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. PREFACE

® .

This is the story of how a group of determined men seized
p&ver for themselves in Russia in 1917, and kept others from
shariisg it; and of the consequences which ensued both for
themselves and for their political rivals when it became evident
thmt they enjoyed but little popular support.  These are the
bare bones. The flesh and blood of the story are to be found
in the pastions which animated the actors in the drama.
For all of those who figure in my narrative were revolutionaries.
I have scarcely touched on the opponents of the Bolsheviks
in the battlefield whose aim was to restore the overthrown
monarchical régime, but have confined myself to political oppo-
sition during the active years of Lenin’s life after the revolution.

The B8lsheviks believed passionately, though I think erron-
cously, that they were carrying into effect a revolution of the
kind which had been written of by Marx. The Mensheviks,
marxists of a different kind, believed the Bolsheviks’ reading
of the sacred books to be wrong, and their action accordingly
premature. The Socialist Revolutionaries, not being marxists
at all, were inspired by doctrines derived from an entirely
different tradition. Among the Bolsheviks, different groups
- at different times challenged the particular lines along which
Lenin strove to guide the policy of the party. But, I repeat,
all were revolutionaries. Hence, the struggle between the
various groups and individuals never took the form of a
straightforward struggle by force of arms in which the stronger,
or more popular, or more skilful, or more righteous side won.
That is what makes the story one of particular human interest, -
and also gives it its frue quality of tragedy.

It is strange that the story of political opposition to Lenin
has never before, so far as I am aware, been told in detail
or as a whole—there are several good short accounts of aspects
of it, incidental to more general histories of the Russian revolu-
tion and civil war. Perhaps the reason lies in the fact that we
have all been inclined %o accept the boishevik revolution es a
marxist revolution in character and pattern. Hence, those who
accept marxist doctrine as true tend to dismiss the elimination e
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vi. - THE -ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTQC.RACY

of the Bolsheviks’ political opponents as an inevifable step
in the victory of the party of the proletariat, and not therefore
of outstanding interest. But even those who rejecy marxism,
or keep an open mind about its dogmas, have tendedel believe,
to accept, however much they may disapprove, the elimination
of all political opponents as an inevitable consequence/of
trying to put marxism into practice—and therefore onceagain
as not of particular interest. I think there are at least two
very good reasons for trying to examine the story of politi®al
opposition to the Bolsheviks as far as possible 8utside the frame-
work of marxist categories and terminology. Fitst, because
the difference of doctrine between Lenin in practice and Marx
in theory is at any rate sufficient to raise serious doubt whether
the political doctrines of the two men were really one and the

same. For example, Marx does not say, so far as I am aware,

that one revolutionary party should eliminate and destroy
all other workers’ and peasants’ parties and establish itself
in sole power. Again (as Mr. John Plamenatz has gecently
pointed out) to make a ‘proletarian’ revolution first and then
to set about creating an industrial society afterwards, makes
nonsense of historical materialism. Secondly, whether it was
marxist or not, there seems no doubt to me that Lenin’s
doctrine of action also had deep roots in Russian revolutionary
tradition and Russian history. Of course, Lenin believed him-
self to be a marxist. No doubt he believed, and certainly
was able to persuade his own followers, that the developments
of his policy, with all the empirical changes and inconsistencies,
were all fully justified by the principles enunciated in this
or that work of Marx or Engels. But I have been repeatedly
struck with the peculiarly Russian character not only of
Lenin’s doctrines, or policies, but often also of his opponents’
reactions to them. There is nothing surprising or novel about
this. It is only one further demonstration of the chimaera
of economic determinism in its extreme form, which supposes
that all men will everywhere react in the same way at a given
stage of economic development. But it seemed,to me a very
good reason to try t&; see the political events of the early
yeare of communist rule in Russia untrammelled by any kind
of marxist assumptions or idiom.

I have indeed often been impressed by the dissonance which
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the use of marxist categories sets up when applied to Russian
conditions, in accounts of the Russian Revolution. In what
sense, for example, were the Mensheviks a ‘bourgeois’ party,
as, of coude, they are by definition in Leninist jargon? They
drgw their support mainly from trade unionists, and not very
pro§peraus trade unionists at that. There was nothing more
‘bourg®ois’ about their supporters than there was about their
~leaders, who were of the purest ‘intelligentsia’—that peculiar
Rifssian social phenomenon, which transcended all class
e divisions, and pr8vided the leadership for all but the most
right-wing Dolitical partiesi— liberal, radical; socialist, . or
communist. Again ‘kulak’ is quite intelligible as a term of
“abuse, to be applied to any peasant, rich or poor, who does
not like communism. It is however somewhat misleading to
identify the peasant supporters of the Socialist Revolutionaries
with theg ‘kulaks’. Of course, these peasants disliked the
communist régime. But to identify their political outlook with
the class background implied in the term ‘kulak’ (and even
non-marxist writers occasionally sin in this respect) is to fly
in® the face of facts. For even the ‘medium’ peasants, who
supported the Socialist Revolutionaries, at most owned a few
acres and one horse (if they were lucky); and the Socialist
Revolutionaries were generally as much, if not more, hostile
than the Bolsheviks to the few really rich ‘exploiter peasants—
the ‘kulaks’ in the true sense of this term.

I have therefore attempted to study the history of the Bol-
sheviks and their opponents without the distorting marxist
framework—in short, to look at the principal characters con-
cerned as human beings, and not as exponents of this or that
theory, or as representatives of this or that class interest. I
have tried, without, I hope, ignoring economic and social
factors not to let them obliterate what is after all the key to
any historical situation—the men who thought or acted in
this way or that. Lenin’s policy of eliminating his political
opponents naturally involved a good deal of cruelty and in-
justice. ThisJ have thought it right to assess and describe.
Again, if a political pagty which does not enjoy the support
of the majority of the population wishes to keep in power,
it is forced to .take certain liberties with its own doctrines,
and to enforce the strictest discipline on its members. I have
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viii. THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTQCRACY

tried to assess the impact of these developments on"the ranks

- of the Bolsheviks. Finally, no minority can keep power by
force alone, without the aid of other factors.  Ongesuch factor
which I have tried to assess was the effect of the®hesitation,
doubts, and scruples of Lenin’s opponents.

I hope I shall not be reproached for not writing a his}ory
of the Russian Revolution. For this I have not at®mpted
to do. I have tried to cover some new ground, and have
therefore had- to resist the temptation of going outside Ty
own selected subject more than was barely ‘hecessary to make®
my material intelligible. Economic and social history of the
period, foreign policy, nationality problems, or the develop-
ment of institutions are only touched on to the extent necessary,
as it seemed to me, to illuminate the main conflicts with

‘which I am concerned. Those who are primarily interested
in these aspects of the history of the U.S.S.R. gust look
elsewhere, in the several excellent works which have been
devoted to them. My own Cinderella has not ehitherto
occupied the stage by herself. She is entitled for once not
to be crowded out by the other more familiar performers.

The difficulty which besets the writing of any contemporary
history is that it is not easy at so short a distance of time to
see facts uncoloured by the living political issues which affect
our daily lives. 'The position of the historian becomes even
harder when he has to deal with a revolution which has had
a deep, emotional impact on his own generatlon No one
of my generation will readily forget that impact in our uni-
versities, and in public, literary, and political life, nor the
hopes which were raised among so many by what appeared
to them at first to be a new and more just form of society.
This was a good, even a noble, reaction. So, I think, was
the no less emotional reaction against some of the tyrannies
and cruelties of the Soviet régime on the part of those who
did not believe in the new society with quite so naive a faith.
But all this was very bad for historical truth. It is not the
deliberate pro- or angi-communist distprtions which matter—
they can usually be spotted and discounted by anyone at all
familiar with the subject. More serious are the unconscious

 effects Wthh the emotional impact of Russian communism has
L ]
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had on qulte a number of historians. - I think four schools of

vriters.on Soviet history (outs1de the Soviet Union, of course)

can be dissnguished. There is first the ‘no alternatwc school.

This schdbl accepts as a fact that, however regrettable it may

¢ been, there was no possible alternative to Lenin and the
tlshewks———except perhaps chaos. (There was chaos enough
unde™ Lenin, in all truth!) This view is coloured by the
realization that for centuries the Russians had lived under an
atlitocracy and had had no experience of free government. It
¢ may, for all I kn8w, be quite a correct view—my quarrel with
it is that it s an unverifiable assumption which has tended more
than any other to distort the proper study of opposition to

Lenin. For what, after all, upon such an assumption, did

opposition matter, except possibly as a symptom of weariness,

or of the natural disillusionment of all revolutionaries after the

revolutign has been accomplished? T have tried to make no
- such assumption. There are very good reasons why the Bol-
sheviksssucceeded, and I have tried to analyse them. But I do
not think that either historical necessity, or some fatality which
Predestines Russians to live forever under totahtarlan rule, need
be invoked.

Another school of historians of Soviet Russia is what might
be called the ‘things were different under Lenin’ school.
Their view has been widely encouraged by the vast literature
by and around Trotsky. The facts do not, I think, bear it out
very far. But my conclusions must speak for ‘themselves’
The third school, which owes much to the influence of marmsmﬁ‘”
tends to portray Soviet society as having issued, like Minerva,
fully armed from Lenin’s forehead, with no earlier pedigree.
This is a view much encouraged by Soviet writers, of course,
but it has not been without influence on some non-Russian .
~historians. I have tried to remain true to my determination

not to be circumscribed by marxist categories. I have there-
fore tried to see the two Russian revolutions as phases in
Russian history, not as a new epoch built entirely afresh on
the ruins of dhe old.

Finally there is the, school which segs Soviet society from
its inception purely in terms of power—seizing power,®and
keeping it. It is quite a useful corrective to the other schools,
but it is nonetheless wrong.  I'should guess that there probably »
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comes a time in the history of every d1ctatorsh1p whéeh staymg
in power becomes so all absorbing a problem that it tends to
colour -or obscure every other motive or actione Possibly
something of the kind happened to the Bolshevik® at some
stage during the period with which I am concerned. But to
ignore the passion for justice, for the ultimate liberation/of
mankind, for the utopia of the future, which animate® most

if not all of the bolshevik leaders, is to do equal violen¢™ to:
truth. I take the view that their passion for justice was boufid "

to lead to disaster when once they failed to®see the need for:
reconciling all the conflicting interests which will dlways exist
in practice in every state (whatever Marx and Engels may have
said on the subject) in a form of stable legal order. Without
the restraining ne plus ultra of law and independent judges it
is very tempting for any government to sacrifice first the
majority to a minority, then to-day to to- ~morrow, and finally
. one generation to future generations. This is what Lenin
and his successors seem to have done. But they asted‘ as
they did, at any rate when they first set out, because they
believed that in so doing they were serving the cause of justice.
I think they failed, because justice cannot thrive without
order—‘a good disposition of discrepant parts, each in the
fittest place’. Lenin apparently believed that if you went on
long enough eliminating the discrepant parts, justice would
flourish in the monolithic rump that was left. Events did not
work out like that. However, it may be that justice can
~*never wholly disappear as a force in any human society—
those who are familiar with the context of the quotation which
I have chosen as an epigraph will recall that the great African
philosopher and saint meant something of this kind. In
Lenin’s society the task of keeping the human passion for
justice alive fell mainly, though perhaps not entirely, to the
political opponents of the Bolsheviks—as I stressed, they were
all revolutionaries, ‘even if their brand -of revolution was not
the one which was victorious in October 1917. I do not
share - the predisposition of some contemporagy historians,
upon whom the hand, of Hegel still ljes somewhat heavily,
in favour of the seemingly victorious side in history. - Who
are the victors, after all, and who the vanquished? Was

e Cromwell victor or vanquished? Was Napoleon victor or
®
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®  PREFACE xi
vanquish&d? It would perhaps be wiser for the present

- to suspend the verdict as between Lenin and say Martov, or

Plekhanov,gor Chernov—or Struve, or even Stolypin.  The
only reall vanquished in history are, perhaps, those who

caynot see an’ything beyolid the apparent reaiity of immedi-

ate farts, All T hope is that I have succeeded in my aim
of holsing the balance equally between all the contending
parties and factions, and not pleading the cause of any one
of *them. B

I do not pretéad to conceal my own predllectxon for a
socwty basell -on an established legal order, in which varying
and “conflicting interests both of individuals and of the state
are reconciled with' the aid of a minimum of government
coptpulsion. - Nor can I disguise the fact that I view much
of ‘the analysis of history and society, and all the messianic
promi es of marxism with very considerable scepticism. It is
not the historian’s function to judge, so much as to analyse
and describe. But in so far as judgment has been unavoid-
able, this was my criterion of individual actions. They say
yeu cannot make an omelette without breaking eggs. So far
as Lenin’s cookery is concerned, perhaps the time has not
yet come to judge the result. = But since some leading gastro-
nomes have already thrown doubt on the quality of the dish,

I do not apologize for devoting some study to the €ggs. It

is all too easy a matter to accept with equanmuty ‘experi-
mients in social engineering’—especially- if one -is- not oneself’

de force pour supporter Jes maux d’autrui’ But the stuff o

S

 called upon to live through them. ‘Nous avons tous assez:

~€

history in the end is not an abstraction called society, but o

living and suffering man.

The problem of the historian of Soviet soc1ety is further
complicated by the so called ‘cold war’, in the coursc of
which the somewhat belated discovery of some of the ele-
mertary facts about Soviet life by Western politicians is being
put to diplomatic and counter-propaganda uses. The academic
nose, on this,side of the Atlantic at all events, wrinkles all
too readily at the thought that any wgrk on Soviet history
might be pressed into service by the politician for his mundane
purposes, however serious the work, if it should contain any
conclusions adverse to the communists’ picture of themselves.
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Unhappily, distortion both by the Bolsheviks and by their
opponents of their own and others’ actions and motives is as
much an historical fact as the size of Napoleonss hat. To
ignore the existence of such distortions by the Bol$heviks, for
fear of talk of ‘cold war’, and not to attempt to probe for ghe
truth behind the welter of lies and half truths by all parties
would be merely to mislead. Nothing is farther fi®m my
mind than to decry academic aloofness from the current
political  conflicts. But, unfortunately, if one is hazarddus
enough to select Soviet history as one’s suBject, considerable ®
caution is required lest, for fear of the dust from ‘the political
arena, one should fall a victim to the distortions of their own
history spread abroad by Soviet politicians. As I turn the
pages of a number of standard, reputable works on aspects
of Soviet history published in this country in recent years, 1
find quite a few examples which served as a warning {p me that
he who has no stomach to probe the assertions made by the
communists about themselves and their past is liable to be
strangely deceived.  Thus, one such recent work tells me that
Bukharin plotted in 1918 with the Left Socialist Revolutich-
aries to arrest Lenin. Another tells me that it was never
inherent in the Bolsheviks’ programme to exclude others from
government. A third, that Lenin’s socialist opponents were
merely striving to replace his dictatorship by one of their own.
Those who trouble to read the facts which I have assembled
will be able to assess the validity of these and similar assertions.
“M therefore make no apology for having dwelt in detail on
different facets of opposition, both within and without. the
bolshevik party, in the hope that my work may help to dispel
some current misapprehensions. I have accordingly tried to
give as full a background of facts, espgcially where they are
new, or little known, as is consistent with clarity of narrative.
Above all, T have striven to make my selection of facts (and
all historical writing consists of selection of facts) as fair and
as objective as I could.
I was faced from the outset with the problem of presentation.
The strictly chronological order seemeg at first sight the most
logieal, and the most economical of space. For example, if
one were writing the history of the British Labour Party
e before the First World War it would be the obvious order
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to choose, '].Sut to adopt it for the conditions of early Soviet
society seemed to me, on reflection, to run the risk of falsifying
‘the whole story. It would have meant sketching the develop-
ment of bgBhevik policy from the beginning to the end of my
- period, and showing at each stage the opposition, both within
- the bolshevik party and by the socialist parties, to a particular
pohcy-. “But the attitude of the socialist parties to the Bol-
shev1ks at any rate after 1918, was not opposmon in the
ordinary, Western political sense of that term at all; it was a
, struggle for surviyal. These parties did not oppose the Bol-
* sheviks mergly because they disagreed with their policy—in
many respects at different periods they fully supported it.
It therefore seemed to me essential to treat each important
‘opposition party separately, as I have done in the second
part of my book, in order to show the struggle for survival -
and its outcome in the case of each individual party. This
has involeed some, though I hope not very much, repetltlon
and cross reference. But I trust that any inconvenience or
lack of clarity that may be caused by this method of treatment
will be compensated by the greater historical accuracy which
I'am certain has resulted.

