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PREFACE"

The recent trials of the Trotskyist wreckers, spies and
murderers have created world-wide scnlﬁtlon Those who
at first attributed the trials to “ﬁt&lfn‘e blood lust ” and
were inclined to  dismiss the ¢ eﬁdbnce as fabrication
have been silenced by the o erwhelm‘l’ng proofs that are
now available. Even the Timelkcorrespondent who attend-
od tho Bukharin trial was forepd ?d admit that the guilt
of the acoused had been proved tcm the hilt.

But even amorg honest elements who no longer doubt
the veracity. of fyie evidence‘,‘ bewilderness prevails,
bewildernecss as to how Trotsky who played a ‘‘glorious”
role in the Revolutionary movement of Russia, coyld sink
so low a8 to beeome tho agont‘of international Fascism.
M. N. Roy supplics an ingencous answer. He says that it
was absence of internal democracy in the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, persecutions and expulsions of
those who differed ju any way from the majority, the
effort to smother all ‘eriticism, that compelled the * one-
time revolutidharies” to resort to “clandestine method\
(Independent India No, 5.) .

Because of the prevailing ignorance about the history
of the (‘ommunist Party of the Soviet Union, such an
“erplanation” may be readily accepted. Tt is believed by
«Mmany others that Trotsky, the “right-hand man ™ :m‘d
Lfaithful companion i arms  of Lenin was™ hounded ont
Of thc Communist Party merely because he alone vemained
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true to Leuw'" Qfﬁlm wanted {4, crush him because he.
alone remained true to ﬁéni Stalin wanted to: crunl
him because he was an obstacle 1 hls' patk. And soon, '

This booklet consists of a speech delivered by Stalin
in 1924. From the most authoritative documenta of the
actual period of seizure of power, viz. the minutes of the
Central Committee, Stalin exposes the myth aboul
Trotsky’s “special role” in the Revolution, about b
being, “together with Leﬁm " the inspirer and loader of
the Revolution; about hia 'bemg the organiser of the victe

- ries over the counter-revolutionary armies of Kolohak an
Denikin, , (m

In his Lessons of October and the Hjstory of the Russias
Revolution, Trotsky everywhere bohb\es the rolo: of the
Bolshevik Party. He almost says in 80 many words thal
the Party leadership consisted mostly of vacillators anf
imbeciles, that it played no part, and only he (Trotsky
and Lenin were responsible for the success of the Revolu
tion. Anyone acquainted with the history of the Bolshovil
Party and Revolutionary Russia, during the long period ol
struggle against Czardom, knows how false i8 the estima
tion/ Why did Trotsky indulge in these brazen-faced lies
even in 1924 when he himself was a responsible member d

‘the Party? Why did he attempt to belittle the Partﬁj

Was it mere maliciousness ? g

Stalin replies, “To Trotsky the uncrowning of thl
Party represents a desperate need to permit him the un
crowning of Leninism. And the uucrowning of Leninism

necessary for emuggling in Trotskyism.”

bBEFACE

.~ This was the giat Rf the, matter, _In this biklet it ia
@hown how paive and' Wopped 8 the oonoeptinn that
"Trotaky alone remained uwue to Lenin's teachings,” how
wide is the gulf between Trotakyism and Leniniam,

PERMANENT REVOLUTION

In his work ¢ Leninism ’ 8talin deals exhaustively with
Trotsky’s theory of ‘“Permancnt Revolution” which he
characterises in this booklet ag. the “first peculiarity of
Trotakyism.” Thia theory was flest propounded by Troteky
in 1905, Trotsky wrote in 192& in the preface to a work
entitled ‘10058', *“If the proletarian vanguard was to reap
the harvest of its victory, it fqust. at the very outset make
the most decisive inroads into dhe domains of both
bourgeois and capitalist property, Such action would have
led to hostile- ~ollisions, not only with all the bourgeois
groups......but likewise with tho peasant masses which had
helped the revolution in its earlier stages. The cogpradic-
tions inherent in the possibility of a workers’ Government
functioning in a backward country where the large majo-
rity of the population is composed of peasants, can only he-
liquidated on an international scalo, in the arena of a
world-wide proletarian revolution.”

Here the entire peasantry, from the Kulak to the poor

_peasant, is considered to be one solid bloc inherently and

incurably hostile to Socialism. Therefore, when the pro-

. letaxiat attempts to build socialism, a violent clash between

4t and the peasantry is inevitable. The proletariat of
Russia being numerically weak cannot by its own strength
‘break down the resistence of the peasantry. Hence with-

uf_revolution in the industrially advanced countries of the
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west, wnthout a Furopom?“pr Qxﬂriat which (having ocsta¢
blished Soocialism in the West) jois forces with the Russian
proletariat to break the resistance of the hostile Russian
peasantry, socialism caunot be victorious in Russia.

This was what Trotsky said in 1903 and this, what he
repeated in 1924, Dictatorship of the Proletariat, accord-
ing to Trotsky, is inscparable from “wioleat  collision”
betwoen the entire peasant mass and the Russian pro
letariat, unless it secured support from the Westert
proletariat,

Lenin wrnte, “The D tatorship of the Prolotariat is §
special form of class allinnc: between tho prolotariat (the
vanguard of workers) and the numerous non-proletariar
strata of those who labour (p(-t‘t._\ﬂih"‘g’,‘t);r\i(‘, small em
ployers, peasints,
of these.
overthrow of capitalism, the erushing for once and for all 6
the resistance of the bourgeoisic in its attempts for the
restoration of the old order and the definite inauguratiot
and consolidation of Socialism.”

intelligentsiv and so on) or the majority

It is an alliance whose object i8 the complett

hetween the pro
Lenig
in the “each
and ¢

Trotsky visualises © hostile collision
letariat and the peasantry after the « early stages.”
allianee between them not only
bt

golidation of socialism,”

virualises

stoges” also “for the definite inauguration

i
. 1
In his article on the * Peasant Problem in France lmd

Germany” Engels wrote :

“When we are in possesgion of the powers qu

State, we shall not even dream of expropriatine the p
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: peasunts, the small holfierq (with ar withrd erufpensation)
?as we shall have to do in‘re.atfon to the large land owners,
;Our task as regards the small holders will first of all consist
in transforming their individual production into coopera-
not forcibly

tive owncership. but by way of example and

.3

by offering social aid for this purpose.
in the Teachings of Marx)

(quoted by Lenin

These extracts will show, that on the most important
question of Marxism, the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
its character, there fundaomental dillerence between
Marxism Leninism and Trotskyism.

18 a

Who was right 7 The '()vs,olmﬁ ,}{evoluti\on showed that
Lenin was right and Trotsky was’ wrong. Stalin wrote :
«he Octoher Revolution undoubtedly possessed the happy
“peasants’ war” and. a “proletarian
The October Revolution
The October Revolution
showed that the proletariat can seize power and main-
tain 1t, provided it is able to wrest the middle strata,
especially the peasantry.

sombination~ of af
revolution™ of which Murx wrote,

is both possible and feasible,

from the cupitalist classes, pro-
vided it knows how to transform these strata from reserves
of capitalism nto reserves of the proletariat,”

But the October Revolution did not tcach Trotsky
this fundamenal lesson of Marxism.  On thé contrary, he
stuck to his theory of Permiment Revolution, of “violent

collision™ between the workers and peasants.

‘The theory of impossibility of Socialism in Russia
Jollows logically from the theory of permanent revolution,
lf _the Russiap peasantry after the © early btnges”
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revolution
obviously socialism could not be built.

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union decisively
rejected this defcatist, counter-revolutionary theory of
Trotsky. It went forward to build socialist socicty in the
Sovict Union. In alliance with tho peasantry, the pro-
letariat broke the capitalist eloments. Land was collec-
tivised, heavy industries were built.

Today the Soviet Union ranks as the second industrial
country in the world. Tn the midst of u crigis-stricken
capitalist world, it stavds as the onc land where no un-
employment exists. Tht masses in the capitalist world whe
are facing the fierce onslaught of I"uscikt reaction, look t
the Soviet Union as the onc country whore the most com:
plete democracy has been established. It is a source of
inspiration and hope to all who are fighting aguinst fasois!
barbarity for saving civilisation.

What would have hkappensd if Trolsky's line had
triumphed? The Soviet Union would have remained a
backward agricultural couatry, torn by internal wat
between the proletariat and the peasantry (‘‘Violent collis
sion”), an easy prey to the fascist wolves. Instead of the
Russian proletariat giving material and moral support an
ideological guidance to the World forces of progress as i
does today (Spain, China etc), it would have waited fof
the proletariat of other Junds to come and help it to ovﬁ
come the resistance of the Russian peasantry.

That would have led to the victory of Fascism and tM
restoration of capitalism tn the Soviet Union and conseque
weakening of Socialist forces all over the world,

> :
inevitably turned Sgainst the protetariat,

3 » ‘
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That is why Trotskyism was an anti-Leninist, anti-
working class trend from ite very inception. Before the
Jetober Revoldtion, Trotekyism meant the under-estimation
f the peasantry, under-estimation of the nced to win the
peasantrr. And thus arose the slogans' of adventurist
isolationism, that could only weaken and disrupt the forces of
Revolution, .g., tho slogan of Workers’ Government, After
she rovolution, Trotskyism meant * violent collisions >
yetween the proletariat and the peasantry, i.e., undoing
he victories of the revolution.

WAS THE PARTY VINDICTIVE ?

