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Introductory

A great leader died. On December 1, 1934, Sergei Kirov, a
member of the Political Bureau of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union, was waylaid in Leningrad and shot dead. On December
21 the Soviet Government announced that the assassin, Nikolaiev,
was a member of the so-called “Leningrad Center” of counter-
revolutionists, a” terrorist group bent on assassinating the highest
officials of the Soviet.

Said the official communique:

“The investigation has established that the motive for the
killing of Kirov was a plan of this underground anti-Soviet group
to disorganize the leadership of the Soviet Government by means
of terrorist acts directed against its chief leaders and thereby elect
a change in policy along the lines of the so-called Zinoviev-
Trotsky platform.... There was an additional motive for the killing
of Kirov because Kirov had smashed the Leningrad group of for-
mer Zinoviev oppositionists both ideologically and politically.”

A few days later, Zinoviev, Kamenev and 17 members of an-
other counter-revolutionary group, the so-called “Moscow Center”,
were arrested and brought to trial. At the hearings; Zinoviev, appar-
ently realizing “the hopelessness of his situation, declared:

“This outrageous murder threw such an ominous light upon
the whole previous anti-Party struggle, that I recognize the Party
is absolutely right in speaking of the political responsibility of the
former anti-Party Zinoviev group for the murder committed.”

Members of the Moscow Center, in their confessions, explained
the nature of the degeneration that led to the murder. Said
Yevdokimov:

“We were separated from the actual life of the country and
we stewed in our own juice. Our counter-revolutionary connec-
tions were strengthened in us. Blinded by the wrath towards the
leadership of the Party, we did not see what was occurring in the
towns and villages. We did not see the colossal successes of So-
cialist construction. The tremendous historical processes of our
country, influencing the international working-class movement,
went by us. We appraised the difficulties arising in the process of
growth in the countries as enemies, maliciously rejoicing at fail-
ures, and accusing the Party leadership of these failures.



“We did not see what every rank-and-file member saw. We
did not notice the growth in the consciousness of strength, of the
unity of the Party. We addressed Stalin with malicious counter-
revolutionary insinuations. We accused the Party leadership that it
did not accept measures to activize the international working-
class movement. We slanderously asserted that the Central Com-
mittee handicapped the development of this movement.”

Another member of the group, Bashkirov, declared:
“Nikolaiev’s shot resulted from the fact that he received his educa-
tion in counter-revolution in the Trotsky-Zinoviev organization.”

Once more the name of Trotsky cropped up in connection with
an attack on the Bolshevik Revolution. Once more Zinoviev (and
his old associate, Kamenev) appeared as collaborating with Trotsky.
This time it was no mere word barrage. A great hero was destroyed.
New Russia was robbed of a talented, courageous and universally
beloved working-class builder of the Socialist system. The blow
was aimed at the very heart of the Revolution.

“The dregs of the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition.”... This is how
the Soviet masses termed the band of plotters. And once more a
gigantic surge of hatred rose among the millions of friends of the
Soviet Union the world over for this man, Trotsky.

Who is he? What is Trotskyism? What are its social roots?
What is the international role of the Trotsky group?

The following is to be a brief answer to these questions:



I
Trotsky’s Career

Trotsky calls himself “the true Bolshevik-Leninist”. So did the
Social-Democratic hangmen of the German revolution, Noske,
Scheidemann, Severing, call themselves “true Marxists”. Trotsky
loves to pose as the last of the great revolutionary figures that car-
ries forward the tradition of Lenin. There are people, especially
among the younger generation, who think of him as an “old Bolshe-
vik”. For wasn’t he leader of the Revolution in 1917? Wasn’t he at
the head of the Red Army between 1918 and 1921?

These are the facts:

Trotsky started his political career around the turn of the centu-
ry. In 1903, when the great division between the Mensheviks and
the Bolsheviks took definite form, Trotsky allied himself with the
Mensheviks. In one way or another he fought Bolshevism until late
in the summer of 1917. Time and again he agreed with this or that
point of the Bolshevik program, but soon he would join the Men-
sheviks to fight the Bolsheviks — and Lenin. He renewed his open
hostility to Bolshevism in 1923 and has been fighting it ever since.