‘There is ne lack of sources on this early period of Soviet
history. A great deal of primary source material has been
published by the Soviet authorities. - I have found no reason
to suppose that any of it, in publications before about 1928,
has been falsified. The position is perhaps rather different
in the case of materials published after that date, which some-
times tend to be tainted with signs of Stalin’s conflict with
Trotsky. Secondary sources,—the press, memoirs, reports of
trials, etc.—are frankly polemic, and great discretion is needed
in extracting the truth érom them. Since some of this material
is little known, I have appended a fairly detailed bibliography.
It is not, of course, a complete record of all that I have read.
But I have tried to list first, all publications from which I have
actually quoted; and secondly, some of the many works which
I have found®illuminating or helpful on some aspects of my
subject. ce i e

Translations, unless otherwise indicated, are my own, from
the original languages. As regards the vexed question of
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*
transliteration of Russian, I have followed the §yst(;m adopted
by the Slavonic and East European Review, with some minor
modifications which sacrifice accuracy to simplicity.

The search for material has taken me to manyﬂjbraries of.
Europe. It has not been possible for me to visit the rich
collections in the libraries of the United States, but in soie
instances I was fortunate in being able to obtain mijgrofilm
or photostatic reproductions of books not available in Europe.
I am glad of this opportunity of expressing my gratitude,to
the staffs of all the libraries in which I havg worked for their
unfailing helpfulness, kindly interest, and assisiance. If I
single out for particular mention the staff of the Reading Room
of the British Museum it is only because most of my research
was in fact done on the magnificent collection of early Soviet
publications contained in this delightful library.

The manuscript of this book was virtually completed in
1950, but publication was delayed through circ®mstances
beyond my control. The delay has been of advantage in
enabling me to avail myself of the kindness of a number of
experts who were willing to comment on my work. Mr. E. H.
Carr read the manuscript at a very carly stage of its existence,
and made a number of comments on points of detail which
I was glad to adopt, and for which I am most grateful to him.
I regret that I was not able to adopt some other suggestions
which he was kind enough to make, because our interpreta-
tions of the facts diverged too fundamentally. Mr. Isaiah
Berlin, Mr. R. N. Carew Hunt, Miss Violet Conolly, Dr.
George Katkov, and Mr. Alec Nove have read the manuscript
and made many valuable comments and corrections. Dr. V,
Leontowitsch read and commented on the first chapter, and
placed his unrivalled knowledge of the history of Russian
liberalism at my disposal. Mr. Davéd Footman read the
book in proof, and made some most helpful suggestions. To
all the above I wish to express my deep gratitude. I need
hardly add that the responsibility for the text is entirely my
own. I should also like to express my gratitude to many
friends, some of them participants in the evenfs I have des-
crihgd, with whom I® have been able®*to distuss some of the
questions raised by this difficult period of Russian history.

The greatest debt of gratitude I owe to my wife. She has
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subjected.tfu; tnanuscript to repeated and critical scrutiny,
and her balanced and mature judgment of men and events
‘has on innumerable occasions provided a necessary corrective
to my owg%udgment. I am conscious of the many faults of
this book. But it would have been a great deal worse but
for: my. wife. , o '
- Highgase

July, 1954
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P PART I
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THE BOLSHEVIE COUP D'ETAT

CHAPTER 1

THE POLITICAL BACKGROUND

i :
On 22 January 1917 Lenin addressed a gathering of working
youth in Zurich. Europe, he told them, was ‘pregnant with
revolution’. Popular risings, led by the proletarlat and end-
ing with the ultimate V1ctory of socialism, would come about
in the ‘next few years’. But ‘we older men may not live to
see the Jecisive battles of this imminent revolution’. How-
ever, within eight months the Bolsheviks, headed by Lenin,
had swept their political opponents from the field and were
in sole if precarious possession of power in Russia. It was to
take them several years to eliminate rival parties, and to lay
the foundations of umty within their own. But the story of
their struggle, which is the subject of this book, cannot be
understood without a glance at the origins and faiths of the

political parties mainly concerned.

Much of the social thought in nineteenth-century Russia -
was shaped by the liberation of the serfs which took place in
. 1861. The hopes and disappointments engendered by this
- momentous event continued to influence the course of politics,
even after the rise of an industrial proletariat had shown that
the society of the future would have to take account of this
new class as much as bf the peasants. Herzen, from his exile
~in London, had dominated progressive thought through the
medium of his paper, Kolokol (The Bell). Bitterly disappointed
in the results of the European revolutions of 1848, and repelled
by the drab smugness and inhumanity which he saw in the
West, Herzen turned with new hope tg the Russian peasant
society in whicl? he believed the future salvation of Rassia
lay. He was convinced that the Russian village organization,

unspoiled by the corruption. of capitalism, and traditionally ,

8 B e &
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* accustomed to communal life and work, would make i# possible
for Russia to by-pass the capitalist phase of Western Europe.
Russia, he believed, would follow a separate path, which would
lead it straight ‘by way of socialism to freedom’,eaided by
this instinctive socialism of its vast peasantry, which did not
exist in the Western countries. His personal influence with
the younger generation did not survive the disappoigfment
which followed the much hoped for liberation, when it became
apparent that, in the circumscribed form in which it was
enacted, it was only going to prove of vemsy limited bene
to the peasant. The first secret revolutionary osganization,
Lemlya 1 Volya, (Land and Liberty), was founded in the year
after the liberation. Its activities culminated four years later
in an attempt on the life of the Emperor—an act of violence
which Herzen bitterly condemned. Such acts of terrorism,
while they palliated the sense of impotence of a generation,
which longed for reforms which the autocracy was ﬁnwilling
or unable to put into effect, did little to bridge the vast gulf
between the revolutionary intellectuals who sacrificed their
lives, and the peasantry on whose behalf they did so. Thus,
Karakozov’s attempt on the Emperor’s life in 1866 was fol-
lowed by rioting in the villages. This was because the peasants
regarded the attempt as a plot by the landlords against their
own special protector, the Tsar, and not because they approved
of it. “

The generation. of revoluuona.nes which grew up after the
liberation. (the MNarodniki)® was much preoccupied with this
gulf between the peasants and the intellectuals, and also with
the futility of individual acts of terror. One writer who
influenced them was Bakunin, who drew much of his faith
and inspiration from the latent anarchical violence which
always lies smouldering in the generally docile and submis-
sive Russian peasant. Russian history records a number of
instances of blind and wild peasant risings, senseless, pitiless,
and without result. Bakunin believed that the function of the
revolutionary was to harness this latent violence towards the
destruction of the old grder. He beheved that a better society
woudd inevitably arise out of this destruction} though he had
little to say on the form which this new society would take.

1 From the Russian word for ‘people’, narod.

* B oy A l‘o
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‘Die Ludt der Zerstorung ist zugleich eine schaffende Lust,’ he *
once wrote. The Russian people, which he believed was
‘socialist by instinct and revolutionary by nature’, would of
itself crcagc the new forms. Another influence on the revolu-
tionaries of the generation which followed ‘the liberation of
the serfs was Tkachev. A figure intellectually inferior to
Bakunhjn, he is remarkable because of the parallel between his
ideas and Lenin’s practice, if not his theory. Tkachev believed
that the transformation of Russian society should be achieved

not by acts of terwor, but by an immediate seizure of power by

\mall disciplined élite, which would then effect from above

the necessary economic transformation.

The revolutionary minority [he wrote], having freed the people
from the fear and terror which oppresses it . . . thus opens up
to the people the possibility of displaying its destructive revolu-
tionary force.  Supporting itself on this destructive force, the
minority skilfully directs it towards the annihilation of the
immediate enemies of the revolution, and ‘thereby destroys. their
strongholds and deprives them of all means of opposition and
Jresistance. Thereafter, using its strength .and authority, the
revolutlonary minority introduces new progresswe, communist
elements into the conditions of national life.’

The common denominator of such different thinkers as
Herzen, Bakunin, and Tkachev was the faith that Russia
could pass straight to socialism without travelling the path of
capitalist development upon which the countries of Western
Europe were embarked. Exactly the same faith formed part
of the doctrine of two very influential thinkers of the eighteen-
seventies and ecighteen-eighties, Mikhailovsky and Lavrov,
whose ideas were however far removed from those of Bakunin
or Tkachev. Mikhailovsky, much more a sociologist and a
publicist than a revolutionary, provided a scientific basis for
the faith in the ‘separate path’. Russia, according to him,
belonged to a higher #ype of socicty, although it was on a lower
phase of development than Western society. If these arrears
of developmgnt were caught up with, Russia could pass straight
to the higher type of society, without Reing forced to borrow
from Western Rurope any of its less desirable featurese To
give an impetus to this development, the intellectuals must
accept it as their mission to educate the peasant for his future o
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role.  More influential yet on his generation was L&vrov, an
exile like Herzen, who had been forced to leave Russia (on
very slender evidence) soon after the attempt on thg life of the
Emperor in 1866. Lavrov was in many ways typieal of the
‘conscience-stricken nobleman’ familiar in Russian late nine-
teenth-century society. The gist of his doctrine is that it is
the duty of the ‘critically thinking personality’ to pay Ris debt
to the people, at whose expense he has gained his opportunity
to think. Lavrov was influenced by marxism and accepted
much of its analysis of society. It is signifieant, for exampl
that he developed the marxist theory of the origif of society
and of the state sixteen years before Engels’ famous theory was
first published. But Lavrov’s emphasis on the réle and moral
responsibility of the individual, as the only vehicle of social
progress—defined by him as ‘the embodiment in social form
of truth and justice’—distinguished his way of thought from
that of the Marxists. He was also the very antithesis of
Tkachev, believing that the revolution must be the work of
the people themselves, and not that seizure of power must be
the first aim. The mere replacement of one government by
another would solve nothing. The immediate task which he
preached was the preparation of the people by education and
propaganda for their historic task. ;

The three main political parties of twentieth-century Russia
—the Socialist Revolutionaries, the Kadety, and the Social
Democrats—all owed much to these early ideas. The Socialist
Revolutionary party, when it came into existence at the
beginning of the twentieth century, claimed to be the heir to
the beliefs expounded by the Narodniki. But these doctrines
were already largely bankrupt.  The faith that it was Russia’s
destiny to follow a separate path from Western Europe by
virtue of the instinctive socialism inhefent in the traditional
peasant commune became less realistic as industrialization
rapidly advanced, and the peasant commune equally rapidly
disintegrated. The attempt to educate the peasant for his
historic mission had met with no response. Terrorism had
brought even less resyjt in spite of the fanatical heroism which
inspered it. The assassination of the Empefor Alexander II
in 1881 had been followed by repressions and steady reaction.
« It had not been a signal for a general peasant rising, nor had -~
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it brought any reforms in its train. Outwardly, at all events,
the Socialist Revolutionaries came into being in response to
the asplrauons ‘of the nineteenth-century narodnik revolu-
tionaries to%reate a political party on Western European lines.
The very choice of the Eurepean term Socialist in the name of
the new party indicated as much, and in 1903 at the Amsterdam
Congresa of the Second International the new Russian party
was admitted as a member. The programme and statute of
the®party were adopted at its first congress in 1906. The
{uewhat utopian® maximum programme enwsaged a com-
T)Slzay sociatized society. The more concrete minimum pro-
" gramme demanded the:convocation of a Constituent Assembly;
the setting up of a federal republic with self-determination
for the various nationalities of which Russia was composed;
the separation of church and state; full political liberty with
appropriage constitutional guarantees; and progressive labour
~and social legislation, including the eight-hour day and state
assistance for poor litigants. - So far as the land was concerned,
the programme demanded expropriation of all privately owned
land without compensation. - Thereafter the land was to be
managed by municipal democratic bodies and divided up in
“such a way as to ensure to everyone enough land to give him
and his family a living.  Dealing in land was to be prohibited,
and special benefits enjoyed by individuals, such as better
quality of soil or proximity to a river, were to be taxed for the
general welfare. . 'The new party did not renounce terrorism,
behevmg that social progress might require the ‘intervention
of conscious warriors for truth and justice’. But such terrorism
was to be confined to acts approved by the highest party
authority. Local acts of spontaneous violence in village or
factory were condemned for fear that they would grow into
wild popular anarchy®which the party would be unable
to control: The Congress recognized that a ‘revolutionary
dictatorship’ might prove necessary before the maximum pro-
gramme of full socialism could be realized. But it was careful
to emphasize that this would be temporary only, and would
be succeeded as soon as, possible by a state founded on law.
Even so, nearly &ne quarter of those present at the 1906
Congress voted against this part of the Programme.
The new Socialist Revolutionary party relied for its support
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on the very large number of peasant owners of sma holdings,
particularly those who remained linked to the surviving village
communes. To these peasants, and to the landless peasants
as well, the Socialist Revolutionary became the ¢hampion of
their urgent land hunger. He got to know the peasant through
the rapidly expanding agricultural co-operatives and through
the local government services, in which Socialist Revolgtionaries
worked in large numbers. The  Socialist Revolutionaries
retained this support right up to 1917, as their outstaneing
victory in the elections to the Constituen® Assembly sh?Pfﬂ-'
But their following, though large, was politicaldy imm&ture.
The peasant’s political vision extended little beyond his own
holding. Of the form of central government and of political
programmes he knew little, and cared less. Nor, in the
political conditions of Russia in the decade before the revolu-
tion of 1917 was there much opportunity for any socjalist party
to learn the practical business of politics within the existing
constitutional framework. The Socialist Revolutionaries had
thirty-four deputies in the Second Duma. By the time of the
Third Duma, the electoral law of 1907 had succeeded in
manipulating the franchise so as to make the election of
Socialist Revolutionaries by their peasant electors virtually
impossible. A handful of them, however, succeeded in voicing
the socialist revolutionary view in the Third and Fourth Dumas,
camouflaged as Trudoviki (Labourists). The conditions in
which the Socialist Revolutionaries had to operate on the
margin between legal and illegal existence, made of them a ~
party in which extremism, over-indulgence in theorizing, con-
spiracy, impatience, and frustration predominated. There was
. little unity, and less discipline, within the party as a whole,
which sheltered the most divergent types and temperaments—
patriotic, individualist terrorists sucl® as Savinkov, moderate
constitutionalists such as Avksentiev. or Zenzinov, idealistic
conspirators like Gershuni, masters of political inconsistency
such as Chernov, or utopian absolutists such as Spiridonova.
Liberalism is a term little capable of exact, definition and
the application of ghe term to Russian conditions is fraught
with peculiar difficulty. There did, howevkr, exist in Russian
nineteenth-century political society an important section of
public opinion which stood for moderate and gradual reform,
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and whkh looked to the constitutionalism of Western Europe *
as the model for such reform. Had the autocracy possessed
the politicgl wisdom to trust and support the reformers who
abounde® in nineteenth-century Russia, social progress might
perhaps have taken place without viclent upheaval. But
would-be reformers were often snubbed, ignored, or even exiled.
Disapppintment when the extensive reforms of Alexander 11
were halted drove many moderates into the revolutionary
organizations. The violence and, be it said, the absurdity of
..some of the nineteenth-century revolutionaries drove many
mdre moderates to reaction. Indeed, it is remarkable that so
many and so vigorous political thinkers on constitutional lines
retained the balance of mind to survive as such without falling
into one extreme or the other. The gulf which separated the
nineteenth-century liberal reformer from narodnik revolutionary
thinkers, even those such as Herzen, Mikhailovsky, or Lavrov
‘who dld‘ not preach violence, was their rejection of the doctrine
that Russia could travel by a separate path from the rest of
Europe. Turgenev, for example, warned Herzen that the
imstinctive socialism of the Russian peasant on which Herzen
pinned his faith was a myth, that what the peasant wanted
was to obtain his coveted land and then become a bourgeois.
And in 1862 Turgenev wrote to Herzen: ‘I am beginning to
think that the so often repeated antithesis—the West, beautiful
externally and hideous within, and the East, hideous externally -
and beautiful within—is false.” Neither Herzen nor Lavrov
ever saw that this antithesis was false. Lavrov refused to-
admit that the parliamentary order of the Western European
states could ever provide any model for Russia. It is true
that he rejected dictatorship of any party, even the best, which
~ might seek to rule ‘by fear of the knout’; but equally he rejected
the ‘rotten liberalisn? of Western Europe, branding as the
direct enemy of progress a ‘Russian constitutional party on
the European model’. Russia must follow a path of her own.
The idea of a party of constitutionalists began to take root
at the beginping of the twentieth century among several pro-
gressive groups of the intelligentsia agd of the landed pro-
prietors. 'The “most 1mpox tant of these were Osvobozhdente
(Liberation), so named after a paper published from 1902
onwards by Peter Struve in Stuttgart; and the union of the
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* local government, or Zemstva, representatives. Witlin these
groups, which included in their number almost the entire
liberal professions, there could be discerned both agight wing,
whose ‘demands -were limited in the main to repi®sentative
government, political freedom and greater autonomy for the
Kemstva; and a left wing, which also demanded such, reforms
as the eight-hour day and the confiscation of privately, owned
land, with compensation to the owners. In 1905, after the
revolution of that year had wrung a constitution from the
reluctant autocracy, the party of National ¥reedom or Con-. -
stitutional Democrats (abbreviated to Kadet) was formed?by
Milyukov, Petrunkevich, Nabokov, and the two Princes
Dolgorukov, among others. The left wing did not stay long
in the Kadet party. Its members either remained outside party
allegiance, as was the case with Kuskova and Prokopovich,
or eventually formed the small party of Populist Spcialists,
somewhat to the right of the Socialist Revolutionaries.. Among
the latter were Peter Chaykovsky and Peshekhonov. But
although the Kadety were to lose their left wing at an early date,
in 1905, under the impact of the revolution to which they had
given whole-hearted support, their policy was more radical
than it had been in 1902, when Oswobozhdenie first appeared.
Speakers at their foundation congress associated themselves
with the traditions of the liberal intelligentsia of the nineteenth
century, with the Decembrists, with Herzen and the later
revolutionary fighters. Thus, though the Narodmki had re-
jected the Constitutionalists, the Constitutionalists did not
reject the Narodniki. In fact, now that the Socialist Revolu-
tionarics had put political freedom in the forefront of their
programme and had ostensibly abandoned the narodnik
doctrine of the separate, non-Western path for Russia, the
main division between them and the® Kadety was that the
Socialist Revolutionaries, unlike the Kadely, rejected private
property. - ‘The Kadet programme called for an extension
and widening of the Manifesto of 17 October 1905 in which
the new constitution had been granted. It gdemanded a
complete constitutional system safeguarded by the rule of
law® a universal franchlse, and freedom of speech and person
guaranteed by an independent judiciary. The programme
« also included abolition of the death penalty, cultural autonomy
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for natiox}alities., home rule for Finland -and Poland, liberal
labour legislation including the eight hour day, full freedom
for the formagion of trade unions, and a system of social security
against illness and old age, as well as universal compulsory
primary education and the e"nanmpanon of education from
both state, and church control. The Kadet agricultural policy
was based onconfiscation of private estates upon payment of
fair compensation to the owners, and on a wide system of
state aid to the peasants. ‘

