularly sonorous phrases. Martov sums up the ñRussian 

experienceò by saying: ñBlanquist and anarchist lack of culture triumphed over Marxist cultureò 

(read: Bolshevism over Menshevism). ñRussian Social-Democracy spoke too zealously in Russianò, 

in contrast to the ñgeneral Europeanò methods of tactics. Trotskyôs ñphilosophy of historyò is the 

same. The cause of the struggle is the ñadaptation of the Marxist intelligentsia to the class movement 

of the proletariatò ñSectarianism, intellectualist individualism, ideological fetishismò are placed in the 

forefront. ñThe struggle for inþuence over the politically immature proletariatòðthat is the essence of 

the matter.  

 

I 

 

The theory that the struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism is a struggle for inþuence 

over an immature proletariat is not a new one. We have been encountering it since 1905 (if not since 

1903) in innumerable books, pamphlets, and articles in the liberal press. Martov and Trotsky are 

putting before the German comrades liberal views with a Marxist coating. 

 

Of course, the Russian proletariat is politically far less mature than the proletariat of Western 

Europe. But of all classes of Russian society, it was the proletariat that displayed the greatest political 

maturity in 1905-07. The Russian liberal bourgeoisie, which behaved in just as vile, cowardly, stupid 

and treacherous a manner as the German bourgeoisie in 1848, hates the Russian proletariat for the 

very reason that in 1905 it proved sufýciently mature politically to wrest the leadership of the 

movement from this bourgeoisie and ruthlessly to expose the treachery of the liberals. 

 

Trotsky declares: ñIt is an illusionò to imagine that Menshevism and Bolshevism ñhave struck 

deep roots in the depths of the proletariat.ò This is a specimen of the resonant but empty phrases of 

which our Trotsky is a master. The roots of the divergence between the Mensheviks and the 

Bolsheviks lie, not in the ñdepth of the proletariatò, but in the economic content of the Russian 

revolution. By ignoring this content, Martov and Trotsky have deprived themselves of the possibility 

of understanding the historical meaning of the inner-Party struggle in Russia. The crux of the matter is 

not whether the theoretical formulations of the differences have penetrated ñdeeplyò into this or that 

stratum of the proletariat, but the fact that the economic conditions of the Revolution of 1905 brought 

the proletariat into hostile relations with the liberal bourgeoisieðnot only over the question of 

improving the conditions of daily life of the workers, but also over the agrarian question, over all the 

political questions of the revolution, etc. To speak of the struggle of trends in the Russian revolution, 

distributing labels such as ñsectarianismò, ñlack of cultureò, etc., and not to say a word about the 

fundamental economic interests of the proletariat, of the liberal bourgeoisie and of the democratic 

peasantry, means stooping to the level of cheap journalists. . . . 

 

In 1905-07 the contradiction existing between the liberal bourgeoisie and the peasantry 

became fully revealed. In the spring and autumn of 1905, as well as in the spring of 1906, from one-

third to one-half of the uyezds of Central Russia were affected by peasant revolts. The peasants 

destroyed approximately 2,000 country houses of landlords (unfortunately this is not more than one-

ýfteenth of what should have been destroyed). The proletariat alone whole-heartedly supported this 

revolutionary struggle, directed it in every way, guided it, and united it by its mass strikes. The liberal 

bourgeoisie never helped this revolutionary struggle; they preferred to ñpacifyò the peasants and 

ñreconcileò them with the landlords and the tsar. The same thing was then repeated in the 

parliamentary arena in the ýrst two Dumas (1906 and 1907). During the whole of that period the 
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liberals hindered the struggle of the peasants and betrayed them; and it was only the workersô deputies 

who directed and supported the peasants in opposition to the liberals. The entire history of the First 

and Second Dumas is full of the struggle of the liberals against the peasants and the Social-

Democrats. The struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism is inseparably bound up with that 

history, being a struggle over the question whether to support the liberals or to overthrow the 

hegemony of the liberals over the peasantry. Therefore, to attribute our splits to the inþuence of the 

intelligentsia, to the immaturity of the proletariat, etc., is a childishly naive repetition of liberal fairy-

tales. 

 

For the same reason Trotskyôs argument that splits in the international Social-Democratic 

movement are caused by the ñprocess of adaptation of the social-revolutionary class to the limited 

(narrow) conditions of parliamentarismò, etc., while in the Russian Social-Democratic movement they 

are caused by the adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariat, is absolutely false. Trotsky writes: 

ñWhile the real political content of this process of adaptation was limited (narrow) from the 

standpoint of the socialist, ýnal aim, its forms were unrestrained, and the ideological shadow cast by 

this process was great.ò  

 

This truly ñunrestrainedò phrase-mongering is merely the ñideological shadowò of liberalism. 

Both Martov and Trotsky mix up diff erent historical periods and compare Russia, which is going 

through her bourgeois revolution, with Europe, where these revolutions were completed long ago. In 

Europe the real political content of Social-Democratic work is to prepare the proletariat for the 

struggle for power against the bourgeoisie, which already holds full sway in the state. In Russia, the 

question is still only one of creating a modern bourgeois state, which will be similar either to a Junker 

monarchy (in the event of tsarism being victorious over democracy) or to a peasant bourgeois-

democratic republic (in the event of democracy being victorious over tsarism). And the victory of 

democracy in present-day Russia is possible only if the peasant masses follow the lead of the 

revolutionary proletariat and not that of the treacherous liberals. History has not yet decided this 

question. The bourgeois revolutions are not yet completed in Russia and within these bounds, i.e., 

within the bounds of the struggle for the form of the bourgeois regime in Russia, ñthe real political 

contentò of the work of Russian Social-Democrats is less ñlimitedò than in countries where there is no 

struggle for the conýscation of the landed estates by the peasants, where the bourgeois revolutions 

were completed long ago. 

 

It is easy to understand why the class interests of the bourgeois compel the liberals to try to 

persuade the workers that their role in the revolution is ñlimitedò, that the struggle of trends is caused 

by the intelligentsia, and not by profound economic contradictions, that the workersô party must be 

ñnot the leader in the struggle for emancipation, but a class partyò. This is the formula that the Golosis 

liquidators advanced quite recently (Levitsky in Nasha Zarya) and which the liberals have approved. 

They use the term ñclass partyò in the Brentano-Sombart sense: concern yourself only with your own 

class and abandon ñBlanquist dreamsò of leading all the revolutionary elements of the people in a 

struggle against tsarism and treacherous liberalism. 

 

II  

 

Martovôs arguments on the Russian revolution and Trotskyôs arguments on the present state 

of Russian Social-Democracy deýnitely conýrm the incorrectness of their fundamental views.  

 

We shall start with the boycott. Martov calls the boycott ñabstention from politicsò, the 

method of the ñanarchists and syndicalistsò, and he refers only to 1906. Trotsky says that the 

ñboycottist tendency runs through the whole history of Bolshevismðboycott of the trade unions, of 

the State Duma, of local self-government bodies, etc.ò, that it is the ñresult of sectarian fear of being 

swamped by the masses, the radicalism of irreconcilable abstentionò, etc. As regards boycotting the 

trade unions and the local self-government bodies, what Trotsky says is absolutely untrue. It is 

equally untrue to say that boycottism runs through the whole history of Bolshevism; Bolshevism as a 

tendency took deýnite shape in the spring and summer of 1905, before the question of the boycott ýrst 
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came up. In August 1906, in the ofýcial organ of the faction, Bolshevism declared that the historical 

conditions which made the boycott necessary had passed.
*
 

 

Trotsky distorts Bolshevism, because he has never been able to form any deýnite views on the 

role of the proletariat in the Russian bourgeois revolution.  

 

But far worse is the distortion of the history of this revolution. If we are to speak of the 

boycott we must start from the beginning, not from the end. The ýrst (and only) victory in the 

revolution was wrested by the mass movement, which proceeded under the slogan of the boycott. It is 

only to the advantage of the liberals to forget this.  

 

The law of August 6 (19), 1905 created the Bulygin Duma
29

 as a consultative body. The 

liberals, even the most radical of them, decided to participate in this Duma. The Social-Democrats, by 

an enormous majority (against the Mensheviks), decided to boycott it and to call upon the masses for 

a direct onslaught on tsarism, for a mass strike and an uprising. Hence, the question of the boycott was 

not a question within Social-Democracy alone. It was a question of the struggle of liberalism against 

the proletariat. The entire liberal press of that time showed that the liberals feared the development of 

the revolution and directed all their efforts towards reaching an ñagreementò with tsarism. . . .  

 

IV  

 

The development of the factions in Russian Social-Democracy since the revolution is also to 

be explained not by the ñadaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariatò, but by the changes in the 

relations between the classes. The Revolution of 1905-07 accentuated, brought out into the open and 

placed on the order of the day the antagonism between the peasants and the liberal bourgeoisie over 

the question of the form of a bourgeois regime in Russia. The politically mature proletariat could not 

but take a most energetic part in this struggle, and its attitude to the various classes of the new society 

was reflected in the struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism.  

 

The three years 1908-10 are marked by the victory of the counter-revolution, by the 

restoration of the autocracy and by the Third Duma, the Duma of the Black Hundreds
30

 and 

Octobrists.
31

 The struggle between the bourgeois classes over the form of the new regime has ceased 

to be in the forefront. The proletariat is now confronted with the elementary task of preserving its 

proletarian party, which is hostile both to the reaction and to counter-revolutionary liberalism. This 

task is not an easy one, because it is the proletariat that suffers all the brunt of economic and political 

persecution, and all the hatred of the liberals because the leadership of the masses in the revolution 

has been wrested from them by the Social-Democrats.  

 

The crisis in the Social-Democratic Party is very grave. The organisations are shattered. A 

large number of veteran leaders (especially among the intellectuals) have been arrested. A new type of 

Social-Democratic worker, who is taking the affairs of the Party in hand, has already appeared, but he 

has to overcome extraordinary difýculties. Under such conditions the Social-Democratic Party is 

losing many of its ñfellow-travellersò. It is natural that petty-bourgeois ñfellow-travellersò should 

have joined the socialists during the bourgeois revolution. Now they are falling away from Marxism 

and from Social-Democracy. This process is observed in both factions: among the Bolsheviks in the 

shape of the ñotzovistò tendency, which arose in the spring of 1908, suffered defeat immediately at 

the Moscow Conference, and after a long struggle was rejected by the ofýcial centre of the faction and 

formed a separate faction abroadðthe Vperyod faction. The speciýc character of the period of 

disintegration was expressed in the fact that this faction united those Machists who introduced into 

their platform the struggle against Marxism (under the guise of defence of ñproletarian philosophyò) 

and the ñultimatumistsò, those shamefaced otzovists, as well as various types of ñdays-of-freedom 

Social-Democratsò, who were carried away by ñspectacularò slogans, which they learned by rote, but 

who failed to understand the fundamentals of Marxism.  

                                                           
*
 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 11, pp. 141-49.ðEd. 
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Among the Mensheviks the same process of the falling away of petty-bourgeois ñfellow-

travellersò was expressed in the liquidationist tendency, now fully formulated in Mr. Potresovôs 

magazine Nasha Zarya, in Vozrozhdeniye and Zhizn,
32

 in the stand taken by ñthe Sixteenò and ñthe 

trioò (Mikhail, Roman, Yuri), while Golos Sotsia-Demokrata, published abroad, acted as a servant of 

the Russian liquidators in fact and a diplomatic disguise for them before the Party membership. 

 

Failing to understand the historical and economic signiýcance of this disintegration in the era 

of counter-revolution, of this falling away of non-Social-Democratic elements from the Social-

Democratic Labour Party, Trotsky tells the German readers that both factions are ñfalling to piecesò, 

that the Party is ñfalling to piecesò, that the Party is ñdemoralisedò.  

 

It is not true. And this untruth expresses, ýrst, Trotskyôs utter lack of theoretical 

understanding. Trotsky has absolutely failed to understand why the plenum described both 

liquidationism and otzovism as a ñmanifestation of bourgeois influence on the proletariatò. Just think: 

is the severance from the Party of trends which have been condemned by the Party, and which express 

bourgeois inþuence on the proletariat, an indication of the Partyôs disintegration, of its 

demoralisation, or is it an indication of its becoming stronger and purer?  

 

Secondly, in practice, this untruth expresses the ñpolicyò of advertisement pursued by 

Trotskyôs faction. That Trotskyôs venture is an attempt to create a faction is now obvious to all, since 

Trotsky has removed the Central Committeeôs representative from Pravda. In advertising his faction 

Trotsky does not hesitate to tell the Germans that the Party is falling to pieces, that both factions are 

falling to pieces and that he, Trotsky, alone, is saving the situation. Actually, we all see nowðand the 

latest resolution adopted by the Trotskyites (in the name of the Vienna Club, on November 26, 1910) 

proves this quite conclusivelyðthat Trotsky enjoys the conýdence exclusively of the liquidators and 

the Vperyodists.  

 

The extent of Trotskyôs shamelessness in belittling the Party and exalting himself before the 

Germans is shown, for instance, by the following. Trotsky writes that the ñworking massesò in Russia 

consider that the ñSocial-Democratic Party stands outside [Trotskyôs italics] their circleò and he talks 

of ñSocial-Democrats without Social-Democracyò  

 

How could one expect Mr. Potresov and his friends to refrain from bestowing kisses on 

Trotsky for such statements?  

 

But these statements are refuted not only by the entire history of the revolution, but even by 

the results of the elections to the Third Duma from the workersô curia.  

 

Trotsky writes that ñowing to their former ideological and organisational structure, the 

Menshevik and Bolshevik factions proved altogether incapableò of working in legal organisations; 

work was carried on by ñindividual groups of Social-Democrats, but all this took place outside the 

factions, outside their organisational influenceò. ñEven the most important legal organisation, in 

which the Mensheviks predominate, works completely outside the control of the Menshevik faction.ò 

That is what Trotsky writes. But the facts are as follows. From the very beginning of the existence of 

the Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma, the Bolshevik faction, through its representatives 

authorised by the Central Committee of the Party, has all the time assisted, aided, advised, and 

supervised the work of the Social-Democrats in the Duma. The same is done by the editorial board of 

the Central Organ of the Party, which consists of representatives of the factions (which were dissolved 

as factions in January 1910). 

 

When Trotsky gives the German comrades a detailed account of the stupidity of ñotzovismò 

and describes this trend as a ñcrystallisationò of the boycottism characteristic of Bolshevism as a 

whole, and then mentions in a few words that Bolshevism ñdid not allow itself to be overpoweredò by 

otzovism, but ñattacked it resolutely or rather in an unbridled fashionòðthe German reader certainly 
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gets no idea how much subtle perýdy there is in such an exposition. Trotskyôs Jesuitical ñreservationò 

consists in omitting a small, very small ñdetailò. He ñforgotò to mention that at an ofýcial meeting of 

its representatives held as far back as the spring of 1909, the Bolshevik faction repudiated and 

expelled the otzovists. But it is just this ñdetailò that is inconvenient for Trotsky, who wants to talk of 

the ñfalling to piecesò of the Bolshevik faction (and then of the Party as well) and not of the falling 

away of the non-Social-Democratic elements!  

 

We now regard Martov as one of the leaders of liquidationism, one who is the more 

dangerous the more ñcleverlyò he defends the liquidators by quasi-Marxist phrases. But Martov 

openly expounds views which have put their stamp on whole tendencies in the mass labour movement 

of 1903-10. Trotsky, on the other hand, represents only his own personal vacillations and nothing 

more. In 1903 he was a Menshevik; he abandoned Menshevism in 1904, returned to the Mensheviks 

in 1905 and merely flaunted ultra-revolutionary phrases; in 1906 he left them again; at the end of 

1906 he advocated electoral agreements with the Cadets (i.e., he was in fact once more with the 

Mensheviks); and in the spring of 1907, at the London Congress, he said that he differed from Rosa 

Luxemburg on ñindividual shades of ideas rather than on political tendenciesò. One day Trotsky 

plagiarises from the ideological stock-in-trade of one faction, the next day he plagiarises from that of 

another, and therefore declares himself to be standing above both factions. In theory Trotsky is on no 

point in agreement with either the liquidators or the otzovists, but in actual practice he is in entire 

agreement with both the Golosists and the Vperyodists.  

 

Therefore, when Trotsky tells the German comrades that he represents the ñgeneral Party 

tendencyò, I am obliged to declare that Trotsky represents only his own faction and enjoys a certain 

amount of conýdence exclusively among the otzovists and the liquidators. The following facts prove 

the correctness of my statement. In January 1910, the Central Committee of our Party established 

close ties with Trotskyôs newspaper Pravda and appointed a representative of the Central Committee 

to sit on the editorial board. In September 1910, the Central Organ of the Party announced a rupture 

between the representative of the Central Committee and Trotsky owing to Trotskyôs anti-Party 

policy. In Copenhagen, Plekhanov, as the representative of the pro-Party Mensheviks and delegate of 

the editorial board of the Central Organ, together with the present writer, as the representative of the 

Bolsheviks, and a Polish comrade,
33

 entered an emphatic protest against the way Trotsky represents 

our Party affairs in the German press.  

 

Let the readers now judge for themselves whether Trotsky represents a ñgeneral Partyò, or a 

ñgeneral anti-Partyò trend in Russian Social-Democracy.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 16, pp. 374-75, 378-81, 

387-92 
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LETTER TO THE RUSSIAN COLLEGIUM 

OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE RSDLP
34

 
 

[December 1910] 

 

Recent events in the life of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party abroad clearly show 

that the ñunity crisisò of the Party is coming to a head. I, therefore, consider it my duty, solely by way 

of information, to let you know the signiýcance of recent happenings, the d®nouement that may be 

expected (according to this course of events) and the position adopted by orthodox Bolsheviks.  

 

In Golos No. 23, Martov in his article ñWhere Have We Landed?ò gibes at the Plenary 

Meeting, at the fact that the Russian Collegium of the Central Committee has not met once during the 

year, and that nothing has been done to carry out the decisions. He, of course, ñforgetsò to add that it 

is precisely the liquidator group of Potresovs that has sabotaged the work of the Russian Central 

Committee; we know of the non-recognition of the Central Committee by Mikhail, Roman, and Yuri, 

and their statement that its very existence is harmful. The CC in Russia has been wrecked. Martov 

rejoices at this. It stands to reason that the Vperyod group also rejoices, and this is reþected in the 

Vperyod symposium, No. 1. In his glee, Martov has blurted out his views prematurely. He screams 

with delight that ñlegality will ýnish themò (the Bolsheviks or the ñPolish-Bolshevik blocò). By this 

he means that thanks to the obstruction of the Central Committeeôs work by the liquidators, there is 

no way out of the present situation that would be legal from the Party point of view. Obviously, 

nothing pleases the liquidators more than a hopeless situation for the Party.  

 

But Martov was in too much of a hurry. The Bolsheviks still have at their disposal an arch-

legal means of emerging from this situation as foreseen by the Plenary Meeting and published in its 

name in No. 11 of the Central Organ. This is the demand for the return of the funds, because the 

Golos and Vperyod groups obviously have not abided by the terms agreed onðto eliminate factions 

and to struggle against the liquidators and the otzovists. It was precisely on these conditions, clearly 

agreed to, that the Bolsheviks handed over their property to the Central Committee.  

 

Then, on the 5th December, 1910 (New Style), the Bolsheviks, having signed the conditions 

at the Plenary Meeting, applied for the return of the funds. According to legal procedure this demand 

must lead to the convening of a plenary meeting. The decision of the Plenary Meeting states that 

ñshould it prove impossibleò (literally!) for a plenary meeting to take place within three months from 

the date of the application, then a commission of ýve members of the CCðthree from the national, 

non-Russian, parties, one Bolshevik and one Menshevikðis to be set up.  

 

Immediately, the Golos supporters revealed themselves in their true colours. The Golos 

supporter Igor, a member of the Central Committee Bureau Abroad, conscious of the policy of the 

Russian liquidators, handed in a statement that he was against holding a plenary meeting, but was in 

favour of a commission. The violation of legality by the Golos group is thus apparent, since a plenary 

meeting may be convened before the conclusion of the three-month period. Once such a request has 

been made it is not even permissible to raise the question of a commission.  

 

The liquidator Igor, true servant of the Party traitors, Messrs. Potresov and Co., calculates 

quite simply that the plenary meeting is a sovereign body and consequently its session would open the 

door to a solution of the whole Party crisis. A commission, however, is not a sovereign body and has 

no rights apart from the investigation into the claim put forward in the application. (Three Germans 

are now considering this claim.) Hence, having obstructed the Russian Central Committee, the 

liquidators (and their lackeys abroad, the Golos group) are now trying to prevent anything in the 

nature of a Central Committee from working. We shall yet see whether this attempt succeeds. The 

Poles in the Central Committee Bureau Abroad
35

 are voting for the plenary meeting. It now all 

depends on the Letts and the Bund members,
36

 from whom so far no reply has been received. Our 
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representative in the Bureau Abroad
37

 has submitted and distributed a ýrm protest against Igor. 

(Copies of Igorôs statement and this protest are attached herewith.)  

 

It has become clear that the struggle for the plenary meeting is a struggle for a legal way out, 

a struggle for the Party. The ýght of the Golos group against the plenary meeting is a ýght against a 

way out of the Party crisis, is a ýght against legality.  

 

Plekhanov and his friends, whom we kept informed of every step, are in complete agreement 

with us on the necessity for a plenary meeting. They, too, are in favour of it; the draft of our joint 

statement on this matter is now being considered, and in the near future we shall either come forward 

with a statement together with Plekhanovôs group, or we shall publish an article on the question in the 

Central Organ.  

 

Further, on the 26th November (N.S.), 1910, Trotsky carried through a resolution in the so-

called Vienna Party Club (a circle of Trotskyites, exiles, who are pawns in the hands of Trotsky) 

which he published as a separate leaþet. I append this leaþet.  

 

In this resolution, open war is declared on Rabochaya Gazeta, the organ of the Bolsheviks 

and Plekhanovôs group. The arguments are not new. The statement that there are now ñno essential 

groundsò for a struggle against the Golos and Vperyod groups is the height of absurdity and 

hypocrisy. Everybody knows that the Golos and Vperyod people had no intention of dispersing their 

factions and that the former in reality support the liquidators, Potresov and Co., that the Vperyod 

group organised the factional school abroad (using funds of well-known origin), where they teach 

Machism, where they teach that otzovism is a ñlegal shade of opinionò (taken literally from their 

platform), etc., etc.  

 

Trotskyôs call for ñfriendlyò collaboration by the Party with the Golos and Vperyod groups is 

disgusting hypocrisy and phrase-mongering. Everybody is aware that for the whole year since the 

Plenary Meeting the Golos and Vperyod groups have worked in a ñfriendlyò manner against the Party 

(and were secretly supported by Trotsky). Actually, it is only the Bolsheviks and Plekhanovôs group 

who have for a whole year carried out friendly Party work in the Central Organ, in Rabochaya 

Gazeta, and at Copenhagen,
38

 as well as in the Russian legal press.  

 

Trotskyôs attacks on the bloc of Bolsheviks and Plekhanovôs group are not new; what is new 

is the outcome of his resolution: the Vienna Club (read: ñTrotskyò) has organised a ñgeneral Party 

fund for the purpose of preparing and convening a conference of the RSDLPò.  

 

This indeed is new. It is a direct step towards a split. It is a clear violation of Party legality 

and the start of an adventure in which Trotsky will come to grief. This is obviously a split. Trotskyôs 

action, his ñfundò, is supported only by the Golos and Vperyod groups. There can be no question of 

participation by the Bolsheviks and Plekhanovôs group. That the liquidators (of Golos) in Zurich have 

already supported Trotsky is comprehensible. It is quite possible and probable that ñcertainò Vperyod 

ñfundsò will be made available to Trotsky. You will appreciate that this will only stress the 

adventurist character of his undertaking.  

 

It is clear that this undertaking violates Party legality, since not a word is said about the 

Central Committee, which alone can call the conference. In addition, Trotsky, having ousted the CC 

representative on Pravda in August 1910, himself lost all trace of legality, converting Pravda from an 

Organ supported by the representative of the CC into a purely factional organ.  

 

Thus, the whole matter has taken on deýnite shape, the situation has clariýed itself. The 

Vperyod group collected ñcertain fundsò for struggle against the Party, for support of the ñlegal shade 

of opinionò (otzovism). Trotsky in the last number of Pravda (and in his lecture in Zurich) goes all 

out to þirt with Vperyod. The liquidators in Russia sabotaged the work of the Russian Central 

Committee. The liquidators abroad want to prevent a plenary meeting abroadðin other words, 
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sabotage anything like a Central Committee. Taking advantage of this ñviolation of legalityò, Trotsky 

seeks an organisational split, creating ñhis ownò fund for ñhis ownò conference.  

 

The roles have been assigned. The Golos group defend Potresov and Co., as a ñlegal shade of 

opinionò, the Vperyod group defend otzovism, as a ñlegal shade of opinionò. Trotsky seeks to defend 

both camps in a ñpopular fashionò, and to call his conference (possibly on funds supplied by 

Vperyod). The Triple Alliance (Potresov + Trotsky + Maximov) against the Dual Alliance 

(Bolsheviks + Plekhanovôs group). The deployment of forces has been completed and battle joined. 

 

You will understand why I call Trotskyôs move an adventure; it is an adventure in every 

respect.  

 

It is an adventure in the ideological sense. Trotsky groups all the enemies of Marxism, he 

unites Potresov and Maximov, who detest the ñLenin-Plekhanovò bloc, as they like to call it. Trotsky 

unites all to whom ideological decay is dear, all who are not concerned with the defence of Marxism; 

all philistines who do not understand the reasons for the struggle and who do not wish to learn, think, 

and discover the ideological roots of the divergence of views. At this time of confusion, 

disintegration, and wavering it is easy for Trotsky to become the ñhero of the hourò and gather all the 

shabby elements around himself. The more openly this attempt is made, the more spectacular will be 

the defeat.  

 

It is an adventure in the party-political sense. At present everything goes to show that the real 

unity of the Social-Democratic Party is possible only on the basis of a sincere and unswerving 

repudiation of liquidationism and otzovism. It is clear that Potresov (together with Golos) and the 

Vperyod group have renounced neither the one nor the other. Trotsky unites them, basely deceiving 

himself, deceiving the Party, and deceiving the proletariat. In reality, Trotsky will achieve nothing 

more than the strengthening of Potresovôs and Maximovôs anti-Party groups. The collapse of this 

adventure is inevitable.  

 

Finally, it is an organisational adventure. A conference held with Trotskyôs ñfundsò, without 

the Central Committee, is a split. Let the initiative remain with Trotsky. Let his be the responsibility.  

 

Three slogans bring out the essence of the present situation within the Party:  

 

1. Strengthen and help the uniýcation and rallying of Plekhanovôs supporters and the 

Bolsheviks for the defence of Marxism, for a rebuff to ideological confusion, and for the battle against 

liquidationism and otzovism.  

 

2. Struggle for a plenary meetingðfor a legal solution to the Party crisis.  

 

3. Struggle against the splitting tactics and the unprincipled adventurism of Trotsky in 

banding Potresov and Maximov against Social-Democracy.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 17, pp. 17-22 
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From THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY 
 

December 1910 

 

The question of the crisis in our Party has again been given priority by the Social-Democratic 

press abroad, leading to stronger rumours, perplexity and vacillation among wide Party circles. It is, 

therefore, essential for the Central Organ of the Party to clarify this question in its entirety. Martovôs 

article in Golos, No. 23, and Trotskyôs statement of November 26, 1910 in the form of a ñresolutionò 

of the ñVienna Clubò, published as a separate leaþet, present the question to the reader in a manner 

which completely distorts the essence of the matter.  

 

Martovôs article and Trotskyôs resolution conceal deýnite practical actionsðactions directed 

against the Party. Martovôs article is simply the literary expression of a campaign launched by the 

Golos group to sabotage the Central Committee of our Party. Trotskyôs resolution, which calls upon 

organisations in the localities to prepare for a ñgeneral Party conferenceò independent of, and against, 

the Central Committee, expresses the very aim of the Golos groupðto destroy the central bodies so 

detested by the liquidators, and with them, the Party as an organisation. It is not enough to lay bare 

the anti-Party activities of Golos and Trotsky; they must be fought. Comrades to whom the Party and 

its revival are dear must come out most resolutely against all those who, guided by purely factional 

and narrow circle considerations and interests, are striving to destroy the Party. . . .  

 

Trotskyôs statement, though outwardly entirely unconnected with Martovôs jeering at the 

adversities of the Party, and with the attempts of the Golos supporters to sabotage the Central 

Committee, is actually connected with the one and the other by inseverable ties, by the ties of 

ñinterestò. There are many Party members who still fail to see this connection. The Vienna resolution 

of November 26, 1910, will undoubtedly help them understand the essence of the matter.  

 

The resolution consists of three parts: (1) a declaration of war against Rabochaya Gazeta (a 

call to ñrebuff it resolutelyò as one of the ñnew factional group undertakingsò, using Trotskyôs 

expression); (2) polemics against the line of the Bolshevik-Plekhanov ñblocò; (3) a declaration that 

the ñmeeting of the Vienna Club [i.e., Trotsky and his circle] resolves: to organise a general Party 

fund for the purpose of preparing and convening a conference of the RSDLPò. 

 

We shall not dwell on the ýrst part at all. Trotsky is quite right in saying that Rabochaya 

Gazeta is a ñprivate undertakingò, and that ñit is not authorised to speak in the name of the Party as a 

wholeò.  

 

Only Trotsky should not have forgotten to mention that he and his Pravda are not authorised 

to speak in the name of the Party either. In saying that the Plenary Meeting recognised the work of 

Pravda as useful, he should not have forgotten to mention that it appointed a representative of the 

Central Committee to the Editorial Board of Pravda. When Trotsky, in referring to the meetingôs 

decisions on Pravda, fails to mention this fact, all one can say about it is that he is deceiving the 

workers. And this deception on the part of Trotsky is all the more malicious, since in August 1910 

Trotsky removed the representative of the Central Committee from Pravda. Since that incident, since 

Pravda has severed its relations with the Central Committee, Trotskyôs paper is nothing but a ñprivate 

undertakingò, and one, moreover, that has failed to carry out the obligations it assumed. Until the 

Central Committee meets again, the only judge of Pravdaôs attitude to the Central Committee is the 

Central Committee representative appointed by the Plenary Meeting who has declared that Trotsky 

behaved in a manner hostile to the Party.  

 

That is what emerges from the question, so opportunely raised by Trotsky, as to who is 

ñauthorised to speak in the name of the Party as a wholeò.  

 

Nor is that all. Inasmuch as (and so long as) the legalist independent liquidators obstruct the 

Central Committee in Russia, and inasmuch as (and so long as) the Golos group obstruct the Central 
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Committee abroad, the sole body authorised ñto speak in the name of the Party as a wholeò is the 

Central Organ.  

 

Therefore, we declare, in the name of the Party as a whole, that Trotsky is pursuing an anti-

Party policy; that, by failing to make the least mention of the Central Committee in his resolution (as 

if he had already come to an understanding with Golos that the work of the Central Committee would 

be sabotaged), and by announcing in the name of one group abroad the ñorganisation of a fund for 

the purpose of convening a conference of the RSDLPò, he is contravening Party legality and is 

embarking on the path of adventurism and a split. If the efforts of the liquidators to sabotage the work 

of the Central Committee meet with success, we, as the sole body authorised to speak in the name of 

the Party as a whole, will immediately declare that we take no part whatever in Trotskyôs ñfundò or in 

his venture, and that we shall recognise as a general Party conference only one convened by the 

Central Organ, not one convened by Trotskyôs circle.
*
  

 

But so long as events have not brought about the ýnal wrecking of the Central Committee, 

there is still hope for a way out that is entirely legal from the Party point of view.  

 

While calling upon Party members to ýght resolutely for this solution based on Party legality, 

we shall try to investigate ñthe fundamental principlesò of the differences which the Golos group and 

Trotsky are in a hurry to carry to the point of a splitðthe former, by obstructing the work of the 

Central Committee, and the latter, by ignoring it and ñorganising a fundò for the purpose of convening 

a ñconference of the RSDLPò (no joke!) by Trotskyôs circle.  

 

Trotsky writes in his resolution that at present ñthere is no basis for the struggle on principleò 

being waged by the ñLeninists and Plekhanovitesò (in thus substituting personalities for the trends of 

Bolshevism and pro-Party Menshevism, Trotsky aims at disparagement, but succeeds only in 

expressing his own lack of understanding).  

 

It is to investigate these fundamental principles that the Central Organ calls upon Social-

Democrats throughout Russiaðexamine this very interesting question while the ñuninterestingò 

struggle over the convocation of the plenary meeting is still going on.  

 

We quote in full the reasons given by Trotsky for his statement that the struggle of the Central 

Organ is not justiýed by any basic difference of principle.  

 
ñThe conviction has taken ýrm root among all [Trotskyôs italics] Party trends, that it is necessary to 

restore the illegal organisation, to combine legal with illegal work, and to pursue consistent Social-Democratic 

tactics. These fundamental directives were unanimously adopted by the last Plenary Meeting.  

 

ñThe difýculty now, a year after the meeting, is not the proclamation of these truths, but their 

application in practice. The way to achieve this is by harmonious work carried on jointly by all sections of the 

Partyðthe óGolosô, óPlekhanovô, óLeninistô, and óVperyodô groups, and the non-factionalists. The Party has 

already spiritually outgrown the period of its infancy, and it is time that all its members felt and acted as 

revolutionary Social-Democrats, as patriots of their Party and not as members of factions. This co-operation 

must take place within the framework of the Party as a whole, not around factional bodies.ò  

 

That is an example of how ýne words are worn into shreds by phrase-mongering intended to 

disguise a monstrous untruth, a monstrous deception both of those who revel in phrase-mongering and 

of the whole Party.  

 

It is a plain and crying untruth that all Party trends are convinced of the need to revive the 

illegal organisation. Each issue of Golos shows that its writers regard the Potresov group as a Party 

trend, and that not only do they ñregardò it as such but that they systematically take part in its ñworkò. 

                                                           
*
 That a general Party conference, one convened by the Central Committee of the Party, is really needed and 

should be called as soon as possibleðof that there can be no question. 
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Is it not ridiculous, is it not disgraceful today, a year after the Plenary Meeting, to play at hide and 

seek, to deceive oneself and deceive the workers, to indulge in verbal tricks, when it is a question, not 

of empty phrases, but of ñapplication in practiceò?  

 

Yes or no? Does Trotsky regard the Potresov group, who were speciýcally mentioned in the 

Central Organ, as a ñParty trendò or not? This is precisely a question of the ñapplication in practiceò 

of the decisions of the Plenary Meeting, and it is now a year since it was posed by the Central Organ 

clearly, bluntly, and unambiguously, so that there could be no evasions!  

 

Trotsky is trying again and again to evade the question by passing it over in silence or by 

phrase-mongering; for he is concerned to keep the readers and the Party ignorant of the truth, namely, 

that Mr. Potresovôs group, the group of sixteen, etc., are absolutely independent of the Party, represent 

expressly distinct factions, are not only doing nothing to revive the illegal organisation, but are 

obstructing its revival, and are not pursuing any Social-Democratic tactics. Trotsky is concerned with 

keeping the Party ignorant of the truth, namely, that the Golos group represent a faction abroad, 

similarly separated from the Party, and that they actually render service to the liquidators in Russia.  

 

And what about the Vperyod group? Trotsky knows perfectly well that ever since the Plenary 

Meeting they have been strengthening and developing their separate faction, disposing of funds 

independently of the Party, and maintaining a separate factional school in which they teach, not 

ñconsistent Social-Democratic tacticsò, but that ñotzovism is a legal shade of opinionò; in which they 

teach otzovist views on the role of the Third Duma, views expressed in the factional platform of 

Vperyod.  

 

Trotsky maintains silence on this undeniable truth, because the truth is detrimental to the real 

aims of his policy. The real aims, however, are becoming clearer and more obvious even to the least 

far-sighted Party members. They are: an anti-Party bloc of the Potresovs with the Vperyod groupða 

bloc which Trotsky supports and is organising. The adoption of Trotskyôs resolutions (like the 

ñViennaò one) by the Golos group, Pravdaôs þirtation with the Vperyod group, Pravdaôs allegations 

that only members of the Vperyod group and Trotskyôs group are active in the localities in Russia, the 

publicity given by Pravda to the Vperyod factional school, Trotskyôs direct assistance to this school, 

these are all facts which cannot long remain concealed. Murder will out.  

 

The substance of Trotskyôs policy is ñharmonious workò carried on by Pravda together with 

the factions of the Potresovs and Vperyod. The various roles in this bloc have been clearly cast: Mr. 

Potresov and Co. are continuing their legalistic work, independently of the Party, work of destroying 

the Social-Democratic Party; the Golos group represent the foreign branch of this faction; and Trotsky 

has assumed the role of attorney, assuring the naive public that ñconsistent Social-Democratic tacticsò 

has taken ñýrm root among all Party trendsò. The Vperyod group also enjoy the services of this 

attorney, who pleads their right to maintain a factional school and resorts to hypocritical and formal 

phrases in order to gloss over their policy. Naturally, this bloc will support Trotskyôs ñfundò and the 

anti-Party conference which he is convening, for here the Potresovs and the Vperyod group are getting 

what they want, namely, freedom for their factions, blessings of the conference for those factions, a 

cover for their activity, and an attorney to defend that activity before the workers.  

 

Therefore, it is from the standpoint of ñfundamental principlesò that we must regard this bloc 

as adventurism in the most literal meaning of the term. Trotsky does not dare to say that he sees in 

Potresov and in the otzovists real Marxists, real champions of loyalty to the principles of Social 

Democracy. The essence of the position of an adventurer is that he must forever resort to evasions. 

For it is obvious and known to everyone that the Potresovs and the otzovists all have their own line 

(an anti-Social-Democratic line) and that they are pursuing it, while the diplomats of Golos and 

Vperyod only serve as a screen for them.  

 

The most profound reason why this bloc is doomed to failureðno matter how great its 

success among the philistines and no matter how large the ñfundsò Trotsky may succeed in collecting 
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with the assistance of Vperyod and Potresovôs ñsourcesòðis that it is an unprincipled bloc. The 

theory of Marxism, ñthe fundamental principlesò of our entire world outlook and of our entire Party 

programme and tactics, is now in the forefront of all Party life not by mere chance, but because it is 

inevitable. It was no mere chance that since the failure of the revolution, all classes of society, the 

widest sections of the popular masses, have displayed a fresh interest in the very fundamentals of the 

world outlook, including the questions of religion and philosophy, and the principles of our Marxist 

doctrine as a whole; that was inevitable. It is no mere chance that the masses, whom the revolution 

drew into the sharp struggle over questions of tactics, have subsequently, in the period characterised 

by the absence of open struggle, shown a desire for general theoretical knowledge; that was 

inevitable. We must gain explain the fundamentals of Marxism to these masses; the defence of 

Marxist theory is again on the order of the day. When Trotsky declares that the rapprochement 

between the pro-Party Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks is ñdevoid of political contentò and ñunstableò, 

he is thereby merely revealing the depths of his own ignorance, he is thereby demonstrating his own 

complete emptiness. For it is precisely the fundamental principles of Marxism that have triumphed as 

a result of the struggle waged by the Bolsheviks against the non-Social-Democratic ideas of Vperyod, 

and as a result of the struggle waged by the pro-Party Mensheviks against the Potresovs and Golos. It 

was precisely this rapprochement on the question of the fundamental principles of Marxism that 

constituted the real basis for really harmonious work between the pro-Party Mensheviks and the 

Bolsheviks during the whole year following the Plenary Meeting. This is a factðnot words, nor 

promises, nor ñwell-meaning resolutionsò. And no matter what differences divided the Mensheviks 

and the Bolsheviks in the past, and will divide them in future (only adventurers are capable of 

attracting the crowd with promises that the differences would disappear, or that they would be 

ñliquidatedò by this or that resolution)ðthis fact cannot be expunged from history. Only the internal 

development of the principal factions themselves, only their own ideological evolution, can provide 

the guarantee that the factions will really be abolished as a result of their drawing closer together, as a 

result of their being tested in joint work. This began after the Plenary Meeting. We have so far not 

seen harmonious work between Potresov and the Vperyod group and Trotsky; all we have seen is 

group diplomacy, juggling with words, solidarity in evasions. But the Party has seen the pro-Party 

Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks work in harmony for a whole year, and anyone who is capable of 

valuing Marxism, anyone who holds dear the ñfundamental principlesò of Social-Democracy, will not 

doubt for a moment that nine-tenths of the workers belonging to both groups will be fully in favour of 

this rapprochement.  

 

It is precisely from the standpoint of ñfundamental principlesò that Trotskyôs bloc with 

Potresov and the Vperyod group is adventurism. And it is equally so from the standpoint of the 

Partyôs political tasks. These tasks were indeed pointed out by the Plenary Meeting unanimously, but 

that does not mean that they can be reduced to that banal phraseðcombining legal with illegal work 

(for the Cadets also ñcombineò the legal Rech with the illegal Central Committee of their party)ð

which Trotsky deliberately uses in order to please the Potresovs and the Vperyod group, who do not 

object to hollow phrases and platitudes. 

 
ñThe historical circumstances in which the Social-Democratic movement ýnds itself in the period of 

bourgeois counter-revolution,ò the resolution of the Plenary Meeting states, ñinevitably begetðas a 

manifestation of bourgeois inþuence upon the proletariatðon the one hand, the repudiation of the illegal Social-

Democratic Party, the belittling of its role and importance, attempts to curtail the programmatical and tactical 

tasks and slogans of revolutionary Social-Democracy, etc.; and, on the other hand, repudiation of Social-

Democratic work in the Duma and of the utilisation of opportunities for legal work, failure to appreciate the 

importance of the one and the other, inability to adapt revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics to the peculiar 

historical conditions of the present moment, etc.ò 

 

After a yearôs experience, no one can evade a direct answer to the question as to the real 

meaning of these points. Nor must it be forgotten that at the meeting all the representatives of the non-

Russian nationalities (joined at the time by Trotsky, who is in the habit of joining any group that 

happens to be in the majority at the moment) declared in a written statement that ñin point of fact it 
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would be desirable to describe the trend mentioned in the resolution as liquidationism, against which 

it is essential to ýghtò.  

 

The experience of the year since the Plenary Meeting has shown in practice that it is precisely 

Potresov groups and the Vperyod faction that are the embodiment of this bourgeois inþuence upon the 

proletariat. The evasion of this obvious fact is what we call adventurism, for so far nobody has dared 

to say openly that the line of Potresov and his supporters is not liquidationism, or that recognition of 

otzovism as ña legal shade of opinionò conforms to the line of the Party. The year that followed the 

meeting has not been wasted on us. We have enriched our experience. We have seen the practical 

manifestation of the tendencies noted at the time. We have seen factions arise that embody those 

tendencies. And words about the ñharmonious workò of these anti-Party factions in an allegedly 

ñPartyò spirit can no longer deceive any large sections of the workers. 

 

Thirdly and lastly, Trotskyôs policy is adventurism in the organisational sense; for, as we 

have already pointed out, it violates Party legality; by organising a conference in the name of one 

group abroad (or of a bloc of two anti-Party factionsðthe Golos and Vperyod factions), it is directly 

making for a split. Since we are authorised to speak in the name of the whole Party, it is our duty to 

uphold Party legality to the end. But we by no means want the Party membership to see only the form 

of ñlegalityò and to overlook the essence of the matter. On the contrary, we draw the main attention of 

Social-Democrats to the essence of the matter, which consists in the bloc formed by the Golos and 

Vperyod groupsða bloc which stands for full freedom for Potresov and his like to engage in 

liquidationist activity and for the otzovists to destroy the Party.  

 

We call upon all Social-Democrats to ýght resolutely for Party legality, to ýght the anti-Party 

bloc, for the sake of the fundamental principles of Marxism, and in order to purge Social-Democracy 

of the taint of liberalism and anarchism.  

 

P.S. The publication of the above article in a special edition (decided on by the vote of a 

majority of the Editorial Boardðtwo representatives of the Bolshevik trend and one representative of 

the Polish organisation) has led to a protest (published as a separate leaþet) on the part of the two 

other members of the Editorial Board who belong to the Golos trend. The authors of the leaþet do not 

deal with the contents of the article, The State of Aýairs in the Party, on their merits, but accuse the 

majority of the Editorial Board (1) of violating their formal rights as co-editors, and (2) of committing 

an act of ñpolice informingò. Since the dispute is not conducted on the plane of principles and tactics 

but along the lines of an organisational squabble and personal attacks, we consider that the most 

proper procedure is to refer it entirely to the Central Committee. We believe that, even before the 

Central Committee comes to a decision on this question, all Party comrades will be able to form a 

proper opinion of the ñpolemicalò methods of the two members of the Editorial BoardðMartov and 

Dan. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 17, pp. 29-38 
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JUDAS
*
 TROTSKYôS BLUSH OF SHAME 

 

January 1911  

 

At the Plenary Meeting Judas Trotsky made a big show of ýghting liquidationism and 

otzovism. He vowed and swore that he was true to the Party. He was given a subsidy.  

 

After the meeting the Central Committee grew weaker, the Vperyod group grew stronger and 

acquired funds. The liquidators strengthened their position and in Nasha Zarya spat in the face of the 

illegal Party, before Stolypinôs
À
 very eyes.  

 

Judas expelled the representative of the Central Committee from Pravda and began to write 

liquidationist articles in Vorwärts. In deýance of the direct decision of the School Commission
39

 

appointed by the Plenary Meeting to the effect that no Party lecturer may go to the Vperyod factional 

school, Judas Trotsky did go and discussed a plan for a conference with the Vperyod group. This plan 

has now been published by the Vperyod group in a leaþet.  

 

And it is this Judas who beats his breast and loudly professes his loyalty to the Party, claiming 

that he did not grovel before the Vperyod group and the liquidators.  

 

Such is Judas Trotskyôs blush of shame.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 17, p. 45 

 

                                                           
*
 Name of the central ýgure in M. Y. Saltykov-Shchedrinôs novel The Messrs. Golovlyovs. A bigot who conceals 

his treachery beneath a þood of hypocritical phrases.ðEd. 
À
 P. A. StolypinðChairman of the Council of Ministers and Minister for the Interior of Russia in 1906-11. His 

name is associated with a period of the most brutal political reaction.ðEd. 
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From THE CAMP OF THE STOLYPIN  

ñLABOURò PARTY  
 

(Dedicated to Our ñConciliatorsò 

and Advocates of ñAgreement)ò 

 

September 1911  

 

Comrade K.ôs letter
40

 deserves the profound attention of all to whom our Party is dear. A 

better exposure of Golos policy (and of Golos diplomacy), a better refutation of the views and hopes 

of our ñconciliatorsò and advocates of ñagreementò it is hard to imagine.  

 

Is the case cited by Comrade K. an exception? No, it is typical of the advocates of a Stolypin 

labour party, for we know very well that a number of writers in Nasha Zarya, Dyelo Zhizni, etc., have 

already been systematically preaching these very liquidationist ideas for many a year. These 

liquidators do not often meet worker members of the Party; the Party very rarely receives such exact 

information of their disgraceful utterances as that for which we have to thank Comrade K.; but, 

always and everywhere, the preaching of the group of independent legalists is conducted precisely in 

this spirit. It is impossible to doubt this when periodicals of the Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni type 

exist. It is to the advantage of only the most cowardly and most despicable defenders of the 

liquidators to keep silent about this.  

 

Compare this fact with the methods employed by people like Trotsky, who shout about 

ñagreementò and about their hostility to the liquidators. We know these methods only too well; these 

people shout at the top of their voices that they are ñneither Bolsheviks nor Mensheviks, but 

revolutionary Social-Democratsò; they zealously vow and swear that they are foes of liquidationism 

and staunch defenders of the illegal RSDLP; they vociferously abuse those who expose the 

liquidators, the Potresovs; they say that the anti-liquidators are ñexaggeratingò the issue; but do not 

say a word against the deýnite liquidators Potresov, Martov, Levitsky, Dan, Larin, and so on.  

 

The real purpose of such methods is obvious. They use phrase-mongering to shield the real 

liquidators and do everything to hamper the work of the anti-liquidators. This was exactly the policy 

pursued by Rabocheye Dyelo,
41

 so notorious in the history of the RSDLP for its unprincipled 

character; it vowed and swore, ñWe are not Economists, not at all, we are wholly in favour of political 

struggleò; but in reality it provided a screen for Rabochaya Mysl
42

 and the Economists, directing its 

whole struggle against those who exposed and refuted the Economists.  