How did he become a revolutionary figure? He never was in the
thick of the workers’ life as builder of their organizations. He never
succeeded in winning to his particular side any considerable num-
bers of workers. He always was, and always remained, a writer and
speaker only, enjoying great popularity among the petty-bourgeois
intellectuals. When the revolutionary labor movement in Russia was
young, a man with a sharp pen and an oratorical talent such as Trot-
sky could easily become noted. It is for these qualities that he be-
came a member of the First Soviet of Workers’ Deputies organized
during the Revolution in 1905. The Soviet of that time, according to
Lenin, was a “broad fighting union of Socialists and revolutionary
democrats — lacking definite form”. The first chairman of the Sovi-
et, Chrustalev-Nosar, was not even a Socialist. After the latter’s
arrest Trotsky became chairman. Of his role during those crucial
days of the 1905 Revolution we have the testimony of a great schol-
ar, the historian Pokrovsky:

“During the whole period of its activity, the Petersburg So-
viet had at its head a very intelligent_and clever Menshevik, an



adept in the art of combining Menshevik substance with revolu-
tionary phrases. The name of that Menshevik was Trotsky. He
was a genuine, full-blown Menshevik who had no desire what-
ever for armed insurrection and was altogether averse to bringing
the revolution to its completion, ie., to the overthrow of
Tsarism.” (M. N. Pokrovsky, Brief History of Russia, Vol. IL. p.
320).

After 1906 he forms a little center in Vienna, Austria, where he
publishes a non-periodical paper of his own. In this paper he fights
Bolshevism, although in varying degrees. In 1912 he joins an anti-
Bolshevist coalition known as the August Bloc. His attacks on Bol-
shevism become more vehement and unscrupulous. With the out-
break of the World War he occupies a Centrist position. In words he
opposes the Social. Democrats who joined their capitalist govern-
ments to help one group of imperialist robbers, as Lenin called
them, against the other. In fact he does not break with them and in
his arguments he often defends them. He is against the war, but he
is also against Lenin. The Leninist program called for work to de-
feat “our own” government during the war; it called for transform-
ing — in each country — the imperialist war into civil war, i.e., a rev-
olution against the bourgeoisie; it called for the formation of a new
international organization of all really revolutionary Socialists.
Trotsky is against these slogans. When. Lenin says: it is good for
the revolution that “our own” government should be defeated in
war, Trotsky calls this “a concession to the political methods of so-
cial-patriotism”. When the revolutionary Socialists gathered in 1915
in Zimmerwald, Switzerland, to organize for the struggle against the
imperialist war, Trotsky belonged, not to the Leninist left wing, but
to the center.

So much were his ideas at variance with those of Lenin that
even after the February revolution of 1917, Lenin did not consider
Trotsky a Bolshevik. In a letter to Kollontai, dated March 17, 1917,
Lenin writes:

“In my opinion, our main task is to guard against getting en-
tangled in foolish attempts at ‘unity’ with the social-patriots (or,
what is still more dangerous, with the wavering ones, like... Trot-
sky and Co.) and to continue the work of our own party in a con-
sistently internationalist spirit.” (V. 1. Lenin, The Revolution of
1917, Vol. 1, English edition, p. 21.)



In the middle of May, 1917, in preparing for a conference, Len-
in writes a synopsis for a. report, in which he points out the necessi-
ty of “being hard as stone in pursuing the proletarian line against the
petty-bourgeois vacillations”, and adds the following significant
line:

“The vacillations of the petty-bourgeois: Trotsky...” (V. L
Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. XXX, Russian edition,. p. 331.)

Trotsky, on arriving from abroad after the February revolution,
joined the Social-Democratic group in Petrograd known as
“interboroughites”. This group held a Centrist position and for
many years fought the Bolshevik organization in Petrograd. Even
after the February revolution they favored the unification of all the
groupings of the Russian Social-Democratic Labor Party, including
the social-patriots. Gradually, however, they abandoned the idea of
unity with the social-patriots, leaning more and more toward ac-
ceptance of the Bolshevik policies.

Late in the summer of 1917 the “interborough” group joined the
Bolshevik Party, on the eve of the Sixth Congress of the Party held
in the beginning of August. They were represented in the Congress
delegation, and the new Central Committee elected by the Congress
included among its 22 members three former “interboroughites”,
Trotsky, Uritsky and Yoffe.