« The Kadety contmued to attract and hold most of the best
inteldcts anel leaders of the universities and liberal profes- -
sions. - But, in' the absénce in. Russia of a substantial middle-
class upon which to lean for support, their political success
depended upon one of two conditions, if not both: either sup-
port from the autocracy to help to build orderly freedom

. from abovg, or the support of the socialist parties beliind whom
stood some of the peasantry and proletariat. The repeated
Hailure of the Russian autocracy to support and make use of
the many tens of thousands of moderate reformers who were
longing to serve it prevented the creation in Russia of a
system of progressive reform within a stable order, and thus
helped to create the conditions in which the victory of the

- Bolsheviks became possible. It was, however, also true that
the Kadety were often intransigent and uncompromising, and
lacked restraint and tact. They won a great victory in the

. elections to the First Duma, which returned 177 of their
party. Before long they had precipitated a crisis, for which
they were at any rate in some measure to blame. With

- more courage than wisdom they issued a revolutionary appeal

to the nation against the autocracy, drawing upon themselves
severe police repressions The tone for the future was set by
this first unhappy clash? If the autocracy was determined to
circumvent even the modest concessions of the new constitu-
tion, the Kadety could never forget that they too were the
heirs of the revolutionaries and viewed any compromise with
the autocracy ,with suspicion. The gulf between the two is
illustrated by the relatignship between $truve and Stolypin
durmg the period f the Third Duma, as described by Strave
in his fragmentary memoirs. Struve had achieved an in-
formal contact with the Prime Minister, Stolypin, and used to
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visit him on occasion in a vain endeavour to influehice him to
complement his important agrarian reforms by equally far-
reaching political reforms. The visits had to gake place in
secret, and at dead of night—in the interests of beth. Stoly-
pin’s position with the Tsar and his circle would have been
endangered had his contacts with the liberal, Struve, become
known. But Struve’s reputation in the Kadet paggy would
equally have suffered had he been suspected of any friendly
contacts with the Tsar’s Minister. Yet for all this, theelast
years before the outbreak of war in 1914 showed a markede
improvement on the political scene. In the Dunta, now#®ased
on a truncated franchise, the Kadety, reduced to 58, were
playing a useful, if limited, part. Their relations with the
socialists, particularly with the menshevik wing of the Social
Democrats, were improving. The autocracy in turn was
showing some signs of beginning to realize that g policy of
concession was a better safeguard against revolution than
police repressions. Hangings and imprisonment of revolu-
tionaries continued, but at the same time some kind of con-
stitutional order was taking shape. The Jemstva were doing
valuable work in the ficlds of education and health, censor-
ship was relaxed, the administration of justice was improving,
and lawful activity in the trade unions was at last becoming
possible. Had the revolution happened, say, in 1912, it is
at the least improbable that it would have led to a victory of
the Bolsheviks. The war put an end to this incipient stability
in the Russian political scene.

To be seen in proportion, the development of social democ-
racy, and of Bolshevism in particular, must be looked at:
against this background. In 1879 Plekhanov, then a Narodnik,
had headed a split in this movement and had become leader
of a separate wing. He had oppofed the demand for an
intensification of terrorist activity, believing then, as he there-
after believed all his life, that revolution must be the work
not of a few chosen champions, but of the people themselves.
But Plekhanov diverged from the Narodniki not only on the
issue of terror, butebecause under the influence of marxism
he rejected the doctrine that Russia could follow a separate
path of its own and avoid the stage of capitalist development
which was taking place in Western Europe. It is significant
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@ .
that it wa Eng'els, whom he knew personally, who was the
main influence on Plekhanov. Marx had to some extent lent
the weight gf his authority in support of the narodnik faith
in Russia’s separate path, both in 1875 in a letter to Mikhail-

“ovsky, and in 1882 in the Preface to the Russian edition of

- the Communist Manifesto, which Engels also signed. But
Engels had from the first taken a firm stand against a pre-
mature coup d’état. In open dispute with Tkachev in 1875

“he had ridiculed the theory expounded by Lenin’s predecessor .
othat a well organized party of professmnal revolutionaries
shouM seizeecontrol and proceed to impose socialism from

above. Plekhanov’s conversion to marxism was signalized by
attacks on Tkachev. Quotations from Engels on the disasters
which would attend seizure of power if it should take place
before the proletariat was experienced enough to know what
to do with it, abound in his writings. Plekhanov’s continued
opposition to Lenin after 1903 was similarly due to his refusal
to accept Lenin’s views on the need for a disciplined party
organization even at the expense of mass participation in the
work .of building the foundations of socialism, quite as much
as to his revulsion from Lenin’s political methods.

It was therefore as a movement Western in its character
and orientations that Russian marxism came into-being in
1883, when Plekhanov, together with Vera Zasulich, Deutsch,
and Axelrod founded the Group for the Liberation of Labour,
from which the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party

“evolved. By 1903 the impulse of the young Lenin’s dynamic
personality had split Russian Social Democracy into two wings,
the Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks. This split, so eventful
for the future history of Russia,? was certainly not at the
outset a division between those marxists who believed in the -
necessity of a revolution® and those marxists who did not. It
was not therefore comparable to the division between the
revolutionary and the reformist marxists which was taking
place in Western Europe. All Russian Social Democrats,

% There is'a lucig account of the tangled story of this split in Carr I, pp. 26-69,
but. much ‘important” supplementary material will be found in Wolfe, passim.
Full titles of publications will ngt normally be used i footnotes. They will be
found in the Bibliography (Appendix D, p: 386g). The abbreviation used®is
-either the author’s name, as here, when on}y one work by a given author is quoted
in the Bibliography, or a shortened form of the title, which will be found in-its
corresponding alphabétical order in the Bibliography. -
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including particularly Plekhanov, accepted the nt!cessity for
the revolution. They had combined to oppose, at the end of
the nineteenth century, the ‘Legal Marxists’, of yhom Struve,
the future Kadet, was at the time the leading theorist, and
the so-called ‘Economists’, of whom Kuskova was the intel-
lectual leader, who both opposed evolution to revolutmn
The programme of the Russian social democraﬂc party,
approved in 1903 by Bolsheviks and Mensheviks ahke en-
visaged as a first stage a bourgeois, democratic revolusion,
but thereafter the ‘dictatorship of the sproletariat’ as thes
essential condition of the next stage, the social revolation,
~or in other words ‘the conquest by the proletariat of such
political power as will permit it to suppress all opposition of
the exploiters’. It was in fact the only socialist party pro-
gramme which contained such a provision. Nor was the
split between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks based on any funda-
mental difference of opinion on the nature of the political
liberty which the revolution would achieve. The Programme
was silent on the precise state forms which the ultimate socialist
revolution would bring forth. But no Social Democrat gver
imagined that it would entail a curtailment of the extensive
liberties which the Programme proclaimed for the first phase
of the revolution, the democratic phase; or that it would take
the form which it did take, the curtailment of liberty for all
except the party in power. Not one word, at any rate in
public, nor one line of Lenin’s before October 1917 had ever
implied this. Finally, the division between the two wings of
Russian social democracy was certainly not based on a differ-
ence of view as to the two phases through which, in the pro-
gress towards the social revolution, Russia would have to pass. -
In the West the democratic revolution with its consequent
political liberties had already happehed, and therefore only
the final historical phase, the proletarian or socialist revolution, -
still remained to be achieved. In Russia the democratic
revolution had not yet taken place, and therefore, as the Pro-
~gramme clearly acknowledged, the immediate. aim was such
a democratic revolytion, bringing in its train full political
likerties and a Constituent Assembly bmsed on universal
suﬁ'rage At no time before April 1917 d1d Lenin publicly
envisage any other course for Russia.
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The ?)rlmary cause for the disunity in Russian social
democracy did not thus lie in questions of theory. The fact
alone that_the same Programme served until 1919 as the

accepted up’an of action for so many different groups and
individuals goes a long way to' prove this. This does not
mean that there were not quite serious theoretical divergences
of wew The most significant dissensions followed upon the
revolution of 1905, which took the leaders of the Russian
Sqeial Democratic party, engaged in interminable arguments
in exile, by surprise. - The only outstanding Social Democrat
to wke pars in the short-lived Petersburg Soviet which emerged
after the revolution was Trotsky, then, as until 1917, neither
of the bolshevik nor the menshevik faction. From the in-
terpretation of the revolution of 1905 there emerged three
fairly distinct political theories. The Mensheviks were re-
inforced i ln their conviction that the first phase of the revolution,
the dembcratic phase must be the work of the middle-class
parties. In no circumstances must Social Democrats partici-
pate in the democratic government which might emerge from
this revolution, or attempt to force the pace of the next phase,
the social revolution. - There must be no jump in the proper
working out of the dialectical laws of history. Trotsky, in-
toxicated by the achievements, as they seemed to him, of the
Petersburg Soviet, drew the conclusion that, given support
from revolutions in the rest of Europe, the democratic and
socialist phases could as it were be telescoped into one, so that
the socialist phase could begin to grow simultaneously with
the democratic phase. But Russia was a peasant country,
and the overwhelming majority of peasants were not socialist
but bourgeois by instinct. To overcome the reactionary
nature of the peasantry the proletariat would have to assume .
leadership over them.. ® The Bolsheviks, or more exactly Lenin,
accepted neither of these views. On the one hand Lenin re-
jected as ‘semi-anarchist’ Trotsky’s view that the socialist
revolution could be telescoped into the democratic. Nor did
he accept Trotsky’s contention that the peasantry were
bourgeois by instinct. - On the other hgnd, Lenin in opposi-
tion to the Mensheviks*urged that participation of the Sagcial
Democrats in the bourgeois, democratic government was
essential. For the form which this coalition would take he
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coined the phrase, of which the meaning was 1.1e.ve&* clearly
defined, ‘revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and the peasantry’. How little these, theoretical
“debates of 1905 really mattered was revealed in k917 when
none of the three views was in the event adhered to by its
exponents. The Mensheviks, who had preached non-partici-
pation in the democratic government, entered into coalition
in the Provisional Government; the Bolsheviks, who had
urged such participation, now resolutely rejected it and ¢id
their best to wreck the democratic goveinmgent. Lenin now
accepted Trotsky’s view that the socialist revolutien coulg be
brought into being although the democratic phase had hardly
begun, let alone ended, and put into practice what Trotsky
had in 1905 somewhat euphemistically called the leadership
of the proletariat over the peasantry. In the last resort,
bolshevism proved to be less a doctrine, than a technique of
action for the seizing and holding of power by the Dolshevik
party. Nor was 1917 the last occasion on which Lenin put
into practice the views of the somewhat more outspoken
Trotsky, in spite of having derided them when first put
forward.

But if Lenin thus accepted in 1917 the ‘semi-anarchist’
views of Trotsky, Trotsky no less readily accepted in 1917
Lenin’s views on the organization of the party, which he had
quite as forcibly criticized in the past. Nor had Trotsky been
alone in this criticism. From 1903 onwards Lenin’s views on
the party as a small disciplined élite which would lead the
proletariat and would save it from its natural propensity to
content itself with progressive reforms while ignoring the main
object, revolution, had aroused staunch menshevik opposition.
It was perhaps a view for which little solid authority could be
found in the writings of Marx and Engels, even though it was
close in spirit and temperament to Marx’s outlook. But
quite apart from the questions of marxist doctrine, Lenin’s
conception of the party as trained and geared to one end
alone, revolution, was completely alien to very many Social
Democrats of the mgenshevik wing. Like Plekhanov, they
primarily saw in marxism a way to leall Russia along Western
lines of democratic development. True, somewhere in the
remote future, a social revolution would, as theory demanded, -
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succeed the .démocratic revolution, which the ‘middle-class
‘parties would achieve. But it was upon political freedom,
trade-union freedom, and the development of legal activity
- that their practical attention was mainly fixed. They believed
with Lavrov and Plekhanov that the liberation of the workers
could only be achieved on a sound basis if it were accomplished
by the workers themselves. In the last resort the differences-
~which ke'pt Bolsheviks and Mensheviks apart were differences
- of tgmperament much more than of theory.?
« This difference of temperament was particularly ev1dent
in tleg last years before the outbreak of war, years of bitter
and confused conflict not only between Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks, but between groups within each of the two wings of -
Russian social democracy. The Mensheviks, led by Martov, -
- rallied in angry and excited protest against Lenin’s methods -
of raising funds for his supporters by armed robbery. Lenin,
for his paft, was campaigning against the so-called ‘liquidators’.
This was the name applied to the majority of the Mensheviks
who, in view of the increased opportunities for legal activity
in the Duma and in the trade unions, believed that the time
had come to disband the illegal underground party organiza-
tions. - Lenin was supported in this campaign by Plekhanov,
but, as Plekhanov later explained, this was due to motives
quite different from Lenin’s. He feared that a party decision
to disband all underground organizations would only have the
~effect of leaving the field to the Bolsheviks,-who, unlike the
Mensheviks, would not comply with the decision.  The rank
- and file of the party, inside Russia, indifferent to the wrangles
- of their mainly exiled leaders, were above all anxious for the
~union of all social democracy. The Bolshevik members of

the Fourth Duma were elected on a specific mandate to

bring this unification #bout. Lenin struggled to prevent it
~and was supported in his struggle by agents of the Tsarist

3 Professor G. J. Renier in his analysis of the division of the seventeen
- century Dutch Calvinists into remonstrants and counter-remonstrants. comes to
;& conclusion which, offers a striking historical parallel to the Bolshevik-Menshevik
split. - The difference. of doctrine between the groups was slight, yet ‘it marked
the difference betwee tergperaments; and temﬂerament is the raother
icti is di c of temperament produced, as in Russia, ‘the parfin,
of the ways for the two; political parties that were henceforth, going to fight for
tch Re The Dutsh Nol d
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~police who had penetrated the social demodcratic -organiza-
tions. - Nevertheless, the combined efforts of Lenin and of
the Tsar’s police agents came very near to failyge. In 1912
Lenin executed a coup d’état. He convened aé Prague a
social democratic party conference at which all but two dele-
gates were Bolsheviks. The Conference’ proclaimed itself an
All Russian Party Conference, elected an all Bolshevfk Central
Committee, and proceeded to expel the great majority of
Social Democrats, as ‘liquidators’. The existence of ,the
Bolsheviks as a separate party, as distinct frqm a wing or group,
can be dated from this Conference. The effect of this gnove
was to create greater unity among the opponents of Lenin
than had hitherto proved possible. Aided by the powerful
- moral authority of the Second International, in the person of
Vandervelde, the Mensheviks now began to make a more
serious eﬂ‘ort to unite among themselves. On the gve of the
war, at Brussels in July 1914, almost all shades®of social
democratic opinion agreed in defiance of the Bolsheviks
(Lenin had sent Inessa Armand as his delegate with instruc-
tions to oppose unification) on unification in principle angd on
‘the necessity for unity in the face of the splitting tactics of the
Bolsheviks’. Details were to be worked out at a further
conference in August. But the war came and the conference
never met.