 

Hence it is clear that Trotsky and the ñTrotskyites and conciliatorsò like him are more 

pernicious than any liquidator; the convinced liquidators state their views bluntly, and it is easy for the 

workers to detect where they are wrong, whereas the Trotskys deceive the workers, cover up the evil, 

and make it impossible to expose the evil and to remedy it. Whoever supports Trotskyôs puny group 

supports a policy of lying and of deceiving the workers, a policy of shielding the liquidators. Full 

freedom of action for Potresov and Co. in Russia, and the shielding of their deeds by ñrevolutionaryò 

phrase-mongering abroadðthere you have the essence of the policy of ñTrotskyismò.  

 

Hence it is clear, furthermore, that any ñagreementò with the Golos group that evades the 

question of the liquidatorsô centre in Russia, that is, the leading lights of Nasha Zarya and Dyelo 

Zhizni, would be nothing but a continuation of this deception of the workers, this covering up of the 

evil. Since the Plenary Meeting of January 1910 the Golos supporters have made it abundantly clear 

that they are capable of ñsubscribingò to any resolution, not allowing any resolution ñto hamper the 

freedomò of their liquidationist activities one iota. Abroad they subscribe to resolutions saying that 

any disparagement of the importance of the illegal Party is evidence of bourgeois influence among the 

proletariat, while in Russia they assist the Potresovs, Larins, and Levitskys, who, far from taking part 

in illegal work, scoff at it and try to destroy the illegal Party.  
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At present Trotsky, together with Bundists like Mr. Lieber (an extreme liquidator, who 

publicly defended Mr. Potresov in his lectures and who now, in order to hush up the fact, is stirring up 

squabbles and conþicts), together with Letts like Schwartz, and so on, is concocting just such an 

ñagreementò with the Golos group. Let nobody be deceived on this score: their agreement will be an 

agreement to shield the liquidators.  

 

_________ 

 

P.S. These lines were already set up when reports appeared in the press of an ñagreementò 

between the Golos group and Trotsky, the Bundist and the Lett liquidator. Our words have been fully 

borne out: this is an agreement to shield the liquidators in Russia, an agreement between the servants 

of the Potresovs. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 17, pp. 242-44 
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From TROTSKYôS DIPLOMACY 

AND A CERTAIN PARTY PLATFORM 
 

December 1911  

 

Trotskyôs Pravda No. 22, which appeared recently after a long interval in which no issue was 

published, vividly illustrates the decay of the petty groups abroad that attempted to base their 

existence on their diplomatic game with the non-Social-Democratic trends of liquidationism and 

otzovism.  

 

The publication appeared on November 29, New Style, nearly a month after the 

announcement issued by the Russian Organising Commission.
43

 Trotsky makes no mention of this 

whatsoever.  

 

As far as Trotsky is concerned, the Russian Organising Commission does not exist. Trotsky 

calls himself a Party man on the strength of the fact that to him the Russian Party centre, formed by 

the overwhelming majority of the Social-Democratic organisations in Russia, means nothing. Or 

perhaps it is the other way round, comrades? Perhaps Trotsky, with his small group abroad, is just 

nothing so far as the Social-Democratic organisations in Russia are concerned?  

 

Trotsky uses the boldest type for his assertionsðitôs a wonder he never tires of making 

solemn vowsðthat his paper is ñnot a factional but a Party organò. You need only pay some little 

attention to the contents of No. 22 to see at once the obvious mechanics of the game with the non-

Party Vperyod and liquidator factions.  

 

Take the report from St. Petersburg, signed S.V., which advertises the Vperyod group. S.V. 

reproaches Trotsky for not having published the resolution of the St. Petersburg Vperyod group 

against the petition campaign, sent to him long ago. Trotsky, accused by the Vperyod group of 

ñnarrow factionalismò (what black ingratitude!), twists and turns, pleading lack of funds and the fact 

that his paper does not appear often enough. The game is too obvious: We will do you a good turn, 

and you do the same for usðwe (Trotsky) will keep silent about the ýght of the Party people against 

the otzovists and, again, we (Trotsky) will help advertise Vperyod, and you (S.V.) give in to the 

liquidators on the question of the ñpetition campaignò. Diplomatic defence of both non-Party 

factionsðisnôt that the sign of a true Party spirit?  

 

Or take the þorid editorial grandly entitled ñOnward!ò. ñClass-conscious workers!ò we read in 

that editorial. ñAt the present moment there is no more important [sic!] and comprehensive slogan 

[the poor fellow has let his tongue run away with him] than freedom of association, assembly, and 

strikes.ò ñThe Social-Democrats,ò we read further, ñcall upon the proletariat to ýght for a republic. 

But if the ýght for a republic is not to be merely the bare [!!] slogan of a select few, it is necessary that 

you class-conscious workers should teach the masses to realise from experience the need for freedom 

of association and to ýght for this most vital class demand.ò  

 

This revolutionary phraseology merely serves to disguise and justify the falsity of 

liquidationism, and thereby to be fuddle the minds of the workers. Why is the slogan calling for a 

republic the bare slogan of a select few when the existence of a republic means that it would be 

impossible to disperse the Duma, means freedom of association and of the press, means freeing the 

peasants from violence and plunder by the Markovs, Romanovs, and Purishkeviches? Is it not clear 

that it is just the oppositeðthat it is the slogan of ñfreedom of associationò as a ñcomprehensiveò 

slogan, used independently of the slogan of a republic, that is ñbareò and senseless?  

 

It is absurd to demand ñfreedom of associationò from the tsarist monarchy, without explaining 

to the masses that such freedom cannot be expected from tsarism and that to obtain it there must be a 

republic. The introduction of bills into the Duma on freedom of association, and questions and 
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speeches on such subjects, ought to serve us Social-Democrats as an occasion and material for our 

agitation in favour of a republic.  

 

The ñclass-conscious workers should teach the masses to realise from experience the need for 

freedom of associationò. This is the old song of old Russian opportunism, the opportunism long ago 

preached to death by the Economists. The experience of the masses is that the ministers are closing 

down their unions, that the governors and police ofýcers are daily perpetrating deeds of violence 

against themðthis is real experience of the masses. But extolling the slogan of ñfreedom of 

associationò as opposed to a republic is merely phrase-mongering by an opportunist intellectual who 

is alien to the masses. It is the phrase-mongering of an intellectual who imagines that the ñexperienceò 

of a ñpetitionò (with 1,300 signatures)
44

 or a pigeon-holed bill is something that educates the 

ñmassesò. Actually, it is not paper experience, but something different, the experience of life that 

educates them; what enlightens them is the agitation of the class-conscious workers for a republicð

which is the sole comprehensive slogan from the standpoint of political democracy.  

 

Trotsky knows perfectly well that liquidators writing in legal publications combine this very 

slogan of ñfreedom of associationò with the slogan ñdown with the underground party, down with the 

struggle for a republicò. Trotskyôs particular task is to conceal liquidationism by throwing dust in the 

eyes of the workers.  

 

__________ 

 

It is impossible to argue with Trotsky on the merits of the issue, because Trotsky holds no 

views whatever. We can and should argue with conýrmed liquidators and otzovists; but it is no use 

arguing with a man whose game is to hide the errors of both these trends; in his case the thing to do is 

to expose him as a diplomat of the smallest calibre.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 17, pp. 360-62 
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TO THE BUREAU OF THE CC 

OF THE RSDLP IN RUSSIA
*
*  

 

April 16, 1912 

 

Dear Friends,  

 

For Godôs sake give us more contacts. Contacts, contacts, contacts, thatôs what we havenôt 

got. Without this everything is unstable. Remember that two have already left the scene, there are no 

replacements for them. Without contacts everything will fall to pieces after one or two further arrests. 

You must without fail set up regional committees (or simply groups of trusted agents), linked up with 

us, for every region. Without this everything is shaky. As regards publication, you should press on 

with reprinting the entire resolution about the elections,
45

 to make it everywhere available in full and 

among the masses.  

 

As regards the money, it is time to stop being naïve about the Germans. Trotsky is now in full 

command there, and carrying on a furious struggle. You must send us a mandate to take the matter to 

the courts, otherwise we shall get nothing. We have already sent the May Day leaþet everywhere. I 

advise you to publish the appeal to the peasants about the elections as a leaþet (from Rabochaya. 

Gazeta: the peasantry and the elections).
À
 Make sure of republishing the long article from Rabochaya 

Gazeta. This is an essential supplement to the platform, in which a very important paragraph about 

socialism has been omitted. Write! Contacts, contacts. Greetings.  

 

P.S. Vorwärts is printing the most brazen lies, as, for example, that all Russia has already 

declared in favour of the Bundist-Lettish conference. Itôs Trotsky and Co. who are writing, and the 

Germans believe them. Altogether, Trotsky is boss in Vorwärts. The foreign department is controlled 

by Hilferding, Trotskyôs friend.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 35, pp. 34-35 

 

                                                           
*
 This letter was sent via the Kiev Committee of the RSDLP.ðEd. 
À
 See ñThe Peasantry and the Elections to the Fourth Dumaò (V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 17, pp. 529-

3l).ðEd. 
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From THE LIQUIDATORS AGAINST THE PARTY 
 

April (May) 1912  

 

Trotsky was entrusted with singing all the virtues of the Organising Committee
46

 and of the 

forthcoming liquidationist conference; nor could they have assigned the job to anyone ýtter than the 

ñprofessional uniterò. And he did sing . . . in every variety of type his Vienna printer could ýnd: ñThe 

supporters of Vperyod and Golos, pro-Party Bolsheviks, pro-Party Mensheviks, so-called liquidators 

and non-factionalistsðin Russia and abroadðare ýrmly supporting the work. . .ò of the Organising 

Committee (Pravda No. 24).  

 

The poor fellowðagain he told a lie, and again he miscalculated. The bloc under the 

hegemony of the liquidators, which was being prepared in opposition to the Conference of 1912
47

 

with so much fuss, is now bursting at the seams and the reason is that the liquidators have shown their 

hand too openly. The Poles refused to take part in the Organising Committee. Plekhanov, through 

correspondence with a representative of the Committee, established several interesting details, to wit: 

(1) that what is planned is a ñconstituentò conference, i.e., not a conference of the RSDLP, but of 

some new party; (2) that it is being convened on ñanarchicalò lines; (3) that the ñconference is being 

convened by the liquidatorsò. After these circumstances had been revealed by Comrade Plekhanov, 

there was nothing surprising to us in the fact that the so-called Bolshevik (?!) conciliators plucked up 

courage and resolved to convict Trotsky ofðhaving told a lie by listing them among the supporters of 

the Organising Committee. ñThis Organising Committee, as it is now constituted, with its obvious 

tendency to impose upon the whole Party its own attitude to the liquidators, and with the principles of 

organisational anarchy which it has made the basis for increasing its membership, does not provide 

the least guarantee that a really general Party conference will be convened.ò That is how our 

emboldened ñpro-Partyò people comment on the Organising Committee today. We do not know 

where the most Leftist of our Leftðthe Vperyod group, who at one time hastened to signify its 

sympathy with the Organising Committeeðstand today. Nor is this of any importance. The important 

thing is that the liquidationist character of the conference to be held by the Organising Committee has 

been established by Plekhanov with irrefutable clarity, and that the statesmanlike minds of the 

ñconciliatorsò had to bow to this fact. Who remains, then? The open liquidators and Trotsky.  

 

The basis of this bloc is obvious: the liquidators enjoy full freedom to pursue their line in 

Zhivoye Dyelo and Nasha Zarya ñas beforeò, while Trotsky, operating abroad, screens them with r-r-

revolutionary phrases, which cost him nothing and do not bind them in any way.  

 

There is one little lesson to be drawn from this affair by those abroad who are sighing for 

unity, and who recently hatched the sheet Za Partiyu
48

 in Paris. To build up a party, it is not enough to 

be able to shout ñunityò; it is also necessary to have a political programme, a programme of political 

action. The bloc comprising the liquidators, Trotsky, the Vperyod group, the Poles, the pro-Party 

Bolsheviks (?), the Paris Mensheviks, and so on and so forth, was foredoomed to ignominious failure, 

because it was based on an unprincipled approach, on hypocrisy and hollow phrases. As for those who 

sigh, it would not be amiss if they ýnally made up their minds on that extremely complicated and 

difýcult question: With whom do they want to have unity? If it is with the liquidators, why not say so 

without mincing? But if they are against unity with the liquidators, then what sort of unity are they 

sighing for?  

 

The January Conference and the bodies it elected are the only thing that actually unites all the 

RSDLP functionaries in Russia today. Apart from the Conference there is only the promise of the 

Bundists and Trotsky to convene the liquidationist conference of the Organising Committee, and the 

ñconciliatorsò who are experiencing their liquidationist hangover. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 18, pp. 22-24 
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From THE LETTER TO THE EDITOR 

OF PRAVDA
49

 
[July 19, 1912] 

 

I advise you to reply to Trotsky through the post: ñTo Trotsky (Vienna). We shall not reply to 

disruptive and slanderous letters.ò Trotskyôs dirty campaign against Pravda is one mass of lies and 

slander. The well-known Marxist and follower of Plekhanov, Rothstein (London), has written to us 

that he received Trotskyôs slanders and replied to him: I cannot complain of the Petersburg Pravda in 

any way. But this intriguer and liquidator goes on lying, right and left.  

 

Yours faithfully,  

V. Ulyanov  

 

P.S. It would be still better to reply in this way to Trotsky through the post: ñTo Trotsky 

(Vienna). You are wasting your time sending us disruptive and slanderous letters. They will not be 

replied to.ò
50

  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 35, pp. 40-41  
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THE QUESTION OF UNITY 
 

February (March) 1913 

 

The letter which Shagov, the Kostroma workersô deputy, wrote to Pravda (No. 22/226) 

indicated very clearly the terms on which the workers think Social-Democratic unity feasible. Letters 

from a number of other deputies for the worker curia (Pravda Nos. 21-28) conýrmed this view. The 

workers themselves must bring about unity ñfrom belowò. The liquidators should not ýght the 

underground but should form part of it.  

 

It is amazing that after the question has been posed so clearly and squarely we come across 

Trotskyôs old, pompous but perfectly meaningless phrases in Luch
51

 No. 27 (113). Not a word on the 

substance of the matter! Not the slightest attempt to cite precise facts and analyse them thoroughly! 

Not a hint of the real terms of unity! Empty exclamations, high-þown words, and haughty sallies 

against opponents whom the author does not name, and impressively important assurancesðthat is 

Trotskyôs total stock-in-trade.  

 

That wonôt do, gentlemen. You speak ñto the workersò as though they were children, now 

trying to scare them with terrible words (ñthe shackles of the circle methodò, ñmonstrous polemicsò, 

ñthe feudal, serf-owning period of our Party historyò), now ñcoaxingò them, as one coaxes small 

children, without either convincing them or explaining matters to them.  

 

The workers will not be intimidated or coaxed. They themselves will compare Luch and 

Pravda; they will read, for example, the leading article in Luch No. 101 (ñThe Mass of the Workers 

and the Undergroundò), and simply shrug off Trotskyôs verbiage. 

 

ñIn practice the question of the underground, alleged to be one of principle, is decided by all 

Social-Democratic groups absolutely alike . . .ò Trotsky wrote in italics. The St. Petersburg workers 

know from experience that that is not so. Workers in any corner of Russia, as soon as they read the 

Luch leading article mentioned above, will see that Trotsky is departing from the truth.  

 

ñIt is ridiculous and absurd to afýrm,ò we read in his article, ñthat there is an irreconcilable 

contradiction between the political tendencies of Luch and Pravda.ò Believe us, my dear author, that 

neither the word ñabsurdò nor the word ñridiculousò can frighten the workers, who will ask you to 

speak to them as to adults on the substance of the matter: just expound those tendencies and prove 

that the leading article in Luch No. 101 can be ñreconciledò with Social-Democracy!  

 

You cannot satisfy the workers with mere phrases, no matter how ñconciliatoryò or honeyed.  

 
ñOur historic factions, Bolshevism and Menshevism, are purely intellectualist formations in origin,ò 

wrote Trotsky.  
 

This is the repetition of a liberal tale. In fact, however, the whole of Russian reality 

confronted the workers with the issue of the attitude to the liberals and the peasantry. Even if there 

had been no intelligentsia, the workers could not have evaded the issue of whether they should follow 

the liberals or lead the peasantry against the liberals.  

 

It is to the advantage of the liberals to pretend that this fundamental basis of the differences 

was introduced by ñintellectualsò. But Trotsky merely disgraces himself by echoing a liberal tale.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 18, pp. 553-54 
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THE BREAK-UP OF THE ñAUGUSTò BLOC
52

 
 

March 1914  

 

All who are interested in the working-class movement and Marxism in Russia know that a 

bloc of the liquidators, Trotsky, the Letts, the Bundists and the Caucasians was formed in August 

1912.  

 

The formation of this bloc was announced with tremendous ballyhoo in the newspaper Luch, 

which was founded in St. Petersburgðnot with workersô moneyðjust when the elections were being 

held, in order to sabotage the will of the majority of the organised workers. It went into raptures over 

the blocôs ñlarge membershipò, over the alliance of ñMarxists of different trendsò, over ñunityò and 

non factionalism, and it raged against the ñsplittersò, the supporters of the January 1912 Conference.  

 

The question of ñunityò was thus, presented to thinking workers in a new and practical light. 

The facts were to show who was right: those who praised the ñunityò platform and tactics of the 

August bloc members, or those who said that this was a false signboard, a new disguise for the old, 

bankrupt liquidators.  

 

Exactly eighteen months passed. A tremendous period considering the upsurge of 1912-13. 

And then, in February 1914, a new journalðthis time eminently ñunifyingò and eminently and truly 

ñnon-factionalòðbearing the title Borba, was founded by Trotsky, that ñgenuineò adherent of the 

August platform.  

 

Both the contents of Borbaôs issue No. 1 and what the liquidators wrote about that journal 

before it appeared at once revealed to the attentive observer that the August bloc had broken up and 

that frantic efforts were being made to conceal this and hoodwink the workers. But this fraud will also 

be exposed very soon.  

 

Before the appearance of Borba, the editors of Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta
53

 published a 

scathing comment stating: ñThe real physiognomy of this journal, which has of late been spoken of 

quite a lot in Marxist circles, is still unclear to us.ò  

 

Think of that, reader: since August 1912 Trotsky has been considered a leader of the August 

unity bloc; but the whole of 1913 shows him to have been dissociated from Luch and the Luchists. In 

1914, this selfsame Trotsky establishes his own journal, while continuing ýctitiously on the staff of 

Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta and Nasha Zarya. ñThere is a good deal of talk in circlesò about a 

secret ñmemorandumòðwhich the liquidators are keeping darkðwritten by Trotsky against the 

Luchists, Messrs. F.D., L.M., and similar ñstrangersò.  

 

And yet the truthful, non-factional and unifying Editorial Board of Severnaya Rabochaya 

Gazeta writes: ñIts physiognomy is still unclear to us.ò  

 

It is not yet clear to them that the August bloc has fallen apart!  

 

No, Messrs. F.D., L.M., and other Luchists, it is perfectly ñclearò to you, and you are simply 

deceiving the workers.  

 

The August blocðas we said at the time, in August 1912ðturned out to be a mere screen for 

the liquidators. That bloc has fallen asunder. Even its friends in Russia have not been able to stick 

together. The famous uniters even failed to unite themselves and we got two ñAugustò trends, the 

Luchist trend (Nasha Zarya and Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta) and the Trotskyist trend (Borba). Both 

are waving scraps of the ñgeneral and unitedò August banner which they have torn up, and both are 

shouting themselves hoarse with cries of ñunityò.  
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What is Borbaôs trend? Trotsky wrote a verbose article in Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta No. 

11, explaining this, but the editors of that liquidator newspaper very pointedly replied that its 

ñphysiognomy is still unclearò.  

 

The liquidators do have their own physiognomy, a liberal, not a Marxist one. Anyone familiar 

with the writings of F.D., L.S., L.M., Yezhov, Potresov and Co. is familiar with this physiognomy.  

 

Trotsky, however, has never had any ñphysiognomyò at all; the only thing he does have is a 

habit of changing sides, of skipping from the liberals to the Marxists and back again, of mouthing 

scraps of catchwords and bombastic parrot phrases.  

 

In Borba you will not ýnd a single live word on any controversial issue.  

 

This is incredible, but it is a fact.  

 

The question of the ñundergroundò? Not a word.  

 

Does Trotsky share the views of Axelrod, Zasulich, F.D., L. S. (Luch No. 101) and so forth? 

Not a murmur.  

 

The slogan of ýghting for an open party? Not a single word.  

 

The liberal utterances of the Yezhovs and other Luchists on strikes? The annulment of the 

programme on the national question? Not a murmur.  

 

The utterances of L. Sedov and other Luchists against two of the ñpillarsò
54

? Not a murmur. 

Trotsky assures us that he is in favour of combining immediate demands with ultimate aims, but there 

is not a word as to his attitude towards the liquidator method of effecting this ñcombinationò.  

 

Actually, under cover of high-sounding, empty, and obscure phrases that confuse the non-

class-conscious workers, Trotsky is defending the liquidators by passing over in silence the question 

of the ñundergroundò, by asserting that there is no liberal labour policy in Russia, and the like.  

 

Trotsky delivers long lectures to the seven Duma deputies, headed by Chkheidze, instructing 

them how to repudiate the ñundergroundò and the Party in a more subtle manner. These amusing 

lectures clearly point to the further break-up of the Seven. Buryanov has left them. They were unable 

to see eye to eye in their reply to Plekhanov. They are now oscillating between Dan and Trotsky, 

while Chkheidze is evidently exercising his diplomatic talents in an effort to paper over the new 

cracks.  

 

And these near-Party people, who are unable to unite on their own ñAugustò platform, try to 

deceive the workers with their shouts about ñunityò. Vain efforts.  

 

Unity means recognising the ñoldò and combating those who repudiate it. Unity means 

rallying the majority of the workers in Russia about decisions which have long been known, and 

which condemn liquidationism. Unity means that members of the Duma must work in harmony with 

as the will of the majority of the workers, which the six workersô deputies
55

 are doing.  

 

But the liquidators and Trotsky, the Seven and Trotsky, who tore up their own August bloc, 

who þouted all the decisions of the Party and dissociated themselves from the ñundergroundò as well 

as from the organised workers, are the worst splitters. Fortunately, the workers have already realised 

this, and all class-conscious workers are creating their own real unity against the liquidator disrupters 

of unity. 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 20, pp. 158-61 
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DISRUPTION OF UNITY UNDER COVER 

OF OUTCRIES FOR UNITY 
 

May (June) 1914 

 

The questions of the present-day working-class movement are in many respects vexed 

questions, particularly for representatives of that movementôs recent past (i.e., of the stage which 

historically has just drawn to a close). This applies primarily to the questions of so-called 

factionalism, splits, and so forth. One often hears intellectuals in the working-class movement making 

nervous, feverish and almost hysterical appeals not to raise these vexed questions. Those who have 

experienced the long years of struggle between the various trends among Marxists since 1900-1901, 

for example, may naturally think it superþuous to repeat many of the arguments on the subject of 

these vexed questions.  

 

But there are not many people left today who took part in the fourteen-year-old conþict 

among Marxists (not to speak of the eighteen-or nineteen-year-old conþict, counting from the moment 

the ýrst symptoms of Economism appeared). The vast majority of the workers who now make up the 

ranks of the Marxists either do not remember the old conþict, or have never heard of it. To the 

overwhelming majority (as, incidentally, was shown by the opinion poll held by our journal
56

), these 

vexed questions are a matter of exceptionally great interest. We therefore intend to deal with these 

questions, which have been raised as it were anew (and for the younger generation of the workers 

they are really new) by Trotskyôs ñnon-factional, workersô journalò, Borba. 

 

I. ñFACTIONALISMò 

 

Trotsky calls his new journal ñnon-factionalò. He puts this word in the top line in his 

advertisements; this word is stressed by him in every key, in the editorial articles of Borba itself, as 

well as in the liquidationist Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta, which carried an article on Borba by 

Trotsky before the latter began publication.  

 

What is this ñnon-factionalismò?  

 

Trotskyôs ñworkersô journalò is Trotskyôs journal for workers, as there is not a trace in it of 

either workersô initiative, or any connection with working-class organisations. Desiring to write in a 

popular style, Trotsky, in his journal for workers, explains for the beneýt of his readers the meaning 

of such foreign words as ñterritoryò, ñfactorò, and so forth.  

 

Very good. But why not also explain to the workers the meaning of the word ñnon-

factionalismò? Is that word more intelligible than the words ñterritoryò and ñfactorò?  

 

No, that is not the reason. The reason is that the label ñnon-factionalismò is used by the worst 

representatives of the worst remnants of factionalism to mislead the younger generation of workers. It 

is worth while devoting a little time to explaining this.  

 

Group-division was the main distinguishing feature of the Social-Democratic Party during a 

deýnite historical period. Which period? From 1903 to 1911.  

 

To explain the nature of this group-division more clearly we must recall the concrete 

conditions that existed in, say, 1906-1907. At that time the Party was united, there was no split, but 

group-division existed, i.e., in the united Party there were practically two groups, two virtually 

separate organisations. The local workersô organisations were united, but on every important issue the 

two groups devised two sets of tactics. The advocates of the respective tactics disputed among 

themselves in the united workersô organisations (as was the case, for example, during the discussion 

of the slogan: a Duma, or Cadet, Ministry in 1906, or during the elections of delegates to the London 
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Congress in 1907), and questions were decided by a majority vote. One group was defeated at the 

Stockholm Unity Congress (1906), the other was defeated at the London Unity Congress (1907).
57

  

 

These are commonly known facts in the history of organised Marxism in Russia.  

 

It is sufýcient to recall these commonly known facts to realise what glaring falsehoods 

Trotsky is spreading.  

 

For over two years, since 1912, there has been no factionalism among the organised Marxists 

in Russia, no disputes over tactics in united organisations, at united conferences and congresses. There 

is a complete break between the Party, which in January 1912 formally announced that the liquidators 

do not belong to it, and the liquidators. Trotsky often calls this state of affairs a ñsplitò, and we shall 

deal with this appellation separately later on. But it remains an undoubted fact that the term 

ñfactionalismò deviates from the truth.  

 

As we have said, this term is a repetition, an uncritical, unreasonable, senseless repetition of 

what was true yesterday, i.e., in the period that has already passed. When Trotsky talks to us about the 

ñchaos of factional strifeò (see No. 1, pp. 5, 6, and many others) we realise at once which period of the 

past his words echo.  

 

Consider the present state of affairs from the viewpoint of the young Russian workers who 

now constitute nine-tenths of the organised Marxists in Russia. They see three mass expressions of 

the different views or trends in the working-class movement: the Pravdists, gathered around a 

newspaper with a circulation of 40,000; the liquidators (15,000 circulation) and the Left Narodniks 

(10,000 circulation). The circulation ýgures tell the reader about the mass character of a given tenet.  

 

The question arises: what has ñchaosò got to do with it? Everybody knows that Trotsky is 

fond of high-sounding and empty phrases. But the catchword ñchaosò is not only phrase-mongering; it 

signiýes also the transplanting, or rather, a vain attempt to transplant to Russian soil, in the present 

period, the relations that existed abroad in a bygone period. That is the whole point.  

 

There is no ñchaosò whatever in the struggle between the Marxists and the Narodniks. That, 

we hope, not even Trotsky will dare to deny. The struggle between the Marxists and the Narodniks 

has been going on for over thirty years, ever since Marxism came into being. The cause of this 

struggle is the radical divergence of interests and viewpoints of two different classes, the proletariat 

and the peasantry. If there is any ñchaosò anywhere, it is only in the heads of cranks who fail to 

understand this.  

 

What, then, remains? ñChaosò in the struggle between the Marxists and the liquidators? That, 

too, is wrong, for a struggle against a trend, which the entire Party recognised as a trend and 

condemned as far back as 1908, cannot be called chaos. And everybody who has the least concern for 

the history of Marxism in Russia knows that liquidationism is most closely and inseverably 

connected, even as regards its leaders and supporters, with Menshevism (1903-1908) and Economism 

(1894-1903). Consequently, here, too, we have a history extending over nearly twenty years. To 

regard the history of oneôs own Party as ñchaosò reveals an unpardonable empty-headedness.  

 

Now let us examine the present situation from the point of view of Paris or Vienna. At once 

the whole picture changes. Besides the Pravdists and liquidators, we see no less than ýve Russian 

groups claiming membership of one and the same Social-Democratic Party: Trotskyôs group, two 

Vperyod groups, the ñpro-Party Bolsheviksò and the ñpro-Party Mensheviksò.
58

 All Marxists in Paris 

and in Vienna (for the purpose of illustration I take two of the largest centres) are perfectly well aware 

of this.  

 

Here Trotsky is right in a certain sense; this is indeed group-division, chaos indeed!  
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Groups within the Party, i.e., nominal unity (all claim to belong to one Party) and actual 

disunity (for, in fact, all the groups are independent of one another and enter into negotiations and 

agreements with each other as sovereign powers).  

 

ñChaosò, i.e., the absence of (1) objective and veriýable proof that these groups are linked 

with the working-class movement in Russia and (2) absence of any data to enable us to judge the 

actual ideological and political physiognomy of these groups. Take a period of two full yearsð1912 

and 1913. As everybody knows, this was a period of the revival and upswing of the working-class 

movement, when every trend or tendency of a more or less mass character (and in politics this mass 

character alone counts) could not but exercise some inþuence on the Fourth Duma elections, the strike 

movement, the legal newspapers, the trade unions, the insurance campaign, and so on. Throughout 

those two years, not one of these ýve groups abroad asserted itself in the slightest degree in any of the 

activities of the mass working-class movement in Russia just enumerated!  

 

That is a fact that anybody can easily verify.  

 

And that fact proves that we were right in calling Trotsky a representative of the ñworst 

remnants of factionalismò. 

 

Although he claims to be non-factional, Trotsky is known to everybody who is in the least 

familiar with the working-class movement in Russia as the representative of ñTrotskyôs factionò. Here 

we have group-division, for we see two essential symptoms of it: (1) nominal recognition of unity and 

(2) group segregation in fact. Here there are remnants of group-division, for there is no evidence 

whatever of any real connection with the mass working-class movement in Russia.  

 

And lastly, it is the worst form of group-division, for there is no ideological and political 

deýniteness. It cannot be denied that this deýniteness is characteristic of both the Pravdists (even our 

determined opponent L. Martov admits that we stand ñsolid and disciplinedò around universally 

known formal decisions on all questions) and the liquidators (they, or at all events the most prominent 

of them, have very deýnite features, namely, liberal, not Marxist).  

 

It cannot be denied that some of the groups which, like Trotskyôs, really exist exclusively 

from the Vienna-Paris, but by no means from the Russian, point of view, possess a degree of 

deýniteness. For example, the Machist theories of the Machist Vperyod group are deýnite; the 

emphatic repudiation of these theories and defence of Marxism, in addition to the theoretical 

condemnation of liquidationism, by the ñpro-Party Mensheviksò, are deýnite.  

 

Trotsky, however, possesses no ideological and political deýniteness, for his patent for ñnon-

factionalismò, as we shall soon see in greater detail, is merely a patent to þit freely to and fro, from 

one group to another.  

 

To sum up:  

 

(1) Trotsky does not explain, nor does he understand, the historical signiýcance of the 

ideological disagreements among the various Marxist trends and groups, although these 

disagreements run throughout the twenty yearsô history of Social-Democracy and concern the 

fundamental questions of the present day (as we shall show later on);  

 

(2) Trotsky fails to understand that the main speciýc features of group-division are nominal 

recognition of unity and actual disunity;  

 

(3) Under cover of ñnon-factionalismò Trotsky is championing the interests of a group abroad 

which particularly lacks deýnite principles and has no basis in the working-class movement in Russia.  
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All that glitters is not gold. There is much glitter and sound in Trotskyôs phrases, but they are 

meaningless.  

 

II. THE SPLIT 

 

ñAlthough there is no group-division, i.e., nominal recognition of unity, but actual disunity, 

among you, Pravdists, there is something worse, namely, splitting tacticsò, we are told. This is exactly 

what Trotsky says. Unable to think out his ideas or to get his arguments to hang together, he rants 

against group-division at one moment, and at the next shouts: ñSplitting tactics are winning one 

suicidal victory after anotherò (No. 1, p. 6).  

 

This statement can have only one meaning: ñThe Pravdists are winning one victory after 

anotherò (this is an objective, veriýable fact, established by a study of the mass working-class 

movement in Russia during, say, 1912 and 1913), but I, Trotsky, denounce the Pravdists (1) as 

splitters, and (2) as suicidal politicians.  

 

Let us examine this. 

 

First of all we must express our thanks to Trotsky. Not long ago (from August 1912 to 

February 1914) he was at one with F. Dan, who, as is well known, threatened to ñkillò anti-

liquidationism, and called upon others to do so. At present Trotsky does not threaten to ñkillò our 

trend (and our Partyðdonôt be angry, Citizen Trotsky, this is true!), he only prophesies that it will kill 

itself!  

 

This is much milder, isnôt it? It is almost ñnon-factionalò, isnôt it?  

 

But joking apart (although joking is the only way of retorting mildly to Trotskyôs insufferable 

phrase-mongering).  

 

ñSuicideò is a mere empty phrase, mere ñTrotskyismò.  

 

Splitting tactics are a grave political accusation. This accusation is repeated against us in a 

thousand different keys by the liquidators and by all the groups enumerated above, who, from the 

point of view of Paris and Vienna, actually exist.  

 

And all of them repeat this grave political accusation in an amazingly frivolous way. Look at 

Trotsky. He admitted that ñsplitting tactics are winning (read: the Pravdists are winning) one suicidal 

victory after anotherò. To this he adds:  

 
ñNumerous advanced workers, in a state of utter political bewilderment, themselves often become 

active agents of a splitò (No. 1, p. 6).  

 

Are not these words a glaring example of irresponsibility on this question?  

 

You accuse us of being splitters when all that we see in front of us in the arena of the 

working-class movement in Russia is liquidationism. So you think that our attitude towards 

liquidationism is wrong? Indeed, all the groups abroad that we enumerated above, no matter how 

much they may differ from each other, are agreed that our attitude towards liquidationism is wrong, 

that it is the attitude of ñsplittersò. This, too, reveals the similarity (and fairly close political kinship) 

between all these groups and the liquidators.  

 

If our attitude towards liquidationism is wrong in theory, in principle, then Trotsky should say 

so straightforwardly, and state deýnitely, without equivocation, why he thinks it is wrong. But 

Trotsky has been evading this extremely important point for years.  
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If our attitude towards liquidationism has been proved wrong in practice, by the experience of 

the movement, then this experience should be analysed; but Trotsky fails to do this either. ñNumerous 

advanced workers,ò he admits, ñbecome active agents of a splitò (read: active agents of the Pravdist 

line, tactics and system of organisation).  

 

What is the cause of the deplorable fact, which, as Trotsky admits, is conýrmed by 

experience, that the advanced workers, the numerous advanced workers at that, stand for Pravda?  

 

It is the ñutter political bewildermentò of these advanced workers, answers Trotsky.  

 

Needless to say, this explanation is highly þattering to Trotsky, to all ýve groups abroad, and 

to the liquidators. Trotsky is very fond of using, with the learned air of the expert, pompous and high-

sounding phrases to explain historical phenomena in a way that is þattering to Trotsky. Since 

ñnumerous advanced workersò become ñactive agentsò of a political and Party line which does not 

conform to Trotskyôs line, Trotsky settles the question unhesitatingly, out of hand: these advanced 

workers are ñin a state of utter political bewildermentò, whereas he, Trotsky, is evidently ñin a stateò 

of political ýrmness and clarity, and keeps to the right line!. . . And this very same Trotsky, beating 

his breast, fulminates against factionalism, parochialism, and the efforts of intellectuals to impose 

their will on the workers!  

 

Reading things like these, one cannot help asking oneself: is it from a lunatic asylum that such 

voices come?  

 

The Party put the question of liquidationism, and of condemning it, before the ñadvanced 

workersò as far back as 1908, while the question of ñsplittingò away from a very deýnite group of 

liquidators (namely, the Nasha Zarya group), i.e., of building up the Party only without this group and 

in opposition to itðthis question was raised in January 1912, over two years ago. The overwhelming 

majority of the advanced workers declared in favour of supporting the ñJanuary (1912) lineò. Trotsky 

himself admits this fact when he talks about ñvictoriesò and about ñnumerous advanced workersò. But 

Trotsky wriggles out of this simply by hurling abuse at these advanced workers and calling them 

ñsplittersò and ñpolitically bewilderedò!  

 

From these facts sane people will draw a different conclusion. Where the majority of the 

class-conscious workers have rallied around precise and deýnite decisions, there we shall ýnd unity of 

opinion and action, there we shall ýnd the Party spirit, and the Party.  

 

Where we see liquidators who have been ñremoved from ofýceò by the workers, or half a 

dozen groups outside Russia, who for two years have produced no proof that they are connected with 

the mass working-class movement in Russia, there, indeed, we shall ýnd bewilderment and splitting 

tactics. In now trying to persuade the workers not to carry out the decisions of that ñunited wholeò, 

which the Pravda Marxists recognise, Trotsky is trying to disrupt the movement and cause a split.  

 

These efforts are futile, but we must expose the arrogantly conceited leaders of intellectualist 

groups, who, while causing splits themselves, are shouting about others causing splits; who, after 

sustaining utter defeat at the hands of the ñadvanced workersò for the past two years or more, are with 

incredible insolence þouting the decisions and the will of these advanced workers and saying that they 

are ñpolitically bewilderedò. These are entirely the methods of Nozdryov,
*
 or of ñJudasò Golovlyov.  

 

In reply to these repeated outcries about a split and in fulýlment of my duty as a publicist, I 

will not tire of repeating precise, unrefuted and irrefutable ýgures. In the Second Duma, 47 per cent of 

the deputies elected by the worker curia were Bolsheviks, in the Third Duma 50 per cent were 

Bolsheviks, and in the Fourth Duma 67 per cent.  

                                                           
*
 Nozdryov, a character in Dead Souls, a novel by the great Russian writer Nikolai Gogol. An impudent and 

brazen-faced liar.ðEd. 
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There you have the majority of the ñadvanced workersò, there you have the Party; there you 

have unity of opinion and action of the majority of the class-conscious workers.  

 

To this the liquidators say (see Bulkin, L. M., in Nasha Zarya No. 3) that we base our 

arguments on the Stolypin curias. This is a foolish and unscrupulous argument. The Germans measure 

their successes by the results of elections conducted under the Bismarckian electoral law, which 

excludes women. Only people bereft of their senses would reproach the German Marxists for 

measuring their successes under the existing electoral law, without in the least justifying its 

reactionary restrictions.  

 

And we, too, without justifying curias, or the curia system, measured our successes under the 

existing electoral law. There were curias in all three (Second, Third and Fourth) Duma elections; and 

within the worker curia, within the ranks of Social-Democracy, there was a complete swing against the 

liquidators. Those who do not wish to deceive themselves and others must admit this objective fact, 

namely, the victory of working-class unity over the liquidators.  

 

The other argument is just as ñcleverò: ñMensheviks and liquidators voted for (or took part in 

the election of) such-and-such a Bolshevikò. Splendid! But does not the same thing apply to the 53 

per cent non-Bolshevik deputies returned to the Second Duma, and to the 50 per cent returned to the 

Third Duma, and to the 33 per cent returned to the Fourth Duma?  

 

If, instead of the ýgures on the deputies elected, we could obtain the ýgures on the electors, or 

workersô delegates, etc., we would gladly quote them. But these more detailed ýgures are not 

available, and consequently the ñdisputantsò are simply throwing dust in peopleôs eyes.  

 

But what about the ýgures of the workersô groups that assisted the newspapers of the different 

trends? During two years (1912 and 1913), 2,801 groups assisted Pravda, and 750 assisted Luch.
*
 

These ýgures are veriýable and nobody has attempted to disprove them.  

 

Where is the unity of action and will of the majority of the ñadvanced workersò, and where is 

the þouting of the will of the majority?  

 

Trotskyôs ñnon-factionalismò is, actually, splitting tactics, in that it shamelessly þouts the will 

of the majority of the workers.  

 

III. THE BREAK-UP OF THE AUGUST BLOC 

 

But there is still another method, and a very important one, of verifying the correctness and 

truthfulness of Trotskyôs accusations about splitting tactics.  

 

You consider that it is the ñLeninistsò who are splitters? Very well, let us assume that you are 

right.  

 

But if you are, why have not all the other sections and groups proved that unity is possible 

with the liquidators without the ñLeninistsò, and against the ñsplittersò?. . . If we are splitters, why 

have not you, uniters, united among yourselves, and with the liquidators? Had you done that you 

would have proved to the workers by deeds that unity is possible and beneýcial. . . .  

 

Let us go over the chronology of events.  

 

                                                           
*
 A preliminary calculation made up to April 1, 1914, showed 4,000 groups for Pravda (commencing with 

January 1, 1912) and 1,000 for the liquidators and all their allies taken together. 
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In January 1912, the ñLeninistò ñsplittersò declared that they were a Party without and against 

the liquidators.  

 

In March 1912, all the groups and ñfactionsò: liquidators, Trotskyites, Vperyodists, ñpro-

Party Bolsheviksò and ñpro-Party Mensheviksò, in their Russian newssheets and in the columns of the 

German Social-Democratic newspaper Vorwärts, united against these ñsplittersò. All of them 

unanimously, in chorus, in unison and in one voice viliýed us and called us ñusurpersò, ñmystiýersò, 

and other no less affectionate and tender names.  

 

Very well, gentlemen! But what could have been easier for you than to unite against the 

ñusurpersò and to set the ñadvanced workersò an example of unity? Do you mean to say that if the 

advanced workers had seen, on the one hand, the unity of all against the usurpers, the unity of 

liquidators and non-liquidators, and on the other, isolated ñusurpersò, ñsplittersò, and so forth, they 

would not have supported the former?  

 

If disagreements are only invented, or exaggerated, and so forth, by the ñLeninistsò, and if 

unity between the liquidators, Plekhanovites, Vperyodists, Trotskyites, and so forth, is really possible, 

why have you not proved this during the past two years by your own example?  

 

In August 1912, a conference of ñunitersò was convened. Disunity started at once: the 

Plekhanovites refused to attend at all; the Vperyodists attended, but walked out after protesting and 

exposing the ýctitious character of the whole business.  

 

The liquidators, the Letts, the Trotskyites (Trotsky and Semkovsky), the Caucasians, and the 

Seven ñunitedò. But did they? We stated at the time that they did not, that this was merely a screen to 

cover up liquidationism. Have the events disproved our statement?  

 

Exactly eighteen months later, in February 1914, we found:  

 

1. That the Seven was breaking up. Buryanov had left them.  

 

2. That in the remaining new ñSixò, Chkheidze and Tulyakov, or somebody else, could not 

see eye to eye on the reply to be made to Plekhanov. They stated in the press that they would reply to 

him, but they could not.  

 

3. That Trotsky, who for many months had practically vanished from the columns of Luch, 

had broken away, and had started ñhis ownò journal, Borba. By calling this journal ñnon-factionalò, 

Trotsky clearly (clearly to those who are at all familiar with the subject) intimates that in his, 

Trotskyôs, opinion, Nasha Zarya and Luch had proved to be ñfactionalò, i.e., poor uniters.  

 

If  you are a uniter, my dear Trotsky, if you say that it is possible to unite with the liquidators, 

if you and they stand by the ñfundamental ideas formulated in August 1912ò (Borba No. 1, p. 6, 

Editorial Note), why did not you yourself unite with the liquidators in Nasha Zarya and Luch?  

 

When, before Trotskyôs journal appeared, Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta published some 

scathing comment stating that the physiognomy of this journal was ñunclearò and that there had been 

ñquite a good deal of talk in Marxist circlesò about this journal, Put Pravdy (No. 37)
*
 was naturally 

obliged to expose this falsehood. It said: ñThere has been talk in Marxist circlesò about a secret 

memorandum written by Trotsky against the Luch group; Trotskyôs physiognomy and his breakaway 

from the August bloc were perfectly ñclearò.  

 

                                                           
*
 See pp. 81-84.ðEd. 
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4. An, the well-known leader of the Caucasian liquidators, who had attacked L. Sedov (for 

which he was given a public wigging by F. Dan and Co.), now appeared in Borba. It remains 

ñunclearò whether the Caucasians now desire to go with Trotsky or with Dan.  

 

5. The Lettish Marxists, who were the only real organisation in the ñAugust blocò, had 

formally withdrawn from it, stating (in 1914) in the resolution of their last congress that:  

 
ñthe attempt on the part of the conciliators to unite at all costs with the liquidators (the August 

Conference of 1912) proved fruitless, and the uniters themselves became ideologically and politically dependent 

upon the liquidators.ò  
 

This statement was made, after eighteen monthsô experience, by an organisation which had 

itself been neutral and had not desired to establish connection with either of the two centres. This 

decision of neutrals should carry all the more weight with Trotsky!  

 

Enough, is it not?  

 

Those who accused us of being splitters, of being unwilling or unable to get on with the 

liquidators, were themselves unable to get on with them. The August bloc proved to be a ýction and 

broke up.  

 

By concealing this break-up from his readers, Trotsky is deceiving them.  

 

The experience of our opponents has proved that we are right, has proved that the liquidators 

cannot be co-operated with.  

 

IV. A CONCILIATORôS ADVICE TO THE ñSEVENò 

 

The editorial article in issue No. 1 of Borba entitled ñThe Split in the Duma Groupò contains 

advice from a conciliator to the Seven pro-liquidator (or inclining towards liquidationism) members of 

the Duma. The gist of this advice is contained in the following words:  

 
ñýrst of all consult the Six whenever it is necessary to reach an agreement with other groups. . .ò (p. 

29).  
 

This is the wise counsel which, among other things, is evidently the cause of Trotskyôs 

disagreement with the liquidators of Luch. This is the opinion the Pravdists have held ever since the 

outbreak of the conflict between the two groups in the Duma, ever since the resolution of the Summer 

(1913) Conference was adopted. The Russian Social-Democratic Labour group in the Duma has 

reiterated in the press, even after the split, that it continues to adhere to this position, in spite of the 

repeated refusals of the Seven.  

 

From the very outset, since the time the resolution of the Summer Conference was adopted, 

we have been, and still are, of the opinion that agreements on questions concerning activities in the 

Duma are desirable and possible; if such agreements have been repeatedly arrived at with the petty-

bourgeois peasant democrats (Trudoviks), they are all the more possible and necessary with the petty-

bourgeois, liberal labour politicians.  

 

We must not exaggerate disagreements, but we must face the facts: the Seven are men leaning 

towards liquidationism, who yesterday entirely followed the lead of Dan, and whose eyes today are 

travelling longingly from Dan to Trotsky and back again. The liquidators are a group of legalists who 

have broken away from the Party and are pursuing a liberal labour policy. Since they repudiate the 

ñundergroundò, there can be no question of unity with them in matters concerning Party organisation 

and the working-class movement. Whoever thinks differently is badly mistaken and fails to take into 

account the profound nature of the changes that have taken place since 1908.  
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But agreements on certain questions with this group, which stands outside or on the fringe of 

the Party, are, of course, permissible: we must always compel this group, too, like the Trudoviks, to 

choose between the workersô (Pravdist) policy and the liberal policy. For example, on the question of 

ýghting for freedom of the press the liquidators clearly revealed vacillation between the liberal 

formulation of the question, which repudiated, or overlooked, the illegal press, and the opposite 

policy, that of the workers.  

 

Within the scope of a Duma policy in which the most important extra-Duma issues are not 

directly raised, agreements with the seven liberal-labour deputies are possible and desirable. On this 

point Trotsky has shifted his ground from that of the liquidators to that of the Party Summer (1913) 

Conference.  

 

It should not be forgotten, however, that to a group standing outside the Party, agreement 

means something entirely different from what Party people usually understand by the term. By 

ñagreementò in the Duma, non-Party people mean ñdrawing up a tactical resolution, or lineò. To Party 

people agreement is an attempt to enlist others in the work of carrying out the Party line.  