Having declared his acceptance of the Bolshevik policies, Trot-
sky was given full opportunity by the Central Committee to work in
the interests of the Party and the working class. An effective orator,
and former chairman of the first Soviet in 1905, Trotsky, late in
1917, became chairman of the Petrograd Soviet. He held this posi-
tion in the decisive days of October, working under the direct guid-
ance of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party.

During the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks in November,
1917, Trotsky played an important role as a member of the Military
Revolutionary Committee. But it would be absurd to say that he was
the leader of the, uprising.

“I am far from denying the undoubtedly important role of
Comrade Trotsky in the uprising [says Stalin in his October
Revolution, p. 71]. 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.” (Article published
November 26, 1924.)

Among the five members appointed by the Central Committee
of the Communist Party on October 16 to serve as a center in charge
of organizing the uprising, Trotsky’s name does not appear.

“Thus [says Stalin] something ‘terrible’ took place at this
meeting of the Central Committee, i.e., ‘in some mysterious way’
the ‘inspirer’, the ‘principal figure’, the ‘only leader’ of the upris-
ing, Comrade Trotsky, did not get on the practical center, which
was called upon to lead the uprising. How can this be reconciled
with the current notion about Comrade Trotsky’s special role?”
(Ibid., pp. 71-72.)

He who knows the ways of the Bolshevik Party will easily un-
derstand why Trotsky was not among the leaders appointed by the
Central Committee to direct the uprising. He was a new man. He
had never helped build the Bolshevik Party. He had been in disa-
greement with the Bolsheviks up to a very short time before. In real-
ity he was not of the Bolshevik mold. He was a man of influence
recognized in Russia, but his influence extended primarily to the
petty bourgeoisie. He was something like a connecting link between
the Bolshevik Party and the petty-bourgeois masses which the Party
wished to lead.

Trotsky’s disagreement with Lenin sprang up immediately after
the seizure of power. It was necessary to sign the Brest-Litovsk
treaty with Germany in order that the proletarian revolution might
have a breathing spell to consolidate itself. Trotsky, then Commis-
sar for Foreign Affairs, refused to sign the treaty. Lenin’s stupen-
dous will power, Lenin’s lashing castigation, were required to force
Trotsky to abandon his untenable pose, and to acquiesce in a step
that spelled the saving of the revolution.

Time passed. Trotsky worked with the Bolsheviks. To all ap-
pearances he became one of them. But he was a stranger in the Bol-
shevik Party. The civil war came and Trotsky was given a high post.
He was, so to speak, propagandist-in-chief of the Red Army. He
was Military Commissar but he was not a military man. He knew
nothing about the organization of an army, he had wrong ideas
about revolutionary war strategy. The work of organizing the Red
Army was done by the entire country, by millions of the proletariat
under the leadership of the Communist Party. The actual fighting
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was done under the supervision of military experts controlled by the
Central Committee under the watchful leadership, of Lenin. Trotsky
traveled up and down the front, issuing crisp orders that can be
quoted as examples of military style; he went into the trenches to
talk to the Red Army men; he made great public orations — but he
never led the civil war. He may have been deluded into believing
that he was the whole moving spirit of that tremendous historic
combat. He may believe so to the present day. The actual facts are
just the reverse.” The facts are that Stalin and Voroshilov were the
great fighters on the various battle fronts — leaders, with clear revo-
lutionary vision and strategists of the first order.

Before the thunder of the last battles of the civil war had died
down Trotsky developed an open, violent opposition to the policy of
Lenin in respect to the tasks of the trade unions. He wanted the un-
ions to be, not organizations representing the workers in the facto-
ries and the shops, in the industries, but administrative units ap-
pended to the State and carrying out governmental functions. He
organized, in opposition to Lenin, a small faction that threatened to
disrupt the activities of the Communist Party at a time when unity
was a question of life and death. Lenin branded this factionalism as
a disruptive act. He said:

“Even if the ‘new tasks and methods’ had been pointed out
by Trotsky just as highly correctly as in reality they have been
pointed out incorrectly throughout,... by such an approach alone
Trotsky would have caused injury both to himself, to the Party, to
the union movement, to the, education of millions of members of
the labor unions, and to the Republic.” (V. L. Lenin, Collected
Works, Vol. XXVI, Russian edition, p. 116.)