P CHAPTER II

THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION

.. In 1914 the great majority of the socialist parties of the
belligeretit countries, faced with actual hostilities, proved
incapable of putting into practice the resolutions against war
, which they had adopted while war still remained a question
* of t}wgory When put to the test by the outbreak of hostilities, « -
~international socialism suffered a blow from which it never
~recovered. . With the exception of the representatives of two
 parties, the Russian and the Serbian, the socialists in the
_parliaments of the belligerent countries voted, on the grounds
of self-defence, to support their governments’ war measures.
~In Russid} both the bolshevik and the menshevik deputies in
the state Duma left the chamber and refused to vote the credits
for the war. They were supported by the Trudoviki, the
_socialist revolutionary group in the Duma. Yet before long
the Russian socialist parties proved to be far from united on
the issue of defence. The Socialist Revolutionaries became,
in the main, supporters of the war effort, with some exceptions
such as Natanson (Bobrov), who had long been on the extreme
‘left of his party, and Victor Chernov (Gardemn) Among
 the Mensheviks several trends appeared: the right wing became
“defensist’; the left wing; which included Martov and Larin,
-preached various degrees of internationalism. Alexandra
Kollontay, who was then among the most extreme inter-
. nationalists of the menshevik party, co-operated throughout .
.. the war with the Bolsheviks, and formally joined them in 1917,
The founder of Russiam marxism, Plekhanov, and his small
‘group which included Vera Zasulich and Deutsch, were no
longer organizationally linked either with the Mensheviks or
the Bolsheviks, They advocated victory over Germany.!

1 Plekhanov’s a.trj;;tude was not a change' of front as the result of patriotic

i fervour.  As far back as 1893 he had opposed-in the Second International, as
entirely contrary ‘to marxism, ghe proposal of the aflarcho-syndicalist Domela
Nieuwenhuis that the sodialists should, in the event of war, declare a general st®ke
27 and-practise fraternization. = Then; as how, he argued that fraternization at the
"z front, and demoralization of the army by the advocacy of steps purporting to lead
to an immediate peace, merely played iniotlie hands of less scrupulous aggressors... -

B ) Sy e .
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The war cut right across the new movement towards unity

which Lenin’s tactics had helped to bring about in Russian

social democracy. Those Mensheviks, who likg the leader

~of the party, Julius Martov, went furthest in then-opposmon

to the war, found themselves, though net without misgivings, :
closer to the Bolsheviks, usually the most resolute opponents

of the war, than to their fellow Mensheviks who had become :
‘defensists’. In the same way, the small left wing of the Socialist
Revolutionaries grew closer to the Bolsheviks on the issug of

the war, and more estranged from the majerity of their party,
The war also destroyed the incipient co-operation begween

liberals and socialists. - The Kadety supported the national war,‘;};

effort, without hesitation or qualification. This created a
wide gulf between the two parties:
The Bolsheviks, though no more united on general doctrine

than the Mensheviks, were however to a greater extent agreed

on their opposition to the war, if not on the tactics to be
pursued to that end.. When Lenin and Zinoviev arrived in
Switzerland from Austria in September 1914 there was virtu-
ally no bolshevik party organization in existence inside Rugsia.
The opposition of the party to the war had drawn upon it
severe police repressions. But even among the leaders scattered
in exile the disunity inherited from the past years remained.
Their dissensions were exacerbated, both by Lenin’s ceaseless
polemics,? and by the isolation which lack of contacts with the
party inside Russia enforced on them. The future bolshevik

leaders who were in Switzerland during the war included

Zlnov1ev, Lenin’s closest supporter throughout on all major
issues of policy; Bukharin (then still in his twenties), until
his departure for Sweden and then for the United States;
Ryazanov; and, among others, Inessa Armand, G. Pyatakov,
Sokol’nikov, Radek, and Manuilsky. ®Close contact was also
maintained by Lenin with Alexandra Kollontay, who was in
»Sweden. Trotsky, who spent most of the war in the United
States, participated in 1915 in the Zimmerwald Conference.
Although he was more to the left than even the most radical
of the Mensheviks, his refusal to. break w1th the ‘defensists’
° (B

2 Years later, Lenin claimed that the war-time dlsputes, which had appeared:

to the short-sighted as chaotic, had in reality weaned the ‘real socialists’ from the
“bourgeois lackeys such as Lleber, Dan, and Martov. Lenin, Vol XXII, p. 530.
; . CE N g L
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and his contlnuous efforts to achieve unity of all elements

“of Russian social democracy kept him and Lenin wide

apart.® e
For thre® years Lenin pursued a ceaseless struggle simul-

 taneously with his own party colleagues and with international -

socialism, ~ Yet in sp1te of the bitter terms which characterized

~ Lenin when engaged in party. disputes, both in Switzerland

and later he remained as anxious to avoid a break with
Bukharin as Bukharin was-to avoid a break with him.¢ His
quarrels with the secialist parties over the policy to be adopted

_ towdds theswar led him to the conclusion that it was necessary
- for the revolutionary parties to break finally with the Second

Socialist International and to found a Third Communist
International. The effects of this decision on bolshevik policy
towards the Russian socialist parties in 1917 were to be

- -momentqps. - During the war, at the two international con- :
.~ ferences of opposition groups of European socialists, at Zim-
. merwald in September 1915 and at Kienthal in April 1916,

Lenin and Zinoviev led the small left minority group, Wthh
‘became known as the ‘Zimmerwald Left’. ~ The Zimmerwald
Left voted in support of the manifesto of the Zimmerwald
conference which called upon the workers of the world to unite
in a fight for peace without territorial annexations or war
indemnities. But at the same time they issued a call to the
labouring masses to struggle against their capitalist govern-
ments in order to seize ‘that political power which is necessary

for a socialist organization of society’. By the time of the

3 On 10 February 1916, Lenin wrote to Safarov: ‘The helpless diplomats,
or thé ‘“‘swamp’ like Kautsky in' Germany, Longuet in France, Martov and
Trotsky in Russia, are doing tremendous harm to the labour movement, by defend-

‘- ing the fiction of unity, and thereby interfering with the fully matured and urgent
" unification -of the gppositions ingall countries. and with the creation of the “Third

International”’ (G. & F. p. 573). “ And to Kollontay on 17 February 1917:
‘What a swine that Trotsky———left phrases, yet a bloc with the Rights against the

-.aims of the Lefts[!” (ibid., p. 576).

¢ His controversies “with Bukharln in’ particular are relevant because they

‘contained the germ of the conflict which arose in 1918 between Lenin and the

Left Communists, of whom Bukharin becamie the leader. * In one sense the differ- -
ences between Ler~ and Bukharin in Switzerland were the result of a collision

' between Lenin’s 1; .slutionary tactics, to which he yas at all times prepared to
--subordinate theory, a d- Buksrin’s more exact interpretation of the canon of

. Marxand Engels. Lenin’s letter to Shlyapnikov before Bukharin’s departure

‘, for U.S.A.in 1916 (Lemn, Vol. XIX, pp: 273~6) ; and Bukharin’s letter to Lenin
“(Bol’shevik, no. 22,30 November 1932 .- 88), both quoted inG. & F., pp- 253,

917. The con‘roveriles with Bukharm are dealt with in G. & F. passim.

wg g *
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Kienthal Conference the majority of the soc1ahst delegates

present had moved to the left, and were prepared to call for =

more concrete action: the workers were nowsenjoined to
demand immediate opening of peace negotiatiofts; while a
astmg peace, it was asserted, could only be achieved by the '
seizure of political power and the abolition of capitalist power.
But Lenin had irrevocably decided to break complejely with
the socialist parties of the Second International. Accordingly,
under his leadership, the. Zimmerwald Left now demamled
an even more radical call to the workers, 1n(1dentally one much
more radical in its terms than Lenin ever raised €n Rus#ta in
1917. Their draft resolution now ended with the following
appeal: ‘Lay down your weapons! You should turn them only
against the common foe—the capitalist governments.’5

The debates of the exiles were suddenly interrupted by the -
turn of events inside Russia. On 8 March 1917 sigikes and
bread riots began in Petrograd which culminated within a
few days in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty and in the
victory of the unplanned and anonymous February revolution.®
No political party could claim credit for its success.” But shey
all, from right to left, rallied immediately to its support. The
K adety, hitherto constitutional monarchists, became republicans

overnight. They joined with the progressive right-wing Duma
~ members to form a Provisional Government. For the socialist
partics, somewhat stunned by these unecxpected events, it
seemed the dawn of a new era.® In the country as a whole
the monarchy could look nowhere for any serious support.
But behind this apparent unity there was a dangerous
cleavage. Tor to the middle-class parties, including the now

5 The Zimmerwald and Kienthal manifestos and resolutions and the draft
resclutions of the Zimmerwald Left are reprinted ig G. & F., pp. 329-33, 349-53,
418-26.

¢ All dates are given in the current calendar, which was not introduced in
Russia until February 1918. Where ‘necessary, the ‘old style’ date, which is
thirteen days behind the current calendar, is shown in parenthesis. .

7 A report of the Tsarist secret police a few months before the February revolu-
tion stressed that popular discontent was growing far stronger than anything in
1905, but that ‘revolutionary organizations as such are alzesst non-existent’-—
see vae, pp. 136-9.

8 The early reactions both of the Kadety -and of the two socialist parties can . -

bes®be studied in the flood of pamphlets on every concevable political question
which began to appear immediately. There are excellent collections of these in

the Preussische Staats-bibliotek (now in Marburg) ‘and in the Library of the i

Institute of Social History in Amsterdam. ‘ '
° oo
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repubhcan I%adety, the revolution meant an end to the cor-

- ruption and muddle which had hindered the efficient conduct

- of the war.g¢ Now that the autocracy had fallen, they looked

. forward t® a renewal of Russia’s military strength and will

~.to win. But to the mass of the peasants in soldier’s uniforms

. and to many of the workers the revolution symbolized the

- very reyerse—an end to the war, to discipline, law, and

~order. The socialist parties, whatever their particular theories,
besame to a greater or lesser extent, willingly or unwillingly,

the spokesmen ofsthese passions of the crowd. This circum-

and socialists to failure and made a stable goverment in Russia
- between March and November 1917 almost an impossibility.

- It also ensured the victory of that party which was least
afraid of anarchy, and least scrupulous' in its promises of an
- immedigte peace, the Bolsheviks.

Some five weeks passed after the February Revolution before -
Lenin succeeded in reaching Petrograd. During those weeks
the pattern of the new order took shape. Side by side with
the Provisional Government there arose Councils, or Soviets,

- both in the capital and in the provinces. These improvised
organs of self-expression came into being largely as the result
of the peculiar Russian genius for spontaneous organization.
On 12 March a Soviet of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies
was already in session in the Tauride Palace in Petrograd.

starNe alone doomed any prospect of coalition between liberals

\Its predominant political -compesition was socialist revolu- -

tionary and menshevik, though it included some forty
Bolsheviks. But the Bolsheviks did not consider it necessary,
in view of their small number, to form a separate party
organization, or ‘fraction’, within the Soviet.? For the time
being the Bolsheviks shared with the Mensheviks the view that
it was not the functioh of the socialist parties to govern, but
to act as a pressure group upon the middle-class parties which
had assumed office. = Marxists, both menshevik and bolshevik,
were agreed that the revolution which had been brought about
by the combjned pressure of the proletariat and the peasantry
was a middle-class democratic revolugon and that such it
~ would have to gontinue for a long time to come. During
= this, the first stage, the function of the socialist parties was 10
‘ ' ‘ 9Shbfapmkov, Vol. I, p 119,

e ¥ e e : .
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help to consolidate the middle-class revolutlon, % defend the
rights of the workers and peasantry, and also to prepare for
the next stage, the dictatorship of the proletariat, ghich would
herald the transition to socialism. Some hotheads m the rank
and file of the bolshevik party, possibly less troubled with
questions of marxist orthodoxy than their leaders, were already

on 14 March advocating seizure of power by the Petrograd i

Soviet, but they found little support from their. party leaders. o
A small minority of the Mensheviks in the Soviet, in common
with some of the Socialist Revolutionaries, favoured a coalition
with the middle-class parties. It soon became apparentgthat
effective power, both in the capital and in the provinces, rested
~with the Soviets, and that the Provisional Government was
in the position of cnjoying responsibility without authority.*
The mass of the population seemed ready to support the rapidly
and roughly composed Soviets. The army, though Jreary of
the war, was still willing to contain itself in pauence, in the
hope that the new government would somehow bring the
fighting to a speedy conclusion. The uprising of the land
hungry peasantry had not yet begun in earnest. .
Though the Mensheviks, the smaller of the two main parties
in the Petrograd Soviet, had for the most part accepted the
Zimmerwald policy, the majority of them soon became recon-
ciled to the policy of national defence pursued by the Pro-
visional Government, which they now regarded as a struggle
for the defence of the revolution. - Chkheidze, for example,
the lcading Menshevik who in 1917 supported national
defence, had publicly accepted the Zimmerwald programme
in the Duma in February 1916. A small menshevik inter-
nationalist left wing, of which Martov assumed the leadership
when he returned to Petrograd on 22 May 1917, continued
resolutely to oppose the policy of the majority of their party,
while avoiding both a split from their own party and defection

1I°BSee for example a resolution of the Vyborg Bolsheviks in Shlyapnikov, Vol. I,

P :
11 On 22 March already, the Minister of War, Guchkov. wrote to General .+
Alekseev : ‘I beg you to believe that the true position is the*fulowing:: the Pro-

- visional Government has n® real power at its disposal, and its ordinances are

carri®d out only to such extent as the Soviet of Workers’ §nd Soldiers’. Deputies i
permits.. The Soviet controls the most important elements of real power such
as the troops, the railways, the posts, and the telegraph *  Quoted in Shlyapmkav,

« Vel I1, p. 336,

] <o
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-~ to the Bolshcgviks.12 The larger party in the Soviet, the
. Socialist Revolutionaries, were still in favour of prosecuting -
the war to vidory, though a small anti-war and internationalist

. wing, the %erm of the future Left Socialist Revolutionary -
Party, was beginning to form around Natanson. Thus out-

' wardly in March 1917 a coalition did not seem impossible,

_if once the Mensheviks overcame their scruples as orthodox

' marxists against a coalition with the government of the demo-

cratéc phase. With the exception of small minorities in each,
the major socialist parties agreed with the middle-class parties
on tlg needr for national defence. But the agreement was
' “'more apparent than real.  The socialist parties, whatever their
- particular doctrines, were forced to express the mood of the
- soldiers, peasants, and workers whose spokesmen they were in

the Soviets. Hence they supported defence, but in their

own way., There must be no more strict military discipline,
©no repressive measures against anti-militarist agitators, and
+ immediate efforts must be made to reach a democratic peace

- with the least delay, peace without annexations or indemnities,

. in accordance with the Zimmerwald formula. Their first

object, the destruction  of military discipline, was achieved
-with the famous Order Number One, which the Petrograd -
Soviet issued and the Provisional Government was forced to
adopt. - This Order abolished many of the outward marks of
discipline and introduced the election of officers and unit com-
mittees. Indirectly, it had the more sinister effect of leading
to the wholesale murder of officers. It was obvious that the
sudden removal of discipline coupled with universal talk of

- peace would destroy any army as a fighting force, let alone

an army weary and exasperated after years of defeats and
mismanagement. The final disintegration of the Russian
. army did not come aboufuntil the last months of the Provisional
- Government, under the influence of bolshevik propaganda.
~ But the Bolsheviks only helped on a procéss which began long
*before their influence became effective.