 

For example, the Trudoviks have no party. By agreement they understand ñfreedomò, so to 

speak, of ñdrawing upò a line, today with the Cadets, tomorrow with the Social-Democrats. We, 

however, understand something entirely different by agreement with the Trudoviks. We have Party 

decisions on all the important questions of tactics, and we shall never depart from these decisions; by 

agreement with the Trudoviks we mean winning them over to our side, convincing them that we are 

right, and not rejecting joint action against the Black Hundreds and against the liberals.  

 

How far Trotsky has forgotten (not for nothing has he associated with the liquidators) this 

elementary difference between the Party and non-Party point of view on agreements, is shown by the 

following argument of his:  

 
ñThe representatives of the International must bring together the two sections of our divided 

parliamentary group and jointly with them ascertain the points of agreement and points of disagreement. . . . A 

detailed tactical resolution formulating the principles of parliamentary tactics may be drawn up. . .ò (No. 1, pp. 

29-30)).  

 

Here you have a characteristic and typical example of the liquidationist presentation of the 

question! Trotskyôs journal forgets about the Party; such a triþe is hardly worth remembering!  

 

When different parties in Europe (Trotsky is fond of inappropriately talking about 

Europeanism) come to an agreement or unite, what they do is this: their respective representatives 

meet and ýrst of all ascertain the points of disagreement (precisely what the International proposed in 

relation to Russia, without including in the resolution Kautskyôs ill-considered statement that ñthe old 

Party no longer existsò
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). Having ascertained the points of disagreement, the representatives decide 

what decisions (resolutions, conditions, etc.) on questions of tactics, organisation, etc., should be 

submitted to the congresses of the two parties. If they succeed in drafting unanimous decisions, the 

congresses decide whether to adopt them or not. If differing proposals are made, they too are 

submitted for ýnal decision to the congresses of the two parties.  

 

What appeals to the liquidators and Trotsky is only the European models of opportunism, but 

certainly not the models of European partisanship.  

 

ñA detailed tactical resolutionò will be drawn up by the members of the Duma! This example 

should serve the Russian ñadvanced workersò, with whom Trotsky has good reason to be so 

displeased, as a striking illustration of the lengths to which the groups in Vienna and Parisðwho 

persuaded even Kautsky that there was ñno Partyò in Russiaðgo in their ludicrous project-

mongering. But if it is sometimes possible to fool foreigners on this score, the Russian ñadvanced 
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workersò (at the risk of provoking the terrible Trotsky to another outburst of displeasure) will laugh in 

the faces of these project-mongers.  

 

ñDetailed tactical resolutionsò, they will tell them, ñare drawn up among us (we do not know 

how it is done among you non-Party people) by Party congresses and conferences, for example, those 

of 1907, 1908, 1910, 1912 and 1913. We shall gladly acquaint uninformed foreigners, as well as 

forgetful Russians, with our Party decisions, and still more gladly ask the representatives of the 

Seven, or the August bloc members, or Left-wingers or anybody else, to acquaint us with the 

resolutions of their congresses or confer- ences and to bring up at their next congress the deýnite 

question of the attitude they should adopt towards oiir resolutions, or towards the resolution of the 

neutral Lettish Congress of 1914, etc.ò  

 

This is what the ñadvanced workersò of Russia will say to the various project-mongers, and 

this has already been said in the Marxist press, for example, by the organised Marxists of St. 

Petersburg. Trotsky chooses to ignore these published terms for the liquidators? So much the worse 

for Trotsky. It is our duty to warn our readers how ridiculous that ñunityò (the August type of 

ñunityò?) project-mongering is which refuses to reckon with the will of the majority of the class-

conscious workers of Russia.  

 

V. TROTSKYôS LIQUIDATIONIST VIEWS 

 

As to the substance of his own views, Trotsky contrived to say as little as possible in his new 

journal. Put Pravdy (No. 37) has already commented on the fact that Trotsky has not said a word 

either on the question of the ñundergroundò or on the slogan of working for a legal party, etc.
*
 That, 

among other things, is why we say that when attempts are made to form a separate organisation which 

is to have no ideological and political physiognomy, it is the worst form of factionalism.  

 

Although Trotsky has refrained from openly expounding his views, quite a number of 

passages in his journal show what kind of ideas he has been trying to smuggle in.  

 

In the very ýrst editorial article in the ýrst issue of his journal, we read the following:  

 
ñThe pre-revolutionary Social-Democratic Party in our country was a workersô party only in ideas and 

aims. Actually, it was an organisation of the Marxist intelligentsia, which led the awakening working classò (5)  
 

This is the old liberal and liquidationist tune, which is really the prelude to the repudiation of 

the Party. It is based on a distortion of the historical facts. The strikes of 1895-96 had already given 

rise to a mass working-class movement, which both in ideas and organisation was linked with the 

Social-Democratic movement. And in these strikes, in this economic and non-economic agitation, the 

ñintelligentsia led the working classò!? 

 

Or take the following exact statistics of political offences in the period 1901-03 compared 

with the preceding period.  

 
Occupations of Participants in the Emancipation Movement 

Prosecuted for Political Offences (per cent) 

 
 

Period 

 

Agriculture 

 

Industry and 

commerce 

Liberal 

professions 

and students 

No definite 

occupation, 

and no 

occupation 

1884-90 

1901-03 

7.1 

9.0 

15.1 

46.1 

53.3 

28.7 

19.9 

  8.0 

                                                           
*
 See pp. 81-84.ðEd. 
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We see that in the eighties, when there was as yet no Social-Democratic Party in Russia, and 

when the movement was ñNarodnikò, the intelligentsia predominated, accounting for over half the 

participants.  

 

But the picture underwent a complete change in 1901-03, when a Social-Democratic Party 

already existed, and when the old Iskra was conducting its work. The intelligentsia were now a 

minority among the participants of the movement; the workers (ñindustry and commerceò) were far 

more numerous than the intelligentsia, and the workers and peasants together constituted more than 

half the total.  

 

It was precisely in the conþict of trends within the Marxist movement that the petty-bourgeois 

intellectualist wing of the Social-Democracy made itself felt, beginning with Economism (1895-1903) 

and continuing with Menshevism (1903-1908) and liquidationism (1908-1914). Trotsky repeats the 

liquidationist slander against the Party and is afraid to mention the history of the twenty yearsô 

conþict of trends within the Party. 

 

Here is another example. 

 
ñIn its attitude towards parliamentarism, Russian Social-Democracy passed through the same three 

stages . . . [as in other countries] . . . ýrst óboycottismô . . . then the acceptance in principle of parliamentary 

tactics, but . . . [that magniýcent ñbutò, the ñbutò which Shchedrin translated as: The ears never grow higher 

than the forehead, never!
*
] . . . for purely agitational purposes . . . and lastly, the presentation from the Duma 

rostrum . . . of current demands. . .ò (No, 1, p. 34).  

 

This, too, is a liquidationist distortion of history. The distinction between the second and third 

stages was invented in order to smuggle in a defence of reformism and opportunism. Boycottism as a 

stage in ñthe attitude of Social-Democracy towards parliamentarismò never existed either in Europe 

(where anarchism has existed and continues to exist) or in Russia, where the boycott of the Bulygin 

Duma, for example, applied only to a deýnite institution, was never linked with ñparliamentarismò, 
and was engendered by the peculiar nature of the struggle between liberalism and Marxism for the 

continuation of the onslaught. Trotsky does not breathe a word about the way this struggle affected 

the conþict between the two trends in Marxism!  

 

When dealing with history, one must explain concrete questions and the class roots of the 

different trends; anybody who wants to make a Marxist study of the struggle of classes and trends 

over the question of participation  in the Bulygin Duma, will see therein the roots of the liberal labour 

policy. But Trotsky ñdeals withò history only in order to evade concrete questions and to invent a 

justiýcation, or a semblance of justification, for the present-day opportunists!  

 
ñActually, all trends,ò he writes, ñemploy the same methods of struggle and organisation.ò ñThe 

outcries about the liberal danger in our working-class movement are simply a crude and sectarian travesty of 

realityò (No. 1, pp. 5 and 35).  
 

This is a very clear and very vehement defence of the liquidators. But we will take the liberty 

of quoting at least one small fact, one of the very latest. Trotsky merely slings words about; we should 

like the workers themselves to ponder over the facts.  

 

It is a fact that Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta for March 13 wrote the following:  

 
ñInstead of emphasising the deýnite and concrete task that confronts the working class, viz., to compel 

the Duma to throw out the bill [on the press], a vague formula is proposed of ýghting for the óuncurtailed 

slogansô, and at the same time the illegal press is widely advertised, which can only lead to the relaxation of the 

workersô struggle for their legal press.ò  

                                                           
*
 Meaning the impossible.ðEd. 
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This is a clear, precise and documentary defence of the liquidationist policy and a criticism of 

the Pravda policy. Well, will any literate person say that both trends employ ñthe same methods of 

struggle and organisationò on this question? Will any literate person say that the liquidators are not 

pursuing a liberal-labour policy on this question, that the liberal menace to the working-class 

movement is purely imaginary?  

 

The reason why Trotsky avoids facts and concrete references is because they relentlessly 

refute all his angry outcries and pompous phrases. It is very easy, of course, to strike an attitude and 

say: ña crude and sectarian travestyò. Or to add a still more stinging and pompous catchphrase, such 

as ñemancipation from conservative factionalism.ò  

 

But is this not very cheap? Is not this weapon borrowed from the arsenal of the period when 

Trotsky posed in all his splendour before audiences of high-school boys?  

 

Nevertheless, the ñadvanced workersò, with whom Trotsky is so angry, would like to be told 

plainly and clearly: Do you or do you not approve of the ñmethod of struggle and organisationò that is 

deýnitely expressed in the above-quoted appraisal of a deýnite political campaign? If you do, then 

you are pursuing a liberal-labour policy, betraying Marxism and the Party; to talk of ñpeaceò or of 

ñunityò with such a policy, with groups which pursue such a policy, means deceiving yourself and 

others.  

 

If not, then say so plainly. Phrases will not astonish, satisfy or intimidate the present-day 

workers.  

 

Incidentally, the policy advocated by the liquidators in the above-quoted passage is a foolish 

one even from the liberal point of view, for the passage of a bill in the Duma depends on ñZemstvo-

Octobristsò of the type of Bennigsen, who has already shown his hand in the committee.  

 

***  

 

The old participants in the Marxist movement in Russia know Trotsky very well, and there is 

no need to discuss him for their beneýt. But the younger generation of workers do not know him, and 

it is therefore necessary to discuss him, for he is typical of all the ýve groups abroad, which, in fact, 

are also vacillating between the liquidators and the Party.  

 

In the days of the old Iskra (1901-03), these waverers, who þitted from the Economists to the 

Iskrists and back again, were dubbed ñTushino turncoatsò (the name given in the Troublous Times in 

Rus to ýghting men who went over from one camp to another).  

 

When we speak of liquidationism we speak of a deýnite ideological trend, which grew up in 

the course of many years, stems from Menshevism and Economism in the twenty yearsô history of 

Marxism, and is connected with the policy and ideology of a deýnite classðthe liberal bourgeoisie. 

 

The only ground the ñTushino turncoatsò have for claiming that they stand above groups is 

that they ñborrowò their ideas from one group one day and from another the next day. Trotsky was an 

ardent Iskrist in 1901-03, and Ryazanov described his role at the Congress of 1903 as ñLeninôs 

cudgelò. At the end of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Menshevik, i.e., he deserted from the Iskrists to 

the Economists. He said that ñthere is a gulf between the old Iskra and the newò. In 1904-05, he 

deserted the Mensheviks and occupied a vacillating position, now co-operating with Martynov (the 

Economist), now proclaiming his absurdly Left ñpermanent revolutionò theory. In 1906-07, he 

approached the Bolsheviks, and in the spring of 1907 he declared that he was in agreement with Rosa 

Luxemburg.  
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In the period of disintegration, after long ñnon-factionalò vacillation, he again went to the 

Right, and in August 1912, he entered into a bloc with the liquidators. He has now deserted them 

again, although in substance he reiterates their shoddy ideas.  

 

Such types are characteristic of the flotsam of past historical formations, of the time when the 

mass working-class movement in Russia was still dormant, and when every group had ñample roomò 

in which to pose as a trend, group or faction, in short, as a ñpowerò, negotiating amalgamation with 

others. 

 

The younger generation of workers should know exactly whom they are dealing with, when 

individuals come before them with incredibly pretentious claims, unwilling absolutely to reckon with 

either the Party decisions, which since 1908 have deýned and established our attitude towards 

liquidationism, or with the experience of the present-day working-class movement in Russia, which 

has actually brought about the unity of the majority on the basis of full recognition of the aforesaid 

decisions.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 20, pp. 327-47 
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From THE RIGHT OF NATIONS 

TO SELF-DETERMINATION 
 

February-May 1914 

 

9. THE 1903 PROGRAMME AND ITS LIQUIDATORS 

 

The reader will see that at the Second Congress of the Party, which adopted the Programme, it 

was unanimously understood that self-determination meant ñonlyò the right to secession. Even the 

Bundists grasped this truth at the time, and it is only in our own deplorable times of continued 

counter-revolution and all sorts of ñapostasyò that we can ýnd people who, bold in their ignorance, 

declare that the programme is ñvagueò. But before devoting time to these sorry would-be Social-

Democrats, let us ýrst ýnish with the attitude of the Poles to the Programme.  

 

They came to the Second Congress (1903) declaring that unity was necessary and imperative. 

But they left the Congress after their ñreversesò in the Programme Commission, and their last word 

was a written statement, printed in the Minutes of the Congress, containing the above-mentioned 

proposal to substitute cultural-national autonomy for self-determination.  

 

In 1906 the Polish Marxists joined the Party; neither upon joining nor afterwards (at the 

Congress of 1907, the conferences of 1907 and 1908, or the plenum of 1910) did they introduce a 

single proposal to amend §9 of the Russian programme!  

 

That is a fact.  

 

And, despite all utterances and assurances, this fact definitely proves that Rosa Luxemburgôs 

friends regarded the question as having been settled by the debate at the Programme Commission of 

the Second Congress, as well as by the decision of that Congress, and that they tacitly acknowledged 

their mistake and corrected it by joining the Party in 1906, after they had left the Congress in 1903, 

without a single attempt to raise the question of amending §9 of the programme through Party 

channels.  

 

Rosa Luxemburgôs article appeared over her signature in l908ðof course, it never entered 

anyoneôs head to deny Party publicists the right to criticise the programmeðand, since the writing of 

this article, not a single official body of the Polish Marxists has raised the question of revising § 9.  

 

Trotsky was therefore rendering a great disservice to certain admirers of Rosa Luxemburg 

when he wrote, on behalf of the editors of Borba in issue No. 2 of that publication (March 1914):  

 
ñThe Polish Marxists consider that óthe right to national self-determinationô is entirely devoid of 

political content and should be deleted from the programmeò (p. 25).  
 

The obliging Trotsky is more dangerous than an enemy! Trotsky could produce no proof, 

except ñprivate conversationsò (i.e., simply gossip, on which Trotsky always subsists), for classifying 

ñPolish Marxistsò in general as supporters of every article by Rosa Luxemburg. Trotsky presented the 

ñPolish Marxistsò as people devoid of honour and conscience, incapable of respecting even their own 

convictions and the programme of their Party. How obliging Trotsky is!  

 

When, in 1903, the representatives of the Polish Marxists walked out of the Second Congress 

over the right to self-determination, Trotsky could have said at the time that they regarded this right as 

devoid of content and subject to deletion from the programme.  
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But after that the Polish Marxists joined the Party whose programme this was, and they have 

never introduced a motion to amend it.
*
  

 

Why did Trotsky withhold these facts from the readers of his journal? Only because it pays 

him to speculate on fomenting differences between the Polish and the Russian opponents of 

liquidationism and to deceive the Russian workers on the question of the programme.  

 

Trotsky has never yet held a ýrm opinion on any important question of Marxism. He always 

contrives to worm his way into the cracks of any given difference of opinion, and desert one side for 

the other. At the present moment he is in the company of the Bundists and the liquidators. And these 

gentlemen do not stand on ceremony where the Party is concerned.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 20, pp. 446-48  

 

                                                           
*
 We are informed that the Polish Marxists attended the Summer Conference of the Russian Marxists in 1913 

with only a consultative voice and did not vote at all on the right to self- determination (secession), declaring 

their opposition to this right in general. Of course, they had a perfect right to act the way they did, and, as 

hitherto, to agitate in Poland against secession. But this is not quite what Trotsky said; for the Polish Marxists 

did not demand the ñdeletionò of Ä9 ñfrom the programmeò. 
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From SOCIALISM AND WAR 
(The Attitude of the RSDLP Towards the War)

60
 

 

July-August 1915  

 

CHAPTER I 

 

THE PRINCIPLES OF SOCIALISM 

AND THE WAR OF 1914-1915 

 

ñKautskyismò . 

 

Kautsky, the leading authority in the Second International, is a most typical and striking 

example of how a verbal recognition of Marxism has led in practice to its conversion into ñStruvismò 

or into ñBrentanoismò.
61

 Another example is Plekhanov. By means of patent sophistry, Marxism is 

stripped of its revolutionary living spirit; everything is recognised in Marxism except the 

revolutionary methods of struggle, the propaganda and preparation of those methods, and the 

education of the masses in this direction. Kautsky ñreconcilesò in an unprincipled way the 

fundamental idea of social-chauvinism, recognition of defence of the fatherland in the present war, 

with a diplomatic sham concession to the Leftsðhis abstention from voting for war credits, his verbal 

claim to be in the opposition, etc. Kautsky, who in 1909 wrote a book on the approaching epoch of 

revolutions and on the connection between war and revolution, Kautsky, who in 1912 signed the 

Basle Manifesto on taking revolutionary advantage of the impending war, is outdoing himself in 

justifying and embellishing social-chauvinism and, like Plekhanov, joins the bourgeoisie in ridiculing 

any thought of revolutionary and all steps towards the immediate revolutionary struggle. 

 

The working class cannot play its world-revolutionary role unless it wages a ruthless struggle 

against this backsliding, spinelessness, subservience to opportunism, and unparalleled vulgarisation of 

the theories of Marxism. Kautskyism is not fortuitous; it is the social product of the contradictions 

within the Second International, a blend of loyalty to Marxism in word, and subordination to 

opportunism in deed.  

 

This fundamental falseness of ñKautskyismò manifests itself in different ways in different 

countries. In Holland, Roland-Holst, while rejecting the idea of defending the fatherland, defends 

unity with the opportunistsô party. In Russia, Trotsky, while rejecting this idea, also defends unity 

with the opportunist and chauvinist Nasha Zarya group. In Rumania, Rakovsky, while declaring war 

on opportunism as being responsible for the collapse of the International, is at the same time ready to 

recognise the legitimacy of the idea of defending the fatherland. All this is a manifestation of the evil 

which the Dutch Marxists (Gorter and Pannekoek) have called ñpassive radicalismò, and which 

amounts to replacing revolutionary Marxism with eclecticism in theory, and servility to or impotence 

towards opportunism, in practice. . . . 

 

CHAPTER IV 

 

THE HISTORY OF THE SPLIT, 

AND THE PRESENT STATE OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

IN RUSSIA 

 

The Present State of Affairs in the Ranks 

of the Russian Social-Democrats 

 

As we have already said, our January 1912 Conference has not been recognised by the 

liquidators, or by a number of groups abroad (those of Plekhanov, Alexinsky, Trotsky, and others), or 

by the so-called ñnationalò (i.e., non-Great Russian) Social-Democrats. Among the numberless 

epithets hurled against us, ñusurpersò and ñsplittersò have been most frequently repeated. We have 
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replied by quoting precise and objectively veriýable ýgures showing that our Party has united four-

ýfths of the class-conscious workers in Russia. This is no small ýgure, considering the difýculties of 

underground activities in a period of counter-revolution.  

 

If ñunityò were possible in Russia on the basis of Social-Democratic tactics, without expelling 

the Nasha Zarya group, why have our numerous opponents not achieved it even among themselves? 

Three and a half years have elapsed since January 1912, and all this time our opponents, much as they 

have desired to do so, have failed to form a Social-Democratic party in opposition to us. This fact is 

our Partyôs best defence.  

 

The entire history of the Social-Democratic groups that are ýghting against our Party has been 

a history of collapse and disintegration. In March 1912, all of them, without exception, ñunitedò in 

reviling us. But already in August 1912, when the so-called August bloc was formed against us, 

disintegration set in among them. Some of the groups defected from them. They were unable to form 

a party and a Central Committee; what they set up was only an Organising Committee ñfor the 

purpose of restoring unityò. Actually, this OC proved an ineffective cover for the liquidationist group 

in Russia. Throughout the tremendous upswing of the working-class movement in Russia and the 

mass strikes of 1912-14, the only group in the entire August bloc to conduct work among the masses 

was the Nasha Zarya group, whose strength lay in its links with the liberals. Early in 1914, the Lettish 

Social-Democrats ofýcially withdrew from the August bloc (the Polish Social-Democrats did not join 

it), while Trotsky, one of the leaders of the bloc, left it unofýcially, again forming his own separate 

group. At the Brussels Conference of July 1914, at which the Executive Committee of the 

International Socialist Bureau, Kautsky and Vandervelde participated, the so called Brussels bloc was 

formed against us, which the Letts did not join, and from which the Polish opposition Social-

Democrats forthwith withdrew. On the outbreak of war, this bloc collapsed. Nasha Zarya, Plekhanov, 

Alexinsky and An, leader of the Caucasian Social-Democrats, became open social-chauvinists, who 

came out for the desirability of Germanyôs defeat. The OC and the Bund defended the social-

chauvinists and the principles of social-chauvinism. Although it voted against the war credits (in 

Russia, even the bourgeois democrats, the Trudoviks, voted against them), the Chkheidze Duma 

group remained Nasha Zaryaôs faithful ally. Plekhanov, Alexinsky and Co., our extreme social-

chauvinists, were quite pleased with the Chkheidze group. In Paris, the newspaper Nashe Slovo (the 

former Golos) was launched, with the participation mainly of Martov and Trotsky, who wanted to 

combine a platonic defence of internationalism with an absolute demand for unity with Nasha Zarya, 

the OC or the Chkheidze group. After 250 issues, this newspaper was itself compelled to admit its 

disintegration: one section of the editorial board gravitated towards our Party, Martov remained 

faithful to the OC which publicly censured Nashe Slovo for its ñanarchismò (just as the opportunists in 

Germany, David and Co., Internationale Korrespondenz
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 and Legien and Co. have accused Comrade 

Liebknecht of anarchism); Trotsky announced his rupture with the CC, but wanted to stand with the 

Chkheidze group. Here are the programme and the tactics of the Chkheidze group, as formulated by 

one of its leaders. In No. 5, 1915, of Sovremenny Mir,
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 journal of the Plekhanov and Alexinsky trend, 

Chkhenkeli wrote:  

 
ñTo say that German Social-Democracy was in a position to prevent its country from going to war and 

failed to do so would mean either secretly wishing that it should not only have breathed its last at the 

barricades, but also have the fatherland breathe its last, or looking at nearby things through an anarchistôs 

telescope.ò
*
  

 

These few lines express the sum and substance of social-chauvinism: both the justiýcation, in 

principle, of the idea of ñdefence of the fatherlandò in the present war, and ñmockeryðwith the 

permission of the military censorsðof the preachment of and preparation for revolution. It is not at all 

a question of whether the German Social-Democrats were or were not in a position to prevent war, or 

                                                           
*
 Sovremenny Mir No. 5, 1915, p. 148. Trotsky recently announced that he deemed it his task to enhance the 

prestige of the Chkheidze group in the International. No doubt Chkhenkeli will with equal energy enhance 

Trotskyôs prestige in the International. . . .  
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whether, in general, revolutionaries can guarantee the success of a revolution. The question is: shall 

socialists behave like socialists or really breathe their last in the embrace of the imperialist 

bourgeoisie? 

 

Our Partyôs Tasks 

 

Social-Democracy in Russia arose before the bourgeois-democratic revolution (1905) in our 

country, and gained strength during the revolution and counter-revolution. The backwardness of 

Russia explains the extraordinary multiplicity of trends and shades of petty-bourgeois opportunism in 

our country; whereas the inþuence of Marxism in Europe and the stability of the legally existing 

Social-Democratic parties before the war converted our exemplary liberals into near-admirers of 

ñreasonableò, ñEuropeanò (non-revolutionary), ñlegalò ñMarxistò theory and Social-Democracy. The 

working class of Russia could not build up its party otherwise than in a resolute thirty-year struggle 

against all the varieties of opportunism. The experience of the world war, which has brought about the 

shameful collapse of European opportunism and has strengthened the alliance between our national-

liberals and social-chauvinist liquidationism, has still further fortiýed our conviction that our Party 

must follow the same consistently revolutionary road.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 21, pp. 311-12, 335-38  

 



66 

From THE LETTER TO ALEXANDRA KOLLONTAI  
 

[Not earlier than August 4, 1915] 

 

Dear A. M., 

 

We were very glad about the statement by the Norwegians and your efforts with the Swedes.
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It would be devilishly important to have a joint international statement by the Left Marxists! (A 

statement of principle is the main thing, and so far the only thing possible.)  

 

Roland-Holst, like Rakovsky (have you seen his French pamphlet?), like Trotsky, in my 

opinion, are all the most harmful ñKautskyitesò, in the sense that all of them in various forms are for 

unity with the opportunists, all in various forms embellish opportunism, all of them (in various way) 

preach eclecticism instead of revolutionary Marxism. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 35, p. 200  
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From THE LETTER TO HENRIETTE ROLAND-HOLST 
 

8/III.1916 

 

(5) What are our differences with Trotsky? This must probably interest you. In briefðhe is a 

Kautskyite, that is, he stands for unity with the Kautskyites in the International and with Chkheidzeôs 

parliamentary group in Russia. We are absolutely against such unity. Chkheidze with his phrases (that 

he is for Zimmerwald: see his recent speech, Vorwärts 5/III) cloaks the fact that he shares the views of 

the Organising Committee and of the people taking part in the war committees.
*
 Trotsky at present is 

against the Organising Committee (Axelrod and Martov) but for unity with the Chkheidze Duma 

group!!  

 

We are deýnitely against.  

 

With best regards to you, Comrade Pannekoek and the other Dutch comrades!  

 

Yours,  

N. Lenin  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 43, pp. 515-16 

 

                                                           
*
 Meaning the war industries committees.

65
ðEd. 
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From THE DISCUSSION 

ON SELF-DETERMINATION SUMMED UP 
 

July 1916 

 

11. CONCLUSION 

 

Contrary to the erroneous assertions of the Polish Social-Democrats, the demand for the self-

determination of nations has played no less a role in our Party agitation than, for exam le, the arming 

of the people, the separation of the church from the state, the election of civil servants by the people 

and other points the philistines have called ñutopianò. On the contrary, the strengthening of the 

national movements after 1905 naturally prompted more vigorous agitation by our Party, including a 

number of articles in 1912-13, and the resolution of our Party in 1913 giving a precise ñanti-

Kautskianò deýnition (i.e., one that does not tolerate purely verbal ñrecognitionò) of the content of the 

point.
*
,  

 

It will not do to overlook a fact which was revealed at that early date: opportunists of various 

nationalities, the Ukrainian Yurkevich, the Bundist Liebman, Semkovsky, the Russian myrmidon of 

Potresov and Co., all spoke in favour of Rosa Luxemburgôs arguments against self -determination! 

What for Rosa Luxemburg, the Polish Social-Democrat, had been merely an incorrect theoretical 

generalisation of the speciýc conditions of the movement in Poland, became objective opportunist 

support for Great-Russian imperialism when actually applied to more extensive circumstances, to 

conditions obtaining in a big state instead of a small one, when applied on an international scale 

instead of the narrow Polish scale. The history of trends in political thought (as distinct from the 

views of individuals) has proved the correctness of our programme.  

 

Outspoken social-imperialists, such as Lensch, still rail both against self-determination and 

the renunciation of annexations. As for the Kautskyites, they hypocritically recognise self-

determinationðTrotsky and Martov are going the same way here in Russia. Both of them, like 

Kautsky, say they favour self-determination. What happens in practice? Take Trotskyôs articles ñThe 

Nation and the Economyò in Nashe Slovo, and you will find his usual eclecticism: on the one hand. 

the economy unites nations and, on the other, national oppression devides them. The conclusion? The 

conclusion is that the prevailing hypocrisy remains unexposed, agitation is dull and does not touch 

upon what is most important, basic, significant and closely connected with practiceðoneôs attitude to 

the nation that is oppressed by ñoneôs ownò nation. Martov and other secretaries abroad simply 

preferred to forgetða profitable laps of memory!ðthe struggle of their colleague and fellow-member 

Semkovsky against self-determination. In the legal press of the Gvozdyovites (Nash Golos
66

) Martov 

spoke in favour of self-determination, pointing out the indisputable truth that during the imperialist 

war it does not yet imply participation, etc., but evading the main thingðhe also evades it in the 

illegal, free press!ðwhich is that even in peace time Russia set a world record for the oppression of 

nations with an imperialism that is much more crude, medieval, economically backward and militarily 

bureaucratic. The Russian Social-Democrat who ñrecognisesò the self-determination of nations more 

or less as it is recognised by Messrs. Plekhanov, Potresov.and Co., that is, without bothering to fight 

for freedom of secession for nations oppressed by tsarism, is in fact an imperialist and a lackey of 

tsarism. 

 

No matter what the subjective ñgoodò intentions of Trotsky and Martov may be, their 

evasiveness objectively supports Russian social-imperialism. The epoch of imperialism has turned all 

the ñgreatò powers into the oppressors of a number of nations, and the development of imperialism 

will inevitably lead to a more deýnite division of trends in this question in international Social-

Democracy as well.  
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 22. pp. 358-60 

                                                           
*
 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 19, pp. 427-29.ðEd. 
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From THE LETTER TO ALEXANDRA KOLLONTAI 
 

February l7, 1917 

 

Dear A.M., 

 

We had your letter today, and were very glad to get it. For a long time we did not know that 

you were in America, and had no letters from you except one, telling us that you were leaving 

America.  

 

I wrote to you on January 7-8 (the day the letter was forwarded from Stockholmðall the 

letters direct from here to America are intercepted by the French!), but evidently this letter (with an 

article for Novy Mir) did not reach you while you were still in New York.  

 

Pleasant as it was to learn from you of the victory of N. Iv. and Pavlov in Novy Mir (I get this 

newspaper devilishly irregularly; it must be the fault of the post and not the dispatch department of the 

paper itself), it was just as sad to read about the bloc between Trotsky and the Right for the struggle 

against N. Iv. What a swine this Trotsky isðLeft phrases, and a bloc with the Right against the 

Zimmerwald Left!!
67

 He ought to be exposed (by you) if only in a brief letter to Sotsial-Demokrat!  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works,  

Vol. 35, p. 285 
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From THE LETTER TO INESSA ARMAND 

 

[February 19, 1917] 

 

Dear Friend, 

 

The other day we had a gratifying letter from Moscow (we shall soon send you a copy, 

although the text is uninteresting). They write that the mood of the masses is a good one, that 

chauvinism is clearly declining and that probably our day will come. The organisation, they say, is 

suffering from the fact that the adults are at the front, while in the factories there are young people and 

women. But the ýghting spirit, they say, is not any the less. They send us the copy of a leaflet (a good 

one) issued by the Moscow Bureau of the Central Committee.
68

 We shall print it in the next issue of 

the Central Organ.  

 

Richard is himself again! Itôs difýcult for people to live, and for our Party in particular. But 

still they do live.  

 

There is also a letter from Kollontai, who (let this be entre nous for the time being) has 

returned to Norway from America. N. Iv. and Pavlov (the Lett who was in Brussels: Pavel 

Vasilyevich) had won Novy Mir, she says (I get this paper very irregularly), but . . . Trotsky arrived, 

and this scoundrel at once ganged up with the Right wing of Novy Mir against the Left 

Zimmerwaldists!!  Thatôs it!! Thatôs Trotsky for you!!  Always true to himself = twists, swindles, poses 

as a Left, helps the Right, so long as he can. . . . 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 35, p, 288 
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From THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT 

IN OUR REVOLUTION 
 

(Draft Platform for the Proletarian Party) 

 

April -May (June), 1917 

 

THE SITUATION WITHIN 

THE SOCIALIST INTERNATIONAL 

 

16. The international obligations of the working class of Russia are precisely now coming to 

the forefront with particular force.  

 

Only lazy people do not swear by internationalism these days. Even the chauvinist defencists, 

even Plekhanov and Potresov, even Kerensky, call themselves internationalists. It becomes the duty of 

the proletarian party all the more urgently, therefore, to clearly, precisely and definitely counterpose 

internationalism in deed to internationalism in word. 

 

Mere appeals to the workers of all countries, empty assurances of devotion to 

internationalism, direct or indirect attempts to ýx a ñsequenceò of action by the revolutionary 

proletariat in the various belligerent countries, laborious efforts to conclude ñagreementsò between the 

socialists of the belligerent countries on the question of the revolutionary struggle, all the fuss over the 

summoning of socialist congresses for the purpose of a peace campaign, etc., etc.ðno matter how 

sincere the authors of such ideas, attempts, and plans may beðamount, as far as their objective 

significance is concerned, to mere phrase-mongering, and at best are innocent and pious wishes, fit 

only to conceal the deception of the people by the chauvinists. The French social-chauvinists, who are 

the most adroit and accomplished in methods of parliamentary hocus-pocus, have long since broken 

the record for ranting and resonant pacifist and internationalist phrases coupled with the incredibly 

brazen betrayal of socialism and the International, the acceptance of posts in governments which 

conduct the imperialist war, the voting of credits or loans (as Chkheidze, Skobelev, Tsereteli and 

Steklov have been doing recently in Russia), opposition to the revolutionary struggle in their own 

country, etc., etc.  

 

Good people often forget the brutal and savage setting of the imperialist world war. This 

setting does not tolerate phrases, and mocks at innocent and pious wishes.  

 

There is one, and only one, kind of real internationalism, and that isðworking whole-

heartedly for the development of the revolutionary movement and the revolutionary struggle in oneôs 

own country, and supporting (by propaganda, sympathy, and material aid) this struggle, this, and only 

this, line, in every country without exception.  

 

Everything else is deception and Manilovism.
*
 

 

During the two odd years of the war the international socialist and working-class movement 

in every country has evolved three trends. Whoever ignores reality and refuses to recognise the 

existence of these three trends, to analyse them, to ýght consistently for the trend that is really 

internationalist, is doomed to impotence, helplessness and errors.  

 

The three trends are:  

 

                                                           
*
 Manilovismðmeaning idle chatter and spineless dreaming. Derived from Manilov, a character in Nikolai 

Gogols Dead Souls.ðEd. 
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(1) The social-chauvinists, i.e., socialists in word and chauvinists in deed, people who 

recognise ñdefence of the fatherlandò in an imperialist war (and above all in the present imperialist 

war).  

 

These people are our class enemies. They have gone over to the bourgeoisie. 

 

They are the majority of the ofýcial leaders of the ofýcial Social-Democratic parties in all 

countriesðPlekhanov and Co. in Russia, the Scheidemanns in Germany, Renaudel, Guesde and 

Sembat in France, Bissolati and Co., in Italy, Hyndman, the Fabians and the Labourites (the leaders of 

the ñLabour Partyò) in Britain, Branting and Co. in Sweden, Troelstra and his party in Holland, 

Stauning and his party in Denmark, Victor Berger and the other ñdefenders of the fatherlandò in 

America, and so forth.  

 

(2) The second trend, known as the ñCentreò, consists of people who vacillate between the 

social-chauvinists and the true internationalists. 

 

The ñCentreò all vow and declare that they are Marxists and internationalists, that they are for 

peace, for bringing every kind of ñpressureò to bear upon the governments, for ñdemandingò in every 

way that their own government should ñascertain the will of the people for peaceò, that they are for all 

sorts of peace campaigns, for peace without annexations, etc., etc.ðand for peace with the social-

chauvinists. The ñCentreò is for ñunityò, the Centre is opposed to a split. 

 

The ñCentreò is a realm of honeyed petty-bourgeois phrases, of internationalism in word and 

cowardly opportunism and fawning on the social-chauvinists in deed. 

 

The crux of the matter is that the ñCentreò is not convinced of the necessity for a revolution 

against oneôs own government; it does not preach revolution; it does not carry on a whole-hearted 

revolutionary struggle; and in order to evade such a struggle it resorts to the tritest ultra-ñMarxistò-

sounding excuses. 

 

The social-chauvinists are our class enemies, they are bourgeois within the working-class 

movement. They represent a stratum, or groups, or sections of the working class which objectively 

have been bribed by the bourgeoisie (by better wages, positions of honour, etc.), and which help their 

own bourgeoisie to plunder and oppress small and weak peoples and to fight for the division of the 

capitalist spoils. 

 

The ñCentreò consists of routine-worshippers, eroded by the canker of legality, corrupted by 

the parliamentary atmosphere, etc., bureaucrats accustomed to snug positions and cushy jobs. 

Historically and economically speaking, they are not a separate stratum but represent only a transition 

from a past phase of the working-class movementðthe phase between 1871 and 1914, which gave 

much that is valuable to the proletariat, particularly in the indispensable art of slow, sustained and 

systematic organisational work on a large and very large scaleðto a new phase that became 

objectively essential with the outbreak of the first imperialist world war, which inaugurated the era of 

social revolution. 

 

The chief leader and spokesman of the ñCentreò is Karl Kautsky, the most outstanding 

authority in the Second International (1889-1914), since August 1914 a model of utter bankruptcy as a 

Marxist, the embodiment of unheard-of spinelessness, and the most wretched vacillations and 

betrayals. This ñCentristò trend includes Kautsky, Haase, Ledebour and the so-called workersô or 

labour group in the Reichstag; in France it includes Longuet, Pressemane and the so-called 

minoritaires
69

 (Mensheviks) in general; in Britain, Philip Snowden, Ramsay MacDonald and many 

other leaders of the Independent Labour Party,
70

 and some leaders of the British Socialist Party
71

; 

Morris Hillquit and many others in the United States; Turati, Trèves, Modigliani and others in Italy; 

Robert Grimm and others in Switzerland; Victor Adler and Co. in Austria; the party of the Organising 

Committee, Axelrod, Martov, Chkheidze, Tsereteli and others in Russia, and so forth.  
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Naturally, at times individuals unconsciously drift from the social-chauvinist to the ñCentristò 

position, and vice versa. Every Marxist knows that classes are distinct, even though individuals may 

move freely from one class to another; similarly, trends in political life are distinct in spite of the fact 

that individuals may change freely from one trend to another, and in spite of all attempts and efforts to 

amalgamate trends.  

 

(3) The third trend, that of the true internationalists, is best represented by the ñZimmerwald 

Leftò. (We reprint as a supplement its manifesto of September 1915, to enable the reader to learn of 

the inception of this trend at ýrst hand.)  

 

Its distinctive feature is its complete break with both social-chauvinism and ñCentrismò, and 

its gallant revolutionary struggle against its own imperialist government and its own imperialist 

bourgeoisie. Its principle is: ñOur chief enemy is at homeò, It wages a ruthless struggle against 

honeyed social-pacifist phrases (a social-paciýst is a socialist in word and a bourgeois paciýst in deed; 

bourgeois paciýsts dream of an everlasting peace without the overthrow of the yoke and domination 

of capital) and against all subterfuges employed to deny the possibility, or the appropriateness, or the 

timeless of a proletarian socialist revolution in connection with the present war. 

 

The most outstanding representative of this trend in Germany is the Spartacus group or the 

Internationale group, to which Karl Liebknecht belongs. Karl Liebknecht is a most celebrated 

representative of this trend and of the new, and genuine, proletarian International.  

 

Karl Liebknecht called upon the workers and soldiers of Germany to turn their guns against 

their own government. Karl Liebknecht did that openly from the rostrum of parliament (the 

Reichstag). He then went to a demonstration in Potsdamer Platz, one of the largest public squares in 

Berlin, with illegally printed leaþets proclaiming the slogan ñDown with the Governmentò. He was 

arrested and sentenced to hard labour. He is now serving his term in a German convict prison, like 

hundreds, if not thousands, of other true German socialists who have been imprisoned for their anti-

war activities.  

 

Karl Liebknecht in his speeches and letters mercilessly attacked not only his own Plekhanovs 

and Potresovs (Scheidemanns, Legiens, Davids and Co.), but also his own Centrists, his own 

Chkheidzes and Tseretelis (Kautsky, Haase, Ledebour and Co.). 

 

Karl Liebknecht and his friend Otto Rühle, two out of one hundred and ten deputies, violated 

discipline, destroyed the ñunityò with the ñCentreò and the chauvinists, and went against all of them. 

Liebknecht alone represents socialism, the proletarian cause, the proletarian revolution. All the rest of 

German Social-Democracy, to quote the apt words of Rosa Luxemburg (also a member and one of the 

leaders of the Spartacus group), is a ñstinking corpseò. 

 

Another group of true internationalists in Germany is that of the Bremen paper 

Arbeiterpolitik.  

 

Closest to the internationalists in deed are: in France, Loriot and his friends (Bourderon and 

Merrheim have slid down to social-paciýsm), as well as the Frenchman Henri Guilbeaux, who 

publishes in Geneva the journal Demain
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; in Britain, the newspaper The Trade-Unionist,
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 and some 

of the members of the British Socialist Party and of the Independent Labour Party (for instance, 

Russel Williams, who openly called for a break with the leaders who have betrayed socialism), the 

Scottish socialist schoolteacher MacLean, who was sentenced to hard labour by the bourgeois 

government of Britain for his revolutionary fight against the war, and hundreds of British socialists 

who are in jail for the same offence. They, and they alone, are internationalists in deed. In the United 

States, the Socialist Labour Party
74

 and those within the opportunist Socialist Party
75

 who in January 

1917 began publication of the paper, The Internationalist
76
; in Holland, the Party of the ñTribunistsò 

which publishes the paper De Tribune (Pannekoek, Herman Gorter, Wijnkoop, and Henriette Roland-
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Holst, who, although Centrist at Zimmerwald, has now joined our ranks)
77

; in Sweden, the Party of 

the Young, or the Left,
78

 led by Lindhagen, Ture Nerman, Carleson, Ström and Z. Höglund, who at 

Zimmerwald was personally active in the organisation of the ñZimmerwald Leftò, and who is now in 

prison for his revolutionary ýght against the war; in Denmark, Trier and his friends who have left the 

now purely bourgeois ñSocial-Democraticò Party of Denmark, headed by the Minister Stauning; in 

Bulgaria, the ñTesnyakiò
79

; in Italy, the nearest are Constantino Lazzari, secretary of the party, and 

Serrati, editor of the central organ, Avanti!; in Poland, Radek, Hanecki and other leaders of the Social-

Democrats united under the ñRegional Executiveò, and Rosa Luxemburg, Tyszka and other leaders of 

the Social-Democrats united under the ñChief Executiveò
80

; in Switzerland, those of the Left who 

drew up the argument for the ñreferendumò (January 1917) in order to ýght the social-chauvinists and 

the ñCentreò in their own country and who at the Zurich Cantonal Socialist Convention, held at Töss 

on February 11, 1917, moved a consistently revolutionary resolution against the war; in Austria, the 

young Left-wing friends of Friedrich Adler, who acted partly through the Karl Marx Club in Vienna, 

now closed by the archreactionary Austrian Government, which is ruining Adlerôs life for his heroic 

though ill-considered shooting at the minister, and so on.  

 

It is not a question of shades of opinion, which certainly exist even among the Lefts. It is a 

question of trend. The thing is that it is not easy to be an internationalist in deed during a terrible 

imperialist war. Such people are few; but it is on such people alone that the future of socialism 

depends; they alone are the leaders of the people, and not their corrupters. 

 

The distinction between the reformists and the revolutionaries, among the Social-Democrats, 

and socialists generally, was objectively bound to undergo a change under the conditions of the 

imperialist war. Those who conýne themselves to ñdemandingò that the bourgeois governments 

should conclude peace or ñascertain the will of the peoples for peaceò, etc., are actually slipping into 

reforms. For, objectively, the problem of the war can be solved only in a revolutionary way.  

 

There is no possibility of this war ending in a democratic, non-coercive peace or of the people 

being relieved of the burden of billions paid in interest to the capitalists, who have made fortunes out 

of the war, except through a revolution of the proletariat.  

 

The most varied reforms can and must be demanded of the bourgeois governments, but one 

cannot, without sinking to Manilovism and reformism, demand that people and classes entangled by 

the thousands of threads of imperialist capital should tear those threads. And unless they are torn, all 

talk of a war against war is idle and deceitful prattle.  

 

The ñKautskyitesò, the ñCentreò, are revolutionaries in word and reformists in deed, they are 

internationalists in word and accomplices of the social-chauvinists in deed.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 24, pp. 74-80 
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LENIN AT THE MEZHRAYONTSI CONFERENCE
81

 
 

May 1917 

 

(Extract) 

 

II  

 

Amalgamation is desirable without delay.  

 

It wi ll be proposed to the C[entral] C[ommittee] of the RSDLP to include forthwith a 

Mezhrayontsi representative on the board of each of the two newspapers (the present Pravda, which is 

to be turned into an all-Russ[ia] popular newspaper, and the CO, which is to be organised in the 

immediate future).  

 

It will be suggested that the C[entral] C[ommittee] set up a special organising committee to 

convene a Party congress (in one and a half months). The inter-regional con[ference] will get the right 

to have two delegates included in that committee. If the M[enshe]viks, supporters of Martov, break 

with the ñdefencistsò, the inclusion of their delegates in that committee is both desirable and 

necessary.  

 

Freedom of discussion of outstanding issues is ensured by the publication of discussion 

leaflets in [Pravda] Priboi and by the free discussion in the journal Prosveshcheniye (Kommunist), 

which is being revived.  

 

______________ 

 

The draft has been read by N. Lenin on his own behalf and on behalf of several members of 

the CC (May 10, 1917)
*
 

 

III  

 

Trotsky: (who took the floor out of turn immediately after me. . . . ) 

 

I agree with the resolution as a wholeðbut only insofar as Russian B[olshev]ism has become 

international.  

 

The Bolsheviks have been debolshevisedðand I cannot call myself a B[olsh]e[vi]k. 

 

Their resolution can (and must) be used as the basis for the qualiýcation.  

 

But we cannot be asked to recognise B[olshev]ism.  

 

The Bureauð(C[entral] C[ommittee] + . . . .) is acceptable.  

 

Participation in the newspaperðthis proposal is ñless convincingò.  

 

ñFrom that angle it will not stand.ò Agreement of individual writers  

 

ñfrom a different angle, from the angle of setting up your own newspaperò. . . .  

 

Co-operation (from both sides) is very desirable. . . .  

 

                                                           
*
 This postscript, as the entire document, was written by Lenin in his own hand.ðEd.  
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(Discus[sion] organs are unessential). . . .  

 

The old factional name is undesirable. . . .  

 

They want the nationals to be also included in the ñOrg[ani]s[ing] Bureauò.  

 
Lenin Miscellany IV, 

Russ. ed., pp. 302-03  
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SIXTH CONGRESS OF THE RSDLP(B) 
 

Petrograd, July 26-August 3 (August 8-16), 1917
82

 

 

RESOLUTION ñON PARTY UNITYò
*
 

 

The split between the social-patriots and the revolutionary internationalists in Russiaða split 

that has taken place on a world scale, tooðis steadily growing wider. Having begun with defencism, 

the Mensheviks have ended with the most despicable alliance with the counter-revolutionary 

bourgeoisie, inspiring and sanctioning the persecution of internationalist organisations, the workersô 

press, etc., etc. Having turned into menials of the Russian and allied imperialism, they have ýnally 

gone over to the camp of the proletariatôs enemies.  

 

Under these circumstances revolutionary Social-Democracyôs prime task is to show the 

treacherous policy of the imperialist Mensheviks in its true light to the broadest sections of the 

proletarian masses, and completely isolate them from all elements of the working class who are in any 

way revolutionary. Any attempt to secure a reconciliation between imperialist and revolutionary-

internationalist elements of socialism through a ñunity congressò, with the object of setting up a single 

Social-Democratic party (plan of the Novaya Zhizn group of intellectuals who have no base to stand 

on), would, therefore, be a heavy blow to the interests of the proletariat. On the basis of its recognition 

of the need for a total and irrevocable split with the imperialist Mensheviks, the Congress declares 

that it is categorically opposed to such attempts. In opposition to the dangerous slogan of the unity of 

all, Social-Democracy advances the class revolutionary slogan of unity of all internationalists who 

have in fact broken with the imperialist Mensheviks. The Congress believes that such unity is 

necessary and inevitable and calls on all Social-Democratic revolutionary elements to rupture 

forthwith their organisational ties with the defencists and unite round the RSDLP.  