" As a matter of fact, his ideas about the strategy of the civil war were
so wrong that, had they been carried out, the enemies would have tri-
umphed. Suffice it to recall that in the summer of 1919, at the very crucial
moment of the fight against the White General Kolchak, Trotsky proposed
to move part of the Red forces from the Eastern front to the South, leaving
the Ural region with its factories and railways in the hands of Kolchak. The
Central Committee of the Communist Party decided, against Trotsky. It
ordered an advance against Kolchak to drive him out of the Ural. That was
the beginning of the end of Kolchak. But that was also the end of Trotsky’s
playing any role on the Eastern front. Soon he ceased playing any role also
on the Southern front against the White General Denikin. He does not tell
this in his history of the revolution. Trotsky’s veracity...
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Trotsky was defeated. Had his “plan” succeeded, that would
have wrecked the entire Soviet system.

In 1923 he again resumes his opposition to the Bolshevik Party.
This time it is no more a single question. It is the whole Communist
Party, its structure, its activities, its entire line that irk him. At first
he was alone among the outstanding leaders. In 1926 he was joined
by Zinoviev and Kamenev who, in November, 1917, had distin-
guished themselves by being opposed to the uprising and to the sei-
zure of power by the Bolshevik Party and were branded by Lenin as
“strikebreakers”. They had ideas differing from Trotsky’s in many
respects, but they accepted his leadership and the fundamentals of
his opposition.

A legend is peddled around to the effect that Trotsky and his
associates were “not given a chance” to present their viewpoint to
the rank-and-file Party membership. As a matter of fact, the debate
between the opposition and the Party leadership was continued firom
1924 till 1927. In numerous sessions of the central bodies, in num-
berless meetings of the lower bodies of the Party, the program of the
opposition was threshed out. Scores of books, hundreds of pam-
phlets dealing with these questions were published and widely dis-
tributed. The opposition received a hearing even to the point of ex-
hausting the patience of the Party members.

When the discussion was over these leaders with their group of
associates were thoroughly discredited, despised by the masses of
the Party and of the proletariat and exposed as plotters.

We are perfectly aware of the gravity of such an accusation. But
how else can you term the activities of seemingly responsible Party
members who, because the overwhelming majority of the member-
ship disagrees with them and demands their submission, organize a
little clique within the Party, with its own clique discipline and
clique Centers, make an alliance with non-Party petty-bourgeois
elements to carry out anti-Party plans, start printing underhand liter-
ature against the Party leadership and broadcasting it among the
masses and thus take the initial steps toward disrupting and break-
ing the very backbone of the Revolution, the Communist Party?

This is exactly what Trotsky-Zinoviev-Kamenev did in 1927.
The Party was forced to expel the clique: Some of them later re-
canted, as they did even before 1927, only to resume their destruc-
tive activities. Trotsky did not recant. He was ordered to leave the
capital and was transferred to the city of Alma Ata in Central Asia.
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Later he was expelled from the country. Since then he keeps on
supplying the world bourgeoisie with ammunition against the Soviet
Union. His powder is wet. His cannon roar without actually hurting.
But the bourgeoisie pretends to see in him a real source of genuine
information. He conducts his counter-revolutionary activity on the
score of having been a leader of the Revolution. In his innumerable
writings he makes the unwary believe that it was he and not Lenin
who led the Revolution.

Such is, briefly, the career of the man. Was he ever a Bolshe-
vik? Out of a period of thirty-three years he was connected with the
Bolsheviks for only six years. Even during that time he had a great
number of violent disagreements with them. In fact, there was hard-
ly a Leninist policy to which he whole-heartedly agreed. He never
became an integral part of the Bolshevik organization. He seems to
have been an alien body within the organism of the Bolshevik Party,
even when he was a member of its Political Bureau.