12 Sukhanov, Vol. %v, pp. 22-38; Trotsky, History; §, pp. 241-42. Trotsky’s
- remark that Martov opposed a fapprochement between the left Mensheviks agd
- the Bolsheviks is a mislefiding half-truth. Tt is true that Martov was unwilling
- that he and his group should split off from their party, and join the Bolsheviks,
but it is untrue to imply that the Bolsheviks ever offered or considered Coahtlon
on terms-of equihty’ is distinct from 3bsorpnon
L S ) : °
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This dlsmtegratlon of the army, which in turn brought in
its train a rising tide of agricultural disturbances caused by
deserters returning to their villages, cut the groutd from under
the Provisional Government. For it antagoniz&d the only
element in the country upon which they could ultimately hope .
to rely to keep order—the officers, and the few troops who
retained their discipline amidst the growing chaog, It also =
made the successive attempts at coalition between the Kadety
and the Socialists, after the latter had accepted the prineiple
of coalition, more and more unlikely to suceeed. The growin
- disorder in the country alarmed the Kadety ande they aeered

away from the Socialists whom they blamed for it. The
Socialists in turn veered to the left and their oppositivn to -
the war increased. After May 1917 both Martov’s Inter- -
nationalists and the left wing of the Socialist Revolutionaries
grew rapidly. Their growth served to help the Polsheviks,

" who alone had the resolution to carry their policy to its logical =
conclusion, and did not hesitate either to encourage popular
anarchy or to make bold promises. The Provisional Govern-
men: might have saved the country from chaos by callimg on
the loyal remnants of the army in time, though possibly at
the cost of sacrificing its own rather nebulous authority.
Perhaps it was some such idea that Kerensky had in mind in
August 1917 when he first opened negotiations with General
Kornilov, only to recoil when he saw that constitutional
government might not survive if the military took charge,

- It is usual to find General Kornilov’s attempt in September
1917 to march on Petrograd referred to as counter-revolution
and indeed Kerensky’s reaction at the time laid the foundation
for the charge. If by counter-revolution, was meant an-
attempt to restore the monarchy, it was certainly nothing of -
the sort, though it is possible that, had Kornilov succeeded, he . *
would have paved the way for such a restoration. Monarchism-
in Russia revived as a political force only after the victory
of th= Ralsheviks and the collapse of the Provisional Govern-
ment. There is nothing to suggest that Kornilgv had anything
more in mind in August 1917 than a military dictatorship whic
whuld save something of the revolution from the wreckage and
put an end to the menace of a Bolshevik coup d’état. When
his attcmpt failed the Provisiopal Governrx1‘°nt Was doomed

0 -
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The bolshe.wk party had little influence in March 1917.
- During the war its leadership inside Russia had been seriously
- impaired by? the banishment of such figures as Kamenev,
Sverdlov, Rykov, and Stalin. The most prominent of the
_three Bolsheviks who in March 1917 formed the Petrograd
Bureau of the Bolshevik Central Committee was Shlyapnikov, -
_ an honeg, courageous, self-educated workman, but incapable
_either as a theoretician or as a tactician of leading a revolution.
- The other two were Molotov, then only twenty-seven, and
Zalutsky, a figure ©f little significance. The revolution had
takers thene by surpuse. Although many Bolsheviks had
played an active part in the strikes and demonstrations, their
leaders had not foreseen how far these apparently small
beginnings were to lead. When faced with the event they
made some efforts to restrain the spontaneous impulse of some
. of their gnore extreme followers to immediate disorganized
-violence, but they had no ready policy and no plan for the
future.!®  Shlyapnikov had been able to maintain periodic
contact with Lenin during the war, but had not received from
hime any instructions for the contingencies of March 1917,
which Lenin himself had not foreseen. Lenin had been
- struggling for years to prevent union of bolshevik and men-
. shevik organizations. Yet, in spite of Shlyapnikov’s efforts
during these difficult years to carry out Lenin’s policy, in
‘March 1917 Bolsheviks and Mensheviks still retained joint
' organizations in a number of important industrial centres.t4"
- As for the workers, of whom the Bolsheviks, like the
.~ Mensheviks, were largely composed, their spontaneous move-
~_ment  was towards the unification of both wings of the
party 15
For the first few weeks after the revolution the bolshevik
party remained unde® the direction of Shlyapnikov and
Molotov. But on 25 March Kamenev and Stalin returned to
Petrograd from Siberia and took over control of the bolshevik

18.A, Shlyapnikov, ‘Fevral’skie dni v Peterburge’, in Proletarskaya revolyuisiya,
‘no. 13 (1923), ate.  82.. cf. Antonoy-Saratovsky, p. 88 and Shlyapnikov, Vol. I,
p.- 567, Shlyap' “%w had, however, in a letter to éhe Central Cornrmttec on
24— February 1917, foreseen thata ‘revolutionary hurricane” might spring up ‘gny-
w,,day —ibid., p. 52,
Ye.g:, in Baku, the Urals, the Donets Basin, and in Siberia—Proletarskaya -
revolyuisiva, no. 4 (63), 1927, p. 17.
1 Shb}apnikoo,'Vol. ‘II, p-193. o
» . e .
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party and of the party organ, Pravda, by virtue of their seniority.
(Pravda, which bhad been suppressed during the war, had
reappeared immediately after the February rev8lution under
the editorship of the young Molotov.) The fri®tion which
undoubtedly arose in the bolshevik party leadership after the
arrival of Stalin and Kamenev has been subsequently some-
what exaggerated by Trotsky and Shlyapnikov, intp a right
wing coup d’état.?® It did not amount to this, but the policy .
of Stalin and Kamenev was in some respects more moderate
- than that of Shlyapnikov or Molotov, especially on the question
of war. The Petrograd Bolshevik Bureau hadsein the first
weeks after the revolution shown itself rather more determined
in its attitude against the war. On 23 March, before the
arrival of Kamenev and Stalin, it had passed a resolution
demanding fraternization and negotiations between the pro-
letariat of the warring countries for immediate cessagjon of the
war, in order to turn the imperialist war against the capitalist
oppressors.?”  Both the newly arrived leaders expressed them-
selves in Pravda. According to Kamenev, bolshevik policy in
regard to the war should be ‘pressure on the Provisienal
Government . . . compelling it to come out immediately . . .
with an attempt to induce all the warring countries immedi-
ately to open up negotiations about means of stopping the
world war. And until that time everyone remains at his
fighting post.”’'®* While, according to Stalin, ‘the basic slogan
““down with the war” is completely useless . ... Our proper
course is pressure on the Provisional Government, to demand
that it should declare its consent to open immediate peace
negotiations.’'® The change in bolshevik policy after the
arrival of Stalin and Kamenev is reflected in a resolution of the .
Petrograd Bureau of 8 April which now merely contented
itself with a demand for pressure on the Provisional Govern-
ment to offer immediate and just peace terms.'” With regard
to other questions of bolshevik policy, an article by Stalin in =~
Pravda on 31 March which foreshadowed the transformation .
‘at the necessary moment’ of the Soviets as an gggan of struggle  «
into the Soviets as an organ of powey reflecicd the generally

% Trotsky, History, Vol. I, pp. 302-5; Sklyapnikoo, Wpl. I1, pp. 179-85.

37 Quoted in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 4 (63}, 1927, pp. 50~2, from Pravda, .

18 Prapda, 28 March, quoted in Chamberlin, 1, p. 115, o

1% Pravda; 29 March; Stalin, Vol. 11lg pp. 4-8. ‘ 'Y
; Py k . o ‘
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.
accepted viewdat the time, 2 while Stalin’s opinion that unifica-
tion was desirable between the Bolsheviks and those Mensheviks
who accepted the Zimmerwald and Kienthal programmes
~ also corresponded to the view widely expressed among the
- Bolsheviks in Russia.2t ' ‘
 For three weeks before Lenin’s arrival in Petrograd Stalin
rather than Kamenev was the leader of the party—leading it,
as he lafer admitted, along the wrong lines.2? During his
shogt reign two bolshevik party conferences were held, the
first between 11 and 14 April, a conference of the Petrograd
party, the gther immediately after, an All Russian Party
Conference;, representing no less than 58 bolshevik party
“organizations. Of the Petrograd Conference the only surviv-
-ing report is a short account by Milyutin in a provincial
party paper.22 The All Russian Conference Protocols were
destroyed during the street disturbances in July 1917 (not
suppressed by the communists, as is sometimes asserted), and .
all that survives of them is an account based on notes made at
~the time, which has been published by Trotsky.2*. In so far
as i is possible to distinguish the alignment of opinion at these
_conferences, there appear to have been three groups: the main
or centre, group, to which Stalin and Kamenev belonged, was
supported by the Moscow City Bolshevik ‘Party organization,
and also enjoyed a large following in the Petrograd organiza-
tion. Rykov and Nogin, two of the more moderate party
leaders, now returned from exile, also belonged to this centre
group. The Moscow Oblast’ Bureau (the bolshevik party
organization for an area consisting of thirteen gubernii, or
counties, centred on Moscow) reflected the temper of the
more radically-minded provinces. This organization ranged
. -itself with Shlyapnikov, Molotov, and Zalutsky of the Petrograd
~ Buréau of the Bolshevék Central Committee to form a left
‘wing. It was reinforced by Alexandra Kollontay, lately

30 jbid., Vol. II1, pp. 11-15.
21 See for example the views of the Petrograd Bolshevik Committee in Peryyy
Leg. Komiist., p. 55.
221In 1924, in jhe Preface to The Road to October.. See Stalin’s Na putiakh k
. oktyabryu, p. ix. Soviet historians now deny that Stalin erred in 1917, maintaining
that both he and Molotov actiyely upheld the Lenin®t line against Shlyapnikov
and Kamenev—see e.g’Moxkalev, pp- 233, 2423, where, however, no evidéhce
~+-is adduced. - :
:i .%leya_/mikov, Vo]]; II1, pp. 206-10.
rotsky, Stalinskgya shkola, pp:. 225-90.
1 Sl o, oo 23
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L]
returned from Norway (bombarded before her"rc'tum by Lenin
with letters and telegrams of advice on tactics). No doubt
she and Shlyapnikov were urging what they bglieved to be
Lenin’s views. It does not, however, appear that they had .-
yet succeeded in grasping them, nor is this to be wondered at,
since they had as yet not been fully developed by Lenin.
Finally, there was a right wing, for which Voytinsky, Avilov,
~and Gol'denberg were the spokesmen, which was mainly
anxious for organizational union with the Mensheviks. ,
On the question of relations with the Brovisional Govern-
. ment, Stalin’s proposals, after initial opposition,qwon glmost ‘
universal support at both conferences. These prdposals were
based upon the assumption which no one questioned, that a -
long period of middle-class democratic government was now

- beginning, which would only eventually be crowned by the

next phase, the socialist revolution. When one slzokesman,
and only one, attempted to raise the question of the ‘realization
of the dictatorship of the proletariat’, he was stopped by the
chairman, Nogin, with a reminder that the subject of the con-
ference was ‘present-day political steps’.  No one questigned
Nogin’s ruling. The resolution dccepted at both conferences
(unanimously at the Petrograd Conference) called for ‘vigilant
control over the activitics of the Provisional Government at
the centre and in the provinces’ and for support of the Petrograd
Soviet as the ‘beginning of a revolutionary power’, alone
capable of defending the revolution. But there was consider-
ably stronger disagreement on the question of the war, on
which Stalin and Kamenev advocated the moderate policy
which had been laid down after their return in the columns
of Pravda. 'The left wing now demanded that the war should
be turned into a civil war against the capitalist exploiters—
- though no one appears to have had amy practical suggestions -
as to how this was to be achieved. In the end the views of =
Stalin and Kamenev were accepted by a majority of both
Conferences. There was also opposition to Stalin’s thesis that
organizational union with the Mensheviks was possible on the
basis of acceptance of the Zimmerwald-KienthaIi lines; it was,
hogever, unanimously agreed at the “All Russian Conference

~ to take part in an informal joint meeling bctween representa- -

tives of both parties which had been arraniged, ’provided it
! 2 . e = " ‘ e 3 .
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6 - : .
* ' wasunderstooll that the meeting was for the purpose of informa-
.~ tion and exploration only. - Stalin’s more concrete proposal,

. that the Bolghevik Central Committee should approach the
leaders of the menshevik internationalist wing on the question
- of arranging a joint conference, was only adopted by one vote.
It seems probable that this proposal met with opposition not
only from the left, but also from the right wing of the party.
;Too concrete for the left wing, which did not strongly favour
- unign with the Mensheviks, it was suspect to the right-wing
Bolsheviks, who hgped that the Russian social democratic
party would. be reunited. They saw in Stalin’s proposal an
attempt to *undermine the Mensheviks, by persuading their
internationalist followers to split off from their party and join
the Bolsheviks.

Meanwhile Lenin had ‘been chafing impatiently in Switzer-
land, casting around for some way to get back to Russia.
i The F ebﬁlary Revolution had taken him by surprise. His
main activity since 1914 had been his struggle with the Socialist
. International on the policy to be adopted towards the war,

- and theoretical controversy with his own colleagues. It was

charactenstlc of Lenin to think more in terms of action than

. of theory, and to develop his thought in relation to the tactics
< which he considered necessary to achieve his aims. If his

" actions appeared to his followers to run counter to marxism,
 he could usually rely on his mastery of marxist theory to justify
- himself and to prove his followers wrong. In an article of
' reminiscences on the October revolution which he wrote °
- towards the end of his life he quotes a saying of Napoleon:
7 ‘On s’engage, et puis...on voit.” Much of Lenin’s policy
~ between April and November 1917 can be summed up in

- these words.

But the consequence &vas that his tactical policy often out-
stripped the comprehension of his followers. Thus, that his
‘momentous decision to break finally with the socialist parties
of the Second International would lead in Russia to a final
. break between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks does not
~ appear to have been grasped by the Bolsheviks before Lenin’s

“arrival in Petrogrc?l. It is true that during the war his ideas
' could hardly havefcome to the knowledge of exiles in Siberia
-+ like - Stalin. A Bu‘ even Shlyapnikov, who had last been in

a a Ca
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contact with Lenin towards the end of 1916 and Must have been
better informed than others of the new policy, had maintained
desultory (and abortive) conversations on unific§tion with the
Mensheviks for some months before the February Revolution. 28
Nor does Pravda during the short period of its existence under
his direction appear to have so much as mentioned the
Zimmerwald Left. R '

Lenin had never openly rejected the orthodox mirxist law '
of revolution—from autocracy to middle-class democracy,4and
only thereafter to the next stage, the proletarian, socialist ,
revolution. But the possibility that a party, if sufficiently well
organized, could seize power at once was never far from his
mind. In 1914, in an article on Marx inspired by the newly
published correspondence of Marx and Engels, Lenin had
argued that marxism justified the view that in some situations
it was better for the proletariat to attempt to seize power,
and fail, than to risk demoralization by a refus?l to give
battle.2¢ One letter, which he quotes, had particularly
impressed him. In this letter of 16 April 1865 Marx had
written, with reference to events in Germany, that everything
would depend on whether it proved possible ‘to back the
Proletarian Revolution by some second edition of the Peasants’
War’.2? This letter may well have been fresh in Lenin’s mind
during those irksome weeks of waiting for an opportunity to
return to Petrograd, since he quotes it again in the article of
reminiscences already referred to. It did not require acute
political foresight to realize that the dormant peasant land
hunger in Russia would before long break out into a raging
storm, which the weak Provisional Government could, or
would, do little to lull.

Lenin’s plan of action for the bolshevik party took shape
- in a series of letters which he wrote while still in Switzerland.
First and foremost, there was to be no coalition with socialist
parties. In a telegram to Kollontay and others on their
departure from Christiania towards the end of March he said:
‘Our tactics: absolute mistrust, no support of new govern-

25 Shlyapnikov, Vol. 1, 1 43.

€8 Lenin, Vol. XVIIL, pp. 30-1.

27 Lenin, Vol. XXVI1I, pp. 398-401 ; Der Briefwechse\zwischen Friedrich Engels
und _Ka;l Marx, Vol. II, pp. 106-8." The sentence quotid is in English in the
~original. :
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[ ] [ ARR™ °



©1917.

THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION v 31

ment. Kerenﬂ(y partlcularly suspect; to arm proletariat only
guarantee; . . , no rapprochement with other parties. The last is a
conditio sine qha non. We do not trust Chkheidze.’?® On
16 March 1% had written to Alexandra Kollontay, then still
in Norway:

This first stage of the first of the revolutions (brought about by
the war® will be neither the last, nor confined to Russia . . .
the most important thing now is the press, the organization
of %he workers into a revolutionary social democratic party .
¢ On no account mbst we again tread the path of the Second
: Intematiorpl.”