The myth that Trotsky was “uarahly treated,” that
“repressive moasures” were adopted against him and his
supporters, while thoy wore honestly propounding their
views, is exploded in this booklet. At the end of his

specch, Stalin says :—

« It is the task of the Party fo bury Trotskyism as an
ideological trend,

«There is talk about measures of repression against
the opposition and the possibility of a split. That is all
I am decidedly opposed to them. What

nonsense comrades,

- we want 18 not repression but a broadly conceived ideological

struggle against rccrudescent Trotskyism.” (our italics)

"This was in 1924. At the same time Stalin said :

\&Trobsl“yism according to its own inner content has every

chance of becoming the centre and rallying point of non-
Zrolelarian elements which are trying to weaken; to dis-
integrate the Dictatorship of the Proletariat,”

) 2
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ThesSNwords . of bmlm provcd prophetic. In cvery
revolutionary movement, along ‘with noble and sclfiess
heroes, there also participate Tin-serupulous ambitious
elements, thirsting for position, prepared to go to any extent
to satisty their lust for One of such elements in
. the Russian Revolutionary Movement, wag Trotsky. In

perpetual conflict with Lenin almost throughont the period
from 1903-to 1917, advocating organisationally opportunist
and politically adventurist lines, Trotsky in August 1917
joined the Bolshevik Party on the eve of the October
sevolution. Lenin said in 1912, = In the party policy, he
disorganising the legality of the party, and setting out
1 a path of adventure and disunity.””  Yet when in 1917
rotsky joined the Bolsheviks, the party not ouly forgave
s anti-party past but clected him to the (,Lntml Com-
mittee and the Political Burcau.

power.

Does this show vindictiveness ¢

The Party was not swayed by considerations of
Trotsky's anti-Party pust, when in 1917 Trotsky applied for
membership.  During the period between 1917 and Lenin's
death in 1924, Trotsky repeatedly opposed Lonin on the
Brest-Litovsk Treaty ; on the relation between the State
and the Trade Unions Trotsky advocated the incorporation’
When in 1924
he began his campaign of slander against the Party, the
Party refused to expel him or resort to repressive measures.~1

of Trade Unions in the State operations.”

This wus a proposal ou a par with the ¢ Labour !tmut'uf
Hitler, demaoceatic spirit of Muaexism-
Loninism. Lt was then and then only thut he was expeliod from the!
Larty,

and ontively  agninst the
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. The party fought Trotskyism, ideologically. Tn 1927 on the
ElOth Anniversary of the October Revolution the Trotsk-
"yists staged an anti-party and anti-Soviet Government
" demonstration.
Similarly, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Radek, Bukharin and
.others. Inspite of repeated anti-party acts, they were
readily forgiven whenever they admitted their past mis-
takes. In this booklet, Stalin condemns Trotsky’s attacks
on Zinoviev and Kamenev on the score of their vacillation
during the October Revolation, He says “ Zinoviev and
Kamenov were Bolsheviks—Leninists.” As long as there
was any ground for behevmg th“t, the vgoillations and
mistakes of a Party member had been due to temporary
lapses, as long as it had not been overwhelmingly proved
"that he was a rotten, counter- revolutionary element, the
Party readily forgave him, weleomed hlm back with open
arms and defended him against all attacks on his integrity
and revolutionary honesty.

NEW PHASE OF TROTSKYISM

With the complete triumph of Socialism in the
U. S. S. R. with' the flnal liquidation of all capitalist ele-
ents. the Social basis of Trotskyism in the Soviet Union
2was smashed. The growing material prosperity and cultural
upliftment of the people on the basis of socialist industry
broved the hollowness of Trotsky's thesis. It was no
longer possible for Trotsky to secure political support,

Blinded with hatred for the Soviet leaders, thursting

" With Iust for power, refusing to realise the incorrectness of

his line, yet finding no support among the Soviet masses,
Trotsky bad to seck support from the cnemies of the
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Soviet Urﬁn This support ho found among tho disgrimtle
and cowardly elements in the Soviet Union, who liko bin
self had no faith in the masses and believed.in the triump
of counter-revolution as inevitable and among the Fascist
*The enemy of my enemy is my friend,” became Trotsky'
motto, Hitler in his quest for allies to disrupt and weake:
the working class state found Trotsky a willing too
Trotskyism became the handmaid of Fascism.

The weapon that Trotskyism in its new phase had t
wield, could no longer be merely and even predominant]
deological perversion of Leninism, As o result of th
riumph of Socialism in the U. S. 8. R., the Soviet syster
iad so strongly entrenched itself, that no section of th
aagses could be persuaded to fight against it. They, wh

nad been relieved for ever from capitalist exploitation anl
had built up Socialism, could not be pursuaded that “Socia
lism cannot be built in one country,” could not be rallies
for the restoration of capitalism. Hence Trotskyism had &
sink to murder, sabotage and spying.

Enough has nlready appeared in the press to explodi
thomyth of “torture,” threats ctc. by which the confes
sions of tne Trotskyist wrockers are supposed to havo beer
extracted. The people who propagate or helieve in thest
stories stoutly maintain that Radek, Bukharin. Zinovie
and others were genuine revolutionarics. If that is th
case why did they debuse themsclves in the court! Evel
the worst enemies of the Soviet Union would admit that
Hitler’s police have nothing to learn from the OGPU i
the methods of torture. Com. Thaclman has been in pris
for aver 5 years, Why is he not produced and_made to cenf

{ ITeyolution,—German, [talian and Japancse fascism.
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‘that he sold Germany in exchange for Moscow “Gold ? If
‘My methad could make « honest revolutananes condemn
’hemselves as traitors and -apies, would not Hitler and
Mussolini have produced hundrods of Commumsts to makd
timilar confossions ? That would have immenselv strength,
®ned their position and isolated the Communists. They
®ould not, because nothing can mnke honest revolugionaries
oonfess suoch things. v
This pbase of Trotskyism did not manifest itself in the
year 1924 when the speech contained in the boaklet was
Qelivered. The three peoualiarities of Trotskyism whioh
‘Qtalin describes in this booklet no longer constitute the
Edammant features of Trotskyism.—Trotskyim had gone
}far beyond mere preaching of a false theory and slandering
"Qommunist leaders. - Today the dominant features of
"I‘r(;tskyism arc (1) wrecking, sabotaging and murdering
activities in the Soviet Union (2) slandering propaganda
against the Soviet Union and attempt to destroy its pre-
Stigo and popularity among the working masses of the
World (3) Disruption of the Pcoples’ Front movement by
Qomogogic left slogans and tactics.

In all this, Trotskyism f;uthfully' and consistently
Rapyes the canse of the spearhead of international counter-
If the
B(wiet leaders are murdered, if Soviet industries ure
Wracked, Fascist conquest of the workers fatherland is
t‘!.cilit&t;ed. If the Peoples Front movements ars disrupted

ascist triumph becomes easier.

It is a matter of scrious concern to all anti- -Imperia-
l‘&t& in India, that the counter- revolutmn‘uy chmu ster of
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N
Trotskyism is not fully appreciated even by many sock
lists. Those very people who genuinely support - t!
Soviet Union and look to it as the one bright spot in

spies who were struckdown by the sword of proletaria

black world, also lament the fate of those traitors and?r ROTSKYISM OR LENINISM ?

justice. Still less do they seem to understand the res

character of the latest Trotskyist slogan of ‘“worker -

Front” as against the “ Feoples’ Front.” It is because ¢
this muddle headedness that we find the same comrade
who support wholehoartedly the Spanish Peoples Front, cot
demning the repression of the P.O.U.M. rising in Barcelon
and which has been trying its best to disrupt the fightin
unity of the Spanish Prolctariat with the peasantry an
democratic masses under the demogogic slogan, of “Sovie
Spain.” If the attempted coup at Barcelona had not bee
defeated, it would have resulted not in Soviet Spain
but in fascist Spain. '

Comravps! Little remains for me to say after the
full report of Comrade Kamenev, I shall confine myself
thercfore, to the exposure of certain legends circulated by
Comrade Trotsky and his adherents regarding the October
Yprising, regarding the role of Comrade Trotsky in the up-
I‘iging, regarding the Party and the preparation for October,
Bto, I shall also refer to Trotskyism as a peculiar ideology,
incompﬂt,ible with Leninism, and to the task of the Party
in connection with the latest literary contributions of

}?Qomrade Trotsky.

The slogan of the Workers’ Front as against thﬁ’ I. The Facts Concerning the QOctober Uprising

Peoples’ Front can have only one meaning—the isolatiol
of the proletariat from its allies and the strengthening ¢
fascism.

EVERYONE OF TROTSKY'S SLOGANS TODAY
SERVES THE OBJECT OF FASCISM

Nothing can be more dangerous than the notion th
Trotskyism is “More revolutionary™ than Stalinism,

The reader who desires to know more about Tro
skyism, its genesis and subscquent development shoul
refer to Leninism—2 Volumes by Stalin and also The Ne
Age (A Marxist Monthly Edited by S. V. Ghate) of No
'37 May and June 1938. '

%

Bombay,
15th Sept. 1938,

First of all, about the October uprising. A rumoar is
being persistelltly ‘circulated among the members of the
arty to the effect that the Central Committoe as a whole
Wag opposed to the uprising in October 1917. It is usually .
Yelated that on October 10, when the Central Committee
Dagged the decision to organize the uprising, the majority
f the Central Committee at tirst declared itsclf against the
Uprising, but at that moment, a worker, supposedly rushed
‘hto the meeting of the Central Commit*ee and said: “You
Are deciding against the uprising, but let me tell you that
o uprising will take place anyhow, in spite of every-
r-hing,” 1t is further alleged that after these threats the

AJAY KUMAR GHOSH ~&Ql_lt;al Committee winced, re-opened the question of the
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uprising and passed a decision to organize an uprising, Thi
This is stated by th
book, Ten Days that Shook th
World. He was remote from our Party and of course coult
not know the history of our secrot mnoting of October 1
and therefore foll a victim to the gossip which emanate

is not a mere rumour, comrades.
famous John Reed in his

from Moessrs, Sukhanov and (‘. This
and was then repeatod in o

from the

Thesc
lutest literary contributions of Comrade
without suying that all these

Syrkin.
Trotsky.