 
The CPSU in Resolutions  

and Decisions of Congresses,  

Conferences and Plenary Meetings  

of the Central Committee,  

8th Russ. ed., Vol. 1, p. 501  

 

                                                           
*
 Forwarded to the CC for editing and printed only with stylistic corrections. Adopted at the morning sitting on 

August 3. (Note by the editors of the first printing of the minutes of the Sixth Congress.) 
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From THE CRISIS HAS MATURED
83

 
 

V 

 

Yes, the leaders of the Central Executive Committee
*
 are pursuing the correct tactics of 

defending the bourgeoisie and the landowners. And there is not the slightest doubt that if the 

Bolsheviks allowed themselves to be caught in the trap of constitutional illusions, ñfaithò in the 

Congress of Soviets and in the convocation of the Constituent Assembly, ñwaitingò for the Congress 

of Soviets, and so forthðthese Bolsheviks would most certainly be miserable traitors to the 

proletarian cause.  

 

They would be traitors to the cause, for by their conduct they would be betraying the German 

revolutionary workers who have started a revolt in the navy. To ñwaitò for the Congress of Soviets 

and so forth under such circumstances would be a betrayal of internationalism, a betrayal of the cause 

of the world socialist revolution.  

 

For internationalism consists of deeds and not phrases, not expressions of solidarity, not 

resolutions.  

 

The Bolsheviks would be traitors to the peasants, for to tolerate the suppression of the peasant 

revolt by a government which even Dyelo Naroda compares with the Stolypin government would be 

to ruin the whole revolution, to ruin it for good. An outcry is raised about anarchy and about the 

increasing indifference of the people, but what else can the people be but indifferent to the elections, 

when the peasants have been driven to revolt while the so-called ñrevolutionary democratsò are 

patiently tolerating its suppression by military force!  

 

The Bolsheviks would be traitors to democracy and to freedom, for to tolerate the suppression 

of the peasant revolt at such a moment would mean allowing the elections to the Constituent 

Assembly to be ýxed in exactly the same way as the Democratic Conferences
84

 and the ñPre-

parliamentò were ýxed, only even worse and more crudely.  

 

The crisis has matured. The whole future of the Russian revolution is at stake. The honour of 

the Bolshevik Party is in question. The whole future of the international workersô revolution for 

socialism is at stake.  

 

The crisis has matured. . .  

 

September 29, 1917  

 

___________ 

 

Everything to this point may be published, but what follows is to be distributed among the 

members of the Central Committee, the Petrograd Committee, the Moscow Committee, and the 

Soviets.  

 

VI  

 

What, then, is to be done? We must aussprechen was ist, ñstate the factsò, admit the truth that 

there is a tendency, or an opinion, in our Central Committee and among the leaders of our Party which 

favours waiting for the Congress of Soviets, and is opposed to taking power immediately, is opposed 

to an immediate insurrection. That tendency, or opinion, must be overcome.
85

  

                                                           
*
 Meaning the Central Executive Committee elected in June (July) 1917 at the First Congress of Workersô and 

Soldiersô Deputies. Most of the members of this CEC were Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries. It existed 

until the Second Congress of Soviets, which was held in October (November) l9l7.ðEd. 
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Otherwise, the Bolsheviks will cover themselves with eternal shame and destroy themselves 

as a party.  

 

For to miss such a moment and to ñwaitò for the Congress of Soviets would be utter idiocy, or 

sheer treachery.  

 

It would be sheer treachery to the German workers. Surely we should not wait until their 

revolution begins. In that case even the Lieberdans would be in favour of ñsupportingò it. But it 

cannot begin as long as Kerensky, Kishkin and Co. are in power.  

 

It would be sheer treachery to the peasants. To allow the peasant revolt to be suppressed when 

we control the Soviets of both capitals would be to lose, and justly lose, every ounce of the peasantsô 

conýdence. In the eyes of the peasants we would be putting ourselves on a level with the Lieberdans 

and other scoundrels.  

 

To ñwaitò for the Congress of Soviets would be utter idiocy, for it would mean losing weeks 

at a time when weeks and even days decide everything. It would mean faint-heartedly renouncing 

power, for on November 1-2 it will have become impossible to take power (both politically and 

technically, since the Cossacks would be mobilised for the day of the insurrection so foolishly 

ñappointedò
*
). 

 

To ñwaitò for the Congress of Soviets is idiocy, for the Congress will give nothing, and can 

give nothing!  

 

ñMoralò importance? Strange indeed, to talk of the ñimportanceò of resolutions and 

conversations with the Lieberdans when we know that the Soviets support the peasants and that the 

peasant revolt is being suppressed! We would be reducing the Soviets to the status of wretched 

debating parlours. First defeat Kerensky, then call the Congress.  

 

The Bolsheviks are now guaranteed the success of the insurrection: (1) we can
À
 (if we do not 

ñwaitò for the Soviet Congress) launch a surprise attack from three pointsðfrom Petrograd, from 

Moscow and from the Baltic þeet; (2) we have slogans that guarantee us supportðdown with the 

government that is suppressing the revolt of the peasants against the landowners! (3) we have a 

majority in the country; (4) the disorganisation among the Mensheviks and the Socialist-

Revolutionaries is complete; (5) we are technically in a position to take power in Moscow (where the 

start might even be made, so as to catch the enemy unawares); (6) we have thousands of armed 

workers and soldiers in Petrograd who could at once seize the Winter Palace, the General Staff 

building, the telephone exchange and the large printing presses. Nothing will be able to drive us out, 

while agitational work in the army will be such as to make it impossible to combat this government of 

peace, of land for the peasants, and so forth.  

 

If we were to attack at once, suddenly, from three points, Petrograd, Moscow and the Baltic 

fleet, the chances are a hundred to one that we would succeed with smaller sacriýces than on July 3-5, 

because the troops will not advance against a government of peace. Even though Kerensky already 

has ñloyalò cavalry, etc., in Petrograd, if we were to attack from two sides, he would be compelled to 

surrender since we enjoy the sympathy of the army. If with such chances as we have at present we do 

not take power, then all talk of transferring the power to the Soviets becomes a lie.  

 

                                                           
*
 To ñconveneò the Congress of Soviets for October 20 in order to decide upon ñtaking poweròðhow does that 

differ from foolishly ñappointingò an insurrection? It is possible to take power now, whereas on October 20-29 

you will not be given a chance to.  
Ϟ
 What has the Party done to study the disposition of the troops, etc.? What has it done to conduct the 

insurrection as an ñartò? Mere talk in the Central Executive Committee, and so on! 
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To refrain from taking power now, to ñwaitò, to indulge in talk in the Central Executive 

Committee, to conýne ourselves to ñýghting for the organò (of the Soviet), ñýghting for the 

Congressò, is to doom the revolution to failure.  

 

In view of the fact that the Central Committee has even left unanswered the persistent 

demands I have been making for such a policy ever since the beginning of the Democratic 

Conference, in view of the fact that the Central Organ is deleting from my articles all references to 

such glaring errors on the part of the Bolsheviks as the shameful decision to participate in the Pre-

parliament, the admission of Mensheviks to the Presidium of the Soviet, etc.ðI am compelled to 

regard this as a ñsubtleò hint at the unwillingness of the Central Committee even to consider this 

question, a subtle hint that I should keep my mouth shut, and as a proposal for me to retire.  

 

I am compelled to tender my resignation from the Central Committee, which I hereby do, 

reserving for myself freedom to campaign among the rank and ýle of the Party and at the Party 

Congress.  

 

For it is my profound conviction that if we ñwaitò for the Congress of Soviets and let the 

present moment pass, we shall ruin the revolution.  

 

N. Lenin 

September 29  

 

P.S. There are a number of facts which serve to prove that even the Cossack troops will not go 

against a government of peace! And how many are there? Where are they? And will not the entire 

army dispatch units for our support?  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 26, pp. 81-85 
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THE STRUGGLE LENIN 

AND THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY WAGED 

AGAINST TROTSKYISM 

IN 1918-1922 
 

SPEECHES ON WAR AND PEACE AT A MEETING 

OF THE CC OF THE RSDLP(B) 

JANUARY 11 (24), 1918
86

 

 

Minutes 

 

1 

 

Comrade Lenin speaks ýrst and points out, that at the meeting on January 8 (21) three 

standpoints were brought out on this question, and asks whether the question should be discussed 

point by point on the theses he put forward, or whether a general discussion should be opened. The 

second alternative is adopted, and Comrade Lenin has the þoor.  

 

He begins by setting forth the three standpoints brought out at the previous meeting: (1) 

signing a separate annexationist peace, (2) waging a revolutionary war, and (3) proclaiming the war 

ended, demobilising the army, but not signing a peace treaty. At the previous meeting, the ýrst 

standpoint received 15 votes, the second 32 and the third 16.  

 

Comrade Lenin points out that the Bolsheviks have never renounced defence, but this defence 

and protection of the fatherland must have a deýnite, concrete context, which exists at the present 

time, namely, defence of the Socialist Republic against an extremely strong international imperialism. 

The question is only one of how we should defend our fatherland, the Socialist Republic. The army is 

excessively fatigued by the war; the horses are in such a state that in the event of an offensive we shall 

not be able to move the artillery; the Germans are holding such favourable positions on the islands in 

the Baltic that if they start an offensive they could take Revel and Petrograd with their bare hands. By 

continuing the war in such conditions, we shall greatly strengthen German imperialism, peace will 

have to be concluded just the same, but then the peace will be still worse because it is not we who will 

be concluding it. The peace we are now forced to conclude is undoubtedly an ignominious one, but if 

war begins, our government will be swept away and peace will be concluded by a different 

government. At present, we are relying not only on the proletariat but also on the poor peasantry, 

which will abandon us if the war continues. Drawing out the war is in the interest of French, British 

and American imperialism, and proof of this, for example, is the offer made at Krylenkoôs 

headquarters by the Americans to pay 100 rubles for every Russian soldier. Those who take the 

standpoint of revolutionary war stress that we shall then be engaged in a civil war with German 

imperialism, and shall thereby awaken revolution in Germany. But Germany, after all, is still only 

pregnant with revolution, whereas we have already given birth to a quite healthy infant, the Socialist 

Republic, which we may kill if we start the war. We are in possession of a circular letter of the 

German Social-Democrats, there is information about the attitude to us of two trends in the Centre, of 

which one considers that we have been bought, and that the current events in Brest are a farce, with 

the actors playing out their parts. This section is attacking us for the armistice. The other section of 

the Kautskyites says that the personal honesty of the leaders of the Bolsheviks is beyond all doubt, but 

that the Bolsheviksô behaviour is a psychological riddle.
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 We donôt know the opinion of the Left-

wing Social-Democrats. The British workers are supporting our efforts for peace. Of course, the peace 

we conclude will be an ignominious one, but we need a breathing space in order to carry out social 

reforms (take transport alone); we need to consolidate ourselves, and this takes time. We need to 

complete the crushing of the bourgeoisie, but for this we need to have both our hands free. Once we 

have done this, we shall free both our hands, and then we should be able to carry on a revolutionary 

war against international imperialism. The echelons of the revolutionary volunteer army which have 

now been formed are the ofýcers of our future army.  
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What Comrade Trotsky is proposingðan end to the war, refusal to sign a peace treaty and 

demobilisation of the armyðis an international political demonstration. The only thing we achieve by 

withdrawing our troops is handing over the Estonian Socialist Republic to the Germans. It is said that 

by concluding peace we are giving a free hand to the Japanese and Americans, who will immediately 

occupy Vladivostok. By the time they have even reached Irkutsk, we shall have been able to 

strengthen our Socialist Republic. By signing a peace treaty we, of course, betray self-determined 

Poland, but we retain the Estonian Socialist Republic and win a chance to consolidate our gains. Of 

course, we make a turn to the right, which leads through a very dirty stable, but we must do it. If the 

Germans start an offensive, we shall be forced to sign any peace treaty, and then, of course, it will be 

worse. An indemnity of three thousand million is not too high a price for saving the Socialist 

Republic. By signing peace now, we give the broad masses a visual demonstration that the 

imperialists (of Germany, Britain and France), having taken Riga and Baghdad, are continuing to 

ýght, whereas we are developing, the Socialist Republic is developing.  

 

2 

 

Comrade Lenin points out that he is not in agreement on some points with his supporters 

Stalin and Zinoviev.
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 Of course, there is a mass movement in the West, but the revolution there has 

not yet begun. But if we were to alter our tactics because of that, we should be traitors to international 

socialism. He does not agree with Zinoviev that the conclusion of peace will for a time weaken the 

movement in the West. If we believe that the German movement can develop immediately, in the 

event of an interruption of the peace negotiations, then we must sacriýce ourselves, for the German 

revolution will have a force much greater than ours. But the whole point is that the movement there 

has not yet begun, but over here it already has a newborn and loudly shouting infant, and unless we 

now say clearly that we agree to peace, we shall perish. It is important for us to hold out until the 

general socialist revolution gets under way, but this we can only achieve by concluding peace. 1 

 

3 

 

Comrade Lenin motions a vote on the proposition that we drag out the signing of a peace 

treaty in every possible way. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 36, pp. 467-70 
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TELEGRAM TO GENERAL HEADQUARTERS 

OF THE SUPREME COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF
*
 

 

[January 29 (February 11), 1918] 

 

 

Use all methods available to you to cancel todayôs telegram on peace and general 

demobilisation of the armies on all fronts. By order of Lenin.
89

 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 44, p. 60 

 

                                                           
*
 Communicated by direct line by Leninôs secretary.ðEd. 
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TELEGRAM TO GENERAL HEADQUARTERS 

OF THE SUPREME COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF
*
" 

 

[January 30 (February 12), 1918] 

 

Notify all army commissars and Bonch-Bruyevich that all telegrams signed by Trotsky and 

Krylenko on demobilisation of the army are to be held up. We cannot give you the peace terms, since 

peace really has not yet been concluded. Please hold up all telegrams reporting peace until you receive 

special permission. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 44, p. 61 

 

                                                           
*
 Communicated by direct line. The text of this telegram is repeated in a telegram to the Naval General Staff at 

the Central Committee of the Baltic Fleet.ðEd. 
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SPEECHES AT THE EVENING SITTING OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE 

RSDLP(B) ON FEBRUARY 18, 1918
90

 
 

Minutes 

 

1 

 

Comrade Lenin. This is a basic question. Uritskyôs proposal is amazing. The Central 

Committee voted against a revolutionary war, but we have neither war nor peace, and are being drawn 

into a revolutionary war. War is no joke. We are losing railway cars, and our transport is breaking 

down. We cannot wait any longer because the situation has fully crystallised. The people will not 

understand this: since there is a war on, there should have been no demobilisation; the Germans will 

now take everything. This thing has gone so far that continued sitting on the fence will inevitably ruin 

the revolution. Ioffe wrote from Brest that there was no sign of a revolution in Germany; if that is so 

the Germans will ýnd their advance very rewarding. We cannot afford to wait, which would mean 

consigning the Russian revolution to the scrap-heap. If the Germans said that they wanted to 

overthrow Bolshevik power, we would naturally have to ýght; no more procrastination is permissible. 

It is now no longer a matter of the past but of the present. If we apply to the Germans, all we have is a 

piece of paper. You canôt call that a policy. The only thing we can do is offer the Germans a 

resumption of the talks. There is no halfway house in this. If it is to be revolutionary war it must be 

declared, and the demobilisation stopped, but we canôt go on in this manner. While we engage in 

paper work, they take warehouses and railway cars, leaving us to perish. The issue now is that while 

playing with war we have been surrendering the revolution to the Germans.  

 

History will say that you have surrendered the revolution. We could have concluded a peace 

which held no threat to the revolution. We have nothing, we have not even got the time to blow up 

anything as we retreat. We have done our best to help the revolution in Finland, but now we can do no 

more. This is not the time for an exchange of notes, and this temporising must stop. It is too late to put 

out feelers, because it is quite clear now that the Germans can launch an offensive. We cannot argue 

against the advocates of a revolutionary war, but we can and must argue against the temporisers. An 

offer of peace must be made to the Germans. 

 

2 

 

Comrade Lenin. Bukharin failed to notice how he went over to the position of a revolutionary 

war. The peasants do not want war and will not ýght. Can we now tell the peasants to ýght a 

revolutionary war? But if that is what we want we should not have demobilised the army. It is a utopia 

to want a permanent peasant war. A revolutionary war must not be a mere phrase. If we are not ready, 

we must conclude peace. Since we have demobilised the army it is ridiculous to talk of a permanent 

war. There is no comparison at all with a civil war. The muzhik will not have a revolutionary war, and 

will overthrow anyone who openly calls for one. The revolution in Germany has not yet started, and 

we know that over here, too, our revolution did not win out all at once. It has been said here that they 

would take Liþand and Estland; but we can give them up for the sake of the revolution. If they should 

want us to withdraw our troops from Finland, well and goodðlet them take revolutionary Finland. 

The revolution will not be lost if we give up Finland, Liþand and Estland. The prospects with which 

Comrade Ioffe tried to scare us yesterday do not at all spell ruin to the revolution.  

 

I propose a declaration that we are willing to conclude the peace the Germans offered us 

yesterday; should they add to this non-interference in the affairs of the Ukraine, Finland, Liþand and 

Estland, we should unquestionably accept all that as well. Our soldiers are in a poor state; the 

Germans want grain, they will take it and go back, making it impossible for Soviet power to continue 

in existence. To say that the demobilisation has been stopped is to be overthrown. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 26, pp. 522-24 
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From THE REVOLUTIONARY PHRASE
91

 
 

February, 1918 

 

When I said at a Party meeting that the revolutionary phrase about a revolutionary war might 

ruin our revolution, I was reproached for the sharpness of my polemics. There are, however, 

moments, when a question must be raised sharply and things given their proper names, the danger 

being that otherwise irreparable harm may be done to the Party and the revolution.  

 

Revolutionary phrase-making, more often than not, is a disease from which revolutionary 

parties suffer at times when they constitute, directly or indirectly, a combination, alliance or 

intermingling of proletarian and petty-bourgeois elements, and when the course of revolutionary 

events is marked by big, rapid zigzags. By revolutionary phrase-making we mean the repetition of 

revolutionary slogans irrespective of objective circumstances at a given turn in events, in the given 

state of affairs obtaining at the time. The slogans are superb, alluring, intoxicating, but there are no 

grounds for them; such is the nature of the revolutionary phrase. . . .  

 

6 

 

. . .We are accepting an unfavourable treaty and a separate peace knowing that today we are 

not yet ready for a revolutionary war, that we have to bide our time (as we did when we tolerated 

Kerenskyôs bondage, tolerated the bondage of our own bourgeoisie from July to October), we must 

wait until we are stronger. Therefore, if there is a chance of obtaining the most unfavourable separate 

peace, we absolutely must accept it in the interests of the socialist revolution, which is still weak 

(since the maturing revolution in Germany has not yet come to our help, to the help of the Russians). 

Only if a separate peace is absolutely impossible shall we have to ýght immediatelyðnot because it 

will be correct tactics, but because we shall have no choice. If it proves impossible there will be no 

occasion for a dispute over tactics. There will be nothing but the inevitability of the most furious 

resistance. But as long as we have a choice we must choose a separate peace and an extremely 

unfavourable treaty, because that will still be a hundred times better than the position of Belgium.
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Month by month we are growing stronger, although we are today still weak. Month by month 

the international socialist revolution is maturing in Europe, although it is not yet fully mature. 

Therefore . . . therefore, ñrevolutionariesò (God save us from them) argue that we must accept battle 

when German imperialism is obviously stronger than we are but is weakening month by month 

(because of the slow but certain maturing of the revolution in Germany).  

 

The ñrevolutionariesò of sentiment argue magniýcently, they argue superbly! 

 

7 

 

The last argument, the most specious and most widespread, is that ñthis obscene peace is a 

disgrace, it is betrayal of Latvia, Poland, Courland and Lithuaniaò.  

 

Is it any wonder that the Russian bourgeoisie (and their hangers-on, the Novy Luch,
93

 Dyelo 

Naroda and Novaya Zhizn
94

 gang) are the most zealous in elaborating this allegedly internationalist 

argument?  

 

No, it is no wonder, for this argument is a trap into which the bourgeoisie are deliberately 

dragging the Russian Bolsheviks, and into which some of them are falling unwittingly, because of 

their love of phrases.  

 

Let us examine the argument from the standpoint of theory: which should be put ýrst, the 

right of nations to self-determination, or socialism?  
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Socialism should.  

 

Is it permissible, because of a contravention of the right of nations to self-determination, to 

allow the Soviet Socialist Republic to be devoured, to expose it to the blows of imperialism at a time 

when imperialism is obviously stronger and the Soviet Republic obviously weaker?  

 

No, it is not permissibleðthat is bourgeois and not socialist politics.  

 

Further, would peace on the condition that Poland, Lithuania and Courland are returned ñto 

usò be less disgraceful, be any less an annexationist peace?  

 

From the point of view of the Russian bourgeois, it would.  

 

From the point of view of the socialist-internationalist, it would not.  

 

Because if German imperialism set Poland free (which at one time some bourgeois in 

Germany desired), it would squeeze Serbia, Belgium, etc., all the more.  

 

When the Russian bourgeoisie wail against the ñobsceneò peace, they are correctly expressing 

their class interests.  

 

But when some Bolsheviks (suffering from the phrase disease) repeat that argument, it is 

simply very sad.  

 

Examine the facts relating to the behaviour of the Anglo French bourgeoisie. They are doing 

everything they can to drag us into the war against Germany now, they are offering us millions of 

blessings, boots, potatoes, shells, locomotives (on credit . . . that is not ñenslavementò, donôt fear that! 

It is ñonlyò credit!). They want us to ýght against Germany now.  

 

It is obvious why they should want this; they want it because, in the ýrst place, we should 

engage part of the German forces. And secondly, because Soviet power might collapse most easily 

from an untimely armed clash with German imperialism.  

 

The Anglo-French bourgeoisie are setting a trap for us: please be kind enough to go and ýght 

now, our gain will be magniýcent. The Germans will plunder you, will ñdo wellò in the East, will 

agree to cheaper terms in the West, and furthermore, Soviet power will be swept away. . . . Please do 

ýght, dear Bolshevik ñalliesò, we shall help you.  

 

And the ñLeftò (God save us from them) Bolsheviks are walking into the trap by reciting the 

most revolutionary phrases. . . .  

 

Oh yes, one of the manifestations of the traces of the petty-bourgeois spirit is surrender to 

revolutionary phrases. This is an old story that is perennially new. . . .  

 

8 

 

In the summer of 1907 our Party also experienced an attack of the revolutionary phrase that 

was, in some respects, analogous.  

 

St. Petersburg and Moscow, nearly all the Bolsheviks were in favour of boycotting the Third 

Duma; they were guided by ñsentimentò instead of an objective analysis and walked into a trap.  

 

The disease has recurred.  
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The times are more difýcult. The issue is a million times more important. To fall ill at such a 

time is to risk ruining the revolution.  

 

We must ýght against the revolutionary phrase, we have to ýght it, we absolutely must ýght 

it, so that at some future time people will not say of us the bitter truth that ña revolutionary phrase 

about revolutionary war ruined the revolutionò. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works. 

Vol. 27, pp. 19, 26-29 
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From SPEECHES AT THE MEETING 

OF THE CC OF THE RSDLP(B) 

FEBRUARY 24, 1918 
 

Minutes 

 

7 

 
L. D. Trotskyôs statement about his resigning the post of Peopleôs Commissar for Foreign Affairs was 

discussed.  

 

Lenin pointed out that this was unacceptable, that a change of policy was a crisis. That a 

questionnaire on policy had been distributed in the provinces,
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 and that to polemise a little was not at 

all harmful.  

 

He made a practical proposal: the Central Committee would ask Comrade Trotsky to 

postpone his statement until the next meeting of the CC, until Tuesday. (Amendmentðuntil the return 

of the delegation from Brest.). . .  

 

9 

 
L. D. Trotsky declared that since his statement had not been accepted he would be compelled to give 

up appearing in ofýcial institutions.  
 

Lenin moved that it should be voted: the Central Committee, having heard Comrade 

Trotskyôs statement, while fully agreeing to Comrade Trotskyôs absence during decisions on foreign 

affairs in the Council of Peopleôs Commissars, requests Comrade Trotsky not to keep aloof from other 

decisions. 

 
Adopted. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 27, p. 55 
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EXTRAORDINARY SEVENTH CONGRESS Of THE RCP(B) 
 

March 6-8, 1918
96

 

 

POLITICAL REPORT 

OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE 

MARCH 7 

 

(Extract) 

 

Here one must know how to retreat. We cannot hide the incredibly bitter, deplorable reality 

from ourselves with empty phrases; we must say: God grant that we retreat in what is half-way good 

order. We cannot retreat in good order, but God grant that our retreat is half-way good order, that we 

gain a little time in which the sick part of our organism can be resolved at least to some extent. On the 

whole the organism is sound, it will overcome its sickness. But you cannot expect it to overcome it all 

at once, instantaneously; you cannot stop an army in flight. When I said to one of our young friends, a 

would-be Left, ñComrade, go to the front, see what is going on in the armyò, he took offence at this 

proposal. He said, ñThey want to banish us so as to prevent our agitating here for the great principles 

of a revolutionary warò. In making this proposal I really had no intention whatever of banishing 

factional enemies; I merely suggested that they go and see for themselves that the army had begun to 

run away in an unprecedented manner. We knew that even before this, even before this we could not 

close our eyes to the fact that the disintegration of the army had gone on to such an unheard-of extent 

that our guns were being sold to the Germans for a song. We knew, this, just as we know that the 

army cannot be held back, and the argument that the Germans would not attack was a great gamble. If 

the European revolution is late in coming, gravest defeats await us because we have no army, because 

we lack organisation, because, at the moment, these are two problems we cannot solve. If you are 

unable to adapt yourself, if you are not inclined to crawl on your belly in the mud, you are not a 

revolutionary but a chatterbox; and I propose this, not because I like it, but because we have no other 

road, because history has not been kind enough to bring the revolution to maturity everywhere 

simultaneously.  

 

The way things are turning out is that the civil war has begun as an attempt at a clash with 

imperialism, and this has shown that imperialism is rotten to the core, and that proletarian elements 

are rising in every army. Yes, we shall see the international world revolution, but for the time being it 

is a very good fairy-tale, a very beautiful fairy-taleðI quite understand children liking beautiful fairy-

tales. But I ask, is it proper for a serious revolutionary to believe in fairy-tales? There is an element of 

reality in every fairy-tale. If you told children fairy-tales in which the cock and the cat did not 

converse in human language they would not be interested. In the same way,ó if you tell the people that 

civil war will break out in Germany and also guarantee that instead of a clash with imperialism we 

shall have a ýeld revolution on a world-wide scale,
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 the people will say you are deceiving them. In 

doing this you will be overcoming the difficulties with which history has confronted us only in your 

own minds, by your own wishes. It will be a good thing if the German proletariat is able to take 

action. But have you measured it, have you discovered an instrument that will show that the German 

revolution will break out on such-and-such a day? No, you do not know that, and neither do we. You 

are staking everything on this card. If the revolution breaks out, everything is saved. Of course! But if 

it does not turn out as we desire, if it does not achieve victory tomorrowðwhat then? Then the masses 

will say to you, you acted like gamblersðyou staked everything on a fortunate turn of events that did 

not take place, you proved to be unequal to the situation that actually arose instead of the world 

revolution, which will inevitably come, but which has not yet reached maturity. 

 

A period has set in of severe defeats, inflicted by imperialism, which is armed to the teeth, 

upon a country which has demobilised its army, which had to demobilise. What I predicted has come 

to pass to a word; instead of the Brest peace we have a much more humiliating peace, and the blame 

for this rests upon those who refused to accept the former peace. We knew that through the fault of 

the army we were concluding peace with imperialism. We sat at the table beside Hoffmann and not 
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Liebknechtðand in doing so we assisted the German revolution. But now you are assisting German 

imperialism, because you have surrendered wealth valued at millions in guns and shells; and anybody 

who had seen the stateðthe painfully incredible stateðof the army could have predicted this. 

Everyone of integrity who came from the front said that had the Germans made the slightest attack we 

should have perished inevitably and absolutely. We should have fallen prey to the enemy within a few 

days.  

 

Having been taught this lesson, we shall overcome our split, our crisis, however severe the 

disease may be, because an immeasurably more reliable ally will come to our assistanceðthe world 

revolution. When the ratiýcation of this Peace of Tilsit,
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 this unbelievable peace, more humiliating 

and predatory than the Brest peace, is spoken of, I say: certainly, yes. We must do this because we 

look at things from the point of view of the masses. Any attempt to apply the tactics used internally in 

one country between October and Novemberðthe triumphant period of the revolutionðto apply 

them with the aid of our imagination to the progress of events in the world revolution, is doomed to 

failure. When it is said that the respite is a fantasy, when a newspaper called Kommunist
99
ðfrom the 

word ñCommuneò, I supposeðwhen this paper ýlls column after column with attempts to refute the 

respite theory, I say that I have lived through quite a lot of factional conþicts and splits and so I have a 

great deal of experience; and I must say that it is clear to me that this disease will not be cured by the 

old method of factional Party splits because events will cure it more quickly. Life is marching forward 

very quickly. In this respect it is magniýcently efýcient. History is driving its locomotive so fast that 

before the editors of Kommunist bring out their next issue the majority of the workers in Petrograd 

will have begun to be disappointed in its ideas, because events are proving that the respite is a fact. 

We are now signing a peace treaty, we have a respite, we are taking advantage of it the better to 

defend our fatherlandðbecause had we been at war we should have had an army þeeing in panic 

which would have had to be stopped, and which our comrades cannot and could not stop, because war 

is more powerful than sermons, more powerful than ten thousand arguments. Since they did not 

understand the objective situation they could not hold back the army, and cannot do so. This sick 

army infected the whole organism, and another unparalleled defeat was inþicted upon us. German 

imperialism struck another blow at the revolution, a severe blow, because we allowed ourselves to 

face the blows of imperialism without machine-guns. Meanwhile, we shall take advantage of this 

breathing-space to persuade the people to unite and ýght, to say to the Russian workers and peasants: 

ñOrganise self-discipline, strict discipline, otherwise you will have to remain lying under the German 

jackboot as you are lying now, as you will inevitably have to lie until the people learn to ýght and to 

create an army capable, not of running away, but of bearing untold sufferingò. It is inevitable, because 

the German revolution has not yet begun, and we cannot guarantee that it will come tomorrow.  

 

That is why the respite theory, which is totally rejected in the þood of articles in Kommunist, 

is advanced by reality. Everyone can see that the respite is a fact, that all are taking advantage of it. 

We expected that we would lose Petrograd in a few days when the advancing German troops were 

only a few daysô march away, and when our best sailors and the Putilov workers, notwithstanding all 

their great enthusiasm, remained alone, when incredible chaos and panic broke out, which compelled 

our troops to flee all the way to Gatchina, and when we had cases of positions being recaptured that 

had never been lostðby a telegraph operator, arriving at the station, taking his place at the key and 

wiring, ñNo Germans in sight. We have occupied the stationò. A few hours later I would receive a 

telephone communication from the Commissariat of Railways informing me, ñWe have occupied the 

next station. We are approaching Yamburg. No Germans in sight. Telegraph operator at his postò. 

That is the kind of thing we had. This is the real history of the eleven daysô war.
100

 It was described to 

us by sailors and Putilov workers, who ought to be brought to the Congress of Soviets. Let them tell 

the truth. It is a frightfully bitter, disappointing, painful and humiliating truth, but it is a hundred times 

more useful, it can be understood by the Russian people.  

 

One may dream about the ýeld revolution on a worldwide scale, for it will come. Everything 

will come in due time; but for the time being, set to work to establish self-discipline, subordination 

before all else, so that we can have exemplary order, so that the workers for at least one hour in 

twenty-four may train to ýght. This is a little more difýcult than relating beautiful fairy-tales. This is 
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what you can do today; in this way you will help the German revolution, the world revolution. We do 

not know how many days the respite will last, but we have got it. We must demobilise the army as 

quickly as possible, because it is a sick organ; meanwhile, we will assist the Finnish revolution.
101

  

 

Yes, of course, we are violating the treaty; we have violated it thirty or forty times. Only 

children can fail to understand that in an epoch like the present, when a  long painful period of 

emancipation is setting in, which has only just created and raised the Soviet power three stages in its 

developmentðonly children can fail to understand that in this case there must be a long, circumspect 

struggle. The shameful peace treaty is rousing protest, but when comrades from Kommunist talk about 

war they appeal to sentiment and forget that the people are clenching their ýsts with rage, are ñseeing 

redò. What do they say? ñA class conscious revolutionary will never live through this, will never 

submit to such a disgrace.ò Their newspaper bears the title Kommunist, but it should bear the title 

Szlachcic
*
 because it looks at things from the point of view of the szlachcic who, dying in a beautiful 

pose, sword in hand, said: ñPeace is disgraceful, war is honourableò. They argue from the point of 

view of the szlachcic; I argue from the point of view of the peasant. 

 

If I accept peace when the army is in þight, and must be in þight if it is not to lose thousands 

of men, I accept it in order to prevent things from getting worse. Is the treaty really shameful? Why, 

every sober-minded peasant and worker will say I am right, because they understand that peace is a 

means of gathering forces. History knowsðI have referred to it more than onceðthe case of the 

liberation of the Germans from Napoleon after the Peace of Tilsit. I deliberately called the peace a 

Peace of Tilsit although we did not undertake to do what had been stipulated in that treaty, we did not 

undertake to provide troops to assist the victor to conquer other nationsðthings like that have 

happened in history, and will happen to us if we continue to place our hopes in the ýeld revolution on 

a world-wide scale. Take care that history does not impose upon you this form of military slavery as 

well. And before the socialist revolution is victorious in all countries the Soviet Republic may be 

reduced to slavery. At Tilsit, Napoleon compelled the Germans to accept incredibly disgraceful peace 

terms. That peace had to be signed several times. The Hoffmann of those daysðNapoleonðtime and 

again caught the Germans violating the peace treaty, and the present Hoffmann will catch us at it. 

Only we shall take care that he does not catch us soon.  

 

The last war has been a bitter, painful, but serious lesson for the Russian people. It has taught 

them to organise, to become disciplined, to obey, to establish a discipline that will be exemplary. 

Learn discipline from the Germans; for, if we do not, we, as a people, are doomed, we shall live in 

eternal slavery.  

 

This way, and no other, has been the way of history. History tells us that peace is a respite for 

war, war is a means of obtaining a somewhat better or somewhat worse peace. At Brest the relation of 

forces corresponded to a peace imposed upon the one who has been defeated, but it was not a 

humiliating peace. The relation of forces at Pskov corresponded to a disgraceful, more humiliating 

peace; and in Petrograd and Moscow, at the next stage, a peace four times more humiliating will be 

dictated to us. We do not say that the Soviet power is only a form, as our young Moscow friends
102

 

have said, we do not say that the content can be sacriýced for this or that revolutionary principle. We 

do say, let the Russian people understand that they must become disciplined and organised, and then 

they will be able to withstand all the Tilsit peace treaties. The whole history of wars of liberation 

shows that when these wars involved large masses liberation came quickly. We say, since history 

marches forward in this way, we shall have to abandon peace for war, and this may happen within the 

next few days. Everyone must be prepared. I have not the slightest shadow of doubt that the Germans 

are preparing near Narva, if it is true that it has not been taken, as all the newspapers say; if not in 

Narva, then near Narva, if not in Pskov, then near Pskov, the Germans are grouping their regular 

army, making ready their railways, to capture Petrograd at the next jump. And this beast can jump 

very well. He has proved that. He will jump again. There is not a shadow of doubt about that. That is 

why we must be prepared, we must not brag, but must be able to take advantage of even a single day 

                                                           
*
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of respite, because we can take advantage of even one dayôs respite to evacuate Petrograd, the capture 

of which will cause unprecedented suffering to hundreds of thousands of our proletarians. I say again 

that I am ready to sign, and that I consider it my duty to sign, a treaty twenty times, a hundred times 

more humiliating, in order to gain at least a few days in which to evacuate Petrograd, because by that I 

will alleviate the sufferings of the workers, who otherwise may fall under the yoke of the Germans; by 

that I facilitate the removal from Petrograd of all the materials, gunpowder, etc., which we need; 

because I am a defencist, because I stand for the preparation of an army, even in the most remote rear, 

where our present, demobilised, sick army is being, nursed back to health.  

 

We do not know how long the respite will lastðwe will try to take advantage of the situation. 

Perhaps the respite will last longer, perhaps it will last only a few days. Anything may happen, no one 

knows, or can know, because all the major powers are tied down, restricted, compelled to ýght on 

several fronts. Hoffmannôs behaviour is determined first by the need to smash the Soviet Republic; 

secondly, by the fact that he has to wage war on a number of fronts, and thirdly, by the fact that the 

revolution in Germany is maturing, is growing, and Hoffmann knows this. He cannot, as some assert, 

take Petrograd and Moscow this very minute. But he may do so tomorrow, that is quite possible. I 

repeat that at a moment when the army is obviously sick, when we are taking advantage of every 

opportunity, come what may, to get at least one dayôs respite, we say that every serious revolutionary 

who is linked with the masses and who knows what war is, what the masses are, must discipline the 

masses, must heal them, must try to arouse them for a new warðevery such revolutionary will admit 

that we are right, will admit that any disgraceful peace is proper, because it is in the interests of the 

proletarian revolution and the regeneration of Russia, because it will help to get rid of the sick organ. 

As every sensible man under stands, by signing this peace treaty we do not put a stop to our workersô 

revolution; everyone understands that by concluding peace with the Germans we do not stop 

rendering military aid; we are sending arms to the Finns, but not military units, which turn out to be 

unýt.  

 

Perhaps we will accept war; perhaps tomorrow we will surrender even Moscow and then go 

over to the offensive; we will move our army against the enemyôs army if the necessary turn in the 

mood of the people takes place. This turn is developing and perhaps much time is required, but it will 

come, when the great mass of the people will not say what they are saying now. I am compelled to 

accept the harshest peace terms because I cannot say to myself that this time has arrived. When the 

time of regeneration arrives everyone will realise it, will see that the Russian is no fool; he sees, he 

will understand that for the time being we must refrain, that this slogan must be carried throughðand 

this is the main task of our Party Congress and of the Congress of Soviets.  

 

We must learn to work in a new way. That is immensely more difýcult, but it is by no means 

hopeless. It will not break Soviet power if we do not break it ourselves by utterly senseless 

adventurism. The time will come when the people will say, we will not permit ourselves to be tortured 

any longer. But this will take place only if we do not agree to this adventure but prove able to work 

under harsh conditions and under the unprecedentedly humiliating treaty we signed the other day, 

because a war, or a peace treaty, cannot solve such a historical crisis. Because of their monarchic 

organisation the German people were fettered in 1807, when after several humiliating peace treaties, 

which were transformed into respites to be followed by new humiliations and new infringements, they 

signed the Peace of Tilsit. The Soviet organisation of the people makes our task easier.  

 

We should have but one sloganðto learn the art of warfare properly and put the railways in 

order. To wage a socialist revolutionary war without railways would be rank treachery. We must 

establish order and we must muster all the energy and all the strength that will produce the best that is 

in the revolution.  

 

Grasp even an hourôs respite if it is given you in order to maintain contact with the remote 

rear and create there new armies. Abandon illusions for which real events have punished you and will 

punish you more severely in the future. An epoch of most grievous defeats is ahead of us, it is with us 

now, we must be able to reckon with it, we must be prepared for persistent work in conditions of 
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illegality, in conditions of downright slavery to the Germans; it is no use painting it in bright colours, 

it is a real Peace of Tilsit. If we are able to act in this way, then, in spite of defeats, we shall be able to 

say with absolute certaintyðvictory will be ours. (Applause)  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 27, pp. 101-09 

 

REPLY TO THE DEBATE 

ON THE POLITICAL REPORT 

OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE 

MARCH 8 
 

Comrades, let me begin with some relatively minor remarks, let me begin from the end. At 

the end of his speech Comrade Bukharin went so far as to compare us to Petlyura. If he thinks that is 

so, how can he remain with us in the same party? Isnôt it just empty talk? If things were really as he 

said, we should not, of course, be members of the same party. The fact that we are together shows that 

we are ninety per cent in agreement with Bukharin. It is true he added a few revolutionary phrases 

about our wanting to betray the Ukraine. I am sure it is not worth while talking about such obvious 

nonsense. I shall return to Comrade Ryazanov, and here I want to say that in the same way as an 

exception that occurs once in ten years proves the rule, so has Comrade Ryazanov chanced to say a 

serious word. (Applause.) He said that Lenin was surrendering space to gain time. That is almost 

philosophical reasoning. This time it happened that we heard from Comrade Ryazanov a serious 

phraseðtrue it is only a phraseðwhich fully expresses the case; to gain time I want to surrender 

space to the actual victor. That and that alone is the whole point at issue. All else is mere talkðthe 

need for a revolutionary war, rousing the peasantry, etc. When Comrade Bukharin pictures things as 

though there could not be two opinions as to whether war is possible and saysðñask any soldierò (I 

wrote down his actual words)ðsince he puts the question this way and wants to ask any soldier, Iôll 

answer him. ñAny soldierò turned out to be a French ofýcer that I had a talk with.
103

 That French 

ofýcer looked at me, with anger in his eyes, of courseðhad I not sold Russia to the Germans?ðand 

said: ñI am a royalist, I am also a champion of the monarchy in France, a champion of the defeat of 

Germany, so donôt think I support Soviet powerðwho would, if he was a royalist?ðbut I favour your 

signing the Brest Treaty because itôs necessaryò. Thatôs ñasking any soldierò for you. Any soldier 

would say what I have saidðwe had to sign the Brest Treaty. If it now emerges from Bukharinôs 

speech that our differences have greatly diminished, it is only because his supporters have concealed 

the chief point on which we differ.  

 

Now that Bukharin is thundering against us for having demoralised the masses, he is perfectly 

correct, except that it is himself and not us that he is attacking. Who caused this mess in the Central 

Committee?ðYou, Comrade Bukharin. (Laughter). No matter how much you shout ñNoò, the truth 

will out; we are here in our own comradely family, we are at our own Congress, we have nothing to 

hide, the truth must be told. And the truth is that there were three trends in the Central Committee. On 

February 17 Lomov and Bukharin did not vote. I have asked for the record of the voting to be 

reproduced and copies made so that every Party member who wishes to do so can go into the 

secretariat and see how people votedðthe historic voting of January 21, which shows that they 

wavered and we did not, not in the least; we said, ñLet us accept the Brest peaceðyouôll get nothing 

betterðso as to prepare for a revolutionary warò. Now we have gained five days in which to evacuate 

Petrograd. Now the manifesto signed by Krylenko and Podvoisky
104

 has been published; they were 

not among the Lefts, and Bukharin insulted them by saying that Krylenko had been ñdragged inò, as 

though we had invented what Krylenko reported. We agree in full with what they said; that is how 

matters stand, for it was these army men who gave proof of what I had said; and you dismiss the 

matter by saying the Germans wonôt attack. How can this situation be compared with October, when 

equipment was not what mattered? If you want to take facts into consideration, then consider this 

oneðthat the disagreement arose over the statement that we cannot start a war that is obviously to our 

disadvantage. When Comrade Bukharin began his concluding speech with the thunderous question ñIs 
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war possible in the near future?ò he greatly surprised me. I answer without hesitationðyes, it is 

possible, but today we must accept peace. There is no contradiction in this.  

 

After these brief remarks I shall give detailed answers to previous speakers. As far as Radek 

is concerned I must make an exception. But there was another speech, that of Comrade Uritsky. What 

was there in that speech apart from Canossa,
105

 ñtreacheryò, ñretreatedò, ñadaptedò? What is all this 

about? Havenôt you borrowed your criticism from a Left Socialist-Revolutionary newspaper? 

Comrade Bubnov read us a statement submitted to the Central Committee by those of its members 

who consider themselves very Left-wing and who gave us a striking example of a demonstration 

before the eyes of the whole worldðñthe behaviour of the Central Committee strikes a blow at the 

international proletariatò. Is that anything but an empty phrase? ñDemonstrate weakness before the 

eyes of the whole world!ò How are we demonstrating? By proposing peace? Because our army has 

run away? Have we not proved that to begin war with Germany at this moment, and not to accept the 

Brest peace, would mean showing the world that our army is sick and does not want to give battle? 

Bubnovôs statement was quite empty when he asserted that the wavering was entirely of our 

makingðit was due to our armyôs being sick. Sooner or later, there had to be a respite. If we had had 

the correct strategy we should have had a monthôs breathing-space, but since your strategy was 

incorrect we have only ýve daysðeven that is good. The history of war shows that even days are 

sometimes enough to halt a panic-stricken army. Anyone who does not accept, does not conclude this 

devilish peace now, is a man of empty phrases and not a strategist. That is the pity of it. When Central 

Committee members write to me about ñdemonstrations of weaknessò, ñtreacheryò, they are writing 

the most damaging, empty, childish phrases. We demonstrated our weakness by attempting to ýght at 

a time when the demonstration should not have been made, when an offensive against us was 

inevitable. As for the peasants of Pskov, we shall bring them to the Congress of Soviets to relate how 

the Germans treat people, so that they can change the mood of the soldier in panic-stricken þight and 

he will begin to recover from his panic and say, ñThis is certainly not the war the Bolsheviks 

promised to put an end to, this is a new war the Germans are waging against Soviet powerò. Then 

recovery will come. But you raise a question that cannot be answered. Nobody knows how long the 

respite will last.  

 

Now I must say something about Comrade Trotskyôs position. There are two aspects to his 

activities; when he began the negotiations at Brest and made splendid use of them for agitation, we all 

agreed with Comrade Trotsky. He has quoted part of a conversation with me, but I must add that it 

was agreed between us that we would hold out until the Germans presented an ultimatum, and then 

we would give way. The Germans deceived usðthey stole ýve days out of seven from us.
106

 

Trotskyôs tactics were correct as long as they were aimed at delaying matters; they became incorrect 

when it was announced that the state of war had been terminated but peace had not been concluded. I 

proposed quite definitely that peace be concluded. We could not have got anything better than the 

Brest peace. It is now clear to everybody that we would have had a monthôs respite and that we would 

not have lost anything. Since history has swept that away it is not worth recalling, but it is funny to 

hear Bukharin say, ñEvents will show that we were rightò. I was right because I wrote about it back in 

19l5ðñWe must prepare to wage war, it is inevitable, it is coming, it will comeò.
*
 But we had to 

accept peace and not try vain blustering. And because war is coming, it was all the more necessary to 

accept peace, and now we are at least making easier the evacuation of Petrogradðwe have made it 

easier. That is a fact. And when Comrade Trotsky makes fresh demands, ñPromise not to conclude 

peace with Vinnichenkoò, I say that under no circumstances will I take that obligation upon myself.
107

 

If the Congress accepts this obligation, neither I, nor those who agree with me, will accept 

responsibility for it. It would mean tying our hands again with a formal decision instead of following 

a clear line of manoeuvreðretreat when possible, and at times attack. In war you must never tie 

yourself down with formal decisions. It is ridiculous not to know the history of war, not to know that a 

treaty is a means of gathering strengthðI have already mentioned Prussian history. There are some 

people who are just like children, they think that if we have signed a treaty we have sold ourselves to 

Satan and have gone to hell. That is simply ridiculous when it is quite obvious from the history of war 

                                                           
*
 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 404.ðEd. 



96 

that the conclusion of a treaty after defeat is a means of gathering strength. There have been cases in 

history of one war following immediately after another, we have all forgotten that, we see that the old 

war is turning into. . . .
*
 If you like, you can bind yourselves for ever with formal decisions and then 

hand over all the responsible posts to the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries.
108

 We shall not accept 

responsibility for it. There is not the least desire for a split here. I am sure that events will teach youð

March 12 is not far away, and you will obtain plenty of material.
109

  

 

Comrade Trotsky says that it will be treachery in the full sense of the word. I maintain that 

that is an absolutely wrong point of view.
À
 To demonstrate this concretely, I will give you an example: 

two men are walking together and are attacked by ten men, one ýghts and the other runs awayðthat is 

treachery; but suppose we have two armies of a hundred thousand each and there are ýve armies 

against them; one army is surrounded by two hundred thousand, and the other must go to its aid; 

knowing that the other three hundred thousand of the enemy are ambushed to trap it, should the 

second army go to the aid of the ýrst? It should not. That is not treachery, that is not cowardice; a 

simple increase in numbers has changed all concepts, any soldier knows this; it is no longer a personal 

concept. By acting in this way I preserve my army; let the other army captured, I shall be able to 

renew mine, I have allies, I shall wait till the allies arrive. That is the only way to argue; when military 

arguments are mixed up with others, you get nothing but empty phrases. That is not the way to 

conduct politics.  