.- He did not, while in Switzerland, propound the doctrine that
the middle-class phase of the revolution should be cut short
at birth and that the proletariat should immediately attempt
to seize power and thus bring about the next phase, the
+ socialist phase. On the contrary, on the very eve of his
departure for Petrograd he wrote:

Russia is a peasant country, one of the most backward coun-
tries in Kurope. Socialism cannot conquer there directly and at
the moment. But the peasant character of the country can, by
reason of the immense extent of the domains of the Ianded
nobility, lend formidable dimensions to the bourgeois demo-
cratic revolution in Russia and make of our revolution the
prologue 4o the Socialist Revolution, a [little step towards it.3°

- But in his Letters from Afar, written between 20 and 26 March, 3!
~there is constant emphasis on the instruction, organization,
~and arming of the widest masses of the people in order to
ensure the full victory of the next phase of the revolution;
above all—no coalitions. The same views were set out in
theses on policy prepared jointly by Lenin and Zinoviev on
17 March.?> Thus whaf Lenin visualized was ultimate seizure
of power by the proletariat, identified in his mind with its
~armed vanguard, the bolshevik party. There is nothing in
his writings during the weeks of waiting in Switzerland to

28 Lenin, Vol. X)EIX, p- 343, quoted in a letter of 23 March 1917. Emphasis
©“here {and throughout in quotasions from Lenin) as In the original. .

28 Lenin, Vol. XX, p ]
: '80 3hid., pp. 65-70, "t ftewell Letter to the Swiss Workers’, written on 8 April
0 Tsibid, pp. 13047 92bid, pp. 9-12.
o “sz » PP. 134 PR ibid., pp- 12
RS - - - ‘ i - N
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suggest that the Soviets as opposed: to the an’xed proletariat
should seize power. In one of his Letters from Afar he writes
that what he had written of the Soviets in 1908 as ‘organs of
revolutionary power’ now requires reconsidera®on. Power
must be conquered by the armed people ‘fusing the police,
the army and the bureaucracy with the people armed to a
man’.** In contrast, perhaps, in this respect tg Trotsky,
Lenin treated the Soviets merely as a tactical means to power,
to be abandoned or taken up as circumstances directed.» But
~to most of his followers the bolshevik erevolution signifieds
seizure of power by the Soviets—bodies in whlqh as jt hap-
pened, the Bolsheviks had secured majorities by November
1917, but which nevertheless comprised substantial representa-
tion of the other socialist pa.rucs This was to be the issue
on which the first major crisis in the party arose.

Lenin arrived in Petrograd on 16 April 1917 in the middle
of the All Russian Party Conference. He was met at the
Finland station by a delegation headed by the Menshevik
Chkheidze, one of the leaders of the Petrograd Soviet.
Chkheidze, in a speech of cautious welcome, emphasized the
need for unity between all socialists. Lenin ignored him and
turned and addressed the crowd: ‘Dear comrades, soldiers,
sailors, and workers.” He spoke of the robber imperialist war
as the ‘beginning of civil war in all Europe’ which might bring
European imperialism to an end ‘any day’. He ‘ended his
speech: ‘Long live the world socialist revolution!”  The same
evening, for two hours, he addressed a bolshevik party gather-
ing at the palace which now served the party for headquarters.
‘I hear that there is a tendency for unification with the defensists
abroad and in Russia,’ he said in the course of his speech.
“That is nothing but the betrayal of socialism.” For the first
time Lenin raised the question of the passing of power to the -
Soviets. Perhaps in the few hours since his arrival in Russia
he had realized the enormous confidence enjoyed by the Soviets
among the masses of the people, of which he may not have

~been aware in Switzerland. ‘So long as we arg in a minority,’
- he told the All Russian Party Conference that evening, ‘our
work must consist in criticizing and exposigg mistakes, preach-

33 Lenin, Vol XX, pp. 34-5. And see Chapter 11\ note 38; for Lenin’s

views on the 1905 Sovxet e 'Y
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9
-ing at the sarhe time the necessity for the passing of all state

power to thegSoviet of Workers’® Deputies.’2¢ There was no
discussion of #is speech that night. But the following day it
became apbarent that Lenin’s ideas had found very little

support in his startled party.

Lenin attended and addressed the joint meeting of bolshevik
and menghevik representatives which had been convened, on

’; - -Stalin’s proposal, as a part of the All Russian Bolshevik Party

Comderence. He was received sceptically, even with hostility.
His closest followers, with the notable exception of Alexandra
Kollogtay, hesitated to support him openly in what appeared
to ‘be wild, anarchist ideas. So far as unification with the
Mensheviks was concerned, Sukhanov, the extreme left men-

‘shevik (‘Quarter Bolshevik’ as Lenin called him) chronicler of

the two revolutions, observes: ‘the tenor of his speech . ..

'amounte(i to a first class funeral of the whole idea of unifica-

tion’.?> The meeting decided, in spite of Lenin and against
the opposition of the Bolshevik Central Committee representa-
tives, to set up a joint Bolshevik-Menshevik Bureau to prepare
for a conference on union. At least twenty Bolsheviks voted
for this proposal in defiance of their Central Committee, and
the principal figures of the bolshevik right wing, Voytinsky
and Gol'denberg, entered the Bureau which was formed.3¢
The Bolsheviks also refused to adopt Lenin’s proposal to change

- 'the name of the party from Social Democratic Labour Party

‘(Bolshevik) to Communist, a change which he had designed

to emphasize the final break with social democracy.

The doctrine which had most startled even the left wing
members of Lenin’s following was the proposal that the
Soviets should become the governing power in the country,
that is to say, that steps should be taken towards the setting
up of a socialist society ih the almost immediate future. Lenin
had, according to his usual practice, embodied his ideas in a
series of theses. These, which became known as the April
Theses, were printed in Pravde within a day or two of his

~arrival. They called for ‘No support for the Provisional

jd

34 Lenin, Vol. XX, p- 79. The speech is lost and o?xly a short note of the vgry
similar speech delivereg the following day is printed m Lenin’s works.
33 See Sukhanov, Vol gi11, pp. 14-50, for the account of Lenin’s arrival and its
img:act: and cf. Tolstev in Krasnaya letopis’, no. 3 (18), 1926, pp. 70-5.
¢ Avdeev, Vol 11, :
. o N : , he
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Government’ . . . and demanded ‘not a parhameﬁtary republic,
but a republic of soviets of workers’ soldiers’ and peasants’
deputies in the whole country . . . confiscation oNall landlords’
estates, nationalization of all land .. . a single, n#tional bank

. elimination of the army and police’. They also stated
that ‘the war cannot be ended in a genuinely democratic
peace . . . without the overthrow of capltahsm, and urged
‘the widest propaganda of this view in the army in the
field’ and ‘fraternization’.®” Kamenev immediately disowned
Lenin’s view in Pravda as ‘unacceptable im that it starts from
the assumption that the bourgeois democratic rcvolupon is
ended, and counts upon an immediate transformation of this
revolutmn into a socialist revolution’.3® He was voicing the
general view of the responsible leaders of the party. Yet
within a very short time Lenin won round almost the entire
bolshevik party. Shlyapnikov, who was knocked out of action
by a tramcar about this time, came out of hospital a few weeks
later to find to his astonishment that the party was now solidly
behind Lenin. Some of the older Bolsheviks, notably Krasin,
stood aloof from party activity, and took no part in the struggles
of the ensuing months. There were a few, but only a few
defections. :

The germs of the future rifts were inherent in the very cir-
sumstance of Lenin’s rapid ascendancy over the party. First
and foremost among the reasons for this rapid conversion was
the personality of Lenin, his ability to decide without hesitation
on a course of action and to convince, batter; or ridicule his
opponents off the field. He enjoyed an almost legendary, and
well merited, reputation in the party for intellectual superiority,
and moreover possessed the rare gift of guiding the interminable
theoretical discussions to which it was particularly prone to a
concrete and practical resolution. Asebolshevik party without
Lenin’s leadership was at that date unthinkable. Moreover,
there were few among the leading Bolsheviks who had the
political education or training which would have enabled them
to meet the formidable arguments from the cangns of marxism

with which Lenine invariably bolstered proposals which
]

37 Pravda, 20 April 1917; Lemn, Vol. XX, p. 88..
a8 Quoted in Trotsky, Hmory, » P 325, And cf. a sigilar article by him on
25 April in Pravde. . e {
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appeared to rdn directly counter to marxism, The indecision
which had prgvailed in the party before Lenin’s arrival made
the Bolshevik® all the readier to follow a firm lead. Perhaps
the most iftportant single factor was his skill, after the shock
caused by the April Theses, in unfolding his plan with a
sufficient ,gradualness, a sufficient appearance of compromise -
with hesitations and dissensions inside the party to lead it to
“the main issue at which he aimed, while seeming in the process
. to be yielding to the doubts or scruples of his followers. Hence,
the results of a pelicy seemed to them to flow more from
circ‘un;stance.s beyond control than from that policy. It is for
this reason that the more serious dissensions in the party came
after the October Revolution rather than before it, when the
full results of a course of action which had not been clearly
foreseen at first were revealed. It is for this reason too that
the dissensions were now the more easily overcome, because
~those who dissented from the result were forced to realize that
they had all along been committed to it by their acceptance
of the policy which had inevitably led to it. 'This process is
moste clearly illustrated in the events which led to the peace
of Brest-Litovsk, but it played an important part in the
“questions which were to be debated between April and
November of 1917.
Thus on the vital question of the forcible seizure of power,
- the fears and reluctance of many of the party leaders were
overcome, to a great extent, because the full implications of
Lenin’s policy did not become apparent until after the seizure
had been accomplished. It was only then that his intention
. to keep power for the Bolsheviks alone, in defiance of the
 majority in the country which supported the other socialist
parties, was fully grasped. The first shock of this revelation
caused a crisis in the *bolshevik party. It was short-lived
because, having followed Lenin thus far, there was no longer
any possibility of drawing back. Lenin since 1902 had held
the view that, if left to its own spontaneous action, the pro-
letariat would, remain subordinate to the ideology of the
“bourgeoisie, contenting itself with the satisfaction of immediate,
secondary demandg. To him it seemed incontrovertible thfat
the bolshevik party, as the vanguard of the proletariat, should
have the riglt tef/act in the mtame of the proletariat, without
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the formal support of an electoral mandate‘ a majority.
Writing over two years after the October Rfvolutlon, he
summed up his tactics for seizing power in the following
words:

Now it is this dialectic which the traitors, numbskulls, and
pedants of the Second International could never grasp: the pro-
letariat cannot conquer without winning over to ig side the
majority of the population. But to limit this wmnmg over of
the population to, or to make it conditional on, acqulrmg a
majority of votes in an election, while the ebourgeoisie is in power o
is impracticable imbecility, or simply cheating theyworkers. In
order to win over the majority of the population b its side the
proletariat must first overthrow the bourgeoisie, and seize state
power into its own hands; secondly it must introduce Soviet
power, having smashed to bits the old state apparatus, whereby
it immediately undermines the dominion, authority, and influence
of the bourgeoisiec and of the petty bourgeois compromisers
among the non-proletarian labouring masses. It must, thirdly,
complete the destruction of the influence of the bourgeoisie and the
petty bourgeois compromisers among the majority of the non-
proletarian labouring masses by the revolutionary fulfilment of
their economic needs, at the expense of the exploiters,®?

Commonplace by the time they were written, these ideas were
not yet obvious in 1917. To many of Lenin’s followers who
had, after the first shock, accepted the possibility of the jump
from middle-class democracy to socialism, the form of the
future socialist power still appeared in the simpler terms of
organs expressing the actual will of the entire people, the
Soviets. Many of them, perhaps without realizing it, were
closer in their views to Martov, the leader of the menshevik
left wing, and a no less learned marxist than Lenin. Martov
saw the solution of the crisis of the Russia of 1917 in a quasi-
parliamentary régime, backed by a ‘popular front’ of the main
socialist parties, governing through the Soviets. In November
1917 there were still many leading Bolsheviks who believed
that Lenin’s aim in selzmg power had been to crcate just such
a régime,

° 2 Lenin, Vol. XXIV, D. 641



' CHAPTER I
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THE. BOLSHEVIKS IN ACTION

On his arrlval in Russia, Lenin adopted, for tactical reasons,
the doctrine that it was the Soviets which must seize power.
. To bhave acted otherwise would have been to risk alienating
» mass support, sincedhe confidence of the masses in the Soviets.

grew d.aily. JBut, Lenin had at the same time to curb the grow-
ing impulse®*which his own rank and file was showing, against
the views of its leaders, to seize power at once: such a premature
attempt must either have given power to the Soviets with their
non-bolshevik majorities, or have precipitated strong counter-
measures by the Provisional Government. He discerned the
danger of® premature action early in May 1917. A note on
Russian War Aims which the Kadet Foreign Minister, Milyukov,
had dispatched to the Allied powers on 1 May provoked angry
demgnstrations in Petrograd from workers who thought it
showed a determination to carry on the war to victory.
Owing to the impulsiveness of rank and file Bolsheviks, these
demonstrations had assumed a more extreme form than Lenin
had intended. The slogan of the demonstrators ‘Down with
the Provisional Government’, evoked a reprimand to the
Petrograd Bolshevik Committee from Lenin and a reminder
that the proper policy was to wait until the masses had been
won over to the Bolsheviks by the bankruptcy of the Provisional
Government.! There was certainly no doubt where the sym-
pathies of the Petrograd crowd in the May demonstrations
lay or of the authority which it recognized, for it had obediently
“yielded to the request ofethe non-bolshevik Petrograd Soviet to
- disperse.? Meanwhile Lenin took advantage of the oppor-
tunity to moderate the policy which in its extreme form had so
startled his own party a fortnight before. A series of party
resolutions in jthe early part of May achieved the double
purpose of allaymg the fears of the upper ranks of the Bolsheviks

1 Protokoly VII Konf. £p 56, 97 Cf. the Moscow City Committee which $n
5 May pased a resolufun which included the stogan ‘Down with the Govern-
ment’. dvdeen, Vol. IF pp. 60-1.

2 Sukhanov, Vgl. 11 pp- 293-5. . - §
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that Lenin intended to seize power by hook or§by crook, and
of moderating the dangerous enthusiasm of the ifapetuous rank
and file in the factories. The slogan ‘Down whkth the Provi-
sional Government’ was wrong, according to one of them, until
a bolshevik majority had been won in the Soviets; and power
must only pass to the Soviets when ‘they come over to our
political view and wish to take power themselves’.? Party
agitators must everywhere denounce the ‘vile lie’ of the capi-
talists that the bolshevik party was threatening civil war, ran
another.® Before power could pass to the Soviets, stated a
third, ‘prolonged work’ inside the Soviets would, be required
in order to strengthen them and in order to ‘clarity thé prole-
tarian class consciousness’.®

It was therefore without very much difficulty that Lenin
succeeded at the Seventh All Russian Party Conference of
7-12 May in uniting the party behind him in a way that
Stalin had failed to do some weeks before. There®was little
opposition to the main resolutions proposed by Lenin.® A
moderate resolution on relations with the Provisional Govern-
ment, which linked the passage of power to the Soviets,with
the winning of a majority by the Bolsheviks in the Soviets,
pacified the right wing of the party;? while a carefully worded
but at the same time vigorous resolution against the war
conciliated the left wing. Kamenev and a number of the
Moscow Bolsheviks opposed Lenin with a demand for a
policy of ‘control’: they argued that as the middle-class
revolution was not yet completed, the masses must be given
concrete tasks, and these should take the form of vigilant
control over the activities of the government—in short, the
view proposed by Stalin in his resolution some weeks before.
Lenin ridiculed control; he was warmly supported by Stalin,

3 Resolution of the Central Committee of fhe Bolsheviks on 5 May 1917,
reprinted in Protokoly VII Konf., p. 258.

4 Resolution of the Central Committee of 4 May 1917, ibid., pp. 256-7.

5 Resolution of the Petrograd-Party Conference of 27 April to 5 May, adopted
by 33 votes to 6, with two abstentions—ibid., pp. 29, 242-3.

8 There was most opposition on the general resolution ‘On the current
moment’, which, while rejecting the immediate realization ofgsocialism as impos-
sible, called for nationalization of the land and for various forms of state control
over undertakings, Thirty-nine voted against iteseventy-one in favour, and eight
afistained. See VKP(b) v rez., pp. 2568 ; and Protokply VII Konf., pp. 52-98,
for the debates on Lenin’s proposed resolution.

? VEP(b) vrez., pp. 259-60. It was adopted with orfly three dissenting votes
and eight abstentions, by some 130 deleg' tes, representing§80,0Gp party members.