kind took place, or could have
of the Central Committec, We might thereforc ha
ignored thesc absurd rumours: many a rumour is concoot
in the private studies of the members of the opposition

persons remote from the Party. And indeed, that is ¢
Wway we have acted hitherto, paying no attention, for i
stance, to the errors of John Reed, nor troubling to corre
these errors.  But after the latest uttcrunces of Comra
Trotsky, it is no longer possible
foran attempt is wmaude to

to ignore such lcg:eﬂti
bring up the vouth on sul
legends, and unfortunately some measgure of (-\uoceﬂf*imk
heen achieved in hig respect. T must therofore counterpdl
the actual facts to those absurd rumours,

I take the minutes of (ho meeting of the Central Co
mittee of our Purty on October 10 (23), 1917, Preset

Leain, Zinoviev, Kawenev, Stalin, Trotsky, Sverdl

iori f ten to tw
.Cenll‘;l] (‘ommittec, by a majority o

tale went roun
number of pamphlots issuin
pens of Trotskyists, including one of the latet X
pamphlets on the October Revolution written by Comrad V he P
rumours are strongly supported in th Stallu, Kamenev,
It go
and similar Arabian-Nig!

tales are at varinnce with the facts and that nothing of ti

taken place, at the mectir,

Jry

2 ni
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ikov and

itsky, Dzerzhi ollontai, Bubnov, Sokolnikov a

Ums}\y, I()fofy.‘}x":t/);’ntls{ and the question o'f ’the upns{ng
e debate, Comrade Lenin’s resolution
ko , The resolution is passed
It seems clear : the
0, resolved

[‘0mov.
e discussed.
B the uprising is put to vote. o
Y a majority vote of ten to .

fci k of organizing
i iate practical wor :
e v tl:;ebll-r::;n:rz(:}: ‘meeting the Central Commn]:;;e;
’ ad the uprising, to be. calle
Lenin, Zinoviev,

the uprising. A !
lects o politi('al centre to le

i f:
x g 1 to consist o
olitionl Burc ‘l,;:,:;ky, Sokolnikov and Bubnov.

s the facts. .
— M'b . at stroke dcstrdy several legends.
e o Onethut the majority of the Central
opposed  to thcl lép::;;liieeTﬁ;z

) 0

also destroy the Jegend that the Ler;‘i;xi'zn o o
From b o ﬂl‘mt‘i“g o quetho opponents of an
From the minutes it is clear that o opponents 42
immediate uprising- fCoun'ad'eS Kam;ex;s e the O g
entorod the organ of the political lga . rising. There was
on a par with the advucates of the up

i Of Q&
\ u Sthn,
‘ > ld thUI‘O have b n al q
juestuon, nor <ou ee n e

8plit,

These ‘
They destroy the legend
Comnittee was :lll(‘gc(“y

y at during Octobes we
Comrnde Trotsky nssond trhfts‘o(nted iy Comrades
. tight Wi In our e rofxlxi;qt social-democrats.
i ore (L $
Kamenev and Zinoviev, who we : o e
The Onlcy thing not comprehensible 18 lw““’:‘ ould epp
that the Party in such cvent avoided, a spiit .

inion with Comrades
'h“PPeu that the differences of opipion W
3
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Kamenev and Zinoviev lasted only n fow days: how’
could happen that these comracdes, in spite of the diff
rences of opinion, wore placed by the Party at very in
portant posts, were olected to the politicnl eontre of th
uprising, cte.  The Party is sufliciently aware of Lenin
relentlessness in regard to social-democrats : the Part
knows that Lenin would not for & moment have agreed f
k(‘op in the Pm‘ty, and what is more, at most imp()rb:u_
posts, comrades with a socisl-democratic frame of min
How is it to be explained that the Party avoided a split
This is explained by the fact that in spite of the differenct
of opinion, theso comrades wore old Bolsheviks, Whi
was that common ground ? It was the identity of views o
fundamental questions: «n the character of the Russia
Revolution, on the driving forces of the revolution, on th
role of the peasantry, on the principles of Party leadershi]
ete. Without such common ground a split would hav
been inevitable. No split took place and the differenot
of opinion lasted only a fow days beeause, and only becaud
Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev were Leninists, Bolsh{
viks.

Let us now pass on to the legend about the specit
role of Comrade Trotsky in the October Revolution. Th
Trotskyists are intent on spreading a rumour te the eﬁo@
that Comrade Trotsky was the inspirer and only leader ¢
the October uprising, These rumours are spread will
poarticular  assiduity by Comrade Lenzner, the so-callel
editor of Comrade Trotsky's works. Comrade Tro
himself, by systomatically avoiding mention of the Par '
the Ceptral Committee Qf the l’arty and the Lenin,
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(Committee of the Party, by hushing up the leading role
jof these organizations in the uprising and emphatically
‘pushing himself to the fore as the central figure of the
Qotober uprising, intentionally or unintentionally contri-
butes to the dissemination of the rumours about a special
role of Comrade Trotsky in the uprising, Iam far from
denying the undoubtedly important role of Comrade
Troteky in the uprising, But I must state that Comrade
Trotsky did not and could not have played any special
role in the October uprising ; that, being the president of
the Petrograd Soviet, he only carried into effect the will
of the respective Party authorities, which guided every
step of Comrade Trotsky. This may appear strange to
philistines like Sukbanov, but the facts, the actual facts
fully and entirely bear out this assertion.

Let us take the minutes of the next meeting of the
Central Committce, on October 16, 1917. Present: the
wmembers of the Central Committee, plus the representa-
tives of the Leingrad Committee, plus the representatives
of the military organization, of the factary Committees, of
the trade unions, the railway men. In addition to the
wmembers of the Central Committee there are present :
Krylenko, Shotman, Kalinin, Volodarsky, Shlyapnikov,
Latsis andyothers. Twenty-five persons ir all. The question
of the 'upris\ing is discussed from its purely practicaland
organizational aspect. Lenin’s resolution on the uprisings
passed by a majority of twenty to two, three persons
bhstaining from voting. 4 practical centre is elected to take
chargo of organizing the uprising. Who is elected to this
tentre! Five were elected to it: Sverdlov, Stalin, Dzerzhin-
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sky, Bubnov and Uritsky. The tasks of tho practios
centre were: to direet all the practical organs of the up
rising, in accordance with the dircetives of the Centra
Committee. Thus, as you see, something ¢ terrible ” tool
place at this meeting of the Central Committee, 2., *“i
some mysterious way ' the ‘“inspirer,” the “princips
figure,” the “only lcader” of the uprising, Comrad
Trotsky, did not get on the practical centre, which wa
called upon to lead the uprising. How can this b
reconciled with the current notion about Comrade Trotsky’
special role ? Doesn’t all this looks somewhat ™ « stmnge.’
as Sukhanov or the Trotskyists would say? Yet there |
really nothing straﬁge about it, for Comrade Trotsky, wh
was a relative newcomer in our Party in the period o

3]

October, did not, and conld not have played any apecia
role either in the Party or in the October uprising, Lik
all the responsible functionaries, he was only exceuting th
will of the Central Committee and Anyon
familiar  with the machinery of the leadership of the
Bolshevik Party, will quite readily understand that it couk
not kave heen otherwise : had Comrade Trotsky only actet
contrary to the will of the Central Committee, he would
have forfeited all influence on the course of events, Al
talk about a special role of Comrade Trotsky%s a logend
spread by obliging “Party” gossip-mongers, 1

its organs,

This does not, of course, mean that the October uﬂ
rising did not have its inspirer. No, it did have its inspi
and leader, But that was Lenin and not «omelody olsd
the same Lenin whose resolutions were passed by t
Central Committee when it decided the question of ¢
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. uprising, the game Lenin who though under-ground,” was
. Bot prevented thereby from being the true inspirer of the
h\lpriﬂing, in apite of Comrade Trotsky’s assertion. Itis
‘ltupid and ridiculous to try now hy chatter about under-
ground life to camouflage the undoubted fact that V.1
Lenin, the leader of the Party. was the inspirer of the
uprising.
Such are the facts,

Some say : Let us admit this, still it is impossible to
deny that Comrade Trotsky fought well at the time of
October,’ Yes, that is true, Comrade Trotsky really fought
well during October. But Comrade Trotsky was not the
only one who fought well during the period of Octoh.er:
even such people as the Left Socialist-Revolutionarics,
who then stood shoulder to shoulder with the Bolsheviks,
did not fight hadly,  Tn general, I must state that during a
victorious uprising. when the cnemy is isolated and the
rebellion is spreading, it is not difficult to fight well, I
guch moments even hackward people become heroes
However, the struggle of the proletariat is not a §oli
advance, a solid series of suceesses. The struggle of the
pmlctm'im has also its trials, its reverses- Not he who dis-
p.]n.vg courage in the period of a vietorious uprising is a
genuinc revolutionary, but he who, while being nhlo to
fight well during the victorious advance of the revolution,
is also able to display courge during the period when the
revolution is in retreat, when the proletariat is defeated
who does not lose his head and  flinch when the revolation
méets with sethacks, when the enemy gains successes : who
does not bhecome panic-stricken and scized with despair
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during the period when the revolution is in retreat,
Loft Socialist-Revolutionaries did not fight badly in support
of the Bolsheviks during October. However, who does noﬁ-i_
know that these “brave” fighters became panic-strickeny
during the Brest period, when the advance of Gernian ims
perialism plunged them into despair and hysteries, It is;
an extremely sad but undoubted fact that Comrade;
Trotsky, who fought well during the October period.‘zg
lacked the courage during the Brest period, the perio{&}
when the rovolution received temporary setbacks, to show
sufficient firmncess at that difficult moment and not
follow in the footsteps of the Left Socialist-Rovolutiond
arics. Beyond dispute the moment was difficult, it walk

necessary to display special courage and iron sclf-contmd
o

in order not to hecome confused, to retreat in time,
accept the peace terms in time, to withdraw the proletari
army from the blows of German imperialism, to preser ‘
the peasant reserves, and after thus obtaining a respite
strike at the enemy with renewed vigour. Howev d
Comrade Trotsky unfortunately did not display suoi)J
courage and such revolutionary firmness at that diffie

moment.  In the opinion of Comrade 'Frotsky, the funde
mental lesson of the proletarian revolution consists in n
having thinched at the time of Octobor. :
for this assertion of (‘omrade Trofsky’s contains only 4
fraction of the truth about the lessons of the revolutiof
the of the
revolution consists in “not flinching’” not only in the de ‘

Thix iy wron

The whole truth about lessons proletaris
when the revolution is advancing, hut alsd in the da);s

ita retreat’” when the enemy s gatning the upper hand «

Thba!

TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM 23

“the revolution suffers reverses. The revolution has not
beon exhausted by October. October is only the begining
of the proletarian rovolution, It is bad enough if flinching
is evinced during an uprising in the ascendent. It is still
worse when theve is flinching after the seizurc of power
when the revolution is undergoing heavy ordeals. 7o
retain power the day after the revolution is no less important
than to seize power. If Comrade Trotsky flinched during
the Brest period, at a time when our revolution was
passing through a severe trisl, when matters went almost
ns far a8 the surrender of power, he must understand that
the October mistekes of Kamenev and Zinoviev had
1bsolutely nothing to do with it.

Suoh is the casé ~with the legends about the October
upriéillg-

II. The Party and the Preparation for October

Let us now pass on to the question of the preparation .
£or October.

1f one listens to Comrade Trotsky, one might think
the Party of the Bolsheviks duriug the entive preparatory
beriod from March to October did nothing but mark time,

Was torn by internal contradictions und hampered Lenin in
Qvery Wway, and that but for Comrade Trotsky no one
knows what would have heen tihe ending of the Octdber
Rovolution. It is somewhat amusing to hear these strange
Spceches about the Party from the mouth of Comrade

~ Trotsky, who declared in the same “ Preface” to the third

Volume that the ‘Party serves as the principal instrument
Of the proletarian revoluuon,” that “without the Party,
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over the head of the Party, by eluding the Party, y means
of i substitute for the Party, the proletarian revolution
cannot win,” and Allah himself will fail to wnderstand how:
our revolution could be victorious, if “its basic instrument”
proved unserviceable, while there is no possihility—so it
turns ont- - of winning by eluding the Party.”  However,
it is not the first time that Comreade Trotsky treats us to
hisanties. It is to be assumed  that the amusing speeches
about our Party are part and parcel of the usunl odditics
of Comrade Trotsky.

Let us briefly review the history of the preparation;
for October aceording to periods : B

(1) The period of the new orientation of the Party (March
Aprily  The principal facts of this period: a) overthrow of
tsarism, b) of the Provisional Government (dictatorship of
the hourgeoisic). ¢) appearance of the Sovicts of Workers*
and Soldjers” Deputies {dictatorship of the prolotariat nnd
peasantry), d) diarchy, ¢) April demonstration, f) first
Government crisis,

The characteristic trait of this period is the fact thaé
the dictorship of the hourgeoisic and the dictatorship of
the proletariat and peasantry simultancously cp-oxist side
by side, the latter dictatorship confiding in the former,
belicving in its peaceful aspirations, voluntarily yielding its
power to the bourgcoisic and thus transforming itself int
its apendage. So far, there are no serious conflicts betwee:

the two dictatorships. On the contrary, there is a *‘linisol

commission.”’

~ bletely renounced it only in the‘\\(}i
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~ This was n very great turning point in the history of
h‘ussiu and an unprecedented turn in the history of' our
isarty. The old pre-revolutionary platform of t.he dll‘e(’ft
Overthrow of the government was clear and definite, but ft
ho longer fitted the new conditions of struggle. Now‘ it
Was no longer possible to advance directly to the ove.rthrow
3 the Government, because it was bound up th;h‘the
toviots, which were under the influence of the defencl.sts,
wnd the Party wauld have had to wage wu,’r both against
the government and against the sov-'iets, W.hlch was beyoilld
ts s‘t,rollgth- However, it was a}sf) impossible to follo»;r t .:
aolicy of supporting th.e 1),.0.v1:%101ml Qovel:nmel(llt'a,‘ or 1f
;v-m a government of imperialism. In the condition ‘0
!t;'uggle a new orientation of ‘the Pex.rty became uec.cssmy.
Dho Party (it= majority) gropingly pl‘oceedt::d to this xfew
. ntation. 1t adopted the policy of having the soviets
)rn:!‘ jse pressure on the Provisional Government in the
;\‘:(l:mun of peace, and did not venture z?ll at onc'c to Fake
anv step heyond the old slogan of the dwt:mtorslu.p of the
Dr;)letzu'iew and the peasantry to the new slogan of the rule
of the soviets. This half-way policy was in.tendcd to enable
the soviobs to perecive the truly imperialist n:xt,\m‘. of the
Byovisional Government from  the conerete qugstilon: o.f
beace and thereby rip the soviets louse ,frogii;
Sjonal Government. However, this PQ&;‘E?D'

Srroneous, for it begot pacifist illugiqtfé poured, water

the mill of defencism and h:m}[(/:;;%( the e‘;?@arv
education of the masses. In thosefdajd”1 ®hared this !

10
. . ¢
Srroncous position with other Parfy pomrades, and com

FEERN
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endorsed Lenin’s thoses.” A new orientation was nocessary.
Lenin gave the Party this new oriontation in his fmnou.sb
April theses. 1 do not enlarge on theso thoses, as they
arc known to all.  Wero there any differonces of opinion:
betweon the Party und Lenin at that time? Yes, there
were: How long did these differences of opinion lust ¢ Not
more than two weeks. The All-City Conference of the
Leningrad  organization (sccond half of April), which
adopted Lenin’s theses, wus a turning point in the develop-
ment of our Party. The All-Russian April Conforence (ond
of April) only completod the work of the Leningrad Cou-.
forenco on an All-Russian scale, welding nine-tenths of ite

wombers to the unified position of the Party. :

Now, after sevon yoars, Comrade Trotsky takes muligi.f
nt joy in the former differences of opinion amoung the -
Bolsheviks, depicting thesc differences of opinion as-
verging on a struggle of two partios within Bolshevism,
However, in the first place, Comrade Trotsky unconscion-
ably overdoes matters in this connection, for the Party of
the Bolsheviks passed through these dissontions without
the slightest tremor.  Second, our Party would have boen.
o casto and not a revolutionary party had it not ullowod‘:
cortain shudos of opinion in its midst, and it is well known’
that we had differences of opinion also in the past e.g., at:
the time of the Third Duma, which, howover, did not
prevent unity in our Party. Third, it will not be amiss to
ask what was then the position of Comrade '[‘rotsk)g

. e e
¥ Tt is well-known that Comrado Zinoviev, whom Comtadd

Trotshy is ready tu trensform into u ** Hilfordingian,” fully and
completely shared Lonin's poiut of view, 3
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maelf, who is mow rejoicing with such malignant glee
the former differences of opinion among the Bolsheviks ?
omrade Lenzmer, the so-called. editor of the works of
'Comrade Trotsky, assures us that the American letters of

:‘Uomra.de Trotsky (March), *fully anticipated” Lenin’s

Letters from Afar (Maroh), which lay at the basis of Lenin’s

April theses. These are the very words used: *fully
anticipated.” Comrade Trotsky does not object to such an

analogy, apparently accopting it with gratitude. How-
sver, in the first place, Comrade Troteky's letters are
“ gltogether unlike” Lenin’s letters both in spirit and in
their conolusion, for they fully reflect Trotsky's anti-
Bolshevik slogan : ““ No tear, but a workers™ government,”
a slogan which means a revolution without the peasantry.
It suffices to‘ glanoe. through these tyvo sets of letters to
becbmc convineed of this. Second, in'such a case, how are
we to explain the faet that Lenin deemed it necessary to
dissociate himself from Comrade Trotsky the very next day
after his arrival from abroad ¢ Who docs not know of the
repcntod statements of Lenin to the offect that Trotsky’s
slogan “ No tear, but a workers’ governmont ™ is an attompt
to ? skip the poasant movement, which has not yot outlived
itgclf,” that this slogan means ¢ playing at seizing power
hy a workors’ government 2’ *

What can there be in common between Lenin’s Bolehe-
vik thesos and the anti-Bolshevik scheme of Comrade
* Sco Lonin, Collected Warks, Uolume XX, Part I, p. 124
“Letiors on Tacties.”  Sce also Reports at  the Leningrad All-City
Conforence and at the All-Ruasian Conference of tho Russian Com-

Munist Party (middle and cud of April 1917.}
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Trotsky with its ** playing at seizing power”? Where dé
people get this passion of aomparing a hovel to Mont Blano!
Why was it necessary for Comrade Lenzner to pile on thi!:
risky addition to the heap of old legonds about our revola:
tion, this further legend about Trotsky’s * anticipating”
Lenin’s famous Letters from Afar in his American letters e

. IO
** One of theso legends is the vary widoely circulatod vm-ﬂiohi
about Trotsky's having been the “only™ or “chiof organizor’™ of ¢
victories on the civil war fronts. In the interest of truth 1 mu
declare, comrades, that this version is altogether at varianco wi
the facts. I am far from denying the important role Comra
Trotsky played in the civil war. But T must declare with the utmos
'mphasis that the high honour of organizing our victories belong
10t to any individua) person, but to the great collective of frondy
ank workers of oip eountry-- the Russian  Communist Party:
Yerhaps it would not he amiss 1o cite g few You know
hat Kolehak and Denikiy cre rogarded as the principal cnomieg
he Soviet vepublic,. You know that our country bronthed  freoly,
nly after conquering these enctmios,
army finally routed
Denikin, in spite of

yYoursolves -

instances.

And history records that ouf
both these enemies, i, ., hoth
the plans of Comrade Trotsky.