 

We have done everything that could be done. By signing the treaty we have saved Petrograd, 

even if only for a. few days. (The secretaries and stenographers should not think of putting that on 

record.) The treaty requires us to withdraw our troops from Finland, troops that are clearly no good, 

but we are not forbidden to take arms into Finland. If Petrograd had fallen a few days ago, the city 

would have been in a panic and we should not have been able to take anything away; but in those ýve 

days we have helped our Finnish comradesðhow much I shall not say, they know it themselves.  

 

The statement that we have betrayed Finland is just a childish phrase. We helped the Finns 

precisely by retreating before the Germans in good time. Russia will never perish just because 

Petrograd falls, Comrade Bukharin is a thousand times right in that, but if we manoeuvre in 

Bukharinôs way we may ruin a good revolution. (Laughter.)  

 

We have not betrayed either Finland or the Ukraine. No class-conscious worker would accuse 

us of this. We are helping as best we can. We have not taken one good man away from our army and 

shall not do so. You say that Hoffmann will catch usðof course he may, I do not doubt it, but how 

many days it will take him, he does not know and nobody knows. Furthermore, your arguments about 

his catching us are arguments about the political alignment of forces, of which I shall speak later.  

 

Now that I have explained why I am absolutely unable to accept Trotskyôs proposalðyou 

cannot conduct politics in that wayðI must say that Radek has given us an example of how far the 

comrades at our Congress have departed from empty phrases such as Uritsky still sticks to. I certainly 

cannot accuse him of empty phrases in that speech. He said, ñThere is not a shadow of treachery, not a 

shadow of disgrace, because it is clear that you retreated in the face of overpowering military force.ò 

That is an appraisal that destroys Trotskyôs position. When Radek said, ñWe must grit our teeth and 

prepare our forces,ò he was rightðI agree with that in fullðdonôt bluster, grit your teeth and make 

preparations.  

 

Grit your teeth, donôt bluster and muster your forces. The revolutionary war will come, there 

is no disagreement on this; the difference of opinion is on the Peace of Tilsitðshould we conclude it 
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or not? The worst of it is that we have a sick army, and the Central Committee, therefore, must have a 

ýrm line and not differences of opinion or the middle line that Comrade Bukharin also supported. I 

am not painting the respite in bright colours; nobody knows how long it will last and I donôt know. 

The efforts that are being made to force me to say how long it will last are ridiculous. As long as we 

hold the main lines we are helping the Ukraine and Finland. We are taking advantage of the respite, 

manoeuvring and retreating.  

 

The German worker cannot now be told that the Russians are being awkward, for it is now 

clear that German and Japanese imperialism is attackingðit will be clear to everybody; apart from a 

desire to strangle the Bolsheviks, the Germans also want to do some strangling in the West, 

everything is all mixed up, and in this war we shall have to and must be able to manoeuvre.  

 

With regard to Comrade Bukharinôs speech, I must say that when he runs short of arguments 

he puts forward something in the Uritsky manner and says, ñThe treaty disgraces usò. Here no 

arguments are needed; if we have been disgraced we should collect our papers and run, but, although 

we have been ñdisgracedò I do not think our position has been shaken. Comrade Bukharin attempted 

to analyse the class basis of our position, but instead of doing so told us an anecdote about a deceased 

Moscow economist. When you discovered some connection between our tactics and food 

speculationðthis was really ridiculousðyou forgot that the attitude of the class as a whole, the class, 

and not the food speculators, shows that the Russian bourgeoisie and their hangers-onðthe Dyelo 

Naroda and Novaya Zhizn writersðare bending all their efforts to goad us on to war. You do not 

stress that class fact. To declare war on Germany at the moment would be to fall for the provocation 

of the Russian bourgeoisie. That is not new because it is the surestðI do not say absolutely certain, 

because nothing is absolutely certainðthe surest way of getting rid of us today. When Comrade 

Bukharin said that events were on their side, that in the long run we would recognise revolutionary 

war, he was celebrating an easy victory since we prophesied the inevitability of a revolutionary war in 

1915. Our differences were on the followingðwould the Germans attack or not; that we should have 

declared the state of war terminated; that in the interests of revolutionary war we should have to 

retreat, surrendering territory to gain time. Strategy and politics prescribe the most disgusting peace 

treaty imaginable. Our differences will all disappear once we recognise these tactics.  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 27, pp. 110-17 
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SPEECHES AGAINST TROTSKYôS AMENDMENTS 

TO THE RESOLUTION ON WAR AND PEACE 

MARCH 8
110

 
1 

 

Comrades, in my speech I have already said that neither I nor those who support me consider 

it possible to accept this amendment. We must in no way bind our hands in any strategic manoeuvre. 

Everything depends on the relationship of forces and the time of the attack against us by these or 

those imperialist countries, the time when the rehabilitation of our army, which is undoubtedly 

beginning, reaches the point when we shall be in a position and obliged not merely to refrain from 

concluding peace but to declare war. Instead of the amendments which Comrade Trotsky proposes, I 

am ready to accept the following:  

 

First, to sayðand this I shall certainly upholdðthat the present resolution is not to be 

published in the press but that a communication should be made only about the ratiýcation of the 

treaty.  

 

Secondly, in the forms of publication and in the content the Central Committee shall have the 

right to introduce changes in connection with a possible offensive by the Japanese.  

 

Thirdly, to say that the Congress will empower the CC of the Party both to break all the peace 

treaties and to declare war on any imperialist power or the whole world when the CC of the Party 

considers that the appropriate moment for this has come.  

 

We must give the CC full power to break the treaties at any moment but this does not in any 

way imply that we shall break them just now, in the situation that exists today. At the present time we 

must not bind our hands in any way. The words that Comrade Trotsky proposes to introduce will gain 

the votes of those who are against ratiýcation in general, votes for a middle course which will create 

afresh a situation in which not a single worker, not a single soldier, will understand anything in our 

resolution.  

 

At the present time we shall endorse the necessity of ratifying the treaty and we shall 

empower the Central Committee to declare war at any moment, because an attack against us is being 

prepared, perhaps from three sides; Britain or France wants to take Archangel from usðit is quite 

possible they will, but in any case we ought not to hamper our central institution in any way, whether 

in regard to breaking the peace treaty or in regard to declaring war. We are giving ýnancial aid to the 

Ukrainians, we are helping them in so far as we can. In any case we must not bind ourselves to not 

signing any peace treaty. In an epoch of growing wars, coming one after the other, new combinations 

grow up. The peace treaty is entirely a matter of vital manoeuvringðeither we stand by this condition 

of manoeuvring or we formally bind our hands in advance in such a way that it will be impossible to 

move: neither making peace nor waging war will be possible.  

 

2 

 

It seems to me that I have said: no, I cannot accept this. This amendment makes a hint, it 

expresses what Comrade Trotsky wants to say. There should be no hints in the resolution.  

 

The ýrst point says that we accept ratiýcation of the treaty, considering it essential to utilise 

every, even the smallest, possibility of a breathing-space before imperialism attacks the Soviet 

Socialist Republic. In speaking of a breathing-space, we do not forget that an attack on our Republic 

is still going on. There you have my opinion, which I stressed in my reply to the debate. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 27, pp. 120-21 
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TO THE CC, RCP 
 

ñComrade Trotsky is mistaken: here there are neither whims, nor mischief, nor caprice, nor 

confusion, nor desperation, nor any ñelementò of these pleasant qualities (which Trotsky castigates 

with such terrible irony).
111

 What there is, is what Trotsky ignores, namely, that the majority of the 

CC is convinced that General Headquarters is a ñdenò, that all is not well at Headquarters, and in 

seeking a serious improvement, in seeking ways for a radical change it has taken a deýnite step. That 

is all.  

 

Lenin 

Moscow, 17 /VI, 1919 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 44, p. 255 
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TELEGRAM TO L. D. TROTSKY, 

L. P. SEREBRYAKOV, M. M. LASHEVICH
112

 
 

Trotsky 

Serebryakov 

Lashevich 

 

[September 6, 1919]  

 

The Politbureau of the CC, after discussing the telegram from Trotsky, Serebryakov and 

Lashevich, endorsed the reply of the Commander-in-Chief and expresses surprise at attempts to revise 

the adopted basic strategic plan.  

 

On behalf of the Politbureau of the CC,  

 

Lenin 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 44, p. 281 
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THE TRADE UNIONS, 

THE PRESENT SITUATION 

AND TROTSKYôS MISTAKES
113

 
 

Speech Delivered at a Joint Meeting 

of Communist Delegates 

to the Eighth Congress of Soviets, 

Communist Members 

of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions 

and Communist Members of the Moscow City Council 

of Trade Unions 

December 30, 1920 

 

Comrades, I must ýrst of all apologise for departing from the rules of procedure, for anyone 

wishing to take part in the debate should have heard the report, the second report and the speeches. I 

am so unwell, unfortunately, that I have been unable to do this. But I was able yesterday to read the 

principal printed documents and to prepare my remarks. This departure from the rules will naturally 

cause you some inconvenience; not having heard the other speeches, I may go over old ground and 

leave out what should be dealt with. But I had no choice.  

 

My principal material is Comrade Trotskyôs pamphlet, The Role and Tasks of the Trade 

Unions. When I compare it with the theses he submitted to the Central Committee, and go over it very 

carefully, I am amazed at the number of theoretical mistakes and glaring blunders it contains. How 

could anyone starting a big Party discussion on this question produce such a sorry excuse for a 

carefully thoughtout statement? Let me go over the main points which, I think, contain the original 

fundamental theoretical errors.  

 

Trade unions are not just historically necessary; they are historically inevitable as an 

organisation of the industrial proletariat, and, under the dictatorship of the proletariat, embrace nearly 

the whole of it. This is basic, but Comrade Trotsky keeps forgetting it; he neither appreciates it nor 

makes it his point of departure, all this while dealing with ñThe Role and Tasks of the Trade Unionsò, 

a subject of inýnite compass.  

 

It follows from what I have said that the trade unions have an extremely important part to play 

at every step of the dictatorship of the proletariat. But what is their part? I ýnd that it is a most unusual 

one, as soon as I delve into this question, which is one of the most fundamental theoretically. On the 

one hand, the trade unions, which take in all industrial workers, are an organisation of the ruling, 

dominant, governing class, which has now set up a dictatorship and is exercising coercion through the 

state. But.it is not a state organisation; nor is it one designed for coercion, but for education. It is an 

organisation designed to draw in and to train; it is, in fact, a school: a school of administration, a 

school of economic management, a school of communism. It is a very unusual type of school, because 

there are no teachers or pupils; this is an extremely unusual combination of what has necessarily come 

down to us from capitalism, and what comes from the ranks of the advanced revolutionary 

detachments, which you might call the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat. To talk about the 

role of the trade unions without taking these truths into account is to fall straight into a number of 

errors.  

 

Within the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the trade unions stand, if I may say so, 

between the Party and the government. In the transition to socialism the dictatorship of the proletariat 

is inevitable, but it is not exercised by an organisation which takes in all industrial workers. Why not? 

The answer is given in the theses of the Second Congress of the Communist International on the role 

of political parties in general. I will not go into this here. What happens is that the Party, shall we say, 

absorbs the vanguard of the proletariat, and this vanguard exercises the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

The dictatorship cannot be exercised or the functions of government performed without a foundation 
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such as the trade unions. These functions, however, have to be performed through the medium of 

special institutions which are also of a new type, namely, the Soviets. What are the practical 

conclusions to be drawn from this peculiar situation? They are, on the one hand, that the trade unions 

are a link between the vanguard and the masses, and by their daily work bring conviction to the 

masses, the masses of the class which alone is capable of taking us from capitalism to communism. 

On the other hand, the trade unions are a ñreservoirò of the state power. This is what the trade unions 

are in the period of transition from capitalism to communism. In general, this transition cannot be 

achieved without the leadership of that class which is the only class capitalism has trained for large-

scale production and which alone is divorced from the interests of the petty proprietor. But the 

dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be exercised through an organisation embracing the whole of that 

class, because in all capitalist countries (and not only over here, in one of the most backward) the 

proletariat is still so divided, so degraded, and so corrupted in parts (by imperialism in some 

countries) that an organisation taking in the whole proletariat cannot directly exercise proletarian 

dictatorship. It can be exercised only by a vanguard that has absorbed the revolutionary energy of the 

class. The whole is like an arrangement of cogwheels. Such is the basic mechanism of the dictatorship 

of the proletariat, and of the essentials of transition from capitalism to communism. From this alone it 

is evident that there is something fundamentally wrong in principle when Comrade Trotsky points, in 

his ýrst thesis, to ñideological confusionò, and speaks of a crisis as existing speciýcally and 

particularly in the trade unions. If we are to speak of a crisis, we can do so only after analysing the 

political situation. It is Trotsky who is in ñideological confusionò, because in this key question of the 

trade unionsô role, from the standpoint of transition from capitalism to communism, he has lost sight 

of the fact that we have here a complex arrangement of cogwheels which cannot be a simple one; for 

the dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be exercised by a mass proletarian organisation. It cannot 

work without a number of ñtransmission beltsò running from the vanguard to the mass of the 

advanced class, and from the latter to the mass of the working people. In Russia, this mass is a peasant 

one. There is no such mass anywhere else, but even in the most advanced countries there is a non-

proletarian, or a not entirely proletarian, mass. That is in itself enough to produce ideological 

confusion. But itôs no use Trotskyôs pinning it on others.  

 

When I consider the role of the trade unions in production, I ýnd that Trotskyôs basic mistake 

lies in his always dealing with it ñin principleò, as a matter of ñgeneral principleò. All his theses are 

based on ñgeneral principleò, an approach which is in itself fundamentally wrong, quite apart from the 

fact that the Ninth Party Congress said enough and more than enough about the trade unionsô role in 

production,
114

 and quite apart from the fact that in his own theses Trotsky quotes the perfectly clear 

statements of Lozovsky and Tomsky, who were to be his ñwhipping boysò and an excuse for an 

exercise in polemics. It turns out that there is, after all, no clash of principle, and the choice of 

Tomsky and Lozovsky, who wrote what Trotsky himself quotes, was an unfortunate one indeed. 

However hard we may look, we shall not ýnd here any serious divergence of principle. In general, 

Comrade Trotskyôs great mistake, his mistake of principle, lies in the fact that by raising the question 

of ñprincipleò at this time he is dragging back the Party and the Soviet power. We have, thank heaven, 

gone over from principles to practical business. We chatted about principlesðrather more than we 

should haveðat the Smolny. Today, three years later, we have decrees on all points of the production 

problem, and on many of its components; but such is the sad fate of our decrees: they are signed, and 

then we ourselves forget about them and fail to carry them out. Meanwhile, arguments about 

principles and differences of principle are invented. I shall later on quote a decree dealing with the 

trade unionsô role in production,
*
 a decree all of us, including myself, I confess, have forgotten.  

 

The actual differences, apart from those I have listed, really have nothing to do with general 

principles. I have had to enumerate my ñdifferencesò with Comrade Trotsky because, with such a 

broad theme as ñThe Role and Tasks of the Trade Unionsò, he has, I am quite sure, made a number of 

mistakes bearing on the very essence of the dictatorship of the proletariat. But, this apart, one may 

well ask, why is it that we cannot work together, as we so badly need to do? It is because of our 

different approach to the mass, the different way of winning it over and keeping in touch with it. That 

                                                           
*
 See p. 177.ðEd. 
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is the whole point. And this makes the trade union a very peculiar institution, which is set up under 

capitalism, which inevitably exists in the transition period from capitalism to communism, and whose 

future is a question mark. The time when the trade unions are actually called into question is a long 

way off: it will be up to our grand-children to discuss that. What matters now is how to approach the 

mass, to establish contact with it and win it over, and how to get the intricate transmission system 

working (how to run the dictatorship of the proletariat). Note that when I speak of the intricate 

transmission system I do not mean the machinery of the Soviets. What it may have in the way of 

intricacy of a transmission system comes under a special head. I have only been considering, in 

principle and in the abstract, class relations in capitalist society, which consists of a proletariat, a non-

proletarian mass of working people, a petty bourgeoisie and a bourgeoisie. This alone yields an 

extremely complicated transmission system owing to what has been created by capitalism, quite apart 

from any red-tape in the Soviet administrative machinery. And that is the main point to be considered 

in analysing the difýculties of the trade unionsô ñtaskò. Let me say this again: the actual differences do 

not lie where Comrade Trotsky sees them but in the question of how to approach the mass, win it 

over, and keep in touch with it. I must say that had we made a detailed, even if small-scale, study of 

our own experience and practices, we should have managed to avoid the hundreds of quite 

unnecessary ñdifferencesò and errors of principle in which Comrade Trotskyôs pamphlet abounds. 

Some of his theses, for instance, polemicise against ñSoviet trade-unionismò. As if we hadnôt enough 

trouble already, a new bogey has been invented. Who do you think it is? Comrade Ryazanov, of all 

people. I have known him for twenty odd years. You have known him less than that, but equally as 

well by his work. You are very well aware that assessing slogans is not one of his virtues, which he 

undoubtedly has. Shall we then produce theses to show that ñSoviet trade-unionismò is just something 

that Comrade Ryazanov happened to say with little relevance? Is that being serious? If it is, we shall 

end up with having ñSoviet trade-unionismò, ñSoviet anti-peace-signingò, and what not. A Soviet 

ñismò could be invented on every single point. (Ryazanov: ñSoviet anti-Brestism.ò) Exactly, ñSoviet 

anti-Brestismò.  

 

While betraying this lack of thoughtfulness, Comrade Trotsky falls into error himself. He 

seems to say that in a workersô state it is not the business of the trade unions to stand up for the 

material and spiritual interests of the working class. That is a mistake. Comrade Trotsky speaks of a 

ñworkersô stateò. May I say that this is an abstraction. It was natural for us to write about a workersô 

state in 1917; but it is now a patent error to say: ñSince this is a workersô state without any 

bourgeoisie, against whom then is the working class to be protected, and for what purpose?ò The 

whole point is that it is not quite a workersô state. That is where Comrade Trotsky makes one of his 

main mistakes. We have got down from general principles to practical discussion and decrees, and 

here we are being dragged back and prevented from tackling the business at hand. This will not do. 

For one thing, ours is not actually a workersô state but a workersô and peasantsô state. And a lot 

depends on that (Bukharin: ñWhat kind of state? A workersô and peasantsô state?ò) Comrade Bukharin 

back there may well shout ñWhat kind of state? A workersô and peasantsô state?ò I shall not stop to 

answer him. Anyone who has a mind to should recall the recent Congress of Soviets, and that will be 

answer enough.  

 

But that is not all. Our Party Programmeða document which the author of the ABC of 

Communism knows very wellðshows that ours is a workersô state with a bureaucratic twist to it. We 

have had to mark it with this dismal, shall I say, tag. There you have the reality of the transition. Well, 

is it right to say that in a state that has taken this shape in practice the trade unions have nothing to 

protect, or that we can do without them in protecting the material and spiritual interests of the 

massively organised proletariat? Know this reasoning is theoretically quite wrong. It takes us into the 

sphere of abstraction or an ideal we shall achieve in 15 or 20 yearsô time, and I am not so sure that we 

shall have achieved it even by then. What we actually have before us is a reality of which we have a 

good deal of knowledge, provided, that is, we keep our heads, and do not let ourselves be carried 

away by intellectualist talk or abstract reasoning, or by what may appear to be ñtheoryò but is in fact 

error and misapprehension of the peculiarities of transition. We now have such a state under which the 

massively, organised proletariat has to protect itself, while we, for our part, must use these workersô 

organisations to protect the workers from their state, and to get them to protect our state. Both forms 
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of protection are achieved through the peculiar interweaving of our state measures and our agreeing or 

ñcoalescingò with our trade unions.  

 

I shall have more to say about this coalescing later on. But the word itself shows that it is a 

mistake to conjure up an enemy in the shape of ñSoviet trade-unionismò, for ñcoalescingò implies the 

existence of distinct things that have yet to be coalesced; ñcoalescingò implies the need to be able to 

use measures of the state power to protect the material and spiritual interests of the massively 

organised proletariat from that very same state power. When the coalescing has produced coalescence 

and integration, we shall meet in congress for a business-like discussion of actual experience, instead 

of ñdisagreementsò on principle or theoretical reasoning in the abstract. There is an equally lame 

attempt to ýnd differences of principle with Comrades Tomsky and Lozovsky, whom Comrade 

Trotsky treats as trade union ñbureaucratsòðI shall later on say which side in this controversy tends 

to be bureaucratic. We all know that while Comrade Ryazanov may love a slogan, and must have one 

which is all but an expression of principle, it is not one of Comrade Tomskyôs many vices. I think, 

therefore, that it would be going a bit too far to challenge Comrade Tomsky to a battle of principles 

on this score (as Comrade Trotsky has done). I am positively astonished at this. One would have 

thought that we had grown up since the days when we all sinned a great deal in the way of factional, 

theoretical and various other disagreementsðalthough we naturally did some good as well. It is time 

we stopped inventing and blowing up differences of principle and got down to practical work. I never 

knew that Tomsky was eminently a theoretician or that he claimed to be one; it may be one of his 

failings, but that is something else again. Tomsky, who has been working very smoothly with the 

trade union movement, must in his position provide a reþection of this complex transitionðwhether 

he should do so consciously or unconsciously is quite another matter and I am not saying that he has 

always done it consciouslyðso that if something is hurting the mass, and they do not know what it is, 

and he does not know what it is (applause, laughter) but raises a howl, I say that is not a failing but 

should be put down to his credit. I am quite sure that Tortsky had many partial theoretical mistakes. 

And if we all sat down to a table and started thoughtfully writing resolutions or theses, we should 

correct them all; we might not even bother to do that because production work is more interesting than 

the rectifying of minute theoretical disagreements.  

 

I come now to ñindustrial democracyò, shall I say, for Bukharinôs beneýt. We all know that 

everyone has his weak points, that even big men have little weak spots, and this also goes for 

Bukharin. He seems to be incapable of resisting any little word with a þourish to it. He seemed to 

derive an almost sensuous pleasure from writing the resolution on industrial democracy at the Central 

Committee Plenum on December 7. But the closer I look at this ñindustrial democracyò, the more 

clearly I see that it is half-baked and theoretically false. It is nothing but a hodgepodge. With this as 

an example, let me say once again, at a Party meeting at least: ñComrade N. I. Bukharin, the Republic, 

theory and you yourself will beneýt from less verbal extravagance.ò(Applause.) Industry is 

indispensable. Democracy is a category proper only to the political sphere. There can be no objection 

to the use of this word in speeches or articles. An article takes up and clearly expresses one 

relationship and no more. But it is quite strange to hear you trying to turn this into a thesis, and to see 

you wanting to coin it into a slogan, uniting the ñayesò and the ñnaysò; it is strange to hear you say, 

like Trotsky, that the Party will have ñto choose between two trendsò. I shall deal separately with 

whether the Party must do any ñchoosingò and who is to blame for putting the Party in this position of 

having to ñchooseò. Things being what they are, we say: ñAt any rate, see that you choose fewer 

slogans, like óindustrial democracyô, which contain nothing but confusion and are theoretically 

wrong.ò Both Trotsky and Bukharin failed to think out this term theoretically and ended up in 

confusion. ñIndustrial democracyò suggests things well beyond the circle of ideas with which they 

were carried away. They wanted to lay greater emphasis and focus attention on industry. It is one 

thing to emphasise something in an article or speech; it is quite another to frame it into a thesis and 

ask the Party to choose, and so I say: cast your vote against it, because it is confusion. Industry is 

indispensable, democracy is not. Industrial democracy breeds some utterly false ideas. The idea of 

one-man management was advocated only a little while ago. We must not make a mess of things and 

confuse people: how do you expect them to know when you want democracy, when one-man 
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management, and when dictatorship. But on no account must we renounce dictatorship eitherðI hear 

Bukharin behind me growling: ñQuite rightò. (Laughter. Applause.)  

 

But to go on. Since September we have been talking about switching from the principle of 

priority to that of equalisation, and we have said as much in the resolution of the all-Party conference, 

which was approved by the Central Committee.
115

 The question is not an easy one, because we ýnd 

that we have to combine equalisation with priority, which are incompatible. But after all we do have 

some knowledge of Marxism and have learned how and when opposites can and must be combined; 

and what is most important is that in the three and a half years of our revolution we have actually 

combined opposites again and again.  

 

The question obviously requires thoughtfulness and circumspection. After all, we did discuss 

these questions of principle at those deplorable plenary meetings of the Central Committee
*
ðwhich 

yielded the groups of seven and eight and Comrade Bukharinôs celebrated ñbuffer groupò
117
ðand we 

did establish that there was no easy transition from the priority principle to that of equalisation. We 

shall have to put in a bit of effort to implement the decision of the September Conference. After all, 

these opposite terms can be combined either into a cacophony or a symphony. Priority implies 

preference for one industry out of a group of vital industries because of its greater urgency. What does 

such preference entail? How great can it be? This is a difýcult question, and I must say that it will take 

more than zeal to solve it; it may even take more than a heroic effort on the part of a man who is 

possibly endowed with many excellent qualities and who will do wonders on the right job; this is a 

very peculiar matter and calls for the correct approach. And so if we are to raise this question of 

priority and equalisation we must ýrst of all give it some careful thought, but that is just what we fail 

to ýnd in Comrade Trotskyôs work; the further he goes in revising his original theses, the more 

mistakes he makes. Here is what we ýnd in his latest theses:  

 
ñThe equalisation line should be pursued in the sphere of consumption, that is, the conditions of the 

working peopleôs existence as individuals. In the sphere of production, the principle of priority will long remain 

decisive for us. . .ò (thesis 41, p. 31 of Trotskyôs pamphlet).  

 

This is a real theoretical muddle. It is all wrong. Priority is preference, but it is nothing 

without preference in consumption. If all the preference I get is a couple of ounces of bread a day I am 

not likely to be very happy. The preference part of priority implies preference in consumption as well. 

Otherwise, priority is a pipe dream, a þeeting cloud, and we are, after all, materialists. The workers 

are also materialists; if you say shock work, they say, letôs have the bread, and the clothes, and the 

beef. That is the view we now take, and have always taken, in discussing, these questions time 

without number with reference to various concrete matters in the Council of Defence, when one 

would say: ñIôm doing shock workò, and would clamour for boots, and another: ñI get the boots, 

otherwise your shock workers wonôt hold out, and all your priority will ýzzle out.ò  

 

We ýnd, therefore, that in the theses the approach to equalisation and priority is basically 

wrong. What is more, it is a retreat from what has actually been achieved and tested in practice. We 

canôt have that; it will lead to no good.  

 

Then there is the question of ñcoalescingò. The best thing to do about ñcoalescingò right now 

is to keep quiet. Speech is silver, but silence is golden. Why so? It is because we have got down to 

coalescing in practice; there is not a single large gubernia economic council, no major department of 

the Supreme Economic Council, the Peopleôs Commissariat for Communications, etc., where 

something is not being coalesced in practice. But are the results all they should be? Ay, thereôs the 

rub. Look at the way coalescence has actually been carried out, and what it has produced. There are 

countless decrees introducing coalescence in the various institutions. But we have yet to make a 

                                                           
*
 The reference is to the November and December plenary meetings of the Central Committee in 1920. For the 

text of their resolutions see Pravda No. 255 of November 13, and No. 281 of December 14, and also Izvestia of 

the CC, RCP
116

 No. 26 of December 20. 
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business-like study of our own practical experience; we have yet to go into the actual results of all 

this; we have yet to discover what a certain type of coalescence has produced in a particular industry, 

what happened when member X of the gubernia trade union council held post Y in the gubernia 

economic council, how many months he was at it, etc. What we have not failed to do is to invent a 

disagreement on coalescence as a principle, and make a mistake in the process, but then we have 

always been quick at that sort of thing; but we were not up to the mark when it came to analysing and 

verifying our own experience. When we have congresses of Soviets with committees not only on the 

application of the better farming law in the various agricultural areas but also on coalescence and its 

results in the Saratov Gubernia þourmilling industry, the Petrograd metal industry, the Donbas coal 

industry, etc., and when these committees, having mustered the facts, declare: ñWe have made a study 

of so and soò, then I shall say: ñNow we have got down to business, we have ýnally grown up.ò But 

could anything be more erroneous and deplorable than the fact that we are being presented with 

ñthesesò splitting hairs over the principle of coalescence, after we have been at it for three years? We 

have taken the path of coalescence, and I am sure it was the right thing to do, but we have not yet 

made an adequate study of the results of our experience. That is why keeping quiet is the only 

common sense tactics on the question of coalescence.  

 

A study must be made of practical experience. I have signed decrees and resolutions 

containing instructions on practical coalescence, and no theory is half so important as practice. That is 

why when I hear: ñLetôs discuss ócoalescenceô ò, I say: ñLetôs analyse what we have done.ò There is 

no doubt that we have made many mistakes. It may well be that a great part of our decrees need 

amending. I accept that, for I am not in the least enamoured of decrees. But in that case let us have 

some practical proposals as to what actually has to be altered. That would be a business-like approach. 

That would not be a waste of time. That would not lead to bureaucratic projecteering. But I ýnd that 

that is exactly whatôs wrong with Trotskyôs ñPractical Conclusionsò, Part VI of this pamphlet. He says 

that from one-third to one-half of the members of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions and 

the Presidium of the Supreme Economic Council should serve on both bodies, and from one-half to 

two-thirds, on the collegiums, etc. Why so? No special reason, just ñrule of thumbò. It is true, of 

course, that rule of thumb is frequently used to lay down similar proportions in our decrees, but then 

why is it inevitable in decrees? I hold no brief for all decrees as such and have no intention of making 

them appear better than they actually are. Quite often rule of thumb is used in them to ýx such purely 

arbitrary proportions as one-half or one-third of the total number of members, etc. When decree says 

that, it means: try doing it this way, and later on we shall assess the results of your ñtry outò. We shall 

later sort out the results. After sorting them out, we shall move on. We are working on coalescence 

and we expect to improve it because we are becoming more efýcient and practical-minded.  

 

But I seem to have lapsed into ñproduction propagandaò. That canôt be helped. It is a question 

that needs dealing with in any discussion of the role of the trade unions in production.  

 

My next question will therefore be that of production propaganda. This again is a practical 

matter and we approach it accordingly. Government agencies have already been set up to conduct 

production propaganda. I canôt tell whether they are good or bad; they have to be tested and thereôs no 

need for any ñthesesò on this subject at all.  

 

If we take a general view of the part trade unions have to play in industry, we need not, in this 

question of democracy, go beyond the usual democratic practices. Nothing will come of such tricky 

phrases as ñindustrial democracyò, for they are all wrong. That is the ýrst point. The second is 

production propaganda. The agencies are there. Trotskyôs theses deal with production propaganda. 

That is quite useless, because in this case theses are old hat. We do not know as yet whether the 

agencies are good or bad. But we can tell after testing them in action. Let us do some studying and 

polling. Assuming, let us say, that a congress has 10 committees with 10 men on each, let us ask: 

ñYou have been dealing with production propaganda, havenôt you? What are the results?ò Having 

made a study of this, we should reward those who have done especially well, and discard what has 

proved unsuccessful. We do have some practical experience; it may not be much but it is there; yet we 
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are being dragged away from it and back to these ñtheses on principlesò. This looks more like a 

ñreactionaryò movement than ñtrade-unionismò.  

 

There is then the third point, that of bonuses. Here is the role and task of the trade unions in 

production: distribution of bonuses in kind. A start on it has been made. Things have been set in 

motion. Five hundred thousand poods of grain had been allocated for the purpose, and one hundred 

and seventy thousand has been distributed. How well and how correctly, I cannot tell. The Council of 

Peopleôs Commissars was told that they were not making a good job of this distribution, which turned 

out to be an additional wage rather than a bonus. This was pointed out by ofýcials of the trade unions 

and the Peopleôs Commissariat for Labour. We appointed a commission to look into the matter but 

that has not yet been done. One hundred and seventy thousand poods of grain has been given away, 

but this needs to be done in such a way as to reward those who display the heroism, the zeal, the 

talent, and the dedication of the thrifty manager, in a word, all the qualities that Trotsky extols. But 

the task now is not to extol this in theses but to provide the bread and the beef. Wouldnôt it be better, 

for instance, to deprive one category of workers of their beef and give it as a bonus to workers 

designated as ñshockò workers? We do not renounce that kind of priority. That is a priority we need. 

Let us take a closer look at our practices in the application of priority.  

 

The fourth point is disciplinary courts. I hope Comrade Bukharin will not take offence if I say 

that without disciplinary courts the role of the trade unions in industry, ñindustrial democracyò, is a 

mere triþe. But the fact is that there is nothing at all about this in your theses. ñGreat grief!ò is 

therefore the only thing that can be said about Trotskyôs theses and Bukharinôs attitude, from the 

stand-point of principle, theory and practice.  

 

I am conýrmed in this conclusion when I say to myself: yours is not a Marxist approach to the 

question. This quite apart from the fact that there are a number of theoretical mistakes in the theses. It 

is not a Marxist approach to the evaluation of the ñrole and tasks of the trade unionsò, because such a 

broad subject cannot be tackled without giving thought to the peculiar political aspects of the present 

situation. After all, Comrade Bukharin and I did say in the resolution of the Ninth Congress of the 

RCP on trade unions that politics is the most concentrated expression of economics.  

 

If we analysed the current political situation, we might say that we were going through a 

transition period within a transition period. The whole of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a 

transition period, but we now have, you might say, a heap of new transition periods: the 

demobilisation of the army, the end of the war, the possibility of having a much longer breathing 

space in peace than before, and a more solid transition from the war front to the labour front. Thisð

and this aloneðis causing a change in the attitude of the proletarian class to the peasant class. What 

kind of change is it? Now this calls for a close examination, but nothing of the sort follows from your 

theses. Until we have taken this close look, we must learn to wait. The people are overweary, 

considerable stocks that had to be used for certain priority industries have been so used; the 

proletariatôs attitude to the peasantry is undergoing a change. The war weariness is terrible, and the 

needs have increased, but production has increased insufýciently or not at all. On the other hand, as I 

said in my report to the Eighth Congress of Soviets, our application of coercion was correct and 

successful whenever we had been able to back it up from the start with persuasion
*
 I must say that 

Trotsky and Bukharin have entirely failed to take account of this very important consideration.  

 

Have we laid a sufýciently broad and solid base of persuasion for all these new production 

tasks? No, indeed, we have barely started doing it. We have not yet made the masses a party to them. 

Now I ask you, can the masses tackle these new assignments right away? No, they cannot, because 

while there is now no need for special propaganda on the question of, say, whether Wrangel the 

landowner should be overthrown or whether any sacriýces should be spared for the purpose, we have 

just started to work on this question of the role of the trade unions in production, and I mean the 

business aspect of the matter and not the question of ñprincipleò, the reasoning about ñSoviet trade-

                                                           
*
 See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 31, p. 497.ðEd. 
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unionismò and such like triþes; we have just set up the agency for production propaganda, but we 

have as yet no experience. We have introduced the payment of bonuses in kind, but we lack the 

experience. We have set up the disciplinary courts, but we are not yet aware of the results. Still, from 

the political standpoint it is the preparedness of the masses that is crucial. Has the question been 

prepared, studied, weighed, and considered from this angle? No, far from it. And that is a basic, deep-

going and dangerous political mistake, because if ever there was need to act according to the rule of 

measuring your cloth seven times before cutting it once, it is in this question. We ýnd instead that the 

cutting has been started in earnest without a single measure having been taken. We are told that ñthe 

Party must choose between two trendsò, but the false slogan of ñindustrial democracyò was invented 

without a single measuring.  

 

We must try to understand the meaning of this slogan, especially in the present political 

situation, when the masses are confronted with bureaucratic practices in visual form, and when we 

have the question itself on the agenda. Comrade Trotsky says in his, theses that on the question of 

workersô democracy it remains for the Congress to ñenter it unanimously in the recordò. That is not 

correct. There is more to it than an entry in the record; an entry in the record ýxes what has been fully 

weighed and measured, whereas the question of industrial democracy is far from having been fully 

weighed, tried and tested. Just think how the masses may interpret this slogan of ñindustrial 

democracyò.  

 

ñWe, the rank and ýle who work among the masses, say that there is need for new blood, that 

things must be corrected and the bureaucrats ousted, and here you are beating about the bush, talking 

about getting on with production and displaying democracy in achieving success in production; we 

refuse to get on with production under such a bureaucratic set-up of central and other boards, we want 

a different one.ò You have not given the masses a chance to discuss things, to see the point, and to 

think it over; you have not allowed the Party to gain fresh experience but are already acting in haste, 

overdoing it, and producing formulas which are theoretically false. Just think how this mistake will be 

further ampliýed by unduly zealous functionaries! A political leader is responsible not only for the 

quality of his leadership but also for the acts of those he leads. He may now and again be unaware of 

what they are about, he may often wish they had not done something, but the responsibility still falls 

on him.  

 

I now come to the November 9 and December 7 plenary meetings of the Central Committee, 

which gave expression to all these mistakes in action, rather than in logical categories, premises and 

theoretical reasoning. This threw the Central Committee into confusion; it is the ýrst time this has 

happened in our Partyôs history, in time of revolution, and it is dangerous. The crux was that there was 

a division, there was the ñbufferò group of Bukharin, Preobrazhensky and Serebryakov, which did the 

most harm and created the most confusion.  

 

You will recall the story of Glavpolitput and Tsektran.
118

 The resolution of the Ninth 

Congress of the RCP in April 1920 said that Glavpolitput was being set up as a ñtemporaryò 

institution, and that conditions should be brought back to normal ñas soon as possibleò.
119

 In 

September you read, ñReturn to normal conditionsò.
*
 The plenary meeting was held in November 

(November 9), and Trotsky came up with his theses and ideas about trade-unionism. However ýne 

some of his words about production propaganda may be, he should have been told that all this was not 

to the point, quite beside the mark, and a step backward; it is something the CC should not be dealing 

with at present. Bukharin says: ñIt is very good.ò It may be very good, but that is no answer to the 

question. After a heated debate, a resolution is adopted by 10 to 4 saying in a polite and comradely 

way that Tsektran has itself ñalready got down to . . . strengthening and developing methods of 

                                                           
*
 See Izvestia of the CC, RCP No. 26, p. 2, the resolution of the September Plenum of the CC, Paragraph 3, 

which said: ñThe CC further believes that there has been a considerable improvement in the grave situation in 

the transport workersô unions, which produced Glavpolitput and Politvod,
120

 as temporary levers for assisting 

and organising the work. Therefore, incorporation of these organisations in the union, as union agencies being 

adapted to and absorbed by the union apparatus, can and must now proceed.ò 
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proletarian democracy within the unionò. It adds that Tsektran must ñtake an active part in the general 

work of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions, being incorporated in it on an equal footing 

with other trade union bodiesò. 

 

What is the gist of the Central Committeeôs decision? It is obviously this: ñComrades of 

Tsektran! You must do more than go through the motions of carrying out Congress and CC decisions, 

you must actually do so to help all trade unions by your work, wipe out every trace of red-tape, 

favouritism, arrogance, the we-are-better-than-you attitude, and boasts of being richer and getting 

more aid.ò  

 

We then get down to brass tacks. A commission is set up, and the names of its members are 

published. Trotsky walks out, refuses to serve on the commission, and disrupts its work. What are his 

reasons? There is only one. Lutovinov is apt to play at opposition. That is true, and that also goes for 

Osinsky. Frankly speaking, it is not a pleasant game. But do you call that a reason? Osinsky was 

making an excellent job of the seed campaign. The thing to do was to work with him, in spite of his 

ñopposition campaignò, for this method of disrupting the work of a commission is bureaucratic, un-

Soviet, un-socialist, incorrect and politically harmful. Such methods are doubly incorrect and 

politically harmful at a time when there is need to separate the wheat from the chaff within the 

ñoppositionò. When Osinsky conducts an ñopposition campaignò, I tell him: ñThis is a harmful 

campaignò, but it is a pleasure to see him conduct the seed campaign. I shall not deny that, like 

Ishchenko and Shlyapnikov, Lutovinov is making a mistake in his ñopposition campaignò, but that is 

no reason to disrupt the work of a commission.  

 

What did the commission in fact signify? It signiýed transition to practical work from 

intellectualist talk about sterile disagreements. What the commission was due to discuss and deal with 

was production propaganda, bonuses, and disciplinary courts. It was then that Comrade Bukharin, the 

head of the ñbuffer groupò, together with Preobrazhensky and Serebryakov, seeing the Central 

Committee dangerously divided, set out to create a buffer, one that I ýnd difýcult to describe in 

parliamentary terms. If I could draw cartoons as well as Comrade Bukharin does, I would depict him 

as a man pouring a bucket of kerosene on the þames, and give the following caption: ñBuffer 

keroseneò. Comrade Bukharin wanted to create something, and his intentions were no doubt most 

sincere and entirely in the ñbufferò spirit. But the buffer failed to materialise; the upshot was that he 

failed to take account of the political situation and, what is more, made some theoretical mistakes.  

 

Should all such disputes have been brought up for broad discussion? Was it worth going into 

these triþes? Was it worth wasting the few precious weeks before a Party congress? We could have 

used the time to analyse and study the question of bonuses, disciplinary courts and coalescence. Those 

are the questions we could have given a practical solution to in the CC commission. If Comrade 

Bukharin wished to create a buffer, instead of giving a display of barking up the wrong tree, he should 

have demanded and insisted that Comrade Trotsky remained on the commission. If he had said and 

done that, we should have been on the right track, with the commission looking into the practical 

aspects of such things as one-man management, democracy, appointees, etc.  

 

But to go on. By December (the December 7 Plenary Meeting), we were already faced with 

this þare-up of the watermen, which intensiýed the conþict, and as a result there were now eight votes 

in the Central Committee to our seven. Comrade Bukharin, in an effort to bring about a 

ñreconciliationò through the use of his ñbufferò, hastily wrote the ñtheoreticalò part of the December 

plenumôs resolution, but with the commission a shambles, nothing, of course, could come of it.  

 

Where did Glavpolitput and Tsektran err? Certainly not in their use of coercion; that goes to 

their credit. Their mistake was that they failed to switch to normal trade union work at the right time 

and without conþict, as the Ninth Congress of the RCP required; they failed to adapt themselves to the 

trade unions and help them by meeting them on an equal footing. Heroism, zeal, etc., are the positive 

side of military experience; red-tape and arrogance are the negative side of the experience of the worst 

military types. Trotskyôs theses, whatever his intentions, do not tend to play up the best, but the worst 
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in military experience. It must be borne in mind that a political leader is responsible not only for his 

own policy but also for the acts of those he leads.  
 
The last thing I want to tell you aboutðsomething I called myself a fool for yesterdayðis 

that I had altogether overlooked Comrade Rudzutakôs theses. His weak point is that he does not speak 

in ringing tones; he is not an impressive or eloquent speaker. He is liable to be overlooked. Unable to 

attend the meetings yesterday, I went through my material and found a printed leaþet issued for the 

Fifth All -Russia Trade Union Conference, which was held from November 2 to 6, 1920. It is called: 

The Tasks of the Trade Unions in Production. Let me read it to you, it is not long.  

 

FIFTH ALL-RUSSIA TRADE UNION CONFERENCE
121

 

 

The Tasks of the Trade Unions in Production 

 

(Theses of Comrade Rudzutakôs Report) 

 
1. Immediately after the October Revolution, the trade unions proved to be almost the only bodies 

which, while exercising workersô control, were able and bound to undertake the work of organising and 

managing production. In that early period of the Soviet power, no state apparatus for the management of the 

national economy had yet been set up, while sabotage on the part of factory owners and senior technicians 

brought the working class squarely up against the task of safeguarding industry and getting the whole of the 

countryôs economic apparatus back into normal running order. 

 

2. In the subsequent period of the Supreme Economic Councilôs work, when a considerable part of it 

consisted in liquidating private enterprises and organising state management to run them, the trade unions 

carried on this work jointly and side by side with the state economic management agencies.  

 

This parallel set-up was explained and justified by the weakness of the state agencies; historically it 

was vindicated by the establishment of full contact between the trade unions and the economic management 

agencies.  

 

3. The centre of gravity in the management of industry and the drafting of a production programme 

shifted to these agencies as a result of their administration, the gradual spread of their control over production 

and management and the co-ordination of the several parts. In view of this, the work of the trade unions in 

organising production was reduced to participation in forming the collegiums of chief administrations, central 

boards, and factory managements.  

 

4. At the present time, we are once again squarely faced with the question of establishing the closest 

possible ties between the economic agencies of the Soviet Republic and the trade unions, for the best use must 

be made of every working individual, and the whole mass of producers must be induced to take a conscious part 

in production, for the state apparatus of economic management, gradually gaining in size and complexity, has 

been transformed into a huge bureaucratic machine which is out of all proportion to the scale of industry, and is 

inevitably impelling the trade unions to take direct part in organising production not only through its men in the 

economic agencies but also as an organised whole.  

 

5. While the Supreme Economic Councilôs point of departure in drawing up an overall production 

programme is the availability of the material elements of production (raw materials, fuel, the state of machinery, 

etc.), the trade unions must look at it from the standpoint of organising labour for the tasks of production and its 

best use. Therefore, the overall production programme, in whole and in part, must be drawn up with the 

participation of the trade unions in order to combine the use of the material resources of production and 

manpower in the best possible way.  

 

6. Only if the whole mass of those engaged in production consciously take a hand in establishing real 

labour discipline, ýghting deserters from the labour front, etc., can these tasks be fulýlled. Bureaucratic methods 

and orders will not do; it must be brought home to each participant in production that his production tasks are 

appropriate and important; that each must take a hand not only in fulýlling his assignments, but also play an 

intelligent part in correcting any technical and organisational defects in the sphere of production.  
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The tasks of the trade unions in this sphere are tremendous. They must teach their members in each 

shop and in each factory to react to and take account of all defects in the use of manpower arising from 

improper handling of technical means or unsatisfactory management. The sum total of the experience gained by 

separate enterprises and industry as a whole must be used to combat red-tape, bureaucratic practices and 

carelessness.  

 

7. In order to lay special emphasis on the importance of these production tasks, they must be 

organisationally worked into current operations. As the economic departments of the trade unions, which are 

being set up in pursuance of the decision of the Third All-Russia Congress, extend their activity, they must 

gradually explain and deýne the nature of all trade union work. Thus, in the present social conditions, when all 

of production is geared to the satisfaction of the working peopleôs needs, wage rates and bonuses must be 

closely tied in with and must depend on the extent to which the production plan is fulýlled. Bonuses in kind and 

partial payment of wages in kind must be gradually transformed into a system of workersô supply which depends 

on the level of labour productivity.  

 

8. Trade union work on these lines would, on the one hand, put an end to the existence of parallel 

bodies (political departments, etc.) and, on the other, restore the close ties between the masses and the economic 

management agencies.  

 

9. After the Third Congress, the trade unions largely failed to carry out their programme for 

participation in economic construction, owing, ýrst, to the military conditions, and second, to their 

organisational weakness and isolation from the administrative and practical work of the economic bodies.  

 

10. In view of this, the trade unions should set themselves the following immediate practical tasks: (a) 

the most active participation in solving production and management problems; (b) direct participation, with the 

respective economic agencies, in setting up competent administrative bodies; (c) careful consideration of the 

various types of management bodies, and their influence on production; (d) unfailing participation in working 

out and laying down economic plans and production programmes; (e) organisation of labour in accordance with 

the economic priorities; (f) development of an extensive organisation for production agitation and propaganda.  

 

11. The economic departments of the trade unions and o their organisations must be actually 

transformed into powerful and expeditious levers for the trade unionsô systematic participation in organising 

production.  

 

12. In the matter of providing workers with steady material supplies, the trade unions must shift their 

inþuence onto the distributive bodies of the Commissariat for Food, both local and central, taking a practical and 

business-like part and exercising control in all the distributive bodies, and paying special attention to the activity 

of central and gubernia workersô supply commissions.  