L J ’ - .
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who otherwig took little part in the conference, except for
‘a report ongthe nationalities question, his special subject.
- The partnership between Stalin and Kamenev was at an end.
Kamenev evas by now in open disagreement with Lenin;®
but Stalin fully accepted his leadership. In an article pub-
lished in_Soldatskaya Pravda, he ranged himself behind Lenin
and empha51zed the importance of unity in the party, since
~ ‘only a United party can lead the people to victory’.? The
Sevgnth All Russian Conference proved less tractable on the
question of coalitipn with' the Mensheviks. The resolution
on Coah‘uon. which was adopted unammously (though with
“ten abstentibns) rejected as impossible union with partles which
supported the war, but recognized as ‘essential’ union with
internationalist groups and parties— ‘upon the basis that they
break with the policy of petty bourgeois treason to socialism’.1°

But the Conference refused to follow a proposal by Lenin
which wbuld have signified a final break with the Second
International. This proposal, which did not receive a single
vote, was that the Bolsheviks should remain in the Zimmer-
wald bloc as observers only, in order to put an end to the illusion
that this bloc could ever serve as a foundation for the new
International.** The conference accepted instead a resolu-
tion put forward by Zinoviev that ‘our party remains within
the Zimmerwald bloc, while making it its task to propagate
there the tactics of the Zimmerwald Left, and to take part
in the forthcoming Conference of adherents to the Zimmer-

" wald line’. :
Lenin had, however, drawn other conclusions from the May
demonstrations than would appear from the resolutions of the
Conference alone:—that it was necessary to create in each
district, sub-district, and factory an organization ‘capable of
acting as one man’ amd bound to the Central Committee
by strong ties.*? As Lenin’s notes for the Seventh Party

8 At the Petrograd Bolshevik Conference which preceded the May All Russian
Conference he ‘had put forward an alternative resolution, which that conference
had rejected, warging against the slogan ‘Down with the Government’, as one
which could ‘hamper the lengthy task of educating gnd organizing the masses,
gt E]x};:sent the fundamental aim . of the Party’. Protokoly VII Konf., pp. 29 and

4
® Reprinted 1bid., pifl ix—x. 10 VEP(b) v rez., p. 262.
11 Protokoly VIII{on 2. p. 215; Yaroslgsky, Vol. 1V, p. 251.
12 “Neumnoe gloradtvo’, Lemn, VoR XX; p. 234,
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Conference show, what was already uppermost ifjhis mind was
not action through, or in, the Soviets, but dire:&y among his
followers, ‘to prepare for a revolution a thBusand times
stronger than that of February’.*® The party resolutions of
this period invariably called for the transfer of all power to the
Soviets. But Lenin was preparing the means by which power
could be scized independently of the Soviets. By June the’
factory and shop committces were organized and under the
control of the Bolshevik Central Committee and they provided
it with powerful support. (Unlike the trade unions, where the
Bolsheviks were a minority.) Lenin appears to hgve regarded
these committees as possible organs of power in pPeference to
the Soviets,’* There was force behind these factory commit-
tees as well, for it was in the factories that the bolshevik military
Red Guard began to be organized, the armed force by means
of which the subsequent seizure of power was mainly accom-
plished. The Executive Committee of the Petrograd Soviet,
on which the Bolsheviks were still a small minority, voted
against the maintenance of this armed force. The Bolsheviks
disregarded this, and the Executive Committee seem to have
forgotten their resolution. By July the Red Guard in Petro-
grad numbered some ten thousand.'® The factory committees
also enabled the Bolsheviks in Petrograd to compete with the
Petrograd Soviet for control over the city masses. At the
same time they were developing their party organization in
the army both in Petrograd and at the front and rear.'®  Inthe
capital the rising temper and discontent of the workers and
soldiers were outgrowing control by either the Soviet or the
Bolshevik Central Committee. But in the competition for
control the bolshevik influence grew. In May the demon-
strating workers had obeyed the orders of the Petrograd Soviet
to disperse. By June it was the Bolshevik Central Committee
which appeared to control the demonstrators. The bolshevik
party leaders had decided to call a demonstration for 23 June,

13 Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. IV, p. 290,

1% Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 168—to the consternation of Orglzhonikidze, when
Lenin first told him of his jJdea~—Izbrannye stat’i i rechi, p. 214. .

15 Fedotoff-White, p. 17.~ About twenty thousamd Red Guards were available
on the eve of the seizure of power—see Chamberlin, 1, p.§07.

18 At a conference of bolshevik military organizatiory} held from 29 June to
6 July over a hundred delegates represgnted 26,000 boghevik party members
from sixty army organizations. VEP(b) ffrez., p. 274. [y :
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in spite of thg opposition of some of them, notably Zinoviev, »
Kamenev, anfl Nogin. Lenin himself was uncertain about the

- wisdom of calfing the demonstration, but yielded to the insistent

demand frem the rank and file, especially from the party’s
military and factory organizations. On 22 June the First All
Russian Congress of Soviets, then in session, passed a resolution

- forbidding the demonstration. This caused hesitation among

the bolshevik members of the Petrograd Soviet; they demanded .
the @abandonment of the demonstration, and the Bolshevik
Central Committeg acceded to this view at the last minute,
and called if off. With some difficulty party emissaries per-
suaded the workers and soldiers to go back. Thus, this time
it 'was not the Soviet, but the Bolshevik Central Committee

~which had stopped the crowds,’” an indication which Lenin
. carefully noted. ‘We must not give them a pretext to attack

us, let them attack of their own accord’, he said two days later,

“life is on®our side’.’® The influence of his party appeared to

be overtaking the influence of the Soviet, at any rate so far as
Petrograd was concerned. ,

'Op 5 July the Bolshevik Central Committee decided that,
in spite of the mood of the soldiers and the masses ‘the moment

" is disadvantageous for accepting battle’.?® But on 16 and 17

July crowds of workers and soldiers ‘in Petrograd broke out
in the streets into an angry and disorderly demonstration which
Lenin characterized as ‘something considerably more than a
demonstration and less than a revolution’. The Bolsheviks
had not planned the outbreak, though they were not unnatur--
ally accused of having done so. They had of course in large
measure contributed towards it by the unrest which their inces-

- - sant propaganda fanned. It was under the slogan ‘All power

to the Soviets’ that the demonstrators came out into the streets,
and the leaflets issued be the Bolshevik Central and Petrograd
Committees proclaimed this as the object. It was with the
promise that this would remain the bolshevik slogan that the

17 For the June demonstration see Chamberlin, Vol. I, pp. 160~-2; Trotsky,

History, Vol. 1, pp. 450-4; Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, pp. 139-41. The agitation

was particularly strong in the bolshevik army- organjzation ; on 29 June at a
conference of the bolsheyik pasty military organization a part of the Petrograd
garrison agitated loudl¥ that the conference should lead a rising—see N.” L
Podvoysky, in Krasnaya getopis’, no. 6, 1923, p. 77.

18 Pervyy Leg. Komitef p. 154.

18 Proletarskaygrevol¥isiya, no. 5(17) §923, p. 111.
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.

demonstrators were urged to return to their posts§°  According
to Zinoviev, Lenin, at the height of the distugpances, toyed
with the idea of seizing power immediately.  Blt he decided
against this course, fearing that the Provisional &overnment
still retained sufficient support in the army outside the capital
to overthrow the Bolsheviks. 22 .

Thus the July demonstrators were pacified once again by
the bolshevik party, though with greater difficulty than in
June. There had been several hundred casualties during the
July demonstrations and the Provisional Government decided
at last to take steps to repress the Bolsheviks. ]n this move
they had the support of the great majority of the®members of
the socialist parties in the Petrograd Soviet, whose represen-
tatives had by now entered the Provisional Government in
coalition with the middle-class parties. Two factors helped to
overcome the scruples of the Socialist Revolutionaries and of
most of the Mensheviks against the use of forcible measures to
restrain political opponents. One was panic following on
defeat at the front. The other was the revival, on allegedly
new evidence, of the charge that the bolshevik leaders swere
agents in German pay, a suspicion which had never entirely
died out of popular currency since the arrival of Lenin and
Zinoviev in Petrograd by arrangement with the Germans.??
But the measures adopted, though they drove a part of the
bolshevik leadership underground, were indecisive, because
the government either would not or could not destroy the
growing bolshevik machine——the Red Guard,?? the factory

20 Viadimirova, Vol. 111, pp. 148, 153. A strange mood dominated the angry
crowds, determined to force power on the Petrograd Soviet although they no longer
wholly trusted it. This mood is well summed up in the scene noted by Milyukov,
when an angry worker shook his fist at Chernov, the socialist revolutionary
leader who had entered the coalition Provisional Government in May as Minister
of Agriculture, and shouted: “Take power, you sorPof a bitch, when it’s given you!’

3 Zinoviev, Lenin, p. 39. cf. also Yareslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 151, for resolutions
of confidence in the Central Executive Committee (of the non-bolshevik Soviet)
passed at this date by various army units in the field, and Chamberlin, Vol. 1,
PP- 1718A9, for the weak response evoked in the provinces by the outbreak in the
capital.

22 The slender evidence of the charge that Lenin was finanged by the German
General Staff has recenﬂn}}been reinvestigated by 8. P.- Mel’gunov, who considers
th§t it was not entirely unfounded. See his Lolotey nemefskiy klyuch. The question
m g_perhaps be definitely answered some day on the Basis of captured German
archives,

23 See Troisky, History, Vol. 111, pp. §85-8, for the divelopment of the Red
Guard after July. [ )
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organization, fand the military organization. Lenin and
Zinoviev went into hiding;?* others, including Alexandra
Kollontay, were arrested. The internationalist left wing of
the Menshéviks, headed by Martov, strongly opposed these
measures.

As Lenin had foreseen in Switzerland, ‘the revolt of the
‘land-hungry peasantry proved an all-important factor in the
bolshevik conquest of power. Peasant disturbances, which
had estarted in March, were spreading rapidly. In July

« recorded incidents ©f peasant violence were ten times more
numergus than in March. Peasant unrest had at first taken
the form of 8rganized seizure of land under the control of local
peasant committees. By October it had become a mass
movement of unorganized violence,?* swelled by the growing
number of deserters from the disintegrating army. In view of
the irresojution, not only of the Provisional Government, but
of the two major socialist parties in formulating a policy on the
- land question, a party which seemed ready to champion the
peasants’ immediate demand for land was sure of a powerful
ally. » Yet it was obvious that what the peasant wanted was
land, not socialism, and that his political progress would be
from anarchical violence to get the land to support of an order
which would safeguard his possession of it. He was therefore
an ally of revolution, but an enemy of socialism. Lenin had
assessed the value of the peasant as an ally immediately after
the revolution of 1905, yet for years thereafter the Bolsheviks
demanded the abolltlon of all private property in land.2¢ In
his April Theses Lenin still demanded ‘nationalization of all
land’. At the Seventh Bolshevik Party Conference in May

24 Lenin remained in hiding until the October Revolutlon, first in Finland,
then nearer Petrograd. There yas some difference of view in the party whether
he should stand his trial on the charge of being a German agent. Nogin, and a
number of the Moscow City Committee members who were on the right wing of
the party, favoured a trial and Nogin and Ordzhonikidze apparently negotiated
tentatively with the Praesidium of the Central Executive Committee to see whether
Lenin’s safety could be effectively guaranteed, but without satisfaction. Stalin,
-and later Lunacharsky, resolutely urged that Lenin should remain in hiding,
andzlitimlxé, thoughshesitant, yielded. ~“See Ordzhonikidze, Izbrannye stat’i i rechi,

- .
25 Chamberlin, Vol. 1, pp211-%2.
26 The Mensheviks more realistically envisaged privately held small-holdmgs
:+ as-a transition stage to gvnership of the land by local self-governing communes.
See the (majority) mensievik resolution #f the Fourth Party Congress in Stockholm
~in 1906 VEP(b) z‘rez , p+ 85, and Lenm draft resoluuon, ibid., p. 67.
» * ] -
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Lenin argued somewhat artificially that natiojalization was
what the peasant really wanted when he said§that the land
belongs to God.?” He was only too well aware of the import-
ance of winning over the peasantry to the B8lsheviks by

championing their demand for land. Accordingly, while the

resolution adopted by the Conference paid lip service to theory
and still urged nationalization of all land, it also agvised the
peasants ‘to take the land in an organized manner.’2® It was
the second half of the resolution which proved the more inffuen-
tial as a popular slogan. Before long belshevik deputies in

Soviets all over the country were advocating sexzure gf land.

Lenin’s speech and draft resolution on 4 June at‘the First All
Russian Congress of Peasant Deputies, telling the peasants
that the land was now theirs to take, not unnaturally made a

deeper impression than the moderate socialist revolutionary

resolution passed by the Congress, counselling patignce until
the Constituent Assembly could decide the question.?® The
repercussions in the country were felt immediately on the
deputies’ return to their villages.?® The wave of land seizures
and agrarian unrest which bolshevik propaganda helped to
encourage played an important part in the downfall of the
Provisional Government. Yet it was obvious that if once the
peasants seized the coveted land, nationalization would remain
a dead letter. In November, under guise of nationalization,
the seizures of the past months were legalized. It was no
exaggeration for Rosa Luxemburg to prophesy a year later
that Lenin’s agrarian reforms would create a ‘new powerful
class of enemies’ for socialism whose resistance would prove
even more dangerous than had been that of the former land-
owners.?! There were some spokesmen in the bolshevik party

in the summer of 1917 who foretold the consequences of the
L J

27 He was opposed by Angarsky who maintained that ‘nationalization of the
land presupposes the abolition of private ownership of land. But how are we to
reconcile this with the peasant tendencies towards a purely proprietary basis?’
Angarsky belonged to the Moscow City Bolshevik Committee, which advocated
bolshevik support for peasant seizures of land so long as such seizures were of an
organized nature. Protokoly VII Konf., p. 173; cf. Trotsk®, Stalinskaya shkola,
p. 264; ind Avdeev, Vol. 81, p. 45. :

e 28 VKP(b) vrez., p. 70. *

29 See Avdeev, Vol. 11, p. 170, pp. 278-9, and pp. 293—5

30 See, for example, a report of a government land §ommissioner of 14 June
1917, printed in Krasnyy arkhiz, Vol. X1, p. 225. .

31°Dis Russische Revolution, pp. 85~7. » ]
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agricultural tjend. One of them was Bukharin, who argued
that while thefland-hungry peasantry would support the revolu-
tion in its first phase, the sated peasantry would draw back in
the second ®phase ‘when only the proletarian elements within
- the country and the proletariat of Western Europe will support
the Russian proletariat’.?? If no one heeded this warning, it
was becagse in 1917 no bolshevik leader seriously doubted
that revolution in Western Europe was imminent, and that,
without the support of revolution in Western Europe, the

o proletarian revolutéon in Russia was in any case inevitably
~doomed.

Throughdut May, June, and July Lenin worked to build up
that party of ‘“firmly welded revolutionaries’ in which, since
1902, he had unswervingly believed as the only means for the

proletariat to seize and hold power. With the growth of his
authorityin his party, it was not difficult for him to overcome
the trend towards reunion with the Mensheviks, which had
been evident on his arrival in Russia in April. When the
joint conference with the Mensheviks, which had been arranged
in dafiance of the Bolshevik Central Committee the day after
Lenin’s arrival, took place on 15 June, it was foredoomed to
failure. The results were inconclusive, and it was never
resumed.?* There were no more joint bolshevik-menshevik
local party organizations after June, though a few survived,
“until that date.?* The trend of events also made any question
of union of the two wings of the social democratic party
increasingly unlikely. The right Mensheviks, committed to
coalition with the middle-class parties and to support of the
prosecution of the war, no longer had anything in common
with the Bolsheviks. They were also fast losing popular sup-
port. Martov’s left group gained in strength, while that of
the party as a whole detlined. The opposition of this group,
both to the war and to coalition with the Provisional Govern-
ment, was voiced in Maxim Gorky’s paper, Novaya Zhizn!.
Martov’s followers included many of the best marxist intellec-
' tuals who, consciously or unconsciously, clung to the European
and international tradition of their years®of struggle in exil;:.