Kolchak an
Judgo fo

Lo About Kolehal:, 1t is tha summer of 1919, Our arm
advances agninat Kolehnk nned operates noar Uta. There is o meeting
of the Contypal Committee,  Comrade Trotsky proposes to hold hae
the advanee on the line of the Byelaya Rivor (near Utn), loaving th
Urals in the hands of Kolehak,

to remove somo of the troops fro
the Eastern front and (hrow

them across to the Southern front., A
The Central Committee does not agret
with Comrade Trotsky, finding that the Urals wi li their factorio
and railway network onght not (o he left in the hands of Kolchnk,
ax he could easily recuperate there, vally his forees and appear oned
maore on the Volgn-- it g« necoxsury first 4o drive Kolehal bevond l]l{
Uenl mountain chain into the steppes of Stheria and only tlu-.r(‘ufml;
engage in diverting forees south.  The Centeal Committee r(‘j“(!q;
Comvade Trotsky ) plan. The Tatter resigns. The Conteal Comd

nitter does not aceept his resignution, Vatsetis, the cummunllvr-iq

heated debate talos  plaee.

f
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There ia good reason for saying that an obliging bear is
mare dangerous than an enemy.

(2) The period of the revolutionary mobilizatifm of ‘the
masses (May-August), The principal fafst.s of this period
are ; (a) the April demonstration in Leningrad a:nfl th'e for.
mation of a coalition government with the parm‘mpat.lon of
« gocialists ” ; (b) tho First of May demonstrations In ttl:.e
principnl centres of Russia under the slogan of .“ democra(.i ic
penoe 1 (c) the June demonstration in-‘Lt'anmg'ra.d un !e,x)'
the main slogan of “ Down with the Capitalist Mlmste:sth
(d) the June offensive at the front and the re}vers‘es I(j i,:
Russian army ; (e) the July armed deu?or.xsf;fa.tlon in enthi

rad, the withdrawal of the Cadet mmlstex.‘s from (
g(,‘,vernmeni’a; (f) the bringing of oountcr-revolut\(.mary troops
grom the front, tho demolition of the editorial offices of

plan, resigns.  His place is

_— N
hief, who supports Comrade Trotsky’s .
. ' 1 1 Py » i N, <Y

) ken by a now commander-ir-chief, Comrade Kameoev I l1r
T - « a divect part in the

t] o moment, Comrade Trotsky ceases to take a direct part in
this . ’

Opm.ntinnﬂ of the Eastern front.

The advance
around  (Mamontov's raid)

o About Denikin, Tt ix the antumn of 1919,
n‘gnil-l-;f‘ Denikin Tails. The " steel ving ™
is nn obvious fuilure. Denikin takes , Jln appeey
(.)r(-l, Comrade Trotsky is .s'lumnnnm.l from ‘lh«\ ‘hnlll 1(‘1‘11 e
attend a meeting of the Contral Committee.  The Central Comnnttee

i i cenll Comrade
i st 3 - . cendes to reenll Comr
rocoghizes the posttion as alnrming and deen

Kussk. Denikin approaches

il : VN i front,
Trotsky amb dispateh now mifitary workers to the Nouthern ! «t
- N ade Treotsky stop
The new military workers demand that Compac Trotsky ‘1
“ itk ions CN wen front. Comrade
<intepfering” with the operntions on ”4“ .\.mull.u rn iro o
Trotaky withdeaws from divect participation in the operation: )
N ‘ ope
the Southern front The operations on the Southern tront. up te
' . ' CYeey 4, AT
and including our eapture of Rostoveon-Don and Odessa, prroceed
withont Comrade Trotsky.

Let anyone try to disprove these fnets,
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Pravda, the struggle of tho countor-revolution against the
saviets and the formation of a new coalition government-
headed by Kerensky ; () the Sixth Congress of tho Party,}
which’issued the slogan of preparing for tho armed uprising ;
(h) the counter-rovolutionary State Confercnce and the
general strike in Moseow : (i) the unsuccessful advance of
Kornilov on Leningrad, the revival of the goviets, the-

resignation of the Cadcts and the formation of the
Y Nirectorate.”

The intensifieation of tho crisis and the disturbanos of
he unstable equilibrium hetween the Soviets and the |
‘rovisional Government, which for better or for warse .
xigted during the. preceding period, must be considored
10 charactoristic features of this perind.  Diarchy has be.
me intolerable to hoth sides. The frail bady of the
* linison commission ~ is on its last legs.  “ Governmental
2rigis”' and ¢ ministerial leap-frog ” were on everybody's
tonguo in thoso days. The crisis at the front and the chaos
in the rear were having their ecffoct, strongthoning the
extreme wings and pressing the conciliationists and the
defencists from hoth sides. The rovolution is boing mobi.
lizied, calling forth the mobilization of the connter-rovolu-:
tion and ovokes a new surge of the revolutionary tide. The
question of the transfer of powor to a new class becomes”
the burning question of tho hour.

Were there any differences of opinion within our Party:

at that time 2 Yes, there were. But they were oxchlsivel‘vi
. . . . -, a
of a practieal nature, in spite of the assertions of Comrade

Trotsky who trics to discover a “Right ™ and a * Left !
wing in the Party, i.c., those differcnees of opinion were

‘thﬂt the att,cmpt “on Lenin’s initiative

T ture.”
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;uoh that, generally speaking, wnthout them there is no
Iuctxve Party life, no real Party work.

. Comrade Troteky is wrong when he assures us tha-t tl.le
April demonstration in Leningrad evoked dissensions within
tho Contral Committec. The Central Committee was ab-
solutely united on this question, condemning the attempt
of « group of comrades to arrest the Provisional Govern-
ment at o time when the Bolsheviks constituted a minority
both in the soviets and in the army, Had Comrfxde Troteky
writton the  history ” of the October Revolution not e le
Yukhanov, but according to actual documonts, he would

casily have convinced himself of tl‘m errongousness of his

agsertion.

oommdo Trotskv is absolutely wrong when he assefte
" to organizo 1
(emonstration on Junc 9 was decried as “ adventurism > by

“tho “ Right 7 membors of the Central Committee. i

Comrade Troteky had not written « la Sukhanov, he would
Lavo known for certain that the demonstration of June 9
Was l;ustnuned in full agreomont with Lenin, and the post-
ponoment was evoen defended by Lenin, in his great speech
at the famous meeting of the Leningrad Committoo (sce
wminutes of the Loningrad Committee).

Comrade Trotsky is absolutely wrong when he sgcalfa

of * tragic = dissensions within the Central Committee in
tonnection with the July armed demonstration. Comrade
Trotsky is simply fabricating when he presumes that certain
lnembers of the leading group of the Central Committee
*must have rogarded the July cpisode as a harmful adven.
Comrade Trotsky, who at that time was .not yet a
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member of our Central Committee and who was only our
soviet parliamentarian, might, of course, not have known
that the Central Committee regarded the July demonstra.
tion only as a meaus of probing the cnemy, that the Central
Committee (and Lenin) did not want to transform, and did
not even think of transforming, the demonsteation i to an
uprising, at a time when the sovicws of the capital were
still backing the defencists. 11 i quite possible that some
of the Bolsheviks were actually whining in connection with
the July defeat.

the Bolsheviks arrested at that time were even ready fo

1T am aware, for instance, that some of
quit our ranks.  But to draw conclusions on that account
againgt some alleged « Rights,” supposediy members of the
Central Committee, is tantamount to distorting history in
defiance of all decency.

Comrade Trotsky is wrong when he declares that during
the Kornilov days a scetion of the leaders of the Party dis.
played a tendeucy to form a bloe with the defencists to
support the Provisional Government. This has reference,
of course, to those same alleged “ Rights ”* who are distur.
bing Comrade Trotsky's peace of mind.  Comrade Trotsky
is wrony, since: documents are in existence, such as the ;
central organ of the Party of that period, which upset Com-
rade Trotsky's assertions,
letter to the Central Committee with a warning uguiusti
supporting Kerensky. But Comrade Trotsky does no
understand  Lenin's letters, their significance. their object
Lenin in his letters sometimes intentionally runs ahead.
bringing ivto the limelight possible orrors thut might be
commijtted and criticizing them in advance, for the purpose

Comrade Trotsky cites Lenin's ;
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of warning the Party and ensuring it against mistakes
or sometimes he overstates a * trifling incident ”’ and makes
a “fly look like an clephant” to the same pedagogic end.
A leader of the Party, especially if he lives “ underground,”
cannot act otherwise, for he must see further ahead than
his comrade-at-arms and is in duty bound to scund the
alarm over every possible mistake and éven over “ trifling
incidents,” But to draw the conclusion from such lette.rs
of Lenin’s (and there are quite a few such lfat?;ers of his)
that there werc * tragic” differences of opinion and to
trumpet it about means not to understa.m'i the letters of
Lenin, not to know Lenin. This may explain why Trot‘sky
sometimes hits exceedingly wide of the mark, In. brief :
in the days of the Kornilov action there were no, vu't:ua.lly
1o, dissensions in the Central Committee.
After the July defeat, there really arose a difference of
inion between the Central Committee and Lenin on the
Opnstion of the fate of the soviets. It is well known that
;tl:,(:,in, wishing to focus the attention of the Party on the
prepnl‘&ti‘m for an uprising outside the. soviets, .Wamed
against becoming infatuated with the soviets, figuring that
the soviets defiled by the defencists, had alrendx become a
hollow shell. The Central Committee and the Sixth Con-
greés of the Party adopted a more cautious line, holding
that there was no ground for believing a revival of the
goviets impossible, The Kornilov affair showed that that
decision was correct. However, this difference of opinion
was of no practical importance to the Party. Subsequently
Lenin acknowledged that the line taken up by the Sixth

. Octoﬁef Revolution.
-

—
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Congress was correct. It is interesting to note that Core-

rade Trotsky did not cluteh at this difference of oplmonw

and did not magnify it to * monstrous ” proportions,

Aunited, well-knit party ocenpying the centre of the

revolutionary mobilization of the masses -such is  the

picture of the state of our Party during this period.