 

13. In view of the fact that the narrow departmental interests of some chief administrations, central 

boards, etc., have plunged the so-called ñpriorityò into a state of utter confusion, the trade unions must 

everywhere uphold the real order of economic priorities and review the existing system so as to determine them 

in accordance with the actual importance of the various industries and the availability of material resources in 

the country.  

 

14. Special attention must be given to the so-called model group of factories to help them set an 

example through the organisation of efýcient management, labour discipline and trade union activities.  

 

15. In labour organisation, apart from the introduction of a harmonious wage-rate system and the 

overhaul of output rates, the trade unions should take a ýrm hand in ýghting the various forms of labour 

desertion (absenteeism, lateness, etc.). The disciplinary courts, which have not received due attention until now, 

must be turned into a real means of combating breaches of proletarian labour discipline.  

 

16. The economic departments must be entrusted with the fulýlment of these tasks and also the drafting 

of a practical plan for production propaganda and a number of measures to improve the economic condition of 

the workers. It is necessary, therefore, to authorise the economic department of the All-Russia Central Council 

of Trade Unions to call a special All-Russia Conference of Economic Departments in the near future to discuss 

the practical problems of economic construction in connection with the work of state economic agencies.  
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I hope you see now why I called myself names. There you have a platform, and it is very 

much better than the one Comrade Trotsky wrote after a great deal of thinking; and the one Comrade 

Bukharin wrote (the December 7 plenum resolution) without any thinking at all. All of us members of 

the Central Committee who have been out of touch with the trade union movement for many years 

would proýt from Comrade Rudzutakôs experience, and this also goes for Comrade Trotsky and 

Comrade Bukharin. The trade unions have adopted this platform. 

 

We all entirely forgot about the disciplinary courts, but ñindustrial democracyò, without 

bonuses in kind or disciplinary courts, is nothing but empty talk.  

 

I make a comparison between Rudzutakôs theses and those submitted by Trotsky to the 

Central Committee. At the end of thesis 5, I read:  

 
ñ. . . a reorganisation of the unions must be started right away, that is, a selection of functionaries must 

be above all made from precisely that angle. . . .ò  

 

There you have an example of the real bureaucratic approach: Trotsky and Krestinsky 

selecting the trade union ñfunctionariesò!  

 

Let me say this once again: here you have an explanation of Tsektranôs mistake. It was not 

wrong to use pressure; that goes to its credit. It made the mistake of failing to cope with the general 

tasks of all the trade unions, of failing to act itself and to help all the trade unions to employ the 

disciplinary comradesô courts more correctly, swiftly and effectively. When I read about the 

disciplinary courts in Comrade Rudzutakôs theses it occurred to me that there might be a decree on 

this matter. And in fact there was. It is the Regulations Governing Workersô Disciplinary Comradesô 

Courts, issued on November 14, 1919 (Collection of Statutes, No. 537).  

 

The trade unions have the key role in these courts. I donôt know how good these courts are, 

how well they function, and whether they always function. A study of our own practical experience 

would be a great deal more useful than anything Comrades Trotsky and Bukharin have written.  

 

Let me end by summing up everything there is on the question. I must say that it was a great 

mistake to put up these disagreements for broad Party discussion and the Party Congress. It was a 

political mistake. We should have had a business-like discussion in the commission, and only there, 

and would have in that case moved forward; as it is we are sliding back, and shall keep sliding back to 

abstract theoretical propositions for several weeks, instead of dealing with the problem in a business-

like manner. Personally, I am sick and tired of it, and quite apart from my illness, it would give me 

great pleasure to get away from it all. I am prepared to seek refuge anywhere. 

 

The net result is that there is a number of theoretical mistakes in Trotskyôs and Bukharinôs 

theses: they contain a number of things that are wrong in principle. Politically, the whole approach to 

the matter is utterly tactless. Comrade Trotskyôs ñthesesò are politically harmful. The sum and 

substance of his policy is bureaucratic harassment of the trade unions. Our Party Congress will, I am 

sure, condemn and reject it. (Prolonged, stormy applause.) 

 
V. I; Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 32, pp. 19-42 
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THE PARTY CRISIS 
 

The pre-Congress discussion is in full swing. Minor differences and disagreements have 

grown into big ones, which always happens when someone persists in a minor mistake and balks at its 

correction, or when those who are making a big mistake seize on the minor mistake of one or more 

persons.  

 

That is how disagreements and splits always grow. That is how we ñgrew upò from minor 

disagreements to syndicalism, which means a complete break with communism and an inevitable split 

in the Party if it is not healthy and strong enough to purge itself of the malaise. 

 

We must have the courage to face the bitter truth. The Party is sick. The Party is down with 

the fever. The whole point is whether the malaise has affected only the ñfeverish upper ranksò, and 

perhaps only those in Moscow, or the whole organism. And if the latter is the case, is it capable of 

healing itself completely within the next few weeks, before the Party Congress and at the Party 

Congress, making a relapse impossible, or will the malaise linger and become dangerous?  

 

What is it that needs to be done for a rapid and certain cure? All members of the Party must 

make a calm and painstaking study of (1) the essence of the disagreements and (2) the development of 

the Party struggle. A study must be made of both, because the essence of the disagreements is 

revealed, clariýed and speciýed (and very often transformed as well) in the course of the struggle, 

which, passing through its various stages, always shows, at every stage, a different line-up and 

number of combatants, different positions in the struggle, etc. A study must be made of both, and a 

demand made for the most exact, printed documents that can be thoroughly veriýed. Only a hopeless 

idiot will believe oral statements. If no documents are available, there must be an examination of 

witnesses on both or several sides and the grilling must take place in the presence of witnesses.  

 

Let me outline the essence of the disagreements and the successive stages in the struggle, as I 

see them.  

 

Stage one. The Fifth All-Russia Trade Union Conference, November 2-6. The battle is joined. 

Trotsky and Tomsky are the only Central Committee ñcombatantsò. Trotsky lets drop a ñcatchy 

phraseò about ñshaking upò the trade unions. Tomsky argues very heatedly. The majority of the 

Central Committee members are on the fence. The serious mistake they (and I above all) made was 

that we ñoverlookedò Rudzutakôs theses, The Tasks of the Trade Unions in Production, adopted by the 

Fifth Conference. That is the most important document in the whole of the controversy.  

 

Stage two. The Central Committee Plenum of November 9. Trotsky submits his ñdraft 

thesesò, The Trade Unions and Their Future Role, advocating the ñshake-upò policy, camouþaged or 

adorned with talk of a ñsevere crisisò gripping the trade unions, and their new tasks and methods. 

Tomsky, strongly supported by Lenin, considers that in view of Tsektranôs irregularities and 

bureaucratic excesses it is the ñshake-upò that is the crux of the whole controversy. In the course of it, 

Lenin makes a number of obviously exaggerated and therefore mistaken ñattacksò, which produces 

the need for a ñbuffer groupò, and this is made up of ten members of the Central Committee (the 

group includes Bukharin and Zinoviev, but neither Trotsky nor Lenin). It resolves ñnot to put the 

disagreements up for broad discussionò, and, cancelling Leninôs report (to the trade unions), appoints 

Zinoviev as the rapporteur and instructs him to ñpresent a business-like and non-controversial reportò. 

 

Trotskyôs theses are rejected. Leninôs theses are adopted. In its ýnal form, the resolution is 

adopted by ten votes to four (Trotsky, Andreyev, Krestinsky and Rykov). And this resolution 

advocates ñsound forms of the militarisation of labourò, condemns ñthe degeneration of centralism 

and militarised forms of work into bureaucratic practices, petty tyranny, red-tapeò, etc. Tsektran is 

instructed to ñtake a more active part in the general work of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade 

Unions, being incorporated in it on an equal footing with other trade union bodiesò.  
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The Central Committee sets up a trade union commission and elects Comrade Trotsky to it. 

He refuses to work on the commission, magnifying by this step alone his original mistake, which 

subsequently leads to factionalism. Without that step, his mistake (in submitting incorrect theses) 

remained a very minor one, such as every member of the Central Committee, without exception, has 

had occasion to make.  

 

Stage three. The conþict between the water transport workers and Tsektran in December. The 

Central Committee Plenary Meeting of December 7. It is no longer Trotsky and Lenin, but Trotsky 

and Zinoviev who are the chief ñcombatantsò. As chairman of the trade union commission, Zinoviev 

inquires into the December dispute between the water transport workers and Tsektran. The Central 

Committee Plenary Meeting of December 7. Zinoviev makes a practical proposal for an immediate 

change in the composition of Tsektran. This is opposed by a majority of the Central Committee. 

Rykov goes over to Zinovievôs side. Bukharinôs resolutionðthe substantive part of which is three-

quarters in favour of the water transport workers, while the preamble, rejecting the proposal to 

ñreconstructò the trade unions ñfrom aboveò (Ä 3), approves of the celebrated ñindustrial democracyò 

(§ 5)ðis adopted. Our group of Central Committee members is in the minority, being opposed to 

Bukharinôs resolution chiefly because we consider the ñbufferò a paper one; for Trotskyôs non-

participation in the trade union commissionôs work actually implies a continuation of the struggle and 

its transfer outside the Central Committee. We propose that the Party Congress be convened on 

February 6, 1921. That is adopted. The postponement to March 6 was agreed to later, on the demand 

of the outlying areas.  

 

Stage four. The Eighth Congress of Soviets. On December 25, Trotsky issues his ñplatform 

pamphletò, The Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions. From the standpoint of formal democracy, 

Trotsky had an uncontested right to issue his platform, for on December 24 the Central Committee 

had permitted free discussion. From the standpoint of revolutionary interest, this was blowing up the 

mistake out of all proportion and creating a faction on a faulty platform. The pamphlet quotes from 

the Central Committee resolution of December 7 only that part which refers to ñindustrial democracyò 

but does not quote what was said against ñreconstruction from aboveò. The buffer created by 

Bukharin on December 7 with Trotskyôs aid was wrecked by Trotsky on December 25. The pamphlet 

from beginning to end is shot through with the ñshake-upò spirit. Apart from its intellectualist 

þourishes (ñproduction atmosphereò, ñindustrial democracyò), which are wrong in theory and in 

practice fall within the concept, ambit and tasks of production propaganda, it fails to indicate any 

ñnewò ñtasks or methodsò that were to gild or camouþage or justify the ñshake-upò.  

 

Stage ýve. The discussion before thousands of responsible Party workers from all over Russia 

at the RCP group of the Eighth Congress of Soviets
122

 on December 30. The controversy þares up to 

full blast. Zinoviev and Lenin on one side, Trotsky and Bukharin on the other. Bukharin wants to play 

the ñbufferò, but speaks only against Lenin and Zinoviev, and not a word against Trotsky. Bukharin 

reads out an excerpt from his theses (published on January 16), but only that part which says nothing 

about the rupture with communism and the switch to syndicalism. Shlyapnikov (on behalf of the 

Workersô Opposition
123

) reads out the syndicalist platform, which Trotsky had demolished beforehand 

(thesis 16 of his platform) and which (partly, perhaps, for that reason) no one is inclined to take 

seriously.  

 

In my opinion, the climax of the whole discussion of December 30 was the reading of 

Comrade Rudzutakôs theses. Indeed, Comrades Trotsky and Bukharin, far from being able to object to 

them, even invented the legend that the ñbest partò of the theses had been drawn up by members of 

TsektranðHoltzmann, Andreyev and Lyubimov. And that is why Trotsky humorously and amiably 

twitted Lenin on his unsuccessful ñdiplomacyò, by which, he said, Lenin had wanted to ñcall off or 

disruptò the discussion, and ýnd a ñlightning conductorò, ñaccidentally catching hold of Tsektran 

instead of the lightning conductorò.  

 

The legend was exploded that very day, December 30, by Rudzutak, who pointed out that 

Lyubimov ñdid not existò on the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions, that in its presidium 
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Holtzmann had voted against these theses, and that they had been drawn up by a commission 

consisting of Andreyev, Tsiperovich and himself.
124

 

 

But let us for a moment assume that Comrades Trotsky and Bukharinôs legend is true. 

Nothing so completely defeats them as such an assumption. For what is the conclusion if the 

ñTsektranitesò had inserted their ñnewò ideas into Rudzutakôs resolution, if Rudzutak had accepted 

them, if all the trade unions had adopted this resolution (November 2-6!), and if Bukharin and Trotsky 

have nothing to say against it.  

 

It is that all of Trotskyôs disagreements are artiýcial, that neither he nor the ñTsektranitesò 

have any ñnew tasks or methodsò, and that everything practical and substantive had been said, 

adopted and decided upon by the trade unions, even before the question was raised in the Central 

Committee.  

 

If anyone ought to be taken thoroughly to task and ñshaken upò, it is not the All-Russia 

Central Council of Trade Unions but the Central Committee of the RCP, for having ñoverlookedò 

Rudzutakôs theses, a mistake which allowed an altogether empty discussion to þare up. There is 

nothing to cover up the mistake of the Tsektranites (which is not an excessive one but is, in essence, a 

very common one, consisting in some exaggeration of bureaucracy). What is more, it needs to be 

rectiýed, and not covered up, toned down or justiýed. Thatôs all there is to it.  

 

I summed up the substance of Rudzutakôs theses on December 30 in four points
*
: (1) ordinary 

democracy (without any exaggerations, without denying the Central Committeeôs right of 

ñappointmentò, etc., but also without any obstinate defence of the mistakes and excesses of certain 

ñappointeesò, which need to be rectiýed); (2) production propaganda (this includes all that is practical 

in clumsy, absurd, theoretically wrong ñformulasò like ñindustrial democracyò, ñproduction 

atmosphereò, etc.). We have established a Soviet institution, the All-Russia Production Propaganda 

Bureau. We must do everything to support it and not spoil production work by producing . . . bad 

theses. Thatôs all there is to it; (3) bonuses in kind and (4) disciplinary comradesô courts. Without 

Points 3 and 4, all talk about ñthe role and tasks in productionò, etc., is empty, highbrow chatter; and 

it is these two points hat are omitted from Trotskyôs ñplatform pamphletò. But they are in Rudzutakôs 

theses.  

 

While dealing with the December 30 discussion, I must correct another mistake of mine. I 

said: ñOurs is not actually a workersô state but a workersô and peasantsô state.ò Comrade Bukharin 

immediately exclaimed: ñWhat kind of a state?ò In reply I referred him to the Eighth Congress of 

Soviets, which had just closed. I went back to the report of that discussion and found that I was wrong 

and Comrade Bukharin was right. What I should have said is: ñA workersô state is an abstraction. 

What we actually have is a workersô state, with this peculiarity, ýrstly, that it is not the working class 

but the peasant population that predominates in the country, and, secondly, that it is a workersô state 

with bureaucratic distortions.ò Anyone who reads the whole of my speech will see that this correction 

makes no difference to my reasoning or conclusions.  

 

Stage six. The Petrograd organisation issues an ñAppeal to the Partyò against Trotskyôs 

platform, and the Moscow Committee issues a counter-statement (Pravda, January 13)
125

  

 

This is a transition from the struggle between factions, formed from above, to the intervention 

of lower organisations. It is a big step towards recovery. Curiously enough, the Moscow Committee 

noticed the ñdangerousò side of the Petrograd organisationôs issuing a platform, but refused to notice 

the dangerous side of Comrade Trotskyôs forming a faction on December 25! Some wags have said 

this is ñbufferò (one-eyed) blindness.  

 

                                                           
*
 See pp. 163-68.ðEd. 
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Stage seven. The trade union commission concludes its work and issues a platform (a 

pamphlet, entitled Draft Decision of the Tenth Congress of the RCP on the Role and Tasks of the 

Trade Unions,
126

 dated January 14 and signed by nine members of the Central CommitteeðZinoviev, 

Stalin, Tomsky, Rudzutak, Kalinin, Kamenev, Petrovsky, Artyom and Lenin, and also by Lozovsky, a 

member of the trade union commission; Comrades Shlyapnikov and Lutovinov seem to have ñfledò to 

the Workersô Opposition). It was published in Pravda on January 18, with the following additional 

signatures: Schmidt, Tsiperovich and Milyutin.  

 

On January 16, Pravda carries the Bukharin platform (signed: ñOn behalf of a group of 

comrades, Bukharin, Larin, Preobrazhensky, Serebryakov, Sokolnikov, Yakovlevaò) and the 

Sapronov platform (signed: ñA group of comrades standing for democratic centralismò, Bubnov, 

Boguslavsky, Kamensky, Maximovsky, Osinsky, Rafail, Sapronov)!
127

 The enlarged meeting of the 

Moscow Committee on January 17 was addressed by spokesmen for these platforms, and also by the 

ñIgnatovitesò
128

 (theses published in Pravda on January l9 and signed by Ignatov, Orekhov, Korzinov, 

Kuranova, Burovtsev, Maslov).
*
 

 

What we ýnd here is, on the one hand, increased solidarity (for the platform of the nine 

Central Committee members is in complete accord with the decision of the Fifth All-Russia 

Conference of Trade Unions); and, on the other, confusion and disintegration, with Bukharin and 

Co.ôs theses being an all-time low in ideological disintegration. We have here one of those ñturnsò 

which in the old days Marxists used to call ñnot so much historical as hystericalò. Thesis 17 says: ñAt 

the present time, these nominations must be made mandatoryò (that is, the trade unionsô nominations 

to the respective ñchief administrations and central boardsò).  

 

This is a clean break with communism and a transition to syndicalism. It is, in essence, a 

repetition of Shlyapnikovôs ñunionise the stateò slogan, and means transferring the Supreme 

Economic Council apparatus piecemeal to the respective trade unions. To say, ñI propose mandatory 

nominationsò, is exactly the same as saying, ñI appointò.  

 

Communism says: The Communist Party, the vanguard of the proletariat, leads the non-Party 

workersô masses, educating, preparing, teaching and training the masses (ñschoolò of communism)ð

ýrst the workers and then the peasantsðto enable them eventually to concentrate in their hands the 

administration of the whole national economy.  

 

Syndicalism hands over to the mass of non-Party workers, who are compartmentalised in the 

industries, the management of their industries (ñthe chief administrations and central boardsò), 

thereby making the Party superþuous, and failing to carry on a sustained campaign either in training 

the masses or in actually concentrating in their hands the management of the whole national economy.  

 

The Programme of the RCP says: ñThe trade unions should eventually arriveò (which means 

that they are not yet there or even on the way) ñat a de facto concentration in their handsò (in their, 

that is, the hands of the trade unions, that is, the hands of the fully organised masses; anyone will see 

how far we have still to go even to the very ýrst approaches to this de facto concentration) . . . 

concentration of what? ñof the whole administration of the whole national economy, as a single 
economic entityò (hence, not branches of industry, or even industry as a whole, but industry plus 

agriculture, etc. Are we anywhere near to actually concentrating the management of agriculture in the 

hands of the trade unions?). The RCP Programme then speaks of the ñtiesò between the ñcentral state 

administrationò and the ñbroad masses of toilersò, and of the ñparticipation of the trade unions in 

running the economyò.
129

  

 

                                                           
*
 Incidentally, the Party should demand that every ñplatformò be issued with the full signatures of all the 

comrades responsible for it. This demand is met by the ñIgnatovitesò and the ñSapronovitesò but not by the 

ñTrotskyitesò, the ñBukharinitesò and the ñShlyapnikovitesò, who refer to anonymous comrades allegedly 

responsible for their platforms. 
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Why have a Party, if industrial management is to be appointed (ñmandatory nominationò) by 

the trade unions nine-tenths of whose members are non-Party workers? Bukharin has talked himself 

into a logical, theoretical and practical implication of a split in the Party, or, rather, a breakaway of the 

syndicalists from the Party.  

 

Trotsky, who had been ñchiefò in the struggle, has now been ñoutstrippedò and entirely 

ñeclipsedò by Bukharin, who has thrown the struggle into an altogether new balance by talking 

himself into a mistake that is much more serious than all of Trotskyôs put together.  

 

How could Bukharin talk himself into a break with communism? We know how soft 

Comrade Bukharin is; it is one of the qualities which endears him to people, who cannot help liking 

him. We know that he has been ribbed for being as ñsoft as waxò. It turns out that any ñunprincipledò 

person, any ñdemagogueò can leave any mark he likes on this ñsoft waxò. The sharp words in 

quotation marks were used by Comrade Kamenev, during the January 17 discussion, and he had a 

perfect right to do so. But, of course, neither Kamenev nor anyone else would dream of attributing or 

reducing it all to unprincipled demagogy.  

 

On the contrary, there is an objective logic in factional struggles which inevitably leads even 

the best of menðif they persist in their mistaken attitudeðinto a state which differs little if at all 

from unprincipled demagogy. That is the lesson of the entire history of factional wars (for example, 

the alliance of the Vperyodists and the Mensheviks against the Bolsheviksm
130

). That is why we must 

make a study not only of the nature of the disagreements in the abstract, but also of their concrete 

development and change at the various stages of the struggle. This development was summed up in 

the January 17 discussion.
131

 Neither the ñshake-upò nor the ñnew production tasksò can any longer be 

advocated (because all the efýcient and sensible ideas went into Rudzutakôs theses). The alternative 

then is to ýnd what Lassalle called ñthe physical strength of mindò (and character) to admit the 

mistake, rectify it and turn over this page of the history of the RCP, orðto cling to the remaining 

allies, no matter who they are, and ñignoreò the principles altogether. There remain only the adherents 

of ñdemocracyò ad nauseam. And Bukharin is sliding down towards them and syndicalism.  

 

While we are slowly absorbing what was sound in the ñdemocraticò Workersô Opposition, 

Bukharin has to cling to what is unsound. On January 17, Comrade Bumazhny, a prominent 

Tsektranite, or Trotskyite, expressed his readiness to accept Bukharinôs syndicalist proposals. The 

ñSapronovitesò have gone so far as to insist in the same thesis (3) on a ñprofound crisisò and a 

ñbureaucratic necrosisò of the trade unions, while proposing, as being ñabsolutelyò necessary, the 

ñextension of the trade unionsô rights in productionò . . . probably because of their ñbureaucratic 

necrosisò? Can this group be taken seriously? They had heard the talk about the role of the trade 

unions in production, and wishing to outshout the others, blurted out: ñextension of rightsò on the 

occasion of ñbureaucratic necrosisò. You need read no more than the ýrst few lines of their ñpracticalò 

proposals: ñThe presidium of the Supreme Economic Council shall be nominated at a plenary meeting 

of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions and conýrmed by the All-Russia Central Executive 

Committee.ò And what is their democratic position in ñprincipleò? Listen to this (thesis 2): ñThey 

[Zinoviev and Trotsky] in fact express two trends within the same group of ex-militarisers of the 

economy.ò  

 

Taken seriously, this is Menshevism and Socialist-Revolutionarism at their worst. But 

Sapronov, Osinsky and Co. should not be taken seriously, when, before every Party congress (ñevery 

blessed time on this very same spotò), these, I believe, superlative workers have a sort of paroxysmal 

seizure and try to outshout the others (the ñchampion shouterò faction) and solemnly make a hash of 

things. The ñIgnatovitesò try to keep up with the ñSapronovitesò. It is, of course, quite permissible 

(specially before a congress) for various groups to form blocs (and also to go vote chasing). But this 

should be done within the framework of communism and not syndicalism) and in such a way as to 

avoid being ridiculous. Who is the highest bidder? Promisers of more ñrightsò to non-Party people, 

unite on the occasion of the congress of the Russian Communist Party!. . .  
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Our platform up to now has been: Do not defend but rectify the bureaucratic excesses. The 

ýght against bureaucracy is a long and arduous one. Excesses can and must be rectiýed at once. It is 

not those who point out harmful excesses and strive to rectify them but those who resist rectiýcation 

that undermine the prestige of the military workers and appointees. Such were the excesses of certain 

Tsektranites who, however, will continue to be (and have been) valuable workers. There is no need to 

harass the trade unions by inventing disagreements with them, when they themselves have decided 

upon and accepted all that is new, business-like and practical in the tasks of the trade unions in 

production. On this basis, let us vigorously work together for practical results.  

 

We have now added to our platform the following: We must combat the ideological discord 

and the unsound elements of the opposition who talk themselves into repudiating all ñmilitarisation of 

industryò, and not only the ñappointments methodò, which has been the prevailing one up to now, but 

all ñappointmentsò, that is, in the last analysis, repudiating the Partyôs leading role in relation to the 

non-Party masses. We must combat the syndicalist deviation, which will kill the Party unless it is 

entirely cured of it.  

 

The Entente capitalists will surely try to take advantage of our Partyôs malaise to mount 

another invasion, and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, to organise plots and rebellions. We need have no 

fear of this because we shall all unite as one man, without being afraid to admit the malaise, but 

recognising that it demands from all of us a greater discipline, tenacity and ýrmness at every post. By 

the time the Tenth Congress of the RCP meets in March, and after the Congress, the Party will not be 

weaker, but stronger. 

 

January 19, 1921 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 32, pp. 43-53 
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ONCE AGAIN ON THE TRADE UNIONS, 

THE CURRENT SITUATION AND THE MISTAKES 

OF COMRADES TROTSKY AND BUKHARIN
132

 
 

The Party discussion and the factional struggle, which is of a type that occurs before a 

congressðbefore and in connection with the impending elections to the Tenth Congress of the RCPð

are waxing hot. The ýrst factional pronouncement, namely, the one made by Comrade Trotsky on 

behalf of ña number of responsible workersò in his ñplatform pamphletò (The Role and Tasks of the 

Trade Unions, with a preface dated December 25, 1920), was followed by a sharp pronouncement 

(the reader will see from what follows that it was deservedly sharp) by the Petrograd organisation of 

the RCP (ñAppeal to the Partyò, published in Petrogradskaya Pravda
133

 on January 6, 1921, and in 

the Partyôs Central Organ, the Moscow Pravda on January 13, 1921). The Moscow Committee then 

came out against the Petrograd organisation (in the same issue of Pravda). Then appeared a verbatim 

report, published by the bureau of the RCP group of the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions, 

of the discussion that took place on December 30, 1920, at a very large and important Party meeting, 

namely, that of the RCP group at the Eighth Congress of Soviets. It is entitled The Role of the Trade 

Unions in Production (with a preface dated January 6, 1921). This, of course, is by no means all of the 

discussion material. Party meetings to discuss these issues are being held almost everywhere. On 

December 30, l920
*
 I spoke at a meeting in conditions in which, as I put it then, I ñdeparted from the 

rules of procedureò, i.e., in conditions in which I could not take part in the discussion or hear the 

preceding and subsequent speakers. I shall now try to make amends and express myself in a more 

ñorderlyò fashion.  

 

THE DANGER OF FACTIONAL PRONOUNCEMENTS 

TO THE PARTY 

 

Is Comrade Trotskyôs pamphlet The Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions a factional 

pronouncement? Irrespective of its content, is there any danger to the Party in a pronouncement of this 

kind? Attempts to hush up this question are a particularly favourite exercise with the members of the 

Moscow Committee (with the exception of Comrade Trotsky, of course), who see the factionalism of 

the Petrograd comrades, and with Comrade Bukharin, who, however, felt obliged, on December 30, 

1920, to make the following statement on behalf of the ñbuffer groupò:  

 
ñ. . . when a train seems to be heading for a crash, a buffer is not a bad thing at allò (report of the 

December 30, 1920 discussion, p. 45).  

 

So there is some danger of a crash. Can we conceive of politically conscious members of the 

Party being indifferent to the question of how, where and when this danger arose?  

 

Trotskyôs pamphlet opens with the statement that ñit is the fruit of collective workò, that ña 

number of responsible workers, particularly trade unionists (members of the Presidium of the All-

Russia Central Council of Trade Unions, the Central Committee of the Metalworkersô Union, 

Tsektran and others)ò, took part in compiling it, and that it is a ñplatform pamphletò. At the end of 

thesis 4 we read that ñthe forthcoming Party Congress will have to choose [Trotskyôs italics] between 

the two trends within the trade union movementò.  

 

If this is not the formation of a faction by a member of the Central Committee, if this does not 

mean ñheading for a crashò, then let Comrade Bukharin, or anyone of his fellow-thinkers, explain to 

the Party any other possible meaning of the words ñfactionalismò, and the Party ñseems to be heading 

for a crashò. Who can be more purblind than men wishing to lay the ñbufferò and closing their eyes to 

such a ñdanger of a crashò?  

 

                                                           
*
 See pp. 156-78.ðEd. 
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Just imagine: after the Central Committee had spent two plenary meetings (November 9 and 

December 7) in an unprecedentedly long, detailed and heated discussion of Comrade Trotskyôs 

original draft theses and of the entire trade union policy that he advocates for the Party, one member 

of the Central Committee, one out of nineteen, forms a group outside the Central Committee and 

presents its ñcollective workò as a ñplatformò, inviting the Party Congress ñto choose between two 

trendsò! This, incidentally, quite apart from the fact that Comrade Trotskyôs announcement of two and 

only two trends on December 25, 1920, despite Bukharinôs coming out as a ñbufferò on November 9, 

is a glaring exposure of the Bukharin groupôs true role as abettors of the worst and most harmful sort 

of factionalism. But I ask any Party member: Donôt you ýnd this attack and insistence upon 

ñchoosingò between two trends in the trade union movement rather sudden? What is there for us to do 

but stare in astonishment at the fact that after three years of the proletarian dictatorship even one Party 

member can be found to ñattackò the two trends issue in this way?  

 

Nor is that all. Look at the factional attacks in which this pamphlet abounds. In the very ýrst 

thesis we ýnd a threatening ñgestureò at ñcertain workers in the trade union movementò who are 

thrown ñback to trade-unionism, pure and simple, which the Party repudiated in principle long agoò 

(evidently the Party is represented by only one member of the Central Committeeôs nineteen). Thesis 

8 grandiloquently condemns ñthe craft conservatism prevalent among the top trade union 

functionariesò (note the truly bureaucratic concentration of attention on the ñtopò!). Thesis 11 opens 

with the astonishingly tactful, conclusive and business-like (what is the most polite word for it?) 

ñhintò that the ñmajority of the trade unionists . . . give only formal, that is, verbal, recognitionò to the 

resolutions of the Partyôs Ninth Congress.  

 

We ýnd that we have some very authoritative judges before us who say the majority (!) of the 

trade-unionists give only verbal recognition to the Partyôs decisions.  

 

Thesis 12 reads:  

 
ñ. . . many trade unionists take an ever more aggressive and uncompromising stand against the prospect 

of ócoalescenceô. . . . Among them we ýnd Comrades Tomsky and Lozovsky. 

 

ñWhat is more, many trade unionists, balking at the new tasks and methods, tend to cultivate in their 

midst a spirit of corporative exclusiveness and hostility for the new men who are being drawn into the given 

branch of the economy, thereby actually fostering the survivals of craft-unionism among the organised 

workers.ò  

 

Let the reader go over these arguments carefully and ponder them. They simply abound in 

ñgemsò. First, the pronouncement must be assessed from the standpoint of factionalism! Imagine what 

Trotsky would have said, and how he would have said it, if Tomsky had published a platform 

accusing Trotsky and ñmanyò military workers of cultivating the spirit of bureaucracy, fostering the 

survivals of savagery, etc. What is the ñroleò of Bukharin, Preobrazhensky, Serebryakov and the 

others who fail to seeðpositively fail to note, utterly fail to noteðthe aggressiveness and 

factionalism of all this, and refuse to see how much more factional it is than the pronouncement of the 

Petrograd comrades?  

 

Secondly, take a closer look at the approach to the subject: many trade-unionists ñtend to 

cultivate in their midst a spiritò. . . . This is an out-and-out bureaucratic approach. The whole point, 

you see, is not the level of development and living conditions of the masses in their millions, but the 

ñspiritò which Tomsky and Lozovsky tend to cultivate ñin their midstò.  

 

Thirdly, Comrade Trotsky has unwittingly revealed the essence of the whole controversy 

which he and the Bukharin and Co. ñbufferò have been evading and camouþaging with such care.  

 

What is the point at issue? Is it the fact that many trade unionists are balking at the new tasks 

and methods and tend to cultivate in their midst a spirit of hostility for the new ofýcials?  
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Or is it that the masses of organised workers are legitimately protesting and inevitably 

showing readiness to throw out the new ofýcials who refuse to rectify the useless and harmful 

excesses of bureaucracy?  

 

Is it that someone has refused to understand the ñnew tasks and methodsò? 

 

Or is it that someone is making a clumsy attempt to cover up his defence of certain useless 

and harmful excesses of bureaucracy with a lot of talk about new tasks and methods? 

 

It is essence of the dispute that the reader should bear in mind. 

 

FORMAL DEMOCRACY  

AND THE REVOLUTIONARY INTEREST 

 

ñWorkersô democracy is free from fetishesò, Comrade Trotsky writes in his theses, which are 

the ñfruit of collective workò. ñIts sole consideration is the revolutionary interest (thesis 23). 

 

Comrade Trotskyôs theses have landed him in a mess. That part of them which is correct is 

not knew and, what is more, turns against him. That which is new is all wrong. 

 

I have written out Comrade Trotskyôs correct propositions. They turn against him not only on 

the point in thesis 23 (Glavpolitput) but on the others as well. 

 

Under the rules of formal democracy, Trotsky had a right to come out with a factional 

platform even against the whole of the Central Committee. That is indisputable. What is also 

indisputable is that the Central Committee had endorsed this formal right by its decision on freedom 

of discussion adopted on December 24, 1920. Bukharin, the buffer, recognises this formal right for 

Trotsky, but not for the Petrogard organisation, probably because on December 30, 1920, he talked 

himself into ñthe sacred slogan of workersô democracyò (verbatim report, p. 45). . . .  

 

Well, and what about the revolutionary interest? 

 

Will any serious-minded person who is not blinded by the factional egotism of ñTsektranò or 

of the ñbufferò faction, will anyone in his right mind say that such a pronouncement on the trade 

union issue by such prominent leader as Trotsky does promote the revolutionary interest? 

 

Can it be denied that, even if Trotskyôs ñnew tasks and methodsò were as sound as they are in 

fact unsound (of which later), his very approach would be damaging to himself, the Party, the trade 

union movement, the training of millions of trade union members and the Republic? 

 

It looks as if the kind Bukharin and his group called themselves a ñbufferò because they have 

firmly decided not to think about the obligations this title imposes upon them. 

 

THE POLITICAL DANGER OF SPLITS 

IN THE TRADE UNION MOVEMENT 

 

Everyone knows that big disagreements sometimes grow out of minute differences, which 

may at ýrst appear to be altogether insigniýcant. A slight cut or scratch, of the kind everyone has had 

scores of in the course of his life, may become very dangerous and even fatal if it festers and if blood 

poisoning sets in. This may happen in any kind of conþict, even a purely personal one. This also 

happens in politics.  
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Any difference, even an insigniýcant one, may become politically dangerous if it has a chance 

to grow into a split, and I mean the kind of split that will shake and destroy the whole political ediýce, 

or lead, to use Comrade Bukharinôs simile, to a crash.  

 

Clearly, in a country under the dictatorship of the proletariat, a split in the ranks of the 

proletariat, or between the proletarian party and the mass of the proletariat, is not just dangerous; it is 

extremely dangerous, especially when the proletariat constitutes a small minority of the population. 

And splits in the trade union movement (which, as I tried hard to emphasise in my speech on 

December 30, 1920, is a movement of the almost completely organised proletariat
*
) mean precisely 

splits in the mass of the proletariat.  

 

That is why, when the whole thing started at the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions 

on November 2-6, 1920 (and that is exactly where it did start), and when right after the Conferenceð

no, I am mistaken, during that ConferenceðComrade Tomsky appeared before the Political Bureau in 

high dudgeon and, fully supported by Comrade Rudzutak, the most even-tempered of men, began to 

relate that at the Conference Comrade Trotsky had talked about ñshaking upò the trade unions and that 

he, Tomsky, had opposed thisðwhen that happened, I decided there and then that policy (i.e., the 

Partyôs trade union policy) lay at the root of the controversy, and that Comrade Trotsky, with his 

ñshake-upò policy against Comrade Tomsky, was entirely in the wrong. For, even if the ñshake-upò 

policy were partly justiýed by the ñnew tasks and methodsò (Trotskyôs thesis 12), it cannot be 

tolerated at the present time, and in the present situation, because it threatens a split.  

 

It now seems to Comrade Trotsky that it is ñan utter travestyò to ascribe the ñshake-up-from-

aboveò policy to him (L. Trotsky, ñA Reply to the Petrograd Comradesò, Pravda No. 9, January 15, 

1921). But ñshake-upò is a real ñcatchwordò, not only in the sense that after being uttered by Comrade 

Trotsky at the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions it has, you might say, ñcaught onò 

throughout the Party and the trade unions. Unfortunately, it remains true even today in the much more 

profound sense that it alone epitomises the whole spirit, the whole trend of the platform pamphlet 

entitled The Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions. Comrade Trotskyôs platform pamphlet is shot 

through with the spirit of the ñshake-up-from-aboveò policy. Just recall the accusation made against 

Comrade Tomsky, or ñmany trade unionistsò, that they ñtend to cultivate in their midst a spirit of 

hostility for the new menò.  

 

But whereas the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions (November 2-6, 1920) only 

saw the makings of the atmosphere fraught with splits, the split within Tsektran became a fact in early 

December 1920.  

 

This event is basic and essential to an understanding of the political essence of our 

controversies; and Comrades Trotsky and Bukharin are mistaken if they think hushing it up will help 

matters. A hush-up in this case does not produce a ñbufferò effect but rouses passions; for the question 

has not only been placed on the agenda by developments, but has been emphasised by Comrade 

Trotsky in his platform pamphlet. It is this pamphlet that repeatedly, in the passages I have quoted, 

particularly in thesis 12, raises the question of whether the essence of the matter is that ñmany trade 

unionists tend to cultivate in their midst a spirit of hostility for the new menò, or that the ñhostilityò of 

the masses is legitimate in view of certain useless and harmful excesses of bureaucracy, for example, 

in Tsektran.  

 

The issue was bluntly and properly stated by Comrade Zinoviev in his very ýrst speech on 

December 30, 1920, when he said that it was ñComrade Trotskyôs immoderate adherentsò who had 

brought about a split. Perhaps that is why Comrade Bukharin abusively described Comrade 

Zinovievôs speech as ña lot of hot airò? But every Party member who reads the verbatim report of the 

December 30, 1920 discussion will see that that is not true. He will ýnd that it is Comrade Zinoviev 
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who quotes and operates with the facts, and that it is Trotsky and Bukharin who indulge most in 

intellectualist verbosity minus the facts. 

 

When Comrade Zinoviev said, ñTsektran stands on feet of clay and has already split into three 

partsò, Comrade Sosnovsky interrupted and said: 

 

ñThat is something you have encouragedò (verbatim report, p. 15).  

 

Now this is a serious charge. If it were proved, there would, of course, be no place on the 

Central Committee, in the RCP, or in the trade unions of our Republic for those who were guilty of 

encouraging a split even in one of the trade unions. Happily, this serious charge was advanced in a 

thoughtless manner by a comrade who, I regret to say, has now and again been ñcarried awayò by 

thoughtless polemics before this. Comrade Sosnovsky has even managed to insert ña þy in the 

ointmentò of his otherwise excellent articles, say, on production propaganda, and this has tended to 

negate all its pluses. Some people (like Comrade Bukharin) are so happily constituted that they are 

incapable of injecting venom into their attacks even when the ýght is bitterest; others, less happily 

constituted, are liable to do so, and do this all too often. Comrade Sosnovsky would do well to watch 

his step in this respect, and perhaps even ask his friends to help out.  

 

But, some will say, the charge is there, even if it has been made in a thoughtless, unfortunate 

and patently ñfactionalò form. In a serious matter, the badly worded truth is preferable to the hush-up.  

 

That the matter is serious is beyond doubt, for, let me say this again, the crux of the issue lies 

in this area to a greater extent than is generally suspected. Fortunately, we are in possession of 

sufýciently objective and conclusive facts to provide an answer in substance to Comrade Sosnovskyôs 

point.  

 

First of all, there is on the same page of the verbatim report Comrade Zinovievôs statement 

denying Comrade Sosnovskyôs allegation and making precise references to conclusive facts. Comrade 

Zinoviev showed that Comrade Trotskyôs accusation (made obviously, let me add, in an outburst of 

factional zeal) was quite a different one from Comrade Sosnovskyôs; Comrade Trotskyôs accusation 

was that Comrade Zinovievôs speech at the September All-Russia Conference of the RCP had helped 

to bring about or had brought about the split. (This charge, let me say in parentheses, is quite 

untenable, if only because Zinovievôs September speech was approved in substance by the Central 

Committee and the Party, and there has been no formal protest against it since.)  

 

Comrade Zinoviev replied that at the Central Committee meeting Comrade Rudzutak had 

used the minutes to prove that ñlong before any of my [Zinovievôs] speeches and the All-Russia 

Conference the question [concerning certain unwarranted and harmful excesses of bureaucracy in 

Tsektran] had been examined in Siberia, on the Volga, in the North and in the Southò.  

 

That is an absolutely precise and clear-cut statement of fact. It was made by Comrade 

Zinoviev in his ýrst speech before thousands of the most responsible Party members, and his facts 

were not refuted either by Comrade Trotsky, who spoke twice later, or by Comrade Bukharin, who 

also spoke later.  

 

Secondly, the December 7, 1920 resolution of the Central Committeeôs Plenary Meeting 

concerning the dispute between the Communists working in water transport and the Communist group 

at the Tsektran Conference, given in the same verbatim report, was an even more deýnite and ofýcial 

refutation of Comrade Sosnovskyôs charges. The part of the resolution dealing with Tsektran says:  

 
ñIn connection with the dispute between Tsektran and the water transport workers, the Central 

Committee resolves: (1) To set up a Water Transport Section within the amalgamated Tsektran; (2) To convene 

a congress of railwaymen and water transport workers in February to hold normal elections to a new Tsektran; 
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(3) To authorise the old Tsektran to function until then; (4) To abolish Glavpolitvod and Glavpolitput 

immediately and to transfer all their funds and resources to the trade union on normal democratic lines.ò  

 

This shows that the water transport workers, far from being censured, are deemed to be right 

in every essential. Yet none of the CC members who had signed the common platform of January 14, 

1921 (except Kamenev) voted for the resolution. (The platform referred to is The Role and Tasks of 

the Trade Unions. Draft decision of the Tenth Congress of the RCP, submitted to the Central 

Committee by a group of members of the Central Committee and of the trade union commission. 

Among those who signed it was Lozovsky, a member of the trade union commission but not of the 

Central Committee. The others were Tomsky, Kalinin, Rudzutak, Zinoviev, Stalin, Lenin, Kamenev, 

Petrovsky and Artyom Sergeyev.)  

 

This resolution was carried against the CC members listed above, that is, against our group, 

for we would have voted against allowing the old Tsektran to continue temporarily. Because we were 

sure to win, Trotsky was forced to vote for Bukharinôs resolution, as otherwise our resolution would 

have been carried. Comrade Rykov, who had been for Trotsky in November, took part in the trade 

union commissionôs examination of the dispute between Tsektran and the water transport workers in 

December, and saw that the latter were right.  

 

To sum up: the December 7 majority in the Central Committee consisted of Comrades 

Trotsky, Bukharin, Preobrazhensky, Serebryakov and other CC members who are above suspicion of 

being biased against Tsektran. Yet the substance of their resolution did not censure the water 

transport workers but Tsektran, which they just stopped short of dissolving there and then. This 

proves Sosnovskyôs charge to be quite groundless.  

 

There is one other point to be dealt with, if we are to leave no room for ambiguity. What were 

these ñcertain unwarranted and harmful excesses of bureaucracyò to which I have repeatedly referred? 

Isnôt this last charge unsupported or exaggerated?  

 

Once again it was Comrade Zinoviev who, in his very ýrst speech on December 30, 1920, 

provided the answer which was as precise as one could wish. He quoted from Comrade Zoffôs water 

transport circular of May 3, 1920: ñCommittee treadmill abolishedò
134

 Comrade Zinoviev was quite 

right in saying this was a fundamental error. It exempliýed the unwarranted and harmful excesses of 

bureaucracy and the ñappointments systemò. But he said there and then that some appointees were 

ñnot half as experienced or as triedò as Comrade Zoff. I have heard Comrade Zoff referred to in the 

Central Committee as a most valuable worker, and this is fully borne out by my own observations in 

the Council of Defence. It has not entered anyoneôs mind either to make scapegoats of such comrades 

or to undermine their authority (as Comrade Trotsky suggests, without the least justiýcation, on page 

25 of his report). Their authority is not being undermined by those who try to correct the ñappointeesô 

ò mistakes, but by those who would defend them even when they are wrong. 

 

We see, therefore, that the danger of splits within the trade union movement was not 

imaginary but real. And we ýnd that the actual disagreements really boiled down to a demand that 

certain unwarranted and harmful excesses of bureaucracy, and the appointments system should not be 

justiýed or defended, but corrected. That is all there is to it.  

 

DISAGREEMENTS ON PRINCIPLE 

 

There being deep and basic disagreements on principleðwe may well be askedðdo they not 

serve as vindication for the sharpest and most factional pronouncements? Is it possible to vindicate 

such a thing as a split, provided there is need to drive home some entirely new idea?  

 

I believe it is, provided of course the disagreements are truly very deep and there is no other 

way to rectify a wrong trend in the policy of the Party or of the working class.  
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But the whole point is that there are no such disagreements. Comrade Trotsky has tried to 

point them out, and failed. A tentative or conciliatory approach had been possibleðand necessaryð

before the publication of his pamphlet (December 25) (ñsuch an approach is ruled out even in the case 

of disagreements and vague new tasksò); but after its publication we had to say: Comrade Trotsky is 

essentially wrong on all his new points.  

 

This is most evident from a comparison of his theses with Rudzutakôs which were adopted by 

the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions (November 2-6). I quoted the latter in my December 

30 speech and in the January 21 issue of Pravda.
*
 They are fuller and more correct than Trotskyôs, 

and wherever the latter differs from Rudzutak, he is wrong.  

 

Take this famous ñindustrial democracyò, which Comrade Bukharin hastened to insert in the 

Central Committeeôs resolution of December 7. It would, of course, be ridiculous to quibble about this 

ill -conceived brainchild (ñtricky þourishesò), if it merely occurred in an article or speech. But, after 

all, it was Trotsky and Bukharin who put themselves into the ridiculous position by insisting in their 

theses on this very term, which is the one feature that distinguishes their ñplatformsò from Rudzutakôs 

theses adopted by the trade unions.  

 

The term is theoretically wrong. In the ýnal analysis, every kind of democracy, as political 

superstructure in general (which must exist until classes have been abolished and a classless society 

established), serves production and is ultimately determined by the relations of production in a given 

society. It is, therefore, meaningless to single out ñindustrial democracyò, for this leads to confusion, 

and the result is a dummy. That is the ýrst point.  

 

The second is that if you look at Bukharinôs own explanation given in the resolution of the 

CC Plenary Meeting on December 7, which he drafted, you will ýnd that he says: ñAccordingly, the 

methods of workersô democracy must be those of industrial democracy, which means. . . .ò Note the 

ñwhich meansò! The fact is that Bukharin opens his appeal to the masses with such an outlandish term 

that he must give a gloss on it. This, I think, is undemocratic from the democratic standpoint. You 

must write for the masses without using terms that require a glossary. This is bad from the 

ñproductionò standpoint because time is wasted in explaining unnecessary terms. ñWhich means,ò he 

says, ñthat nomination and seconding of candidates, elections, etc., must proceed with an eye not only 

to their political staunchness, but also business efýciency, administrative experience, leadership, and 

proved concern for the working peopleôs material and spiritual interests.ò  

 

The reasoning there is obviously artiýcial and incorrect. For one thing, democracy is more 

than ñnomination and seconding of candidates, elections, etc.ò. Then, again, not all elections should 

be held with an eye to political staunchness and business efýciency. Comrade Trotsky 

notwithstanding, an organisation of many millions must have a certain percentage of canvassers and 

bureaucrats (we shall not be able to make do without good bureaucrats for many years to come). But 

we do not speak of ñcanvassingò or ñbureaucraticò democracy.  

 

The third point is that it is wrong to consider only the elected, the organisers, the 

administrators, etc. After all, they constitute a minority of outstanding men. It is the mass, the rank 

and ýle that we must consider. Rudzutak has it in simpler, more intelligible and theoretically more 

correct terms (thesis 6):  

 
ñ. . . it must be brought home to each participant in production that his production tasks are appropriate 

and important; that each must not only take a hand in fulýlling his assignments, but also play an intelligent part 

in correcting any technical and organisational defects in the sphere of production.ò 

 

The fourth point is that ñindustrial democracyò is a term that lends itself to misinterpretation. 