Bolsheviks need not mention the non-Bolshevik past of a man
who has sincerely and genuinely merged himself with their Party. If
we mention Trotsky’s past it is because, as we shall see more clear-
ly anon, it never became his past. It still is his present. He is now
just as violently opposed to the Bolshevik Party under Stalin as he
was opposed twenty years ago to the Bolshevik Party under Lenin;
he slanders Stalin just as viciously as he slandered Lenin-and for the
same reasons.

“How could it happen [says Stalin] that Comrade Trotsky,
who was carrying such an unpleasant burden [of hatred for the
Bolsheviks] on his back, nonetheless turned up in the ranks of the
Bolsheviks during the October movement? This happened be-
cause Comrade Trotsky threw off (actually threw off) his burden
at that time, concealed it in his cupboard. But for this ‘operation’
no serious collaboration with Comrade Trotsky would have been
possible....

“Could Comrade Trotsky, in such a state of affairs [when the
impracticability of his theory was proven by actual experience] do
anything else but conceal his burden in his cupboard and follow
the Bolsheviks, he who did not have any more or less serious
group behind him, who came to the Bolsheviks as a one-man po-
litical organization bereft of its army? Of course he could not.

“...The fact is that the old burden of Trotskyism, concealed in
the cupboard in the days of the October movement, is now once
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more hauled into the light of day in the hope of finding a market
for it.” (Joseph Stalin, The October Revolution, pp. 89-90.)

When Trotsky concealed his “unpleasant burden” in his cup-
board he was a one-man organization. When he took it out again he
believed he had a tremendous army back of him. He was mistaken.
The rank-and-file membership of the Communist Party and every
honest worker in. the Soviet Union refused to follow the man with
the unpleasant burden. Now he is trying to form such an army on a
world scale. Quite unsuccessfully.
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II
The Social Basis of Trotskyism

We have related in some detail the history of Trotsky’s political
life, but Trotskyism is not a one-man affair. It is not a peculiarity of
an individual. Trotskyism is a social phenomenon. The fact that
Trotsky happened to be in the revolution adds a certain prestige to
his utterances in the eyes of the unwary. In this, as in many other
instances, the personal element cannot be ignored. But even if Trot-
sky did not exist, the brand of opposition to the revolution which he
represents would find its expression. Trotskyism is being reborn on
every stage of the revolutionary movement because it is the expres-
sion of the attitude of a certain class, namely, the petty bourgeoisie.

Of this class Karl Marx once said that it is “a transitional class
in which the interests of two classes are simultaneously blunted”.
The petty bourgeoisie finds itself between the proletariat and the
large-scale bourgeoisie. It strives to rise to the position of the large-
scale bourgeoisie, but the latter, using the power of concentrated
and centralized capital, continuously drives it down to the position
of the proletariat. The petty bourgeois, subjectively, wishes to be-
come rich, to attain to the heights of capitalist economic power;
objectively, however, his interests lie with the struggle against capi-
talism because capitalism removes the ground from under his feet
and because only under a Socialist system will the petty bourgeois
of today become a free member of society, unafraid of the future,
since under Socialism he will be transformed into one engaged in
useful productive labor. The petty bourgeoisie as a class, therefore,
is wavering. The interests of two classes, said Marx, are “simulta-
neously blunted” in it. That means that the petty bourgeoisie cannot
be as consistently counter-revolutionary as the big bourgeoisie, but
it cannot be as consistently with the revolution, as is the proletariat.
The petty bourgeoisie is afraid of the big bourgeoisie but it is also
afraid of the revolution. Some sections of the petty bourgeoisie are
attracted to the revolution which represents their future interests, but
they shrink before the sharp line of the revolutionary struggle. Fun-
damentally they would like to have class peace, because nothing is
more dear to the heart of the petty bourgeoisie than social peace.
However, they feel that social peace means their own doom. There-

A

fore, when the proletariat develops & strong revolutionary move-
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ment, many petty-bourgeois elements are irresistibly drawn to the
revolutionary camp, only in turn to denounce its “extremes”, and to
don “extreme Left” masks itself. They are finding fault with the
existing capitalist system, but they are also finding fault with the
Revolution and its leaders. Not being truly revolutionary, being able
only to be led by the Revolution, they often develop an immense
conceit. They think of themselves as the “only” and “real” revolu-
tionists. They denounce the real revolutionist as “dogmatic” and
“narrow”.