(3) The period of the vrgaiization of the assault (Septem-
ber-October).  The basic facts of this period are: (n) the
eonvocation of the Demoeratic Conferenee and the failure
of the idea of u bloc with the Cadets: (b) the passing over
of the Moscow and Leningrad Soviets to the side of the
Bolsheviks ; (¢) the Uongress of the Soviets of the Northern
Region and the deeision of the Leningrad Soviet opposing
hie withdrawal of the troops; (1) the decision of the Central
sommitlee of the Party ou the uprising and the formation
of the Military-Revolutionary (ommittee of the Leningrad
Sovict ; (¢) the decision of the Leningrad garrison to give
armed support to the Leningrad Soviet and the organiza.
tion of a system of commissars of the Militarv-I{évolutimmryQ
Committec; (f) the action of the B()I\h(‘\ll\ armed furces:
and the arrest of the members of the l’m\ isional (,()veru.‘
ment ; (g) the seizure of power by the Military-Revolutionary

Committee of the Leningrad Soviet and the establishment

of a Council of People’s Commissars by the Second Congrest
of Soviots.

The rapid growth of the crisis, the utter confusion in
the raling cireles, the isolation of the Socialist- Revolution:
aries and of the Mensheviks and the mass desertion of th{
vacillating elements ta the side of the Bolsheviks must bc
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nsidered the characteristic feature of this period. One
nique feature of the taotics of the revolution during this
period deserves to be noted. This feature consists in this:
*ﬂwt the revolution tries to make every, or almost every, step of
#ts offensive look like a defensive measure. The refusal to
'avacuate the army was undoubtedly a serious offensive step
 of the revolution, yet this offensive ‘was effected under the
Fillogan of the defenco of Leningrad aga.inst a possible attack
" by the foreign enemy. Undoubtedly the formation of the
Military-Revolutionary Committee was an even more grave
offensive step, directed against the Provisional Govern-
ment, yet it was carried out under the slogan of organizing
Soviet ocontrol over the activities of the district military
headquarters. Undoubtedly the open passing over of the
arrison to the side' of the Military-Revolutionary Com-
mittee and the organization of a network of Soviet com-
missars betokened the beginning of an uprising, yet these
gteps were carricd out by the revolution under the slogan
of the defence of the Leningrad Soviet against any possible
action by the counter-revolution. T'he revolution scemed to
camouflage ils offensive steps with a  smoke-screen of defence,
in order to draw the hesitant, vacillating elements the more
easily within its orbit.  This may ecxplain the outwardly
defensive character of the speeches, articles and slogans of
this period, which none the less are of a profoundly aggres,
:i,;givo nature as régards their inner content,

Ay

Were: there any differences of opinion during that
ﬁerlo(l within the Central Committee? Yes, there were,
. and they were of no small importance. I have already
. mentioned the differences of opinion regarding the uprising.
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They were fully reflected in the minutes of the Central
Committee of October 10 and 18. Therefore, I shall not
repeat what was stated hefore, It is now necessary to dwell
on three questions : on participation in the Pre-Parliament,
on the role of the soviets in the uprising and on timing the
uprising. This is the more necessary since Comrade Trotsky
in his zeal to thrust himself into a conspicuous place has
“inadvertently” misreprescnted Lenin’s position on the
last two questions,

There isno doubt that the differences of opinion on
the question of the Pre.Parliament were of a serious nature,
What was really the object of the Pre-Parliament? It was
to help the bourgeoisie push the soviets into the back-
ground and to lay the foundations of bourgeois parliamen.
tarism. It is another question whother the Pre-Parliament-
could fulfil this task in the revolutionary situsntion which
had taken shape. Events showed that this object could
not be attained and that the Pre-Parliament itself was but
the abortive fruit of the Kornilov affair. But the Men.-
sheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries undoubtedly
pursued precisely this purpose when they sot up the Pre.
Parliament. What could the participation of the Bolshes
viks in the Pre-Parliament mean under such conditions
Nothing more or less than a misleading of the proletarian
masses in regard to the actunl complexion of the Pre-
Parliament. This largely explains the passion with which
Lenin, in his letters, castigates the advocates of'part,icip&.ﬂ‘
tion in the Pre-Parliament. Participation in the Pre.Parliad
ment was undoubtedly a serious mistake. But it would )
a mistake to imagine, as Comrade Trotsky docs, that th
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i’dvooatea of participation entered the Pre-Parliament fo;
Fhe purpose of doing organic work, for the purpose of
¥directing the’labaur movement” ‘‘into the chafm.el o
Boolal-Demacracy.” This is altogether wrong, This is not
true, Had this been right, the Party wo.uld '?ot have
tucceeded in eliminating this error ““in no time, by. a (_ie-
monstrative exit from the Pre-Parliament, '1‘%19 vxtz‘xhty
and revolutionary power of our Party expx:esse.d itaelf, 1:0;
jentally, in that it instantly oorrfacted t.hls mxsta}ize;l, f ;ld
then, allow me to correct & gmall inexactitude whio o:be
its way.into the communication of Comrade ‘Lenzner. e
wgditor” of Comrade Trotsky's works. and which clor(lloeth.:_
the meeting of the Bolshevik fraction that sett.e
estion of the Pre-Parliament. Comrade Lfenzner mfor? :
uthat there were two reporters at this meeting : Kamene
u.d Trotsky. This is wrong. Asa matter of fact ther:
afl re four re.portcrs : two spoke in favour of boycotting th-
;fp.l’;\x'liament (Trotsky and Stalin) and two were for
partieipation (Kamenev and Nogin).

Comrade Trotsky fares worse yet when dealing with
Lenin’s position in regard to the form of the uprising.

Trotsky implics that, according to Lenin, the Party was to
seize 1;0wer in October “independent of the sovict and

behind its back.” (Cf. On Lenin, [Russian] p. 71.) Aft(",l‘-
« wards in criticizing this balderdash ascribed to Leénin,
Comrade Trotsky skips and frolics about and in the en'd
" delivers imself of the following patronizing phrase : <This
would have been a mistake.” Comrade Trotsky is h.erc
telling an untruth about Lenin; he distorts. Lenin’s view
on the role of the soyiets in the uprising. A heap of docu-
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ments could be adduced to prove that Lenin proposed ta1

8¢izo power through the soviets, either tho Leningrad of

the Moscow Soviet, and not behind the back of the soviets

Why did Comrade Trotsky need this more

than strange
logend about Lenin ¢ |

Nor does Trotsky improve matters when he “analyses
the position of the Central Committee and of Lenin o
timing the uprising. When reporting the famous Centra
Committee meeting of October 10, Comrade Trotsky asserts*
that at this meeting “ a regolution waa carried to thé effeot
that tho uprising was to take place not later than Octobet
15" (Cf. On Lenin, [Russian] p. 72.) He would havo the
Central Committee time tho upriging for October 15, and
tberllhbreak this decision by putting off the date of thi
upm.smg to October 95. Is this right ? No, it is not
During this period the Central Committee adopted onl;
two resolutions on the uprising—one on October 10 and
one on October 16. Let us read these resolutions.

The Central Committee resolution of October 10 reads:

The Central Committeo mcogniios that tho intornational pogition

of tho Russian rovelution {the mutiny in the (orman nevy, asan

cxtreme token of the growth of the world aocialist revolution
throughiout the wholo of Furopa ;
mperinlists, ¥ for the purpose of sti
well as the '

tho throat of peace nmong the
" 1 fling the revelution in Russia) as
he military situation (the undoubtod intention of the Russian
b(mlrgmnsm and u‘f Kerensky und Co. to surrender Potrogrud to the
Germans) ; and winning the majority in tho sovicts by the proletarias
party —all this taken in connection with the peasant uprising and the
change in the pooples’ confidenco in favour of our Party (electiona in
Moscow) ; finally the obvious ]{rupnmtﬁuu for a sm-;)ml Kornilov
affair (the evacuation of troops from Potrograd, the moving

& .. r i »
* Obviously this should read “soparate peace,” '
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weacks to Petrograd, tho encirclement of Minsk by Cossacks, etc.),
| this places the armed uprising on the order of the day.

Rocognizing thus that an armed uprising is inevitable and has
illy mutured, the Coutral Committee ijnstructs all the organizations
! the Party to-bo guided accordingly and discuss and settle.all
practical questions from this point of view (tho Congress of Soviets
f tho Northern Region, the withdrawal of the troops from Petrograd,
o nction taken by the peaple of Moscow and of Minsk, ete.)

The resolution of the conference of the Central Com-
Wittee with the responsible Party workers, dated October
\6, reads: o
' The moeting whole-heartedly greets apd fully suppprts the re-
’ on of the Central Committes, calls on all organizations aud on

ti i o
ol 1rkeml and soldiers for an all-sided and most mt?nse preparatio:

!::l :}:’o armed uprising, for the support of the centre set up by th:

ral Commiittes for that purpose, aﬂdvexpresses its full convictie
Cent‘:;o Coentral, Committoo and the aéviet will indicate in due tim:
mf‘m.(,umbln mmomont and expeadient methods of attack.
Bu b b .
You see, Cowmrade Trotsky’s memory falle('i him a:
k regards the date of the uprising and the resolation of the
Central (ommittee concerning the uprising.