It may be read as a repudiation of dictatorship and individual authority. It may be read as a suspension 
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of ordinary democracy or a pretext for evading it. Both readings are harmful, and cannot be avoided 

without long special commentaries.  

 

Rudzutakôs plain statement of the same ideas is more correct and more handy. This is 

indirectly conýrmed by Trotskyôs parallel of ñwar democracyò which he draws with his own term in 

an article, ñIndustrial Democracyò, in Pravda of January 11, and which fails to refute that his term is 

inaccurate and inconvenient (for he side-steps the whole issue and fails to compare his theses with 

Rudzutakôs). Happily, as far as I can recall, we have never had any factional controversy over that 

kind of term.  

 

Trotskyôs ñproduction atmosphereò is even wider of the mark, and Zinoviev had good reason 

to laugh at it. This made Trotsky very angry, and he came out with this argument: ñWe once had a 

war atmosphere. . . . We must now have a production atmosphere and not only on the surface but deep 

down in the workersô mass. This must be as intense and practical an interest in production as was 

earlier displayed in the fronts. . . .ò Well, there you are: the message must be carried ñdeep þown into 

the workersô massò in the language of Rudzutakôs theses, because ñproduction atmosphereò will only 

earn you a smile or a shrug. Comrade Trotskyôs ñproduction atmosphereò has essentially the same 

meaning as production propaganda, but such expressions must be avoided when production 

propaganda is addressed to the workers at large. The term is an example of how not to carry it on 

among the masses. 

 

POLITICS AND ECONOMICS. 

DIALECTICS AND ECLECTICISM 

 

It is strange that we should have to return to such elementary questions, but we are 

unfortunately forced to do so by Trotsky and Bukharin. They have both reproached me for 

ñswitchingò the issue, or for taking a ñpoliticalò approach, while theirs is an ñeconomicò one. 

Bukharin even put that in his theses and tried to ñrise aboveò either side, as if to say that he was 

combining the two.  

 

This is a glaring theoretical error. I said again in my speech that politics is a concentrated 

expression of economics, because I had earlier been rebuked for my ñpoliticalò approach in a manner 

which is inconsistent and inadmissible for a Marxist. Politics must take precedence over economics. 

To argue otherwise is to forget the ABC of Marxism,  

 

Am I wrong in my political appraisal? If you think so, say it and prove it. But you forget the 

ABC of Marxism when you say (or imply) that the political approach is equivalent to the ñeconomicò, 

and that you can take ñthe one and the otherò.  

 

What the political approach means, in other words, is that the wrong attitude to the trade 

unions will ruin the Soviet power and topple the dictatorship of the proletariat. (In a peasant country 

like Russia, the Soviet power would surely go down in the event of a split between the trade unions 

and a Party in the wrong.) This proposition can (and must) be tested in substance, which means 

looking into the rights and wrongs of the approach and taking a decision. To say: I ñappreciateò your 

political approach, ñbutò it is only a political one and we ñalso need an economic oneò, is tantamount 

to saying: I ñappreciateò your point that in taking that particular step you are liable to break your neck, 

but you must also take into consideration that it is better to be clothed and well-fed than to go naked 

and hungry.  

 

Bukharinôs insistence on combining the political and the economic approach has landed him 

in theoretical eclecticism.  

 

Trotsky and Bukharin make as though they are concerned for the growth of production 

whereas we have nothing but formal democracy in mind. This picture is wrong, because the only 

formulation of the issue (which the Marxist standpoint allows) is: without a correct political approach 
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to the matter the given class will be unable to stay on top, and, consequently, will be incapable of 

solving its production problem either.  

 

Let us take a concrete example. Zinoviev says: ñBy carrying things to a split within the trade 

unions, you are making a political mistake. I spoke and wrote about the growth of production back in 

January 1920, citing the construction of the public baths as an example.ò Trotsky replies: ñWhat a 

thing to boast of: a pamphlet with the public baths as an example (p. 29), óand not a single wordô 

about the tasks of the trade unionsò (p. 22).  

 

This is wrong. The example of the public baths is worth, you will pardon the pun, a dozen 

ñproduction atmospheresò, with a handful of ñindustrial democraciesò thrown in. It tells the masses, 

the whole bulk of them, what the trade unions are to do, and does this in plain and intelligible terms, 

whereas all these ñproduction atmospheresò and ñdemocraciesò are so much murk blurring the vision 

of the workersô masses, and dimming their understanding.  

 

Comrade Trotsky also rebuked me for not ñsaying a wordò (p. 66) about ñthat role that has to 

be playedðand is being playedðby the levers known as the trade union apparatusò.  

 

I beg to differ, Comrade Trotsky. By reading out Rudzutakôs theses in toto and endorsing 

them, I made a statement on the question that was fuller, plainer, clearer and more correct than all 

your theses, your report or co-report, and speech in reply to the debate. I insist that bonuses in kind 

and disciplinary comradesô courts mean a great deal more to economic development, industrial 

management, and wider trade union participation in production than the absolutely abstract (and 

therefore empty) talk about ñindustrial democracyò, ñcoalescenceò, etc.  

 

Behind the effort to present the ñproductionò standpoint (Trotsky) or to overcome a one-sided 

political approach and combine it with an economic approach (Bukharin) we ýnd:  

 

(1) Neglect of Marxism, as expressed in the theoretically incorrect, eclectic deýnition of the 

relation between politics and economics;  

 

(2) Defence or camouþage of the political mistake expressed in the shake-up policy, which 

runs through the whole of Trotskyôs platform pamphlet, and which, unless it is admitted and 

corrected, leads to the collapse of the dictatorship of the proletariat;  

 

(3) A step back in purely economic and production matters, and the question of how to 

increase production; it is, in fact, a step back from Rudzutakôs practical theses, with their concrete, 

vital and urgent tasks (develop production propaganda; learn proper distribution of bonuses in kind 

and correct use of coercion through disciplinary comradesô courts), to the highbrow, abstract, ñemptyò 

and theoretically incorrect general theses which ignore all that is most practical and business-like.  

 

That is where Zinoviev and myself, on the one hand, and Trotsky and Bukharin, on the other, 

actually stand on this question of politics and economics.  

 

I could not help smiling, therefore, when I read Comrade Trotskyôs objection in his speech of 

December 30: ñIn his summing-up at the Eighth Congress of Soviets of the debate on the situation, 

Comrade Lenin said we ought to have less politics and more economics, but when he got to the trade 

union question he laid emphasis on the political aspect of the matterò (p. 65). Comrade Trotsky 

thought these words were ñvery much to the pointò. Actually, however, they reveal a terrible 

confusion of ideas, a truly hopeless ñideological confusionò. Of course, I have always said, and will 

continue to say, that we need more economics and less politics, but if we are to have this we must 

clearly be rid of political dangers and political mistakes. Comrade Trotskyôs political mistakes, 

aggravated by Comrade Bukharin, distract our Partyôs attention from economic tasks and 

ñproductionò work, and, unfortunately, make us waste time on correcting them and arguing it out with 

the syndicalist deviation (which leads to the collapse of the dictatorship of the proletariat), objecting 
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to the incorrect approach to the trade union movement (which leads to the collapse of the Soviet 

power), and debating general ñthesesò, instead of having a practical and business-like ñeconomicò 

discussion as to whether it was the Saratov millers, the Donbas miners, the Petrograd metalworkers or 

some other group that had the best results in coalescing, distributing bonuses in kind, and organising 

comradesô courts, on the basis of Rudzutakôs theses, adopted by the Fifth All-Russia Trade Union 

Conference on November 2-6.  

 

Let us now consider what good there is in a ñbroad discussionò. Once again we ýnd political 

mistakes distracting attention from economic tasks. I was against this ñbroadò discussion, and I 

believed, and still do, that it was a mistakeða political mistakeðon Comrade Trotskyôs part to 

disrupt the work of the trade union commission, which ought to have held a business-like discussion. I 

believe Bukharinôs buffer group made the political mistake of misunderstanding the tasks of the 

buffer (in which case they had once again substituted eclecticism for dialectics), for from the ñbufferò 

standpoint they should have vigorously opposed any broad discussion and demanded that the matter 

should be taken up by the trade union commission. Here is what came of this.  

 

On December 30, Bukharin went so far as to say that ñwe have proclaimed the new and 

sacred slogan of workersô democracy, which means that questions are no longer to be discussed in the 

board-room within the corporation or at small meetings but are to be placed before big meetings. I 

insist that by taking the trade union issue before such a large meeting as this one we are not taking a 

step backward but forwardò (p. 45). And this man has accused Zinoviev of spouting ñhot airò and 

overdoing the democracy! I say that he himself has given us a lot of hot air and has shown some 

unexampled bungling; he has completely failed to understand that formal democracy must be 

subordinate to the revolutionary interest.  

 

Trotsky is in the same boat. His charge is that ñLenin wants at all costs to disrupt or shelve 

the discussion of the matter in essenceò (p. 65). He declares: ñMy reasons for refusing to serve on the 

commission were clearly stated in the Central Committee: until such time as I am permitted, on a par 

with all other comrades, to air these questions fully in the Party press, I do not expect any good to 

come of any cloistered examination of these matters, and, consequently, of work on the commissionò 

(p. 69).  

 

What is the result? Less than a month has passed since Trotsky started his ñbroad discussionò 

on December 25, and you will be hard put to ýnd one responsible Party worker in a hundred who is 

not fed up with the discussion and has not realised its futility (to say no worse). For Trotsky has made 

the Party waste time on a discussion of words and bad theses, and has ridiculed as ñcloisteredò the 

business-like economic discussion in the commission, which was to have studied and veriýed 

practical experience and projected its lessons for progress in real ñproductionò work, in place of the 

regress from vibrant activity to scholastic exercises in all sorts of ñproduction atmospheresò.  

 

Take this famous ñcoalescenceò. My advice on December 30 was that we should keep mum 

on this point, because we had not studied our own practical experience, and without that any 

discussion was bound to degenerate into ñhot airò and draw off the Partyôs forces from economic 

work. I said it was bureaucratic projecteering for Trotsky to propose in his theses that from one-third 

to one-half and from one-half to two-thirds of the economic councils should consist of trade 

unionists.
*
  

 

For this I was upbraided by Bukharin who, I see from p. 49 of the report, made a point of 

proving to me at length and in great detail that ñwhen people meet to discuss something, they should 

not act as deaf-mutesò (sic). Trotsky was also angry and exclaimed:  

 
ñWill every one of you please make a note that on this particular date Comrade Lenin described this as 

a bureaucratic evil. I take the liberty to predict that within a few months we shall have accepted for our guidance 
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and consideration that the All-Russia Central Council of Trade Unions and the Supreme Economic Council, the 

Central Committee of the Metalworkersô Union and the Metals Department, etc., are to have from one-third to 

one-half of their members in commonò (p. 68).  

 

When I read that I asked Comrade Milyutin (Deputy Chairman of the Supreme Economic 

Council) to let me have the available printed reports on coalescence, I said to myself: why not make a 

small start on the study of our practical experience; itôs so dull engaging in ñgeneral Party talkò 

(Bukharinôs expression, p. 47, which has every chance of becoming a catchword like ñshake-upò) to 

no useful purpose, without the facts, and inventing disagreements, deýnitions and ñindustrial 

democraciesò.  

 

Comrade Milyutin sent me several books, including The Report of the Supreme Economic 

Council to the Eighth All-Russia Congress of Soviets (Moscow, 1920; preface dated December 19, 

1920). On its p. 14 is a table showing workersô participation in administrative bodies. Here is the table 

(covering only part of the gubernia economic councils and factories):  
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Presidium of Supreme 

Economic Council and 

guberina economic councils  187 107 57.2 22 11.8 58 31.0 

Collegiums of chief 

administrations, 

departments, central boards 

and head offices 140 72 51.4 31 22.2 37 26.4 

Corporate and one-man 

managements of factories  1,143 726 63.5 398 34.8 19 1.7 

Total 1,470 905 61.6 451 30.7 114 7.7 

 

It will be seen that workers already account for 61.6 per cent, that is, closer to two-thirds than 

to one-half, of the staff of administrative bodies. And this already proves that what Trotsky wrote on 

this matter in his theses was an exercise in bureaucratic projecteering. To talk, argue and write 

platforms about ñone-third to one-halfò and ñone-half to two-thirdsò is the most useless sort of 

ñgeneral Party talkò, which diverts time, attention and resources from production work. It is empty 

politicking. All this while, a great deal of good could have been done in the commission, where men 

of experience would have refused to write any theses without a study of the facts, say, by polling a 

dozen or so ñcommon functionariesò (out of the thousand), by comparing their impressions and 

conclusions with objective statistical data, and by making an attempt to obtain practical guidance for 

the future: that being our experience, do we go straight on, or do we make some change in our course, 

methods and approach, and how; or do we call a halt, for the good of the cause, and check things over 

and over again, make a few changes here and there, and so on and so forth.  

 

Comrades, a real ñexecutiveò (let me also have a go at ñproduction propagandaò) is well 

aware that even in the most advanced countries, the capitalists and their executives take yearsð

sometimes ten and moreðto study and test their own (and othersô) practical experience, making 

innumerable starts and corrections to tailor a system of management, select senior and junior 

executives, etc., ýt for their particular business. That was the rule under capitalism, which throughout 

the civilised world based its business practices on the experience and habits of centuries. We who are 

breaking new ground must put in a long, persistent and patient effort to retrain men and change the 
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old habits which have come down to us from capitalism, but this can only be done little by little. 

Trotskyôs approach is quite wrong. In his December 30 speech he exclaimed: ñDo or do not our 

workers, Party and trade union functionaries have any production training? Yes or no? I say: Noò (p. 

29). This is a ridiculous approach. It is like asking whether a division has enough felt boots: Yes or 

no?  

 

It is safe to say that even ten years from now we shall have to admit that all our Party and 

trade union functionaries do not have enough production training, in much the same way as the 

workers of the Military Department, the trade unions and the Party will not have had enough military 

experience. But we have made a start on production training by having about a thousand workers, 

trade union members and delegates, take part in management and run factories, head ofýces and other 

bodies higher up the scale. The basic principle underlying ñproduction trainingòðwhich is the 

training of our own selves, of the old underground workers and professional journalistsðis that we 

should start a painstaking and detailed study of our own practical experience, and teach others to do 

so, according to the rule: Look before you leap. The fundamental and absolute rule behind 

ñproduction trainingò is systematic, unhurried, circumspect, practical and business-like veriýcation of 

what this one thousand have done, and even more efýcient and careful correction of their work, taking 

a step forward only when there is ample proof of the usefulness of a given method, system of 

management, proportion, selection of men, etc. And it is this rule that Comrade Trotsky has broken by 

his theses and approach. All his theses, his entire platform pamphlet, are so wrong that they have 

diverted the Partyôs attention and resources from practical ñproductionò work to a lot of empty talk. 

 

DIALECTICS AND ECLECTICISM. 

ñSCHOOLò AND ñAPPARATUSò 

 

Among Comrade Bukharinôs many excellent traits are his theoretical ability and keen interest 

in getting at the theoretical roots of every question. That is a very valuable trait because you cannot 

have a proper understanding of any mistake, let alone a political one, unless you dig down to its 

theoretical roots among the basic premises of the one who makes it.  

 

Responding to this urge, Comrade Bukharin tended to shift the controversy into the 

theoretical sphere, beginning from December 30, if not earlier.  

 
In his speech on that day he said: ñThat neither the political nor the economic factor can be ignored is, I 

believe, absolutely incontrovertibleðand, that is the theoretical essence of what is here known as the óbuffer 

group or its ideologyô (p. 47).  

 

The gist of his theoretical mistake in this case is substitution of eclecticism for the dialectical 

interplay of politics and economics (which we ýnd in Marxism). His theoretical attitude is: ñon the 

one hand, and on the other,ò ñthe one and the otherò. That is eclecticism. Dialectics requires an all-

round consideration of relationships in their concrete development but not a patchwork of bits and 

pieces. I have shown this to be so on the example of politics and economics.  

 

That of the ñbufferò has gone to reinforce the point. You need a buffer, and it is useful when 

the Party train is heading for a crash. No question about that at all. Bukharin has built up his ñbufferò 

problem eclectically, by collecting odd pieces from Zinoviev and Trotsky. As a ñbufferò, Bukharin 

should have decided for himself just where, when and how each individual or group had made their 

mistake, whether it was a theoretical mistake, one of political tact, factional pronouncement, or 

exaggeration, etc. He should have done that and gone hammer and tongs at every such mistake. But 

he has failed to understand his task of ñbufferò, and here is good proof of it.  

 

The Communist group of Tsektranôs Petrograd Bureau (the CC of the Railwaymenôs and 

Water Transport Workersô Union), an organisation sympathising with Trotsky, has stated its opinion 

that, ñon the main issue of the trade unionsô role in production, Comrades Trotsky and Bukharin hold 

views which are variations of one and the same standpointò. It has issued Comrade Bukharinôs report 
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in Petrograd on January 3, 1921, in pamphlet form (N. Bukharin, The Tasks of the Trade Unions, 

Petrograd, 1921). It says:  

 
ñComrade Trotskyôs original formulation was that the trade union leadership should be removed and 

suitable comrades found to take their place, etc. He had earlier advocated a óshake-upô, but he has now 

abandoned the idea, and it is therefore quite absurd to use it as an argument against himò (p. 5).  

 

I will let pass the numerous factual inaccuracies in this statement. (Trotsky used the term 

ñshake-upò at the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions, November 2-6. He mentions 

ñselection of leadershipò in Paragraph 5 of his theses which he submitted to the Central Committee on 

November 8, and which, incidentally, some of his supporters have published as a leaþet. The whole of 

Trotskyôs pamphlet, The Role and Tasks of the Trade Unions, December 25, reveals the same kind of 

mentality, the same spirit as I have pointed out before. When and how he ñabandonedò this attitude 

remains a mystery.) I am now dealing with a different matter. When the ñbufferò is an eclectic, he 

passes over some mistakes and brings up others; he says nothing of them in Moscow on December 30, 

1920, when addressing thousands of RCP functionaries from all over Russia; but he brings them up in 

Petrograd on January 3, 1921. When the ñbufferò is a dialectician, he directs the full brunt of his 

attack at every mistake he sees on either side, or on all sides. And that is something Bukharin does not 

do. He does not even try to examine Trotskyôs pamphlet in the light of the ñshake-upò policy. He 

simply says nothing about it. No wonder his buffer performance has made everyone laugh.  

 

To proceed. In that same Petrograd speech he says (p. 7):  

 
ñComrade Trotskyôs mistake is insufýcient support for the school-of-communism idea.ò  

 

During the December 30 discussion, Bukharin reasoned as follows:  

 
ñComrade Zinoviev has said that the trade unions are a school of communism, and Trotsky has said 

that they are a technical and administrative apparatus for industrial management. I see no logical grounds for 

proof that either proposition is wrong; both, and a combination of both, are rightò (p. 48).  

 

Bukharin and his ñgroupò or ñfactionò make the same point in their thesis 6: ñOn the one 

hand, they [the trade unions] are a school of communism . . . and on the other, they areð

increasinglyða component part of the economic apparatus and of state administration in generalò 

(Pravda, January 16).  

 

That is where we ýnd Comrade Bukharinôs fundamental theoretical mistake, which is 

substitution of eclecticism (especially popular with the authors of diverse ñfashionableò and 

reactionary philosophical systems) for Marxist dialectics.  

 

When Comrade Bukharin speaks of ñlogicalò grounds, his whole reasoning shows that he 

takesðunconsciously, perhapsðthe standpoint of formal or scholastic logic, and not of dialectical or 

Marxist logic. Let me explain this by taking the simple example which Comrade Bukharin himself 

gives. In the December 30 discussion he said:  

 
ñComrades, many of you may ýnd that the current controversy suggests something like this: two men 

come in and invite each other to deýne the tumbler on the lectern. One says: óIt is a glass cylinder, and a curse 

on anyone who says different.ô The other one says: óA tumbler is a drinking vessel, and a curse on anyone who 

says differentô ò (p. 46).  
 

The reader will see that Bukharinôs example was meant to give me a popular explanation of 

the harm of one-track thinking. I accept it with gratitude, and in the one-good turn-deserves-another 

spirit offer a popular explanation of the difference between dialectics and eclecticism.  

 

A tumbler is assuredly both a glass cylinder and a drinking vessel. But there are more than 

these two properties, qualities or facets to it; there are an inýnite number of them, an inýnite number 
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of ñmediaciesò and inter-relationships with the rest of the world. A tumbler is a heavy object which 

can be used as a missile; it can serve as a paper-weight, a receptacle for a captive butterfly, or a 

valuable object with an artistic engraving or design, and this has nothing at all to do with whether or 

not it can be used for drinking, is made of glass, is cylindrical or not quite, and so on and so forth.  

 

Moreover, if I needed a tumbler just now for drinking, it would not in the least matter how 

cylindrical it was, and whether it was actually made of glass; what would matter though would be 

whether it had any holes in the bottom, or anything that would cut my lips when I drank, etc. But if I 

did not need a tumbler for drinking but for a purpose that could be served by any glass cylinder, a 

tumbler with a cracked bottom or without one at all would do just as well, etc. 

 

Formal logic, which is as far as schools go (and should go, with suitable abridgements for the 

lower forms), deals with formal deýnitions, draws on what is most common, or glaring, and stops 

there. When two or more different deýnitions are taken and combined at random (a glass cylinder and 

a drinking vessel), the result is an eclectic deýnition which is indicative of different facets of the 

object, and nothing more.  

 

Dialectical logic demands that we should go further. First, if we are to have a true knowledge 

of an object we must look at and examine all its facets, its connections and ñmediaciesò. That is 

something we cannot ever hope to achieve completely, but the rule of comprehensiveness is a 

safeguard against mistakes and rigidity. Secondly, dialectical logic requires that an object should be 

taken in development, in change, in ñself-movementò (as Hegel sometimes puts it). This is not 

immediately obvious in respect of such an object as a tumbler, but it, too, is in þux, and this holds 

especially true for its purpose, use and connection with the surrounding world. Thirdly, a full 

ñdeýnitionò of an object must include the whole of human experience, both as a criterion of truth and 

a practical indicator of its connection with human wants. Fourthly, dialectical logic holds that ñtruth is 

always concrete, never abstractò, as the late Plekhanov liked to say after Hegel. (Let me add in 

parenthesis for the beneýt of young Party members that you cannot hope to become a real, politically 

conscious Communist without making a studyðand I mean studyðof all of Plekhanovôs 

philosophical writings, because nothing better has been written on Marxism anywhere in the world.
*
  

 

I have not, of course, run through the whole notion of dialectical logic, but what I have said 

will do for the present. I think we can return from the tumbler to the trade unions and Trotskyôs 

platform.  

 

ñA school, on the one hand, and an apparatus on the other,ò says Bukharin, and writes as 

much in his theses. Trotskyôs mistake is ñinsufficient support for the school of communism ideaò; 

Zinoviev errs by being lukewarm on the apparatus ñfactorò.  

 

Why is Bukharinôs reasoning no more than inert and empty eclecticism? It is because he does 

not even try to make an independent analysis, from his own standpoint, either of the whole course of 

the current controversy (as Marxism, that is, dialectical logic, unconditionally demands) or of the 

whole approach to the question, the whole presentationðthe whole trend of the presentation, if you 

willðof the question at the present time and in these concrete circumstances. You do not see 

Bukharin doing that at all! His approach is one of pure abstraction: he makes no attempt at concrete 

study, and takes bits and pieces from Zinoviev and Trotsky. That is eclecticism.  

 

Here is another example to clarify the picture. I know next to nothing about the insurgents and 

revolutionaries of South China (apart from the two or three articles by Sun Yat-sen, and a few books 

                                                           
*
 By the way, it would be a good thing, ýrst, if the current edition of Plekhanovôs works contained a special 

volume or volumes of all his philosophical articles, with detailed indexes, etc., to be included in a series of 

standard textbooks on communism; secondly, I think the workersô state must demand that professors of 

philosophy should have a knowledge of Plekhanovôs exposition of Marxist philosophy and ability to impart it to 

their students. But all that is a digression rom ñpropagandaò to ñadministrationò. 
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and newspaper articles I read many years ago). Since there are these uprisings, it is not too far-fetched 

to assume a controversy going on between Chinese No. l, who says that the insurrection is the product 

of a most acute nation-wide class struggle, and Chinese No. 2, who says that insurrection is an art. 

That is all I need to know in order to write theses à la Bukharin: ñOn the one hand, . . . on the other 

handò. The one has failed to reckon with the art ñfactorò, and the other, with the ñacuteness factorò, 

etc. Because no concrete study is made of this particular controversy, question, approach, etc., the 

result is a dead and empty eclecticism.  

 

On the one hand, the trade unions are a school, and on the other, an apparatus; but they also 

happen to be an organisation of working people, an almost exclusive organisation of industrial 

workers, an organisation by industry, etc.
*
 Bukharin does not make any analysis for himself, nor does 

he produce a shred of evidence to prove why it is that we should consider the ýrst two ñfacetsò of the 

question or object, instead of the third, the fourth, the ýfth, etc. That is why his groupôs theses are an 

eclectic soap bubble. His presentation of the ñschool-apparatusò relationship is fundamentally eclectic 

and wrong.  

 

The only way to view this question in the right light is to descend from empty abstractions to 

the concrete, that is, the present issue. Whether you take it in the form it assumed at the Fifth All-

Russia Conference of Trade Unions, or as it was presented and slanted by Trotsky himself in his 

platform pamphlet of December 25, you will ýnd that his whole approach is quite wrong and that he 

has gone off at a tangent. He has failed to understand that the trade unions can and must be viewed as 

a school both when raising the question of ñSoviet trade-unionismò, and when speaking of production 

propaganda in general, and even when considering ñcoalescenceò and trade union participation in 

industrial management, as Trotsky does. On this last point, as it is presented in Trotskyôs platform 

pamphlet, the mistake lies in his failure to grasp that the trade unions are a school of technical and 

administrative management of production. In the context of the controversy, you cannot say: ña 

school, on the one hand, and something else on the otherò; given Trotskyôs approach, the trade 

unions, whichever way you look at them, are a school. They are a school of unity, solidarity, 

management and administration, where you learn how to protect your interests. Instead of making an 

effort to comprehend and correct Comrade Trotskyôs fundamental mistake, Comrade Bukharin has 

produced a funny little amendment: ñOn the one hand, and on the other.ò  

 

Let us go deeper into the question. Let us see what the present trade unions are, as an 

ñapparatusò of industrial management. We have seen from the incomplete returns that about 900 

workersðtrade union members and delegatesðare engaged in industrial management. If you 

multiply this number by 10 or even by l00ðif it helps to clarify your fundamental mistake let us 

assume this incredible speed of ñadvanceò in the immediate futureðyou still have an insigniýcant 

proportion of those directly engaged in management, as compared with the mass of six million trade 

union members. This makes it even clearer that it is quite wrong to look to the ñleading stratumò, and 

talk about the trade unionsô role in production and industrial management, as Trotsky does, forgetting 

that 98.5 per cent (6 million minus 90,000 equals 5,910,000 or 98.5 per cent of the total) are learning, 

and will have to continue to do so for a long time to come. Donôt say school and management, say 

school of management.  

 

In his December 30 argument against Zinoviev, whom he accused, quite groundlessly and 

incorrectly, of denying the ñappointments systemò, that is, the Central Committeeôs right and duty to 

make appointments, Comrade Trotsky inadvertently drew the following telltale comparison:  

 

                                                           
*
 Incidentally, here again Trotsky makes a mistake. He thinks that an industrial union is designed to control 

industry. That is wrong. When you say that a union is an industrial one you mean that it admits to membership 

workers in one industry, which is inevitable at the present level of technology and culture (in Russia and 

elsewhere). 
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ñZinoviev tends to overdo the propaganda angle on every practical matter, forgetting that it is 

not only a source of material for agitation, but also a problem requiring an administrative solutionò (p. 

27).  

 

Before I explain in detail the potential administrative approach to the issue, let me say that 

Comrade Trotskyôs fundamental mistake is that he treats (rather, maltreats) the questions he himself 

had brought up in his platform pamphlet as administrative ones, whereas they could be and ought to 

be viewed only from the propaganda angle.  

 

In effect, what are Trotskyôs good points? One undoubtedly good and useful point is his 

production propaganda, but that is not in his theses, but in his speeches, specially when he forgets 

about his unfortunate polemics with the allegedly ñconservativeò wing of the trade-unionists. He 

would undoubtedly have done (and I believe he will do) a great deal of good in the trade union 

commissionôs practical business, as speaker and writer, and as a member of the All-Russia Production 

Propaganda Bureau. His platform theses were a mistake, for through them, like a scarlet thread, runs 

the administrative approach to the ñcrisisò and the ñtwo trendsò within the trade unions, the 

interpretation of the RCP Programme, ñSoviet trade-unionismò, ñproduction trainingò and 

ñcoalescenceò. I have listed all the main points of Trotskyôs ñplatformò and they all happen to be 

topics which, considering the material at Trotskyôs disposal, can be correctly approached at the 

present time only from the propaganda angle.  

 

The state is a sphere of coercion. It would be madness to renounce coercion, especially in the 

epoch of the dictatorship of the proletariat, so that the administrative approach and ñsteerageò are 

indispensable. The Party is the leader, the vanguard of the proletariat, which rules directly. It is not 

coercion but expulsion from the Party that is the speciýc means of influence and the means of purging 

and steeling the vanguard. The trade unions are a reservoir of the state power, a school of communism 

and a school of management. The speciýc and cardinal thing in this sphere is not administration but 

the ñtiesò ñbetween the central state administrationò (and, of course, the local as well), ñthe national 

economy and the broad masses of the working peopleò (see Party Programme, economic section, § 5, 

dealing with the trade unions).  

 

The whole of Trotskyôs platform pamphlet betrays an incorrect approach to the problem and a 

misunderstanding of this relationship.  

 

Let us assume that Trotsky had taken a different approach to this famous question of 

ñcoalescenceò in connection with the other topics of his platform, and that his pamphlet was entirely 

devoted to a detailed investigation of, say, 90 of the 900 cases of ñcoalescenceò where trade union 

ofýcials and members concurrently held elective trade union posts and Supreme Economic Council 

posts in industrial management. Let us say these 90 cases had been analysed together with the returns 

of a selective statistical survey, the reports of inspectors and instructors of Rabkrin and the Peopleôs 

Commissariats concerned: let us say they had been analysed in the light of the data supplied by the 

administrative bodies, the results of the work, the headway in production, etc. That would have been a 

correct administrative approach, and would have fully vindicated the ñshake-upò line, which implies 

concentrating attention on removals, transfers, appointments and the immediate demands to be made 

on the ñleading stratumò. When Bukharin said in his January 3 speech, published by the Tsektran 

people in Petrograd, that Trotsky had at ýrst wanted a ñshake-upò but had now abandoned the idea, he 

made another one of his eclectical mistakes, which is ridiculous from the practical standpoint and 

theoretically inadmissible for a Marxist. He takes the question in the abstract, being unable (or 

unwilling) to get down to brass tacks. So long as we, the Partyôs Central Committee and the whole 

Party, continue to run things, that is, govern, we shall neverðwe cannotðdispense with the ñshake-

upò, that is, removals, transfers, appointments, dismissals, etc. But Trotskyôs platform pamphlet deals 

with something else, and does not raise the ñquestion of practical businessò at all. It is not this but the 

ñtrends within the trade union movementò (Trotskyôs thesis 4, end) that was being debated by 

Zinoviev and Trotsky, Bukharin and myself, and in fact the whole Party.  
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This is essentially a political question. Because of the substance of the caseðthis concrete, 

particular ñcaseòðit is impossible to correct Trotskyôs mistake by means of eclectic little 

amendments and addenda, as Bukharin has been trying to do, being moved undoubtedly by the most 

humane sentiments and intentions.  

 

There is only one answer.  

 

First, there must be a correct solution of the political question of the ñtrends within the trade 

union movementò, the relationship between classes, between politics and economics, the speciýc role 

of the state, the Party, the trade unions, as ñschoolò and apparatus, etc.  

 

Second, once the correct political decision has been adopted, a diversiýed nation-wide 

production propaganda campaign must be carried through, or, rather, systematically carried forward 

with persistence and patience over a long term, under the sponsorship and direction of a state agency. 

It should be conducted in such a way as to cover the same ground over and over again.  

 

Third, the ñquestions of practical businessò must not be confused with trend issues which 

properly belong to the sphere of ñgeneral Party talkò and broad discussions; they must be dealt with as 

practical matters in the working commissions, with a hearing of witnesses and a study of memoranda, 

reports and statistics. And any necessary ñshake-upò must be carried out only on that basis and in 

those circumstances: only under a decision of the competent Soviet or Party organ, or of both.  

 

Trotsky and Bukharin have produced a hodgepodge of political mistakes in approach, breaks 

in the middle of the transmission belts, and unwarranted and futile attacks on ñadministrative 

steerageò. It is now clear where the ñtheoreticalò source of the mistake lies, since Bukharin has taken 

up that aspect of it with his example of the tumbler. His theoreticalðin this case, gnosiologicalð

mistake lies in his substitution of eclecticism for dialectics. His eclectic approach has confused him 

and has landed him in syndicalism. Trotskyôs mistake is one-track thinking, compulsiveness, 

exaggeration and obstinacy. His platform says that a tumbler is a drinking vessel, but this particular 

tumbler happens to have no bottom. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

It remains for me to go over a few more points which must be dealt with to prevent 

misunderstanding.  

 

Thesis 6 of Trotskyôs platform quotes Paragraph 5 of the economic section of the RCP 

Programme, which deals with the trade unions. Two pages later, his thesis 8 says:  

 

ñHaving lost the old basis of their existence, the class economic struggle, the trade unions. . .ò 

(that is wrong, and is a hasty exaggeration; the trade unions no longer have to face the class economic 

struggle but the non-class ñeconomic struggleò, which means combating bureaucratic distortions of 

the Soviet apparatus, safeguarding the working peopleôs material and spiritual interests in ways and 

means inaccessible to this apparatus, etc. This is a struggle they will unfortunately have to face for 

many more years to come). ñThe trade unionsò, says Trotsky, ñhave, for various reasons, not yet 

succeeded in mustering the necessary forces and working out the necessary methods enabling them to 

solve the new task, that of organising productionò (Trotskyôs italics, p. 9, thesis 8), ñset before them 

by the proletarian revolution and formulated in our Programme.ò  

 

That is yet another hasty exaggeration which is pregnant with grave error. The Programme 

does not contain any such formulation, nor does it set the trade unions the task of ñorganising 

productionò. Let us go over the propositions in the Partyôs Programme as they unfold in the text:  

 

(1) ñThe organisational apparatusò (but not the others) ñof socialised industry should rely 

chieþyò (but not exclusively) ñon the trade unions.ò (2) ñThey must to an ever increasing degree 
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divest themselves of the narrow craft-union spiritò (how? under the leadership of the Party and 

through the proletariatôs educational and other inþuence on the non-proletarian mass of working 

people) ñand become large industrial associations, embracing the majority, and eventually all of the 

workers in the given industry.ò 

 

That is the ýrst part of the section of the Party Programme dealing with the trade unions. You 

will have noted that it starts by laying down very ñstrict conditionsò demanding a long sustained 

effort for what is to follow. And what follows is this:  

 

ñThe trade unions being, on the strength of the laws of the Soviet Republic and established 

practice, participantsò (note the cautious statement: participants only) ñin all the local and central 

organs of industrial management, should eventually arrive at a de facto concentration in their hands of 

the whole administration of the whole national economy, as a single economic entityò (note this: 

should arrive at a de facto concentration of management not of branches of industry and not of 

industry as a whole, but of the whole national economy, and moreover, as a single economic entity. In 

economic terms, this condition may be considered fulýlled only when the petty producers both in 

industry and agriculture account for less than one-half of the population and the national economy). 

ñThe trade unions ensuring in this wayò (the way which helps to realise all the conditions listed 

earlier) ñindissoluble ties between the central state administration, the national economy and the broad 

masses of working people, should draw the latterò (that is, the masses, the majority of the population) 

ñinto direct economic management on the widest possible scale. At the same time, the participation of 

the trade unions in economic management and their activity in drawing the broad masses into this 

work are the principal means of combating the bureaucratisation of the economic apparatus of the 

Soviet power and making possible the establishment of truly popular control over the results of 

production.ò  

 

There again, in that last sentence, we ýnd a very cautious phrase: ñparticipation in economic 

managementò; and another reference to the recruitment of the broad masses as the chief (but not the 

only) means of combating bureaucratic practices; ýnally, we ýnd a highly cautious statement: 

ñmaking possibleò the establishment of ñpopularòðthat is, workersô and peasantsô, and not just 

purely proletarianðñcontrolò. 

 

It is obviously wrong to boil this down to the Party Programme ñformulatingò the trade 

unionsô task as ñorganisation of productionò. And if you insist on this error, and write it into your 

platform theses, you will get nothing but an anti-communist, syndicalist deviation.  

 

Incidentally, Comrade Trotsky says in his theses that ñover the last period we have not made 

any headway towards the goal set forth in the Programme but have in fact retreated from itò (p. 7, 

thesis 6). That statement is unsupported, and, I think, wrong. It is no proof to say, as Trotsky did in 

the discussions, that the trade unions ñthemselvesò admit this. That is not the last resort, as far as the 

Party is concerned, and, generally speaking, the proof lies only in a serious and objective study of a 

great number of facts. Moreover, even if such proof were forthcoming, there would remain this 

question: Why have we retreated? Is it because ñmany trade-unionistsò are ñbalking at the new tasks 

and methodsò, as Trotsky believes, or because ñwe have not yet succeeded in mustering the necessary 

forces and working out the necessary methodsò to cut short and correct certain unwarranted and 

harmful excesses of bureaucracy?  

 

Which brings me to Bukharinôs rebuke of December 30 (repeated by Trotsky yesterday, 

January 24, during our discussion in the Communist group of the Second Minersô Congress
135

) that 

we have ñdropped the line laid down by the Ninth Party Congressò (p. 46 of the report on the 

December 30 discussion). He alleged that at that Congress I had defended the militarisation of labour 

and had jeered at references to democracy, all of which I now ñrepudiateò. In his reply to the debate 

on December 30, Comrade Trotsky added this barb: ñLenin takes account of the fact that . . . there is a 

grouping of opposition-minded comrades within the trade unionsò (p. 65); that I view it from the 

ñdiplomatic angleò (p. 69), and that there is ñmanoeuvring inside the Party groupsò (p. 70), etc. 
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Putting such a complexion on the case is, of course, highly þattering for Trotsky, and worse than 

unþattering for me. But let us look at the facts.  

 

In that same discussion on December 30, Trotsky and Krestinsky established the fact that ñas 

long ago as July (1920), Comrade Preobrazhensky ñhad proposed to the Central Committee that we 

should switch to a new track in respect of the internal life of our workersô organisationsò (p. 25). In 

August, Comrade Zinoviev drafted a letter, and the Central Committee approved a CC letter on 

combating red-tape and extending democracy. In September, the question was brought up at a Party 

conference whose decisions were endorsed by the Central Committee. In December, the question of 

combating red-tape was laid before the Eighth Congress of Soviets.
136

 Consequently, the whole 

Central Committee, the whole Party and the whole workersô and peasantsô Republic had recognised 

that the question of the bureaucracy and ways of combating its evils was high on the agenda. Does 

any ñrepudiationò of the Ninth Congress of the RCP follow from all this? Of course, not. The 

decisions on the militarisation of labour, etc., are incontestable, and there is no need for me at all to 

withdraw any of my jibes at the references to democracy by those who challenged these decisions. 

What does follow is that we shall be extending democracy in the workersô organisations, without 

turning it into a fetish; that we shall redouble our attention to the struggle against bureaucratic 

practices; and that we shall take special care to rectify any unwarranted and harmful excesses of 

bureaucracy, no matter who points them out.  

 

One ýnal remark on the minor question of priority and equalisation. I said during the 

December 30 discussion that Trotskyôs formulation of thesis 41 on this point was theoretically wrong, 

because it implied priority in production and equalisation in consumption. I replied that priority 

implied preference and that that was nothing unless you also had it in consumption. Comrade Trotsky 

reproached me for ñextraordinary forgetfulnessò and ñintimidationò (pp. 67 and 68), and I am 

surprised to ýnd that he has not accused me also of manoeuvring, diplomatic moves, etc. He has made 

ñconcessionsò to my equalitarian line, but I have attacked him.  

 

Actually, however, anyone who takes an interest in Party affairs, can turn to indisputable 

Party documents: the November resolution of the CC Plenum, point 4, and Trotskyôs platform 

pamphlet, thesis 41. However ñforgetfulò I may be, and however excellent Comrade Trotskyôs 

memory, it is still a fact that thesis 41 contains a theoretical error, which the CC resolution of 

November 9 does not. The resolution says: ñWhile recognising the necessity of keeping to the 

principle of priority in carrying out the economic plan, the Central Committee, in complete solidarity 

with the decisions of the last All-Russia Conference (September), deems it necessary to effect a 

gradual but steady transition to equality in the status of various groups of workers and their respective 

trade unions, all the while building up the organisation on the scale of the union as a whole.ò That is 

clearly aimed against Tsektran, and it is quite impossible to put any other construction on the exact 

meaning of the resolution. Priority is here to stay. Preference is still to be given to enterprises, trade 

unions, trusts and departments on the priority list (in regard to fulýlment of the economic plan), but at 

the same time, the ñequalitarian lineòðwhich was supported not by ñComrade Lenin aloneò, but was 

approved by the Party Conference and the Central Committee, that is, the entire Partyðmakes this 

clear-cut demand: get on with the gradual but steady transition to equalisation. That Tsektran failed to 

carry out this CC November resolution is evident from the Central Committeeôs December resolution 

(on Trotsky and Bukharinôs motion), which contains another reminder of the ñprinciples of ordinary 

democracyò. The theoretical error in thesis 41 is that it says: equalisation in consumption, priority in 

production. That is an economic absurdity because it implies a gap between production and 

consumption. I did not sayðand could never have saidðanything of the sort. If you donôt need a 

factory, close it down. Close down all the factories that are not absolutely essential, and give 

preference to those that are. Give preference to, say, transport. Most certainly. But the preference 

must not be overdone, as it was in Tsektranôs case, which was why the Party (and not just Lenin) 

issued this directive: get on with the gradual but steady transition to equality. And Trotsky has no one 

but himself to blame for having come outðafter the November Plenary Meeting, which gave a clear-

cut and theoretically correct solutionðwith a factional pamphlet on ñthe two trendsò and proposed a 

formulation in his thesis 41 which is wrong in economic terms.  
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_________ 

 

Today, January 25, it is exactly one month since, Comrade Trotskyôs factional statement. It is 

now patent that this pronouncement, inappropriate in form and wrong in essence, has diverted the 

Party from its practical economic and production effort into rectifying political and theoretical 

mistakes. But, itôs an ill wind that blows nobody good, as the old saying goes.  

 

Rumour has it that some terrible things have been said about the disagreements on the Central 

Committee. Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries have sheltered (and undoubtedly shelter) 

behind the opposition, and it is they who are spreading the rumours, incredibly malicious 

formulations, and inventions of all sorts to malign the Party, put vile interpretations on its decisions, 

aggravate conþicts and ruin its work. That is a political trick used by the bourgeoisie including the 

petty-bourgeois democrats, the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, who, for very obvious 

reasons, hateðand cannot help hatingðthe Bolsheviksô guts. Every intelligent member of the Party is 

familiar with this political trick of the bourgeoisie, and knows its worth.  

 

Because of the disagreements on the Central Committee, it had to appeal to the Party, and the 

discussions that followed clearly revealed the essence and scope of these disagreements. That killed 

the rumours and the slander. The Party learns its lessons and is tempered in the struggle against 

factionalism, a new malaise (it is new in the sense that after the October Revolution we had forgotten 

all about it). Actually, it is an old malaise, with relapses apparently bound to occur over the next few 

years, but with an easier cure now well in sight.  

 

The Party is learning not to blow up its disagreements. Let me quote at this point Comrade 

Trotskyôs correct remark about Comrade Tomsky: ñI have always saidðeven when the polemic 

against Comrade Tomsky was at its bitterestðthat it is quite clear to me that only men with his 

experience and authority ought to be our trade union leaders. I told this to the Party group of the Fifth 

Conference of the Trade Unions, and repeated it at the Zimin Theatre a few days ago. Ideological 

struggle within the Party does not mean mutual ostracism but mutual inþuenceò
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 (p. 34 of the report 

on the December 30 discussion). The Party will naturally apply this correct approach to Comrade 

Trotsky himself.  

 

During the discussion it was Comrade Shlyapnikov and his group, the so-called Workersô 

Opposition, who showed the most pronounced syndicalist trend. This being an obvious deviation from 

communism and the Party, we shall have to reckon with it, talk it over, and make a special 

propaganda effort to explain the error of these views and the danger of making such mistakes. 

Comrade Bukharin, who actually coined the syndicalist phrase ñmandatory nominationsò (by trade 

unions to management bodies), tries to vindicate himself in todayôs issue of Pravda, but Iôm afraid his 

line of defence is highly ineffective and quite wrong. He wants us to know, you see, that he deals with 

the role of the Party in his other points. I should think so! If it were otherwise it would have been 

more than just a mistake, requiring correction and allowing some slight rectiýcation: it would have 

been withdrawal from the Party. When you say ñmandatory nominationsò but neglect to add, there 

and then, that they are not mandatory for the Party, you have a syndicalist deviation, and that is 

incompatible with communism and the Party Programme. If you add: ñmandatory but not for the 

Partyò you are giving the non-Party workers a false sense of having some increase in their rights, 

whereas in fact there will be no change at all. The longer Comrade Bukharin persists in his deviation 

from communismða deviation that is wrong theoretically and deceptive politicallyðthe more 

deplorable will be the fruits of his obstinacy. You cannot maintain an untenable proposition. The 

Party does not object to the extension of the rights of the non-Party workers in general, but a little 

reþection will show what can and what cannot be done in this respect.  

 

In the discussion by the Communist group of the Second All-Russia Minersô Congress, 

Shlyapnikovôs platform was defeated despite the backing it got from Comrade Kiselyov, who 
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commands special prestige in that union: our platform won 137 votes, Shlyapnikovôs, 62, and 

Trotskyôs, 8. The syndicalist malaise must and will be cured.  

 

In this one month, Petrograd, Moscow and a number of provincial towns have shown that the 

Party responded to the discussion and has rejected Comrade Trotskyôs wrong line by an 

overwhelming majority. While there may have been some vacillation ñat the topò and ñin the 

provincesò, in the committees and in the ofýces, the rank-and-ýle membershipðthe mass of Party 

workersðcame out solidly against this wrong line.  

 

Comrade Kamenev informed me of Comrade Trotskyôs announcement, during the discussion 

in the Zamoskvorechye District of Moscow on January 23, that he was withdrawing his platform and 

joining up with the Bukharin group on a new platform. Unfortunately, I heard nothing of this from 

Comrade Trotsky either on January 23 or 24, when he spoke against me in the Communist group of 

the Minersô Congress. I donôt know whether this is due to another change in Comrade Trotskyôs 

platform and intentions, or to some other reason. In any case, his January 23 announcement shows 

that the Party, without so much as mustering all its forces, and with only Petrograd, Moscow and a 

minority of the provincial towns going on record, has corrected Comrade Trotskyôs mistake promptly 

and with determination.  

 

The Partyôs enemies had rejoiced too soon. They have not been ableðand will never be 

ableðto take advantage of some of the inevitable disagreements within the Party to inþict harm on it 

and on the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia. 

 

January 25, 1921 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 32, pp. 70-107 
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TENTH CONGRESS OF THE RCP(B) 
 

Moscow, March 8-16, 192
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SPEECH ON THE TRADE UNIONS 

MARCH 14 

 

Comrades, Comrade Trotsky was particularly polite in his polemics with me today and 

reproached me for being, or said that I was, extremely cautious. I thank him for the compliment, but 

regret that I cannot return it. On the contrary, I must speak of my incautious friend, so as to express 

my attitude to the mistake which has caused me to waste so much time, and which is now making us 

continue the debate on the trade union question, instead of dealing with more urgent matters. Comrade 

Trotsky had his ýnal say in the discussion on the trade union question in Pravda of January 29, 1921. 