Trotsky’s approach to the revolution is that of the petty bour-
geoisie.

The fact that he is neither a shopkeeper nor a petty artisan must
not deter those unfamiliar with the Marxian interpretation of social
movements. It must not be supposed, says Marx, that those who
represent the petty bourgeoisie “are all shopkeepers, or enthusiastic
champions of the small-shopkeeper class”.

“Culturally and by individual status they may be the polar
opposites of members of the shopkeeping class. What has made
them become the political representatives of the petty bourgeoisie
is this. Intellectually they have failed to transcend the limitations
which are, materially, imposed upon the petty bourgeois by the
conditions of petty-bourgeois existence. Consequently they are, in
the theoretical field, impelled towards the same aspirations and
solutions as those towards which, in practical life, the petty bour-
geois are impelled by material interests and by their social posi-
tion. Speaking generally, such is always the relationship between
the political and literary representatives of a class and the class
they represent.” (Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte, English Edition, pp. 58-59.)

What has been the influence of the petty bourgeoisie in the
Russian Revolution?

As early as 1908, Lenin, speaking about the revisionism of
Marxism, explained its danger in the following way:

“In every capitalist country there always stand, side by side
with the proletariat, broad strata of the petty bourgeoisie, small
owners. ...It is perfectly natural that the petty-bourgeois world
conception should break through, over and over again, in the
ranks of the broad workers’ parties. It is perfectly natural that it
should be so, and it always will be so even up to the vicissitudes
of the proletarian revolution, for it would be a deep error to think
that a ‘full” proletarianization of the majority of the population is
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necessary for the realization of such a revolution. What we are
now experiencing often only in the realm of ideas: arguments
against the theoretical amendments to Marx, — what now breaks
through in practice only as regards separate particular questions
of the labor movement, like the tactical disagreements with the
revisionists and the split with them on this basis, the entire work-
ing class will yet have to experience in incomparably greater pro-
portions when the proletarian revolution will sharpen all contro-
versial questions, concentrate all disagreements on points having
the most direct bearing upon defining the conduct of the masses,
force, in the heat of struggle, to separate the enemies from the
friends, to throw out the bad allies in order to deal the enemy de-
cisive blows.” (V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. XII, Russian
Edition, p. 189.)

With the clear-sightedness of a genius, Lenin foresaw the com-
ing struggle of the proletarian revolution with its “bad allies” hail-
ing from the petty bourgeoisie.

What is the role of such bad allies? Twenty years later Stalin
explained this:

“Since the proletariat does not live in a vacuum, but in actual
and real life itself with all its variety, the bourgeois elements
which are reborn on the basis of petty production ‘surround the
proletariat on every side by a petty-bourgeois element, permeate
the proletariat with it, demoralize it with it, call forth continually
inside of the proletariat recurrences of petty-bourgeois lack of
character, scatteredness, individualism, transitions from enthusi-
asm to melancholy’ (Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 190) and thus bring
into the proletariat and its Party certain vacillations, certain wa-
verings.

“Here is the root and the foundation of every kind of vacilla-
tions and deviations from the Leninist line in the ranks of our
Party. (J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, Tenth Russian Edition, p.
234))

More specifically, Stalin explains this in his Foundations of
Leninism.

“All these petty-bourgeois groups somehow or other pene-
trate into the Party into which they introduce an element of hesi-
tancy and opportunism, of disintegration and lack of self-
confidence. Factionalism and splits, disorganization and the un-
dermining of the Party from within are principally due to them.
Fighting imperialism with such ‘allies’ in one’s rear is as bad as
being caught between two fires, coming both from the front and
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rear. Therefore, no quarter should be given in fighting such ele-
ments, and their relentless expulsion from the Party is a condition
precedent for the successful struggle against imperialism.” (Jo-
seph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, English edition, p. 121.)

The understanding of Trotskyism as representing the influence
of the petty bourgeoisie on certain elements of the proletariat and of
the Communist Party was repeatedly expressed in the resolutions of
the Congresses of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Thus
the Thirteenth Congress (1924) declared:

“In the person of the present ‘opposition” we face not only an
attempt to revise Bolshevism, not only a direct moving away from
Leninism, but also a clearly expressed petty-bourgeois deviation.
There is not the slightest doubt that this ‘opposition’ objectively
reflects the pressure of the petty bourgeoisie on the positions of
the Party of the proletariat and its policies.”