Comrade Trotsky is altogether wrong when he asserts
that Lenin underestimated soviet logality, that Lenin failed
to understand the great importance of the seizure of power

:fby the All-Russian Congress of Soviets on OGtobe.r 25, ‘t.hat
N allegedly it was precisely for that reason that Lenin insisted
- on the seizure of power prior to October 25. This is wrong.
Lenin proposed the seizure of power prior to October 25
for two regsons. First, because the counter-revolutionaries
‘could surrender Leningrad at any moment, which action
would bleed white the incipient uprising and because for
that very reason every day was precious. Second, because
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the mistake of the Leningrad Soviet, which had open

fixed and broadeast the date of the uprising (October 25),
could not be corrected otherwise than by an actual uprising
prior to this legal date of the uprising. The fact of the
matter is that Lenin regarded an uprising as a work of art
and he could not fail to know that an enemy informed
(owing to the lack of caution on the part of the Leningrad
Soviet) of the date of the uprising would try without fail
to prepare himself for that day, and that, thercfore, it wad
necessary to forestall the enemy, 1.0,
absolutely before the legnl date.
passion with which Lenin, in his lctters, castigated the
fetishists of a date—of October 25. Kvents proved that
It is common knowledge thaf

to begin the uprising
This largely explains the

Lenin was a bﬂ\;lut,(,ly right.
the aprising started before the Al-Russian Congress of
Soviets. Tt is common knowledge that power was (\utunlly
scized before the opening of the All-Russian Congress of
Soviets, and that it was seized not by the ( ongress oﬁ
Sovicts but by the Leningrad Soviet, by the Mll)tary-i
Revolutionary Committee. The (fongross of Soviets merol

accepted power at the hands of the Leningrad Soviet, Tha

is why the long disquisitions of Comrade Trotsky abount th

importance of soviet legulity are altogether supertluous.

A live and powerful party, standing at the head of th
revolutionary masses, storming and overthrowing the bou’
geois power—siuch was the state of our Party during the
period.

"That is how matters stand with the legends about th
preparation for October,
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lll Trotskyum or Leninism?

' We spoke above about the legends ‘against the Po,rty
hui about Lenih, legends gpread by Comrade Troteky and
ha confreres in congection with OQctober and its preparw-
vbn. ‘We exposed and Tefuted these legends. But the

juestion is: for what purpose did Comrade Troteky need
}n these legends about October and about the preparation -
for October, about' Lenin and Lenin’s party f - What need
wa,s thers for new ht.erary moves by Comrade Troteky
h,gmnst the 'Party ? What is the meaning, the aim and
object ‘of these moves now, when the Party does not want
dmoussxons, when the Party is overwhelmed with a multi-
tude of ‘pressing ‘tasks, when the Party: negds good team-
work in restoring. the economy . of the cQuntry; not & new

ggle over old' questions ?!’ Wity ‘was it necessary tor
Comrade Trotsky to drag the Party bsckwards ato new
hscusmons ¢ . ;

- Comrade Trotsky assures us that all this is necessary

o ¢ étudy ” Qctober. - But is it really impossible to study
October without once more kicking the Party and Lenin,
"u;a leader ? What is this ‘“ history ” of October which begins

“and ends by uncrowning the principal promoter of the

' Qctober uprising as well as the Party which organized and
'(4 .carried out this uprising? No, here it isnot a question of

s studying October. That is not the way to write the history
+ of October, Obviously the “intent * here is different. Thu
. “intent” according to all indications, oonsists in this : thd

- ‘Comrade Troisky, in his literary moves, makes one more (on

" more /) atiempt. to prepare the ground for swbsiituting Trots

bywmfor Leniniam. To Comrade Trobsky the uncrownin

a 6 -
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. . . .

of the Party, of its cadres, which carried out the uprising‘,
represents a “desperate” need to permit him to pass fron
the uncrowning of the Party to the uncrowning of Leninisa
And the uncrowning i seessary ing i

. ' 1Z 18 necessary for smuggling in Trob
. N T3 "o . " '
skyism s the “only” “‘proletarian™ (no joke!) ideology
All this is done, of course (of course ) under the Hag af
l e X \ 5 . . °
A,mm'bm, so that the stuggling operation may come of
“as painlessly as possible.” ‘

That is the gist of the latest literary moves of Comrade
Trotsky.

.

Therefore, these litorar 8 t!
Pherofore, thesce ht:m‘u.y moves of Comrade Trotsky’
squarcly raise tho question of Trotskyisu ? ;

What, then, is Trotskyism / :
|

. Trotsicyism presents three peculiaritics, which place #
in irreconcilable contradiction to Leninism., What are thes&
peculiarities ! b

'
i
I

Ftrst, Trotskyism is the theory of permanent (uuinte~
rupted) revolution.  And what is permanent revolution i
its Trotskyist conception? It is revolution which fails &
take the poor peasantry into account ng 4 revolutiona,
force, Inthe words of Lenin, Comrade Trotsky's pcrm:l
nent revolution means “skipping” the peasant movement
means ‘ playing at seizing power.” Wherein lies its danger!
[n that such a rovolution, if an attempt were mudf ti
realize it, would inevitably end in failure, for it would
sever its ally, z.e, the poor peasantry, from the Russiay
proletariat. This, too, explains the struggle which Leninis
has been waging against Trotskyism ever since 1905 Ho |

does Comrade Trotsky evaluate Leninism from the I.JOint
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wiew of thia struggle? He regardsit asa theory which

boontains “‘anti-revolutionary features.” (Cf. The Year 1905.)

YUpon what is this sullen opinion about Leninism baged
7.1t is based on the fact that Leninism used to defend, and
. successfully upheld at the time, the idea of the dictatorship
. of the proletariat and of the peasantry. (Cf. I bid.) However,
" Comrade Trotsky does not confine himself to this sullen
" opinion. He goes further and asserts that : o
: The whole struoture of Leninism is at present basve'd ‘on lies lémd
i galsification and harbours the poisonous germs of ite owm "decom:

{ position. (Cf. Comrade Troteky's letter to -Chkheidze, : dated
Aprill 1613) ,

As you see, we have before us two o ite lines.
Seoond, Trotskyism mea;qs“jlnok of pﬁd{{m in_jHe
Polshevik Party allegiance, in its monol.ithip‘_n g{éti‘n its
hostility towards opportunist elements. Trotsk:iqyn th
sphere of organization is the theory of the co-habitation of
yovolutionaries and opportunists, of their groups and
grouplets within the fold of a single party. You must be
ncquainted with the history of Comrade Trotsky’s “August
bloe,” in which the Martovists and Otsovists, the liguida-
tors and the Trotskyists, worked in happy collaboration,
prctcnd'ing to he a “real” party. Asis well known, this
motley “party’” pursued the aim of destroying the Bolshe-
vik Party. Wherein did ‘‘our differences of opinion ” -
consist at that time? In that Leninism
guarantee of the development of the proletarian party in the
destruction of the “August bloc,” whereas Trolskyism saw in
this bloc the basis for the creation of a “real’” party. '

visioned the

Agnin, as you see, two opposite lines.
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Third, Trotskyism means distrust in the loaders
Bolshevism, an attempt at discrediting them, at unorgy
ing them.. I know of no tendency in the Party whi

- oould compare with Trotskyism in the matter of discredii
the leaders of Leninism and the central institutions of’
Party, What shall we make of the “amiable” ophi
passed by Comrade Trotsky on Lenin, who is characteri
by him ws a “professional exploiter of every backw
feature in .the Russian labour movement.” (Cf. the lel
to Chekheid'ze oited above.) Yet this is far from being *

' “most amiabile” opinion of all the existing “amiay
opinions of Ccmrade Trotsky: \

How ocoulix 1happen that Comrade Troteky, who'§
Cai~7inz, e uch au unpleasant burden on his back, none|

~ less turn-~d uy in the ranks of the Bolsheviks during
Ootobc n movement? This happened becauso Comis
Trotsky threw off (actually threw off) his burden at
time, ¢Joncealed it in his cuphoard. But for this "oparo)n
no ser’ious collaboration with Comrade Trotsky would '
beerss possible. The theory of the “August bloc,” tOJ,
thleory of unity with the Mensheviks, had already W
defeated and sorapped by the rovolution, for how
there be any talk of unity with armed conflict mgitij.
ween the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks ¢ The only thl
left"for Comrade Trotsky was to ncknowledgo the imprid
cability of this theory. The theory of pormanent revo i
. had a similarly unpleasant experience, for none of ¥
Bolsheviks entertained any thought of immediately sald§
power the day after the February Revolution, while;C

rade Trotsky could not be ignorant of the fact thet: “
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Bolsheviks would riot allow him, to use Lenin's wordgba_py
:*playing at seising power.”. The only thing left for :;1!:
‘tade Trotakywas to endorse the . polioy of the ’Bolshg tha
i regards the struggle for’ influence in the sovlgtn. and the
Jt.truggle to win the peasantry. = As regardl thgtthxzi pec\‘: “
liarity of Trotakylam (distrust in the Bolshpvik‘ l.e eraz i
naturally had ta recede to” the background, owing to the
palpable failure’of the firet two peo‘ilmm‘ties.‘ .

Could Comrade Trotsky,' in such a state of “:ﬁ“ifs' do
‘snything else but concesl his burden in his oupboard ?nd
follow the Bolsheviks, he who did not have any more or less
gerious group behind him, who came to, th/e olshevxl_;'s a8 8
.dne-msn political organization bergft fot % army % ﬁ.\Of
‘sourse he could not 1. L R g

What is the lesson derived from tﬁs ?‘7L ly one
jesson : prolonged collaboration between the Lenifists and
"Comrade Trotsky is possible only if the latter comp.lef;e}y
‘casts off his old burden, if he completely espouses Leninism. ‘
Comrade Trotsky writes about the lessons o.f Octobex.', but

he forgets that apart from all the other lessons, there is one
more lesson of October, which has jus§ been relate(.i by me
;md which is of first-rate importance for Trotskyism. It
“would not hurt Trotskyism to .take stock of this lesson -of

October also. ‘ - |
- . However, Trotskyism has apparently not 'pﬁi‘ft/fad by
s\glﬁs }esx;oh. The fact is that the old burden of Trot kyian,
%,ooncealed in the cupboard in the days-of the Octobgr move- -
i{f«ment, is now once more hauled into the light of ddy in the
“hope of finding a matket for it—as sgood fortune would

iy
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have it, our market is expanding. There is no doubt that
in Comrade Trotsky's new literary contributions, we have
an attempt to revert to Trotskyims, to ‘“‘overcome” Lenis
nism, to smuggle in and to implant all the peculiarities of
Trotskyism. Thenew Trotskyism is not a mere repetition
of the old Trotskyism ; it has undergone quite some pluck«
ing and pruning, itis incomparably milder in spirit and
more moderate in form than tho old Trotskyism, but it
undoubtedly preserves esscntinlly every peculiarity of the
old Trotskyism. The new Trotskyism does not venture to
come out as a belligerent force against Leninism ; it prefers
to operate undor the common banner of Leninism, to
manipulate uncer the slogan of interpreting, of improving
Leninism. Th*t i380 because iv is weak, The fact that
the \uLL.‘A;};n'SQ‘ 8 the new Trotskyism coipeided with
Lenin’s d,,sgrtﬁi-e cannot he regarded as fortuitous, He

would n.t have ventured to tako this risky step if Lenin
had still been alive.