In his article, ñThere Are Disagreements, But Why Confuse Things?ò, he accused me of being 

responsible for this confusion by asking who started it all. The accusation recoils on Trotsky, for he is 

trying to shift the blame. The whole of his article was based on the claim that he had raised the 

question of the role of the trade unions in production, and that this is the subject that ought to have 

been discussed. This is not true; it is not this that has caused the disagreements, and made them 

painful. And however tedious it may be after the discussion to have to repeat it again and againðtrue, 

I took part in it for only one monthðI must restate that that was not the starting-point; it started with 

the ñshake-upò slogan that was proclaimed at the Fifth All-Russia Conference of Trade Unions on 

November 2-6. Already at that time it was realised by everyone who had not overlooked Rudzutakôs 

resolutionðand among those were the members of the Central Committee, including myselfðthat no 

disagreements could be found on the role of the trade unions in production. But the three-month 

discussion revealed them. They existed, and they were a political mistake. During a discussion at the 

Bolshoi Theatre, Comrade Trotsky accused me before responsible Party workers of disrupting the 

discussion.
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 I take that as a compliment: I did try to disrupt the discussion in the form it was being 

conducted, because with a severe spring ahead of us such pronouncements were harmful. Only the 

blind could have failed to see that.  

 

Comrade Trotsky now laughs at my asking who started it all, and is surprised that I should 

reproach him for refusing to serve on the commission. I did it because this is very important, Comrade 

Trotsky, very important, indeed; your refusal to serve on the trade union commission was a violation 

of Central Committee discipline. And when Trotsky talks about it, the result is not a controversy, but 

a shakeup of the Party, and a generation of bitter feeling; it leads to extremesðComrade Trotsky used 

the expression ñdiabolical rageò. I recall an expression used by Comrade HoltzmannðI will not quote 

it because the word ñdiabolicalò calls to mind something ýendish, whereas Holtzmann reminds one of 

something angelic. There is nothing ñdiabolicalò about it, but we must not forget that both sides go to 

extremes, and, what is much more monstrous, some of the nicest comrades have gone to extremes. 

But when Comrade Trotskyôs authority was added to this, and when in a public speech on December 

25 he said that the Congress must choose between two trends, such words are unpardonable! They 

constitute the political mistake over which we are ýghting. And it is naive for people to try to be witty 

about two-room conferences. I should like to see the wag who says that Congress delegates are 

forbidden to confer to prevent their votes from being split. That would be too much of an 

exaggeration. It was Comrade Trotsky and Tsektranôs
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 political mistake to raise the ñshake-upò 

question and to do it in an entirely wrong way. That was a political mistake, and it is yet to be 

rectiýed. As regards transport, we have a resolution.
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What we are discussing is the trade union movement, and the relationship between the 

vanguard of the working class and the proletariat. There is nothing discreditable in our dismissing 

anybody from a high post. This casts no reþection upon anybody. If you have made a mistake the 

Congress will recognise it as such and will restore mutual relations and mutual conýdence between 

the vanguard of the working class and the workersô mass. That is the meaning of the ñPlatform of 

Tenò.
142

 It is of no importance that there are things in it that can be substituted, and that this is 

emphasised by Trotsky and enlarged upon by Ryazanov. Someone said in a speech that there is no 
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evidence of Leninôs having taken a hand in the platform or of his having taken any part in drafting it. I 

say to this: If I had a hand, by writing or phoning, in everything I sign, I would have gone mad long 

ago. I say that in order to achieve mutual understanding and mutual conýdence between the vanguard 

of the working class and the workersô mass, it was necessary, if Tsektran had made a mistakeðand 

anyone can make a mistakeðto rectify it. But it is a source of political danger to defend the mistake. 

We would have been faced with political bankruptcy if we had not done everything we could to turn 

the attitudes expressed here by Kutuzov to the service of democracy. Persuasion must come before 

coercion. We must make every effort to persuade people before applying coercion. We were not able 

to carry conviction to the broad masses, and disturbed the correct relationship between them and the 

vanguard.  

 

When people like Kutuzov devote part of a business-like speech to pointing out the 

scandalous bureaucratic practices in our machinery we say: That is true, our state is one with 

bureaucratic distortions. And we invite the non-Party workers to join us in ýghting them. I must say 

here that we should enlist comrades like Kutuzov for this work and promote them. That is the lesson 

of our experience.  

 

As for the syndicalist deviationðit is ridiculous. That is all we have to say to Shlyapnikov, 

who maintained that the ñAll-Russia Congress of Producersò, a demand set down in black and white 

in their platform and conýrmed by Kollontai, can be upheld by a reference to Engels. Engels speaks of 

a communist society which will have no classes, and will consist only of producers.
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 Do we now 

have classes? Yes, we do. Do we have a class struggle? Yes, and a most furious one! To come in the 

midst of this furious class struggle and talk about an ñAll-Russia Congress of Producersòðisnôt that a 

syndicalist deviation which must be emphatically and irrevocably condemned? We saw that in this 

platform hurly-burly even Bukharin was tripped up by the one-third nomination proposal. Comrades, 

we must not forget such waverings in the history of the Party.  

 

And now, since the Workersô Opposition has defended democracy, and has made some sound 

demands, we shall do our utmost to mend our fences with it; and the Congress as such should make a 

deýnite selection. You say that we are not doing enough to combat the evils of bureaucracyðcome 

and help us, come closer and help us in the ýght; but it is not a Marxist, not a communist notion to 

propose an ñAll-Russia Congress of Producersò. The Workersô Opposition, with Ryazanovôs help, is 

putting a false construction on our Programme which says: ñThe trade unions should eventually arrive 

at a de facto concentration in their hands of the whole administration of the whole national economy, 

as a single economic entity.ò
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 Exaggerating, as he always does, Shlyapnikov thinks that this will 

take us twenty-ýve centuries. . . . The Programme says: the trade unions ñshould eventually arriveò, 

and when a Congress says that this has been done, the demand will have been carried out.  

 

Comrades, if the Congress now declares before the proletariat of the whole of Russia and of 

the whole world that it regards the proposals of the Workersô Opposition as a syndicalist semi-

deviation, I am sure that all the truly proletarian and sound elements in the opposition will follow us 

and help us to regain the conýdence of the masses, which has been shaken by Tsektranôs slight 

mistake. I am sure that we shall strengthen and rally our ranks in a common effort and march forward 

together to the hard struggle that lies ahead. And marching forward unanimously, with ýrmness and 

resolution, we shall win out. (Applause)  

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vo1. 32. pp. 210-13 

 

RESOLUTION ñON PARTY UNITYò 
 

1. The Congress draws the attention of all members of the Party to the fact that in view of a 

number of circumstances, which are intensifying wavering amidst the petty-bourgeois section of the 

countryôs population, unity and solidarity within the Party, implicit trust between Party members, and 

team work that really embodies the proletarian vanguardôs unity of will are particularly vital today.  
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2. Some indications of factional activity, i.e., the formation of groups with their own 

platforms and with a certain tendency to keep to themselves and establish their own group discipline, 

have revealed themselves even prior to the general Party discussion on the trade unions.  

 

All class-conscious workers must clearly see the harm and impermissibility of any form of 

factional activity, which inevitably undermines team work and encourages enemies, who have 

wormed their way into the governing Party, to redouble their efforts to widen and utilise the division 

for counter-revolutionary purposes.  

 

The Kronstadt mutiny, when the bourgeois counter-revolution and the whiteguards in all 

countries of the world at once showed their willingness to adopt even the slogans of the Soviet system 

in order to overthrow the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia, when in Kronstadt the Socialist-

Revolutionaries and the bourgeois counter-revolution as a whole used the slogans of uprising 

allegedly in the name of the Soviet power against the Soviet Government in Russia, most strikingly 

showed how the enemies of the proletariat use all deviations from the ýrm and consistent Soviet line. 

These facts fully bear out the fact that the whiteguards are trying and know how to masquerade as 

Communists and as being even more to óthe ñLeftò if only that helps to weaken and demolish the 

mainstay of the proletarian revolution in Russia. The Menshevik leaflets distributed in Petrograd on 

the eve of the Kronstadt rising also show how the Mensheviks have used the divergences in the RCP 

actually to goad and support the Kronstadt insurgents, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the 

whiteguards, while giving themselves out in words as opponents of revolts and supporters of the 

Soviet power with what outwardly look like insignificant reservations.  

 

3. On this issue propaganda must consist, on the one hand, of a comprehensive explanation of 

the harm and danger of factional activity to Party unity and the implementation of the proletarian 

vanguardôs unity of will as the prime condition for the success of the proletarian dictatorship and, on 

the other hand, of an explanation of the speciýcs of the latest tactics used by the enemies of the Soviet 

power. Having realised the futility of open counter-revolution under the whiteguard þag, these 

enemies are now making every effort to use the divergences in the RCP to set the counter evolution 

moving by transferring power, in one way or another, to political groups that are outwardly closest to 

recognition of the Soviet power.  

 

Furthermore, propaganda must study the experience of preceding revolutions, when the 

counter-revolution supported the petty-bourgeois groups standing closest to the most radical 

revolutionary party in order to shake and overthrow the revolutionary dictatorship and, thereby, open 

the road for the subsequent total victory of the counter-revolution, of the capitalists and landowners.  

 

4. It must be a strict rule that unquestionably necessary criticism of shortcomings in the Party, 

every analysis of the Partyôs general line or study of its practical experience, executive control and the 

methods of rectifying mistakes, and so forth shall be directed by every Party organisation not towards 

a discussion in groups forming round some ñplatformò and so on, but towards a discussion by all 

members of the Party. To this end the Congress directs that a Discussion Bulletin and special 

collections of articles shall be published regularly. Those who offer criticism must bear in mind the 

Partyôs position amidst the enemies surrounding it, and by their direct participation in Soviet and 

Party activities strive to rectify the Partyôs mistakes by their deeds.  

 

5. While instructing the Central Committee to put an end to all factional activity, the Congress 

declares that on questions attracting the special attention of Party membersðthe purging of the Party 

of non-proletarian and unreliable elements, the struggle with bureaucracy, the promotion of 

democracy and of the initiative of workers, and so onðall business-like suggestions must be 

considered with the closest attention and tested in practical work. All Party members must know that 

on these questions the Party is not taking all the necessary measures on account of many diverse 

obstacles, and that while emphatically rejecting unbusiness-like and factional criticism, it will 

tirelessly continue, while trying out new methods, to use all means to combat bureaucracy, extend 
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democracy, promote initiative, and uncover, expose and expel those who have wormed their way into 

the Party, and so on.  

 

6. The Congress directs that all groups that have formed round one platform or another shall 

be forthwith disbanded without exception, and instructs all organisations to make sure that no 

factional activity is pursued. Non-fulýlment of this decision of the Congress shall be followed by 

unconditional and immediate expulsion from the Party.  

 

7. In order to achieve strict discipline in the Party and in all Soviet work and secure the 

greatest unity while eliminating all factional activity, the Congress authorises the Central Committee, 

in the event of a case (or cases) of violation of discipline or of a resurgence or of tolerance of factional 

activity, to impose all forms of Party penalties up to expulsion, while in the case of members of the 

CC, their transfer to the status of alternate members or even, as an extreme measure, their expulsion 

from the Party. A condition for the application (to members and alternate members of the CC and 

members of the Control Commission) of this extreme measure must be the convocation of a plenary 

meeting of the CC, to which all alternate members of the CC and all members of the Control 

Commission shall be invited. If at such a general meeting of the most responsible leaders of the Party 

two-thirds of the votes are in favour of transferring a member of the CC to the status of alternate 

member or of his expulsion from the Party, this measure shall be put into effect forthwith.
*
 

 
The CPSU in Resolutions and 

Decisions of Congresses and  

Conferences and of Plenary  

Meetings of the Central  

Committee, 8th Russ. ed., Vol. 2. 

pp. 218-21  

 

                                                           
*
 By decision of the Tenth Congress Paragraph 7 of the resolution ñOn Party Unityò was not published; the 

decision to publish it was adopted in 1924 by the Thirteenth Conference of the RCP(B).ðEd. 
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REPLY TO REMARKS CONCERNING 

THE FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPUTY CHAIRMEN 

OF THE COUNCIL OF PEOPLEôS COMMISSARS
145

 
 

May 1922 

 

To Comrade Stalin with the request to pass it on (do not duplicate itðto do so would give 

publicity to polemics) to members of the Political Bureau and Comrade Tsyurupa (asking them to sign 

it and give the date when they have read it)  

 

I am sorry for replying belatedly, but the delay was caused by the removal of the bullet.
146

  

 

Comrade Rykovôs remarks are ñcriticalò, but not concrete and do not require an answer.  

 

I consider Comrade Tomskyôs remarks on the bonus system incorrect. The collapse of the 

trade union bonus system, which, according to Comrade Tomsky, has degenerated into ñrobbery of 

the stateò, must force us to be more persevering in studying and improving the methods of applying 

the bonus system, but we must not reject it.  

 

Some of Comrade Trotskyôs remarks are likewise vague (for example, the ñapprehensionsò in 

Paragraph 4) and do not require an answer; other remarks made by him renew old disagreements, that 

we have repeatedly observed in the Political Bureau. I shall reply to these on two main points: (a) the 

Workersô and Peasantsô Inspection and (b) the State Planning Commission.  

 

(a) As regards the Workersô and Peasantsô Inspection, Comrade Trotsky is fundamentally 

wrong. In view of the hidebound ñdepartmentalismò that prevails even among the best Communists, 

the low standard of efýciency of the employees and the internal intrigues in the departments (worse 

than any Workersô and Peasantsô Inspection intrigues), we cannot at the moment dispense with the 

Workersô and Peasantsô Inspection. A lot of hard and systematic work has to be put in to convert it 

into an apparatus for investigating and improving all government work. We have no other practical 

means of investigating, improving and giving instruction in this work. If the Workersô and Peasantsô 

Inspection now has an inefýcient and underpaid staff of 12,000, that staff should be reduced and 

improved; for example, reduce it to one-sixth and the payroll by half, i.e., raise salaries threefold; at 

ýrst select a few dozen and later hundreds of the best, absolutely honest and most efýcient employees, 

who are now available but not registered, not selected, not put in any group and not organised. This 

can and must be done; if not, it will be impossible to combat departmentalism and red-tape, it will be 

impossible to teach non-Party workers and peasants the art of administration, which is a task that at 

the present time we cannot shirk either in principle or in practice.  

 

(b) As regards the State Planning Commission, Comrade Trotsky is not only absolutely wrong 

but is judging something on which he is amazingly ill-informed. The State Planning Commission does 

not suffer from academic methods. On the contrary, it suffers from an overload of much too much 

petty, routine ñvermicelliò. Comrade Krzhizhanovsky, because he is soft-hearted, gives way much too 

easily to those who ask him for urgent assistance. Pyatakov, the new Deputy Chairman of the State 

Planning Commission, will, I hope, be ñstricterò and help to rid the State Planning Commission of its 

shortcoming, which is quite the opposite of ñacademic methodsò.  

 

Since I know full well the real shortcomings of the State Planning Commission, and in order 

to provide the members of the Political Bureau with factual, objective material and not with ýgments 

of the imagination, I asked Comrade Krzhizhanovsky if his work suffered from ñabstractnessò and 

what the exact facts about it were. Comrade Krzhizhanovsky sent me a list of the questions that have 

piled up before the Presidium of the State Planning Commission in the course of two months: 

February and March 1922. Result: (aa) questions concerning planningð17 per cent; (bb) questions of 
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an important economic natureð37 per cent; (cc) ñvermicelliòð46 per cent. I can send this material to 

any member of the Political Bureau who would like to see it.  

 

The second paper from Comrade Trotsky, dated April 23, l922, and addressed to the Deputy 

Chairmen with a copy to the Secretariat of the Political Bureau (the copy was evidently posted to me 

by mistake), contains, ýrst, an extremely excited but profoundly erroneous ñcriticismò of the Political 

Bureau decree on setting up a ýnancial triumvirate (Sokolnikov and two deputies) as of a brake 

between the Narrow and Full Councils of Peopleôs Commissars. The sending of this criticism to the 

Deputy Chairmen is not in conformity either with planned or, in general, with any organised state 

activity.  

 

Secondly, this paper þings the same fundamentally wrong and intrinsically untrue accusations 

of academic method at the State Planning Commission, accusations which lead up to the next 

incredibly-uninformed statement by Comrade Trotsky. ñAt presentò, he writes, ñthere neither is nor 

can be an economic plan without establishing the quantity of money issued and without distributing 

cash funds between the departments. Yet, as far as I can judge, the State Planning Commission has 

nothing whatever to do with these basic questions.ò  

 

The underscored words only make me want to ask the question: Why ñjudgeò something 

about which you are uninformed? Any member of the CC or the Council of Labour and Defence 

could easily get the information he needs, and if he tried he would learn that the State Planning 

Commission has a ýnancial and economic section, which deals precisely with the above questions. 

There are shortcomings in this work, of course, but they must not be sought in academic methods but 

in exactly the opposite direction. 

 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Vol. 33, pp. 353-55 
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THE STRUGGLE 

WAGED BY THE BOLSHEVIK PARTY 

AGAINST TROTSKYISM 

IN 1923-1925 
 

JOINT PLENARY MEETING OF THE CC 

AND THE CCC WITH REPRESENTATIVES 

OF 10 PARTY ORGANISATIONS 

 

Moscow, October 25-27, 1923
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RESOLUTION ñON THE SITUATION IN THE PARTYò 

 

The plenary meetings fully endorse the Political Bureauôs opportunely charted line aimed at 

promoting democracy in the Party and also its proposal to intensify the struggle against the excesses 

and corrupting inþuence of the New Economic Policy on individual Party members.  

 

The plenary meetings instruct the Political Bureau to take all the necessary steps to speed up 

the work of the commissions set up by the Political Bureau and the September plenary meeting: (1) 

the ñscissorsò commission, (2) the wages commission, and (3) the commission for the study of the 

situation in the Party.  

 

As soon as the necessary steps on these questions are worked out the Political Bureau shall 

put them into effect and report to the next plenary meeting of the CC.  

 

The plenary meetings of the CC and the CCC with representatives of 10 Party organisations 

consider that at the present crucial moment to the international revolution and the Party, Comrade 

Trotskyôs pronouncements are a gross political mistake, especially as his attacks on the Political 

Bureau have objectively acquired the character of a factional action threatening to hit the unity of the 

Party and give rise to a crisis in the Party. The plenary meetings regretfully state that to raise the 

questions broached by him Comrade Trotsky has chosen to appeal to individual Party members, 

instead of following the only permissible procedureðthat of raising these questions beforehand for 

discussion by the collegiums, of which Comrade Trotsky is a member.  

 

The way chosen by Comrade Trotsky has served as a signal for the factional group (Statement 

of 46).  

 

The plenary meetings of the CC, the CCC and representatives of 10 Party organisations 

unequivocally condemn the Statement of 46 as a step in factional and divisive politics which has 

acquired this character even if this was not intended by those who signed it. This Statement threatens 

to embroil the entire Party in an inner-Party struggle during the next few months and thereby weaken 

the Party at a most crucial moment to the destinies of the international revolution.  

 
The CPSU in Resolutions etc.,  

8th Russ. ed., Vol. 2, pp. 495-96 
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THIRTEENTH CONFERENCE OF THE RCP(B) 
 

Moscow, January 16-18, 1924
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RESOLUTION ñON THE RESULTS OF THE DISCUSSION 

AND ON THE PETTY-BOURGEOIS DEVIATION 

IN THE PARTYò 

 

The plenary meeting of the CC in September 1923 and, still earlier, long before any 

pronouncements were made by the opposition, the Political Bureau of the CC spoke of the need to 

activate Party work and strengthen working-class democracy in the Party. 

 

On the one hand, the upsurge of industry, the discontinuance of the declassing of the 

proletariat, the cultural growth of the working class and the increased activity among it have created 

more favourable conditions for really implementing the principles of inner-Party democracy. On the 

other hand, although the summer economic conflicts did not in themselves acquire menacing 

proportions and were much smaller than in the past, they showed that here and there the link of the 

Party organisations with the non-Party mass of workers is not strong enough. 

 

The Party Central Committee was aware that the transition to new lines had to be 

accomplished thoughtfully, cautiously and after thorough preparation. In the realisation of this it 

started preparatory work in this ýeld in September 1923.  

 

Meanwhile, the old opposition groups, large and small, whose policy had been time and again 

condemned by the Party, found the moment suitable to launch an attack on the Party CC. Believing 

that the question of inner-Party democracy would give rise to accentuated attention one the part of all 

Party members, the opposition groups decided to exploit this slogan for factional purposes. The letter 

by Comrade Trotsky and, following it, the letter of 46 appeared after the publication of the decision 

adopted by the September plenary meeting of the CC RCP. These documents gave a totally fallacious 

and ultra-factional assessment of the economic situation in the country and of the inner state of the 

Party, forecast a grave economic crisis in the Republic and an inner crisis in the Party and accused the 

Party CC of incorrect leadership.  

 

The harm of these factional pronouncements by Comrade Trotsky and the 46 was aggravated 

by the fact that the above-mentioned letters immediately came to the notice of broad circles of Party 

members, were widely circulated in the various regions, among students in Moscow and promptly 

throughout the USSR.  

 

The joint plenary meetings of the CC and CCC with the participation of representatives of 10 

of the largest Party organisations in October rightly condemned the actions of Comrade Trotsky and 

the 46 as being of a factional nature. At the same time, at their joint plenary meetings the CC and 

CCC unanimously approved the initiative of the Political Bureau in the question of animating inner-

Party work and promoting working-class democracy. At these plenary meetings it was decided not to 

take the arguments raised by Comrade Trotsky and the 46 outside the CC and not to publish the letters 

of Comrade Trotsky and the 46 or the reply of the Political Bureau and the resolution, condemning the 

opposition, adopted by the CC and the CCC by a majority of 102 to 2 with 10 abstentions.  

 

Nonetheless, Trotsky and his 46 supporters did not abide by the decision of that authoritative 

Party institution and continued their systematic attacks on the Party CC, ýrst among broad circles of 

the Moscow organisation and then throughout the USSR.  

 

In line with the decisions of the joint plenary meetings, the Political Bureau began drafting 

the resolution on the situation in the Party and on working-class democracy. Despite Comrade 

Trotskyôs factional activities, the majority in the Political Bureau found it necessary to reach 

agreement with him. After prolonged efforts by the majority in the Political Bureau, the resolution of 
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the Political Bureau and the Presidium of the CCC on inner-Party development was adopted 

unanimously on December 5, 1923 and published.  

 

When this resolution was drafted one of the most contested issues concerned factional 

activity. At ýrst Comrade Trotsky raised no objection to banning factions but insisted that freedom to 

form groups should not be abrogated. Nonetheless, it was found possible to work out a unanimous 

text, which on the question of factions referred to the decision of the Tenth Congress of the RCP.  

 

But the opposition persisted in pursuing its factional activities. While the majority of the CC 

and CCC, bound by their own decision to refrain from publishing the abovementioned documents, 

faithfully abided by that decision, the opposition went on widely distributing their factional 

documents. Two days after the unanimously adopted resolution of the Political Bureau and the 

Presidium of the CCC was published, Comrade Trotsky wrote his notorious letter under the heading 

ñA New Policyò, which was, in fact, a factional manifesto directed against the Central Committee. 

Comrade Trotskyôs article, which appeared directly after this and also his pamphlet (A New Policy), 

brought out on the day the All-Union Party Conference opened, still further accentuated the factional 

nature of his actions.  

 

The struggle has been further aggravated by the appearance of Trotskyôs factional manifesto. 

In Moscow, particularly in the military Party cells and in the Party cells at institutions of higher 

learning, the opposition is starting a campaign on a scale unprecedented in our Partyôs history against 

the CC, sowing distrust of the Party CC. The opposition is sending its representatives throughout 

Russia. The struggle is growing unprecedentedly acute. The nucleus of the opposition consists of 

members of the former ñDemocratic Centralismò group, which fought the Party line for a number of 

years. This nucleus has been joined by some former CC members who have not been re-elected at the 

Tenth Congress of the RCP on a motion moved by Comrade Lenin (Preobrazhensky, Smirnov, 

Serebryakov). This entire opposition bloc is headed by Comrade Trotsky, and for that reason at ýrst 

enjoys some authority.  

 

2. Ideological Substance of the Opposition 

 

The discussion has shown that the following are the six major points on which the 

overwhelming majority of our Party is in disagreement with the opposition.  

 

(1) With Comrade Trotsky at its head, the opposition has put forward a slogan calling for the 

break-up of the Party apparatus and sought to shift the centre of the struggle against bureaucracy in 

the state apparatus to the ñbureaucracyò in the Party apparatus. This unfounded criticism and direct 

attempt to discredit the Party apparatus can objectively achieve nothing except break the Partyôs 

inþuence over the state apparatus and divorce the state apparatus from the Party. A tendency to tear 

the organs of state away from the inþuence of the Party was displayed by Comrade Trotsky even 

before the Twelfth Congress of the RCP. In the present discussion this tendency has only assumed a 

different form  

 

(2) The opposition has sought to contrapose young Party members to the veteran cadres of the 

Party and to its Central Committee. Instead of teaching the young members that our Party has to take 

as its example its main proletarian nucleus, the Communist workers in the factories, the opposition led 

by Comrade Trotsky has begun arguing that the student youth is the Partyôs ñbarometerò.  

 

(3) Comrade Trotsky has dropped veiled hints to the effect that the main cadres of our Party 

have degenerated, and has thereby attempted to undermine the authority of the CC, which, in the 

interim between congresses, is the sole representative of the entire Party. Comrade Trotsky has not 

only tried to counterpose himself to the rest of the Central Committee, but has levelled accusations 

which could not help but evoke anxiety among wide circles of the working class and a stormy protest 

in the ranks of the Party as a whole.  
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(4) The opposition has demonstrated its bankruptcy most strongly on economic questions, 

having been unable to back up its accusations of the Party CC and having made no attempt to offer 

coherent suggestions on economic questions as an alternative to the Partyôs policy.  

 

Two shades are traceable in the oppositionôs criticism of the Partyôs economic policy. Part of 

the opposition indulges abundantly in ñLeftò phrase-mongering against the New Economic Policy 

generally, making statements that would have had some meaning only if these comrades had 

suggested renouncing the New Economic Policy and returning to war communism. The other, much 

more inþuential, part of the opposition, on the contrary, reproaches the CC with being much too 

uncompromising with regard to foreign capital, making insufficient concessions to the imperialist 

powers, and so on. This part of the opposition (Radek) has bluntly proposed a reconsideration of the 

terms outlined by the Party in connection with the Genoa Conference and large economic concessions 

to international imperialism with the purpose of strengthening business relations with foreign capital. 

The Party unhesitatingly rejects these two errors.  

 

(5) In all its shades the opposition has betrayed totally non-Bolshevik views on the 

importance of Party discipline. The pronouncements of many representatives of the opposition are a 

glaring violation of Party discipline and are reminiscent of the days when Comrade Lenin had to ýght 

ñintellectual anarchismò on questions of organisation and uphold the principles of proletarian 

discipline in the Party.  

 

(6) The opposition has clearly violated the decision of the Tenth Congress of the RCP 

banning the formation of factions in the Party. It renounces the Bolshevik view that the Party is a 

monolithic whole for the view that the Party is a totality of all sorts of currents and factions. 

According to the ñnewò views of the opposition, these currents, factions and groups must enjoy 

equality in the Party, while the Party CC must be not so much the leader of the Party as a simple 

registrar and a factotum between the currents and groups. This view has nothing in common with 

Leninism. The factional activities of the opposition cannot but threaten the unity of the state 

apparatus. Its factional actions have enlivened the hopes of all the enemies of the Party, including the 

West European bourgeoisie, for a split in the Russian Communist Party. These factional actions have 

sharply revived the question whether the RCP, as the governing Party, can tolerate the formation of 

factional groups within it.  

 

Having summed up these disagreements and analysed the entire character of the actions of the 

opposition, the All-Union Party Conference has drawn the conclusion that the present opposition is 

not only an attempt to revise Bolshevism, not only a þagrant departure from Leninism but patently a 

petty-bourgeois deviation. There is no doubt whatever that this opposition objectively mirrors the 

pressure of the petty bourgeoisie on the position of the proletarian Party and its policy. Outside the 

Party the principles of inner-Party democracy are already beginning to be interpreted loosely: in the 

sense of the weakening of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the extension of the political rights of 

the new bourgeoisie.  

 

In a situation in which the RCP embodies the dictatorship of the proletariat and enjoys a 

monopoly over legality in the country, it is inevitable that some of the least stable groups of 

Communists should succumb to non-proletarian inþuence. The Party as a whole must see this danger 

and vigilantly safeguard its proletarian line.  

 

Our entire Party must wage a systematic and energetic struggle against this petty-bourgeois 

deviation.  

 

3. Positive Results of the Discussion 

 

The increased activity and the higher cultural level achieved by broad sections of the non-

Party workers and part of the working peasants is a new factor, which, provided the Party pursues a 

correct policy, will vastly beneýt the cause of the revolution. In order to be equal to the occasion and 
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have the possibility of leading these workers and the propertyless sections of the peasants, who are 

joining in the active building of socialism, the Party must itself, at all costs, animate and activate its 

inner life. In this respect, despite the petty-bourgeois deviation of the opposition, the Party has 

beneýted greatly by the discussion.  

 

The petty-bourgeois errors of the opposition were rectiýed quickly and resolutely by the 

Party. As soon as the roll within the Party was called, one after another the largest proletarian 

organisations in the RCP sternly criticised the oppositionôs petty-bourgeois vacillation and reafýrmed 

their support for the line pursued by the Central Committee. In this case, as formerly, during debates 

of principle in the Party, the ýrst to come forward was the Petrograd organisation of the RCP, the 

oldest Bolshevik workersô organisation. Scores of the largest proletarian organisations in the Union of 

Republics unequivocally aligned themselves with the letter of the Petrograd organisation. The 

resolution of the Moscow Gubernia Conference, carried by an overwhelming majority vote, expressed 

a similarly emphatic denunciation of the opposition. At the time the All-Union Party Conference 

opened, the entire Party had, by an absolute majority, unanimously condemned the petty-bourgeois 

deviation.  

 

As a result of the discussion, the main nucleus of the Party is more close-knit than before. 

Throughout the Union of Republics, the workersô cells unhesitatingly gave the most determined 

rebuff to the errors of the opposition. The young Party members, who witnessed sharp arguments in 

the Party for the ýrst time, had the possibility of seeing real Bolshevism. The Communist youth from 

the Komsomol, who are closest to factory life, gave their support to the Partyôs main line without 

hesitation. The vacillation of part of the students of institutions of higher learning is a transient 

phenomenon. With proper explanatory work by the Party, this vacillation will be quickly eradicated.  

 

All members of the Party displayed increased activity and a higher level of political 

consciousness. Important economic and Party issues, which the Party will work on in the immediate 

future, were raised in a new way.  

 

The aspiration of the whole Party to ensure Party unity was sharply accentuated. The least 

hint of the possibility of a split has given and gives rise to the strongest protest by the entire mass of 

Party members. The Party will destroy politically anybody who makes an attempt on the unity of its 

ranks. Greater Party unity has been secured than ever before.  

 

4. Practical Conclusions 

 

In view of the present state of affairs in the Party, the All-Union Party Conference considers: 

 

(1) That the proletarian nucleus in the Party must be increased numerically and given a larger 

say in Party policy. Within the next year the recruitment of factory workers into membership of the 

Party shall be intensiýed in order to enrol not less than 100,000 new members. For this it is necessary 

to facilitate the admission of workers into the Party in every possible way. For this period admission 

to the Party for all non-proletarian members must be closed entirely. In the Party systematic 

propaganda must be conducted to the effect that the whole Party must keep in step with the main 

workersô nucleus.  

 

(2) In order to achieve the utmost strengthening of the Partyôs ties with non-Party people, 

non-Party workers must be given adequate genuine representation in all the Soviets of Working 

Peopleôs Deputies and in all other local government organs. The Party Central Committee must most 

strictly enforce this decision and resolutely call to order those local organisations that violate it.  

 

(3) Party organisations must pay particular attention .to explanatory work in cells which, 

during the recent discussion, had vacillated in one way or another on the question of the Party line. 

Explanation, explanation and more explanationðsuch is the principal task primarily before the 

Partyôs main cadre.  
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(4) Unremitting attention must be given to explanatory work among young people. In view of 

the shortage of material means the Party must prefer to have a smaller contingent of students but, on 

the other hand, improve the material condition of students and better the standard of the work at 

institutions of higher learning. Special steps have to be taken to ensure correct Party leadership of the 

work among young people. The Party cannot allow þattery towards young people, but neither must it 

permit peremptory orders or bureaucratic tutelage. The purpose can only be served by patient 

explanation of the principles of Leninism.  

 

(5) One of the most important tasks is that the study of the history of the RCP, above all, of 

the main facts of the struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism, of the role of the various factions 

and currents during that struggle, particularly of the eclectic factions which sought to ñreconcileò 

Bolshevism with Menshevism, must be up to the mark. The Party Central Committee must take steps 

to secure the publication of the necessary number of textbooks on the history of the RCP and make 

the teaching of the history of the Party compulsory in all Party schools, institutions of higher learning, 

study circles and so forth.  

 

(6) After the example of the largest proletarian organisations, it is necessary to set up circles 

in all our organisations to study Leninism, using the entire collection of the works of Comrade Lenin 

as the principal aid and ensuring proper guidance for these circles.  

 

(7) The Partyôs Central Organ (Pravda) must be strengthened with the proper cadres in order 

to give it the possibility of systematically explaining the principles of Bolshevism and campaigning 

against all deviations from it.  

 

(8) The current discussion must now be transferred from the pages of Pravda to the 

Discussion Bulletin published by Pravda.  

 

(9) Freedom of discussion in the Party by no means implies freedom to undermine Party 

discipline. The Party Central Committee and all Party centres in the localities must immediately take 

the sternest measures to safeguard iron Bolshevik discipline wherever efforts are made to loosen it.  

 

(10) Relentless measures up to expulsion from Party membership must be taken by the Party 

against the spread of unveriýed rumours and banned documents and similar methods usually 

employed by unprincipled groups infected by petty-bourgeois sentiments.  

 

(11) The organisation of information about the work of the Central Committee and about 

inner-Party life generally must be improved. For this purpose the verbatim reports of Central 

Committee plenary meetings must be sent to all members and alternate members of the CC and the 

CCC and also to the Regional and Gubernia Party committees.
*
 An efýciently functioning Party life 

department must be organised in Pravda, Izvestia and other newspapers in the centre and localities. 

An information department must be set up at the Party. C.C.  

 

(12) Special attention must be given to using correct and healthy methods of Party work in the 

Army. Particularly stern punishment must be meted out by the Party for attempts to conduct factional 

ñworkò among the personnel of the Red Army.  

 

(13) The Conference considers it quite expedient to reiterate full and unconditional support 

for the decision of the Tenth Congress of the RCP banning factional groups. The Conference deems it 

necessary to suggest that the Thirteenth Congress of the RCP endorse this decision on behalf of the 

Partyôs highest organ.  

                                                           
*
 The words ñand also to the Regional and Gubernia Party committeesò were added when the resolution of the 

Thirteenth Party Conference was approved by the CC RCP(B) at a plenary meeting held on January 29 and 31, 

l924.ðEd. 
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(14) The Conference suggests that the CC publishes the hitherto unpublished Paragraph 7 of 

the resolution on unity, adopted on Comrade Leninôs recommendation by the Tenth Congress of the 

RCP, empowering a joint meeting of the CC and the CCC by a two-thirdsô majority to reduce 

members to the status of candidate members or even expel from the Party any member of the CC who 

violates Party discipline or engages in factional activity.
*
  

 

(15) The Conference cannot overlook the decision of the recent Moscow Gubernia 

Conference, which informed the entire Party that a factional group undermining Party unity has been 

set up in Moscow. The Conference expects the Party CC and the CCC to take prompt and most 

resolute steps, up to expulsion from the Party, against those who are trying to split the Party in the 

main political centre of the USSR.  

 

Considering that the nation-wide discussion on the questions mooted hitherto has ended, the 

Conference calls on all Party organisations to go over to business-like work. Unshakable unity of the 

RCP, the governing Party of the proletarian dictatorship, is the fundamental requisite for the further 

advance of the proletarian revolution. Party unity is the proletarian vanguardôs main possession. The 

unity of the RCP must be safeguarded as the apple of oneôs eye. The All-Union Party Conference is 

conýdent that the Party CC, round which, as the result of the discussion has shown, the entire Party 

has rallied again and again, will ýrmly safeguard this unity.
149

  

 
The CPSU in Resolutions etc.,  

18th Russ. Ed., Vol. 2, pp. 507-15 

 

                                                           
*
 See pp. 230-31.ðEd. 



153 

PLENARY MEETING OF THE CC RCP(B) 
 

Moscow, January 17-20, 1925
150

 

 

RESOLUTION ñON COMRADE TROTSKYôS ACTIONSò 

 

Solid unity and iron discipline, a genuine unity of views on the basis of Leninism, have 

always been the key prerequisite of all the achievements of the Bolshevik Party. Comrade Trotskyôs 

unceasing actions against Bolshevism now confront the Party with the choice of either renouncing this 

key prerequisite or putting an end to these actions once and for all. 

 

Abroad Comrade Trotskyôs actions against the Party are assessed by the bourgeoisie and the 

Social-Democratic movement as a prelude to a split in the RCP and, therefore, to the disintegration of 

the proletarian dictatorship itself. This is partially the basis on which international imperialism now 

draws its practical conclusions relative to the USSR, despite the fact that objectively the USSR is now 

in a stronger position than it has ever been before.  

 

In the country Comrade Trotskyôs opposition actions are regarded by all anti-Soviet and 

vacillating elements as a signal to rally against the Partyôs policy in order to demoralise the 

proletarian dictatorship and force it to make concessions to bourgeois democracy.  

 

The anti-proletarian elements in the state apparatus, who are seeking ñemancipationò from 

Party guidance, see their hope in Comrade Trotskyôs ýght against the Party CC. Enormous harm is 

being inþicted on the dictatorship of the proletariat and, in particular, on one of Comrade Leninôs 

major injunctions, namely, the need to remake the entire state apparatus in the spirit of the workersô 

and peasantsô power. In and around the Party, Comrade Trotskyôs active opposition has turned his 

name into a banner for everything non-Bolshevik, for all the non-Communist and anti-proletarian 

deviations and groups.  

 

In the most general outline the sum total of Comrade Trotskyôs actions against the Party may 

now be characterised as an aspiration to turn the ideology of the RCP into a ñBolshevismò stripped of 

Leninism and ñmodernisedò by Comrade Trotsky. This is not Bolshevism. It is a revision of 

Bolshevism. It is an attempt to supplant Leninism by Trotskyism, i.e., an attempt to replace the 

Leninist theory and tactics of the international proletarian revolution with the variety of Menshevism 

that was represented by the old Trotskyism and which is today represented by the currently revived 

ñnewò Trotskyism. In point of fact, modern Trotskyism is a falsiýcation of communism in a spirit 

close to the ñEuropeanò models of pseudo-Marxism, i.e., in the ýnal analysis, in the spirit of 

ñEuropeanò Social-Democracy.  

 

***  

 

During the past few .years of Comrade Trotskyôs membership of the RCP, our Party has had 

to conduct four discussions with him, to make no mention of arguments on a smaller scale on 

extremely important issues.  

 

First discussionðon the Brest Peace Treaty. Comrade Trotsky failed to understand that the 

peasants neither wanted nor could ýght the war, and he pursued a policy which nearly cost the 

revolution its head. To rectify the error and obtain the Brest ñrespiteòðeven on harsher termsð

Comrade Lenin had to threaten to resign from the government, and a tense struggle had to be waged at 

the Seventh Party Congress.  

 

Second discussionðon the trade unions. Actuallyðthe attitude to the peasants, who had risen 

against War Communism, the attitude to the non-Party mass of workers, generally the Partyôs attitude 

to the masses at a time when the Civil War had ended. A sharp nation-wide discussion and an 

energetic campaign by the Partyôs entire nucleus headed by Lenin against the ñfeverish leadershipò of 
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Trotskyism were required to save the Party from errors that might have called in question all the gains 

of the revolution.  

 

Third discussionðon the ñParty apparatusò, on the ñplanò, on the alleged ñpeasant deviationò, 

in the CC, on the ñstruggle of generationsò and so on. Actuallyðagain on the economic alliance of 

the proletariat with the peasants, on the prices policy, on the monetary reform, on the need to orient 

the Party policy on the working-class nucleus, on preserving the Partyôs leading role in the economy 

and in the organs of state, on the struggle against ñfreedomò of factions and groups, on preserving the 

leading role of the Partyôs Bolshevik cadres, in short, on preserving the Partyôs Leninist line during 

the period of the New Economic Policy. In this discussion Comrade Trotsky quite clearly showed that 

he was the spokesman of the petty-bourgeois deviation. He made another attempt to steer the Party 

into a policy which might have destroyed the revolution because it would have nipped the Partyôs 

economic successes in the bud. The petty-bourgeois opposition headed by Comrade Trotsky drove 

itself into a situation where, because of its reluctance to admit its fundamental errors, it has to reason 

in accordance with the formula ñthe worse the betterò, i.e., hope that the Party and the Soviet power 

would meet with setbacks.  

 

A tense struggle was required to repulse this petty-bourgeois onslaught on the fortress of 

Bolshevism. It is now obvious to everybody that the arguments of the Trotskyites in the autumn of 

1923 that the ñcountry was doomedò were nothing more than an expression of petty-bourgeois fright, 

distrust of the forces of our revolution and utter incomprehension of our economy. The monetary 

reform, which Comrade Trotsky counterposed with a ñplanò and which he said would end in failure, 

improved the economic situation and was a major step towards the countryôs economic revival. 

Industry is back on its feet, despite the crop failure of 1924. The material condition of the workers is 

improving. From this test the Party emerged stronger than before. The Lenin Enrolment brought fresh 

proletarian forces into the Party. But had the Bolshevik Party failed to give such a sharp and 

unanimous rebuff to Trotskyôs relapse into semi-Menshevism, the real dangers to the country, the 

working class and our Party would have been incalculable.  

 

In the long run, all of Comrade Trotskyôs actions against the Partyôs general line from 1918 to 

1924 derived from his semi-Menshevik inability to appreciate the role of the proletariat relative to the 

non-proletarian and semi-proletarian sections of the people, belittlement of the Partyôs role in the 

revolution and socialist construction, and failure to understand that the Bolshevik Party can carry out 

its historic mission only if it is really united ideologically and monolithic.  

 

The fourth, current, discussion has brought to light even more serious, all-embracing 

divergences between Comrade Trotsky and the Bolshevik Party. It is now obviously a matter of two 

basically opposite systems of policy and tactics. During the present discussion Comrade Trotsky 

started a direct attack on the fundamentals of the Bolshevik world outlook. He (1) completely 

repudiates all that Leninism has taught since 1904 about the motive forces of the Russian revolution 

and on which the entire tactics of Bolshevism in the three Russian revolutions was founded; (2) 

opposes the Bolshevik assessment of the motive forces of the Russian revolution and Leninôs teaching 

of the world proletarian revolution with his old ñtheoryò of permanent revolution, which proved to be 

totally abortive in the three Russian revolutions (and also in Poland and Germany) and which 

Comrade Lenin repeatedly characterised as an eclectic (muddled) attempt to coalesce petty-bourgeois 

Menshevist opportunism with ñLeftò verbiage and as a striving to leap over the peasantry; endeavours 

to persuade the Party that before steering towards the dictatorship of the proletariat Bolshevism had to 

ñrearm ideologicallyò, i.e., alleging that it had to renounce Leninism and take the road of Trotskyism; 

(4) preaches the theory that Bolshevism has ñsplitò in two: (a) Bolshevism prior to the revolution of 

October 1917, which is allegedly of secondary importance, and (b) Bolshevism since October 1917, 

which allegedly had to grow into Trotskyism in order to carry out its historic mission; (5) ñexpoundsò 

the history of the October Revolution in such a way as to obliterate the role played by the Bolshevik 

Party and give prominence to the role of the personality of Comrade Trotsky himself, according to the 

ñheroes and mobò formula; the claim that there had been a ñpeaceful uprisingò as early as October 10, 

1917 has nothing in common with the Bolshevik view of the armed uprising; (6) gives an extremely 
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ambiguous picture of the role played by Comrade Lenin in the October Revolution; seeks to give the 

impression that Comrade Lenin advocated taking power by conspiratorial means behind the back of 

the Soviets and that the practical proposals made by Comrade Lenin derived from a failure to 

understand the situation; (7) utterly distorts the relations between Comrade Lenin and the Party CC, 

portraying them as a continuous war between two ñpowersò; Comrade Trotsky tries to make people 

believe this ñversionò by publishing (without the permission of the CC) excerpts from various 

documents giving a false and distorted picture of these relations; (8) portrays the role played by the 

entire Party CC as the leader of the uprising in such a light as to sow the most profound distrust in the 

main nucleus of the Party Headquarters today; (9) misrepresents major episodes of the revolution 

from February to October 1917 (April and June demonstrations, the events of July, the Pre-parliament 

and so on); (10) distorts the tactics of the Comintern Executive in an effort to blame its nucleus for the 

setbacks in Germany, Bulgaria and elsewhere, thereby sowing distrust in both the CC RCP and the 

Comintern Executive.  

 

Comrade Trotskyôs divergence with the Bolshevik Party has thus steadily grown wider from 

year to year and, recently, from month to month. The divergence concerns not only issues of the past: 

the past itself is ñrevisedò in order to ñprepareò a platform for present disagreements on current 

policies. In particular, Comrade Trotsky retrospectively found a ñRight wingò in the old Bolshevism 

in order to use this as a cover to win for himself the right to form a real Right wing in the RCP 

todayðin the period of the New Economic Policy and at a time when the world revolution has slowed 

down and the petty-bourgeois menace, favourable to the formation of a Right wing in the RCP and the 

Comintern, looms large.  

 

The ñrevisionò of Leninism in the question of the motive forces of the revolution (i.e., above 

all, in the question of the relationship between the proletariat and the peasantry) is the ñfoundationò of 

the non-Bolshevik view of the Partyôs present policy on the question of the peasantry. All the Partyôs 

discussions with Comrade Trotsky bring us back again and again to his erroneous, anti-Leninist 

assessment of the role played by the peasants in the revolution. Mistakes in this question become 

particularly dangerous precisely today, when, in putting into effect the slogan of ñfacing the 

countrysideò, the Party is making every effort to strengthen the link between urban industry and the 

peasant economy, draw the peasant masses into Soviet development, activate the Soviets and so on, 

and when the further success or failure of the revolution depends precisely on whether the relationship 

between the proletariat and the peasantry is right or wrong.  

 

On basic questions of international politics (the role of fascism and Social-Democracy, the 

role of the United States of America in Europe, the duration and nature of the ñdemocratic paciýst 

eraò, whose assessment by Comrade Trotsky in many ways coincides with that of the Social-

Democratic ñCentreò, and so on), Comrade Trotsky adopted a stand different from that of the RCP 

and the whole Comintern, without even taking the trouble to present his views to the CC or the 

Comintern Executive. With the complete agreement of the CC RCP, the delegation of the RCP to the 

Fifth Comintern Congress proposed that Comrade Trotsky should state his views on international 

questions to that congress. Comrade Trotsky refused to do this at the congress, but found it expedient 

to do so shortly afterwards, at a meeting of veterinary workers over the head of the Comintern and the 

RCP. In the recent period Comrade Trotsky has not acted in unison with the Party on any major issue. 

More frequently than not he went against the views of the Party.  

 

An extremely important political task facing the Party is to steer a ýrm line towards 

eradicating elements separating the town from the countryside, i.e., raising in all its magnitude the 

question of further reducing the retail price of goods manufactured in towns, create the conditions for 

a real upsurge of agriculture (organisation of land exploitation, land-tenure), give the closest attention 

to securing a real activation, above all, of the rural co-operative (genuinely voluntary membership, 

electivity, credits), raise and resolve the question of reducing the taxes paid by the peasants and 

effecting a reform of the tax policy, and also bend every effort to resolve the problem of improving 

the political situation in the countryside (stricter electivity, the enlistment of non-Party peasants, and 

so forth).  






















































































































































































