Again in 1927, at the Fifteenth Congress, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union thus characterized the Trotsky-Zinoviev-
Kamenev opposition:

“The denial of the possibility of a victorious building of So-
cialism in the U.S.S.R. and consequently the denial of the Social-
ist character of our revolution; the denial of the Socialist character
of state industry; the denial of the Socialist roads of development
in the village under conditions of the proletarian dictatorship and
of the policy of union of the proletariat with the fundamental
masses of the peasantry on the basis of Socialist construction; fi-
nally, the actual denial of the proletarian dictatorship in the
U.S.S.R. (‘Thermidor’) and the attitude of capitulation and de-
featism connected with it, — all this ideological orientation has
transformed the Trotsky opposition into an instrument of petty-
bourgeois democracy within the U.S.S.R. and into an auxiliary
troop of international Social-Democracy outside of its frontiers.”

Trotsky as an individual is only a representative of a certain so-
cial class. He is a petty-bourgeois intellectual. He started with oppo-
sition to the Revolution and the Communist Party, and he has fin-
ished with heading the counter-revolution. True to type, he was
drawn to the revolutionary movement of the working class but he
never believed in the ability of the revolutionary forces to carry
through the Revolution to a successful conclusion and he always
hated the very essence of a proletarian party. He hates the tedious
day-by-day activities of building and perfecting a workers’ organi-
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zation. He hates discipline when applied to himself. But he loves
discipline when he applies it to others. When he was War Commis-
sar, he was ruthless towards subordinates. When he was out-voted a
thousand to one in the Bolshevik Party, he refused to submit.

During the most revolutionary period of his life he was always
full of misgivings. Whenever the Revolution was confronted with a
difficulty, he fell into a panic. When patience and endurance were
required, he demanded spectacular action. When temporary retreat
was the order of the day, he advocated senseless bravado which
would have wrecked the Revolution. When the Revolution was
gathering momentum for a new advance, he lamented the “collapse”
of the Revolution. When a new victory was achieved, he decried it
as a defeat.

In this, as in his unwillingness to admit, errors, to apply self-
criticism to himself, he only expressed his class.

What characterized his opposition when he still was a mere op-
positionist was a lack of understanding of the moving forces of the
Revolution and a purely rational approach to the solution of prob-
lems, an approach that had no relation whatever to the realities of
life. What characterizes him now when he is leading the vanguard
of counter-revolution is his deliberate invention of ways and means
to damage the Revolution, the Soviet Union, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, the Communist movement throughout the
world. This has become his sole aim, the only reason for his exist-
ence.

He had a dream once in his life. He believed himself to be able
to take the place of Lenin in the Bolshevik Party. Lenin’s Party
could not have been led by a man who never was a Bolshevik and
always fought Lenin. But he failed to understand this obvious truth.
Because he had dramatized himself into believing that he was the
driving force of the Revolution he did not deem it possible for him
to take a minor post. Bee cause he was a petty-bourgeois intellectual
he could not place the interests of the Party above his own personal
ambition. He therefore had to dramatize himself into the great in-
transigent. From this position he slid down to the hideous gutter in
which he finds himself today.

The history of his last ten years is the history of continuous
downfall. From a member of the Political Bureau of the Communist
Party down to an opposition within the Communist Party, down to a
damager expelled from the Communist Party, down to an enemy

19



expelled from the Soviet Union, down to one supplying the world
bourgeoisie with lies about the Soviet Union, down to one who or-
ganizes the forces of disruption against the Communist Party and
the Communist International, down to one who becomes the inspir-
er of plots aiming at the assassination of the leaders of the Revolu-
tion — aiming at the very heart of the Revolution.

Verily, no man has ever fallen so low.

He had a dream once. He has a dream now. To see the Soviet
Union wrecked, to see the Bolshevik Party destroyed, to see the
leaders of Bolshevism assassinated, to see the world Communist
movement crushed, to see the Communist International wiped off
the earth, how that would gladden his heart! How he gloats over this
vision! Of course, he does not say so outright. He cannot expose
himself before the world. It is his accursed task to win recruits to
counter-revolution by means of radical phrases. He is a master
phrase-counterfeiter. But it is to make his dream come true that he
directs all his actions.