What are the characteristic featurcs of the new
Trotskyism ?

(1) On the question of permanent revolution. The new
Trotskyism does not deem it necessary openly to cham.
pion the theory of permanent revolution. Tt “morely”
records that the October Revolution has fully confirmed
the idea of permanent revolution. From this it draws the
followng conclusion: whatever occurred after the war,
during ‘he period of the October Revolution, is important
and acceptable in Leninism, and, on the contrary, what-:
ever occurred before the war, before the October Revolu-';
tion, is both wrong and inacceptable in Leninism. Henceid

Lenin said.: .

~ing Leninism, a
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vthe Trotskyists’ theory of dissecting Leninism into two

! : ”»
1l ¢ »” T3 e
parts: pre-war Leninism, the ° oM, unserviceabl

‘Yeninism, with its idea of the dictatorship of the prole-
‘tariat and peasantry, and the new, post-war, October

Leninism which they expcct™o adapt to the requiremeflts
of Trotskyism. Trotskyism needs this theory of dissecting
Leninisi as a first more or less « acceptable ” step neces-
gary to facilitate its subsequent step? in the struggl.e
against Leninism. However, Leninism is not ‘an eclectic
theory, pieced together from heterogeneous eleme_nts and
admitting of possible dissection. Leninism is an integral
theory which arose in 1903, which went through the

ordeals of three revolutions and whitt, . now marching
onward as the militant banner of the\w. <,i \gxg}ﬁ_tgggt.
v, SN o,

& .
Bolshevism, as a trend of polil‘icfal thought annzls ,f)olitical
‘ty. oxists sinee 1903, Only the history of Bolshevism fluring the
pot , seriod vf its existeneo can satisfactorily explain why it was
'llf‘h;: 11(1. Luild up and maintain, under most difticult conditions, the
abie

sron discipline necossary  for the victory of the proletariat. (Cf.
ird ; )

) “L(‘ﬂ-”'i”!/" Communism, Chap 2.)

Rolshevism and Leninism are one. They are two
names for one and the same thing. Therefore, the theory
of dissceting Leuinism into two parts is a theory of destroy-
theory substituting Trotskyism for

Loeninism, -

There is no need to stato that the Party fecannot
" reconcile itself to this strange theory.

(2) On the question of the Party allegiance./ The old
Trotskyism undermined the Bolshevik Patby epirit by
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means of its theory (and practice) of unity with the
Mensheviks. Howover, this theory has been so thoroughly
discredited that people nowadays do not oven want to call
it to mind. In order to undermine the Party allegiance,
present-day Trotskyism thought up a new, less scandalous
and almost “ democratic ” theory of counterposing the old
cadres to the young generation in the Party. For Trot-
skyism, no single and integral history of our Party exists.
Trotskyism divides the history of our P}trty.into two parts
of unequal value—the pre- and .the post-Ootober parts,
The pre-October part of the history of our Party, is, pro-
perly speaking, not a bistory, but a ‘“ pre-history,” an
unimportant, or at.any rate not a very important, pre-
paratory Pcrimé;“ ofsour Party. However, the post-October
JEL1 RPN g{z#ay of our Puft.y is the seal, gonuine history,
There yr . have the “old,” ‘‘pre-historic,” ﬁnimporbarib;
-adres f our Party. Here you have the new, rogl,.
“historical” party. Thero is hardly any necessity to prove
that this odd scheme of the history of the Party isa.
scheme that undermines the unity between the old and the
now cadres of our Party, a scheme that destroys the
Bolshevik Party allegiance, '

There is no necd - to state that the Party cannot recon.
cile itself to this odd scheme.

(2),On the question of the leaders of Bolshevism. The
old Tiotskyism attempted to uncrown Lenin more or less
openly, without fear of consequences, The new Trotsl;yiﬂm,n:
proceeds more cautiously. It tries to do the work of ¢ g
old Trotsxyism under the guise of extolling - Lenin, undeg
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ithe guise of glorifving him. I believe it worth while to
-oite-a few instances. v
¥

®  The Party"knows Lenin as a relentless revolutiona.ry.
But it also knows that Lenin was cantious, did not like
‘peoplc who overdo things, and often with a firm hand put
down those too fond of terror, including Comrade Trf)tsk‘y
himself. Comrade Trotsky dcals with’ this theme in hfs
book, On Lenin. However, from his characterization, it
would follow that Lenin did nothing but ‘‘ hammer a?v'ay
on every suitable occasion at the idea of the inevitability
of terror.” (Cf. p. 104.) The impression i8 created
that Lenin was the most bloodthirsty. of all ‘the blOO(.l-
thirsty Bolsheviks. *Why need Comr.a'd Tﬁky have laid
on the colours 80, heavily whzmﬂhis wasn, U j’fffiiﬂ }Pil
almgethcr unjustified’? N ; ?Tﬁl

The Party knows Lenin a8 a model Party memsr, who
did not like to settle questions by himself, inthout lea.ding
Jegium, cursorily, without careful probing a.fld verifica-
tion. In his book (fomrade Trotsky refers to this aspect 9f
the case also. However, the person issning forth from his
pen is not Lenin but sonde Chinese mandarin, who settles

.the most important questions in the quiet of his study, by

col

2

finspirnti'on. » . v
! Do you want to know how our Party decided the ques-
“tion of t‘he dispersal of the Constituent Asscmbly ? Ligten

‘to Comrade Trotsky :

g\ oLowin said : **Of course, it is necessary to disperse.t,ho (.)o i
i’nemb]y, but what about the Left Socialist; Revolutionaries

Howovor, wo-wore groatly consoled by o | man NnE}}an n. He
i* came to “‘consult”’ us and right at the start sad : (
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*You see, it will probably he neccssary to disperso the Conatituend

Assembly by foree.”

“Bravo!” oxclaimod Lonin, “you cannot got away from tha
truth ! But will your people consont. to it" ¥

“Some of our people are wavering, hut. I-think that in the ond
they will agreo,” replicd Nathanson. (f. p. 92.)

That is the way some people write history.

Do you want ‘to know how the Party decided the
question of the Supreme War Council? Just listen to.
Comrade Trotsky : f

Every time aftor I visitod hoadquarters, I used to say to'
adimir Ilyich : *“Without qualifiod and experieneod military men,’
> shall not he able to got out of this chaos.”

“This apparqtly js truo. If they only do not betray us,”
i ‘ .
“Lot us assigi n pommissar 10 cuch of them.”

See » N . . . .
2 he e, veo,” snid Lonin, “and Lt them have a firm grip
2 Ghat., It/”«'t'nr;\{‘tv be that wo do not have Communists with a firm’

YL AN AR

Th“.t'.\i“ the way the Sapreme Military Couneil came to be
constructed.

That is how Trotsky writes history.

What need did Comrade Trotsky have of these Arabian-
Night tales, which discredit Lenin? Can it be for the pur-

pose of exalting Lenin, the leader of the Party ! Somehow,
it does not look like it.

The Party knows Lenin as tho greatest Marxist of oun
time, a profound theoretician and most experienced re-’
. volutiopary, devoid of even a scintilla of Blanquism,.
- Comratle Trotsky jn his book deals with this aspoot of the.
case aljo, But frém his characterization we get not Leniny
the gisnt, but some Blanquist dwarf, who adviges t‘l'%
Party in-the. Ootebar days “to seize power with their ow#
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* X . . Y]
pnds, *‘i;&f’emhn& of the soviet and behu.ld fts bac et
‘have already stated {Hatwiis, ‘Qg:'racterizatlon is not Qne 4
otd™m Xeeping with the facts. ",

" What need had Comrade Trotsky
Yinexactitude? Ts this not an attempt §c
14 just o trifle” ? : P

Such are the typical chavra.ct,eristg traibg of the new
Trotskyism. , j .

Wherein lies the danger of the '? Trotekyism ? In

r this crying . . .
uncrown Lenin

that Trotskyism, according to #ls entdfe inner c.:ontent.;“haa
every chance of becoming the f:entre a -t!;c rallying ﬁ; (Z
non-proletarian elements mhich are to weaken, |
disintegrate the dictatorship of the pro ai. . .

You will ask:itwhat next Jx at_%?ét%}he. immediate
‘taﬂk’ of the Party ik-connec ~with thi sﬁ?ygpeme -
¢ilutions of Comrade Trotsky ! g o

Trotskyism now ¢omes ferward in order ﬁo crown
Bolshevism, to undermine its founéa.tions. . It is¥the task
of the Party to bury Trotskyism as aniideological trend.

L2

There is talk about measures of repress.ion aga:ins.t thle
opposition and of the pmsibiht?v of a split. This is »,I L
' nonsense, comrades,  Our Party is stropg and powerf‘u]. ‘t
; will not allow any splits. As for represslor?s, Iam decld.ed y
Qopposoﬁ to them, What we want now is not repream(;x?g,v
i but a -hroadly. conceived ideological st’rlxggle aga '

< ) "
trecrudescent Trotskyism. e

by, We did not want and did not

bt ia n. -Trotskyism forces it on .usCh

2t

ﬁ £, Pravda, No. 209, November 26, 1924,
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