In this he is a brother-in-arms to Matthew Woll and Randolph
Hearst, to Abramovich and Hamilton Fish. Birds of a feather.
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I
Trotskyism Defined

What is Trotskyism?

More than ten years ago, when Trotsky still enjoyed the privi-
lege of membership in the Communist Party of the U.S.S.R., Stalin
found in Trotskyism “three peculiarities which place it in irreconcil-
able contradiction to Leninism”.

Before we proceed we must say a word about the method ap-
plied here in discussing Trotskyism. The question is treated from
the ‘point of view of Marxism-Leninism. It is assumed that Lenin-
ism has proved itself correct, both as the theory and as the practice
of the revolution. It is therefore taken for granted that opposition to
Leninism is incorrect.

Now, we are fully aware of the fact that many a reader may dis-
agree with the Leninist point of view. He may be opposed to the
proletarian revolution, to the dictatorship of the proletariat, to the
socialist system. Such a reader may find solace in Trotsky’s attacks
upon Leninism: But then he must admit that he seeks in Trotsky not
a confirmation but a repudiation of the Leninist solution of the ‘so-
cial problem. With a man of this kind, who draws from the muddy
stream of Trotsky’s denunciations convenient arguments against
Sovietism and against the Communists of his country, we have no
argument on these pages. The only thing a person of this stripe is
requested to do is to acknowledge that he uses the Trotsky ammuni-
tion against everything that Marx, Engels and Lenin stood for and
against everything Stalin, together with the Communist Internation-
al, stand for today.

Quite different it is with those who profess to be in favor of the
proletarian revolution, who admit the necessity of organizing the
working class for the struggle for the overthrow of capitalism and
the establishment of a Soviet power, and who recognize in Lenin
the master-builder of the Bolshevik Party and the world-historic
leader of the proletarian revolution. The following argument aims to
show that you cannot be for the proletarian revolution and for Trot-
skyism; that if you accept Trotsky’s arguments you depart from
Lenin; that Trotsky’s professions of Leninism are only a smoke
screen behind which his disbelief in the proletariat and his mistrust
of the Communist (Bolshevik) Party and its methods of struggle are
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hidden; that Trotskyism is in reality a weapon against the proletari-
an revolution, — but one that is painted red in order to delude work-
ers with a radical trend.

We may assume that those who are in earnest about the over-
throw of capitalism and the establishment — on the principles laid
down by the Russian Revolution — of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat in the now capitalist countries, including the United States,
agree to the following fundamental propositions:

(a) That a Bolshevik (Communist) Party is the first prerequisite
for a successful revolution;

(b) That there can be only one Bolshevik Party and not many in
every country, and that the unity of such a party, its cohesion and
therefore its striking power are of surpassing importance;

(c) That the backbone of the socialist revolution is the urban
proletariat;

(d) That the Communist Party can accomplish the proletarian
revolution only when it leads the entire working class, or at least a
majority of it, in an armed uprising against the capitalist State;

(e) That the success of the revolution depends to a large extent
upon the ability of the Party and the proletariat to ally themselves
with great masses of the other exploited and oppressed groups and
classes of the population, in the first place the exploited farmers, the
lower middle class of the cities, the oppressed intellectuals, etc.;

(f) That confidence between Party leadership and Party mem-
bership is one of the major conditions for success and that mistrust
of Bolshevik leadership, when unfounded, is undermining the revo-
lution.

(g) That there can be only one Communist International which
leads the Communist Parties of the world.

(h) That one cannot be a real revolutionist and fight the Soviet
Union, since the Soviet Union is the greatest achievement of the
world proletariat and the example of building Socialism.

But to return to Stalin’s definition. It must be remembered that
Stalin made it at the time when Trotskyism was just beginning to
raise its head. The tract, Trotskyism or Leninism, in which the defi-
nition is contained, was published in November, 1924. It is amazing
how clearly Stalin saw both the meaning and the future develop-
ment of Trotskyism at a time when Trotsky still loomed as one of
the great heroes of the revolution.

The “peculiarities” of Trotskyism, accord