32 Pratakoly VI, p. 134.
3 There is .a short gaccount ‘in Viadimirova, Vol. 111, pp. 13-14. cf. also
Taroslavslgy, Vol 1V, p#137. f
Trot:ky, Hz 7Y, Vol I, p. 443 )
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" * They were repelled by the uncomprising eftremism and

demagogy which now increasingly characterized §he Bolsheviks.
Martov, indeed, had originally broken with Lenin on the
very issue of party organization and had for yea¥s criticized
in strong terms Lenin’s methods of running the Russian Social
Democratic party.?® To him union with Lenin.was un-
thinkable, though some of his close followers, notaply Larin,
were later tempted to join the Bolsheviks. Even when
municipal elections proved beyond doubt that the Mensheviks
were sinking into political insignificance, Martov rejected the
tentative suggestion of Sukhanov and others thaj it wgs now
time for some form of union between the left Mefsheviks and
the Bolsheviks. It was no longer any serious difference on
marxist doctrine which held the menshevik internationalists

apart from the Bolsheviks. Martov had after the events of

July 1917 conceded that ‘history demands that the groletariat
in the person of the Soviets should seize power into its hands’.3¢
But the tactics of the Bolsheviks in the past months had created
a gulf between the two parties. “The danger to the revolution
is now from the left, and not from the right,” he replied to
Sukhanov’s suggestion. 37

On 17 May Trotsky had arrived in Petrograd from New
York. His reputation, oratory, and energy immediately made
him a dominating figure in the Petrograd Soviet. There
must have been many who still recalled the stirring part which
he had played in an earlier Petersburg Soviet during its short
existence in 1905. Lenin had then regarded the spontaneous
and unorganized revolutionary Soviet, a conglomeration of all
parties and of many non-party delegates, with some slight
degree of scepticism. But to Trotsky it had been ‘the natural
organ of the proletariat in its . . . struggle for power’, the
‘democratic representative organ of %he proletariat’ and the
‘focus of all revolutionary power in the country’.38 It was

35 “The curse of “Nechaev” methods must be excised from the party organism’
he had written in 1904 in one of his early controversies with Lenin. - See 0b
odnom nedostoynom postupke, p. 10; and cf. the account of Martov’s fight over Lenin’s
method of raising party funds by armed hold-ups in Wolfe, pp. 371-81.

36 In the Central Exeomtive Committee on 17 July—see Viadimirova, Vol. III,
pe 143. He was also supported by the left wing®of theq Socialist Revolutionaries.
And cf. Martov’s views at the Menshevik Party Conference on 28 July, ibid., p. 186.

37 Sukhanov, Vol. VI, pp. 1967,

88 Trotsky, 1905, pp. 225-30; contrast@Lenin, Vol. V*
However, in the draft of an article writt#n in November

L) : 4 ® .
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1, pp. 400-1, 409~11.
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inevitable thag to Trotsky the seizure of power should have
been bound ub with the Soviets. He was not, in May 1917,
either a member of the bolshevik party or committed to its
doctrines. ®oon after his arrival, he reconstituted the little
group of Mezhdurayontsy which had been formed in 1912, and
which occupied a position half way between the Bolsheviks
and the Mensheviks. But Trotsky and his followers showed
no immediate anxiety to fuse with the Bolsheviks. ‘You
cannet demand that we should recognize bolshevism,” Trotsky
» had declared at the very first joint discussion between the
Bolsheyiks agd his group.?®® Some of his speeches soon after
his arrival rtainly suggested a degree of moderation and a
recognition that salvation need not lie with one party alone
which were in marked contrast to the uncomprising speeches
of ‘the bolshevik leaders at the time.%® For two months
Trotsky mpaintained his independence, publishing a weekly
organ, Vpered, in conjunction with Lunacharsky, of which the
policy was avowed to be that of ‘uniting all shades of inter-
nationalism’. By mid-July, without yet finally joining the
Bolsheviks, Trotsky had cast in his lot with them. On 15 July
he published a letter in Pravda stressing that there were no
differences between his group and the Bolsheviks, ‘either on
principles or on tactics® and that union was therefore desirable.1
When, after the disturbances of July, Trotsky was omitted
from the order for the arrest of the bolshevik leaders issued by
“the Provisional Government, he went out of his way to express
publicly his solidarity with Lenin, Kamenev, and Zinoviev,
and to emphasize that if he was not yet a member of their
party it was due to historical reasons which had ‘lost all sig-
nificance’. ~ He demanded that the charge of being a German
agent be extended to him as well.4#2 He was arrested some
weeks later, The forma® union of the Mezhdurayontsy with the
Bolsheviks did not take place until the Sixth Bolshevik Party
only in 1940, Lenin expressed the view that the Soviet should aim to include all
workers’ parties and to proclaim itself the provisional revolutionary government
- ~=see Lenin (4), Vol. X, pp. 3-11.
39 Leninskiy sborni®, Vol. IV, p. 303,
40 See, for exarnple, his speech in the First Soviet ®ongress in June; Trotsky,

Sochirieniya, Vol 111 (i), pp®113-22; and cf. Sukhanov, Vol. II1, pp. 441-2, Vol. I's,
p: 237-40

a1 Trots@.y, Sochineniya, Vol. 111 (i), p. ]49.
(A% See Ius lettergto the Provisional Goiernment of 26 July, Sochineniya, Vol. I11
(1) pp. 165-6, and his letters from priso®, ibid., pp. 201-2. )
E . L4 ) i -
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Congress on 8 August. The delay was due pagly to the mis-
givings of the men who formed his group, in the face of ‘the
habits and methods of the bolshevik coterie’ as Trotsky put
it,4% and partly to their agreement with the bolsfevik leaders
to use the intervening weeks for an endeavour to bring into
the bolshevik party the entire menshevik internationalist wing.
They explained their failure by these Mensheviks), ‘old frac-
tional fear of being eaten alive by the Bolsheviks’.4* The

~union with the Mezhdurayontsy brought to the ranks of the

Bolsheviks a number of individualists most of whom were
eventually to realize that their misgivings had got bgen un-
founded. They included Ioffe, Lunacharsky, Yurenev, and
Ryazanov. They retained no identity as a group. So far
as Trotsky was concerned, his'acceptance of Lenin’s leadership
in July 1917 was complete and unreserved, as Lenin more than
once emphasized. _ e

By the end of July, Lenin had reached the conclusion that
the bolshevik party must take power by force. The Soviets,
he now argued, could have taken power before July, and in
this way the proletarian revolution could have been aecom-
plished in a peaceful manner. He may have been right. The
Soviets with their socialist majorities had enjoyed the con-~
fidence of the mass of the people and of the army. Had they
decided to wrest power from the Provisional Government they
might well have succeeded with little or no bloodshed. Had
they been able, further, to consolidate their government by
bringing the war to a speedy end and by satisfying the peasants’
demands, some workable system of moderate socialism might
have come into being and stayed in power. Whether the
Bolsheviks would in such case have been content to sit and wait,

- as Lenin now wrote, until the petty bourgcois tendencies of the

socialist parties had ‘been worked ott of their system in the
course .of practice’ is a matter of speculation. But now, he
continued, the socialists had missed their opportunity.. He
hinted not only that the Bolsheviks intended to seize power,
but that they intended to seize power for themselves alone.
Only the ‘revolutiohary masses of thg people’ can take power,
urning away from the socialist parties who have betrayed
L3 Troisky, Sochineniya, Vol. I11 (i), ppj 145-6.

4 See Yurenev’s account at the Sixt arty Congress, Pmto}&ly VI, pp. 47-8.
L] ’ L] .
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the revolution, and who have supported a government ‘which
must now be dverthrown’.4®  Moreover, Lenin now discarded
the Soviets as the organs of the forthcoming proiet&rian power.
In his view®they had become organs of reaction. * The Petro-
grad Soviet had supported the reprisals against the Bolsheviks.
Therefore, power must be seized by the ‘revolutionary masses’

themselveg. This view of revolution without the Soviets was

very close to Lenin’s first plan in Switzerland, before he
reached Petrograd. After his arrival in Russia he had, for
tactical reasons, adepted the slogan ‘All Power to the Soviets’.
Now it was.to be discarded. To Lenin revolution without
the Soviets®meant seizure of power by the bolshevik party,
the vanguard of the proletariat, through the Red Guards
and the factory and army party organizations. But it is un-
likely that this view was either understood or accepted by a
good mayy of his followers. To them the idea of government

“by the mass of the workers, which the socialist revolution was

intended to bring about, still retained some of its original
meaning. It had not yet acquired the meaning which Lenin
attached to it, of government by the bolshevik party, with the
support of, but without control or indeed participation by,
the masses. Lenin’s followers therefore saw the future prole-
tarian government as inextricably bound up with the Soviets—
with a bolshevik majority in each, no doubt—but nevertheless
Soviets, in which each party which could get some delegates

. returned would have a voice.

Thus, at the end of July, Lenin abandoned the slogan ‘All
power to the Soviets’ without indicating to his bewildered
party what would take the place of the Soviets as organs of
government. On 8 August the Sixth Bolshevik Party Congress
met in Petrograd. Lenin and Zinoviev were in hiding and
did not attend it. The ®ask of putting Lenin’s new ideas over
at the Congress fell to Stalin. He was not yet equal to it.
Somewhat casually he put forward a resolution: The familiar
slogan ‘All power to the Soviets’ was now out of date. The
Bolsheviks wese to take on the réle of ‘front rank fighters
agamst counter-revolutign’, and without seing tempted mto

o
a ‘premature battle” were to prepare for the ultimate seizufe

45 See an artigde written at the end f July, ‘K lozungam’, Lenin, Vol. XXI,
pp: 33-8. cf. “Uhoki revolyutsn ‘bza’ bp. 69-77.
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of power by the ‘revolutionary classes’.4¢ "There was no
indication in the resolution of what organs would take the
place of the Soviets, and many members of the congress were
profoundly disturbed by this obvious difficulf}y. Stalin’s
efforts to explain it away did little to clarify the problem.
Nevertheless there was no serious opposition to the resolution,
which was vague enough not to arouse too much pnisgiving.
The discussion however revealed some disunity on doctrine
in the party. Those most to the right, such as Nogineand
Angarsky of the Moscow City Bolshevik Cemmittee, were not
yet reconciled to an interpretation of marxismywhich con-
sidered that the time was already ripe to ‘step ov®r the bour-
geois revolution to the socialist revolution’. They did not
agree that the country had made such a jump forward in so
short a time that it was ‘already prepared for socialism’.
Many, among them Manuilsky, Volodarsky, and te newly-
joined Yurenev, were unwilling to throw over the Soviets,
and were not satisfied with Stalin’s explanation that the
change of slogan did not in fact mean that the Soviets were
to be jettisoned. Sokol'nikov, of the radical-minded Mascow
Oblast’ Bureau, fully supported Stalin, as also did Molotov—
now apparently reconciled with him after the disagreements
which followed Stalin’s return to Petrograd from Siberia.
Only Bubnov perceived that the ‘differences of opinion are
much deeper than the comrades seem to think’. But the
differences did not appear in the voting, since the resolution. -
was adopted unanimously with four abstentions.4” However,
the fact that no vote was cast against the resolution did not
mean that the party leadership as a whole was ready to sup-
port an immediate armed rising. Few opposed it on principle
—perhaps four in the Central Committee of twenty-one, and a
few more in the important committe® outside. But while in
the rank and file of the party there appeared to be widespread
support for an armed rising, many of the leaders were only too
ready to put off the decisive day for as long as possible. Volo-
darsky probably expressed a fairly general views when he said
in the Petrograd Belshevik Party Cgmmittee at the end of
October: ‘We must realize that when we Yake power we shall
have to lower wages . . . we ghall have to introduce terror
18 PKP(b) v rez., pp. 291-3. iﬂ Prgtokoly VI, pp. 118-41, and 234.
* L]
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We have no right to refuse to adopt these means, but
neither is there any need to rush towards them.’¢® ' It is for
this reason that for the last two months before the seizure of
power Lentn had to struggle with the other party leaders to
galvanize them into action at the momerit which he perceived
to be the right one. He feared that if the Bolsheviks let slip
the décisiye moment, the deadlock in the dyarchy of Provisional
Government and Soviets might be resolved, and long delayed
measures be taken on the burning questions of the day, which
‘would cut the grouwad from under his feet. He may also have
feared (Lenin never underestimated his opponents) that before
long the Pfovisional Government, or some more determined
government which might replace it, would at last take effective
measures against the handful of Bolsheviks and the skeleton of
their organization in whose hands the future revolution lay.

) 48 Peryyy Leg. Komitet, p. 296.



CHAPTER IV .

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION

Trotsky had accepted Lenin’s leadership in July. After
his release from prison on bail on 17 September, his ascendancy
over the Petrograd Soviet grew. Probably Trotsky ceuld
have made the October Revolution without Lenin, at any
rate in Petrograd. But it is doubtful whether gwithout the
control which Lenin gained over his party in the Weeks before
and after the scizure of power the revolution would have had
any chance of surviving. Soviet historians of the revolution
(and not only Soviet historians), with little regard for the very
full published documentation which is available, have often
falsified the story of the rising until it bears little relation to
the known facts.? One such falsification for example is the
assertion that Trotsky had ‘boastingly blurted out’ the date fixed
for the revolution, namely 7 November (25 October), with the
result that it had to be hastily changed to 6 November.?2 But
while there is no truth in this and similar absurdities, there was
in the last weeks before the rising a difference of opinion on
tactics between Lenin and Trotsky. Lenin thought in terms of
seizure of power by the ‘proletariat’, which he identified with
the bolshevik party, its Red Guard, its factory committees, and
its organizations in the army. He had discarded the Soviets
as organs of power. Trotsky believed that it was vital that the
seizure of power by the Bolsheviks should be crowned with a
popular symbol, the Soviets. He feared that otherwise the
revolution would not command sufficient popular support.
During the critical weeks in which th® rising was planned and
executed, Lenin was in hiding, controlling his party by letters
and messengers. Trotsky was in Petrograd at the centre of

events.  Lenin struggled to build up the united party organiza-
- tion which could at the right moment seize the vital points
[ 4

_®LA5 analysis by Trotsky of some of these distortfons will be found in_his
History, Vol. 111, pp. 345-68. It may be observed that Trotsky’s History of the
Revolution though it contains judgments which are not acceptable to non-marxist

readers, does not apparently attempt to falsify facts. Y
2 Istoriya VKP(b), p. 198. T,
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L
throughout the country. Trotsky, in addition to dlrectmg '
insurrection in Petrograd, worked to create the belief that the
revolution was an assumption of power by an organ rightfully
claiming te*speak in the name of the masses, the Congress of
* Soviets. The taetics of both leaders were necessary for the
success of the revolution and complemented each other.
Without Lenin’s organization the seizure of power outside the
capital cduld not have been ensured. Without TrotQky ]
stagg management the coup d’état might have failed to win
the popular suppogt, or at any rate to ensure the neutrality
of the workers and soldiers in and near the capital, ‘upon
which®its sekcess depended.

It was therefore thanks to Trotsky that the October Revolu-
tion developed along the line in which the seizure of power
was cloaked under a cover of democratic action. This cor- -
responded to the views of the not inconsiderable section of
the bolsfevik leadership which still visualized the socialist
revolution in semi-parliamentary terms. It also corresponded -
to the mood of the bolshevik rank and file, and to that of wide
sectigns of the population for whom the Sov1ets represented the
only tangible symbol of authority. But the capital was not
the whole country. - ‘Our point of view was the point of view
of Petrograd’, Trotsky said five years later, recalling the days
of the rising, ‘but Lenin was looking at the rising not only from
the point of view of Petrograd, but of the whole country.’?
The success of the revolution required something more—
agitation, organization, co-ordination throughout the country
and at the front. Without a determined party machine this
could not have been accomplished. The creation of this
machine was the work of Lenin, whose conception of revolu-
tion was totally devoid of the quasi-parliamentary illusions of
some of his lieutenants, ewhich Trotsky skilfully exploited, if he
did not himself share them.

Viewing the events from the Petrograd Soviet which Trotsky
dominated, the final phases of the scizure of power present a
picture of virtgally open preparations for insurrection, thinly, if
at all, disguised as defensive moves againg a threat of counter-
revolutmn all culntinating in the assumption of power by the

Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets. The failure in early

#s Proletarshaya revo{yut%ya no. 10 (1922), p. 58.
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September of General Kornilov’s attempted coup d’état had
had immediate repercussmns in the elections to the Soviets
which followed it. By 13 September the Bolsheviks had
secured a majority in the Petrograd Soviet, of whéch Trotsky
was elected chairman on 8 October. This<was followed by
equal Bolshevik successes in Moscow and in'a number of
industrial centres in the provinces.* The Socialist Revolu-
tionaries still retained the traditional support of the peasants in
elections, but the peasantry was moving rapidly towards gom-
plete anarchy. Bolshevik preparations for,the day which was
to prove fatal to the Provisional Government unfolded before
the eyes of that government without any apparef¢ efférts on
its part to hinder them. The government was quite aware
of the imminent attempt at a coup d’état. But it remained
confident that this attempt would spell ruin for the bolshevik
party. It was also hamstrung by the circumstances in which
it had to try to govern, The dyarchy of the governthent and
of the Petrograd Soviet had not been resolved by the coalition
of Socialist Revolutionaries, Mensheviks, and Kadety and the
government was as a result weak and incapable of degisive
action. Yet either of two methods could alone have averted
the threat of a bolshevik coup d’état: either the effective
destruction of their organization, or the stealing of their
thunder by an immediate resolute policy on peace and on
land. Neither of these drastic courses was in the circumstances
possible. Neither liberals nor socialists were prepared, only a
few months after the February Revolution had brought
delivery from despotism, to use the methods of despots against
political opponents, however violent. Nor were they pre-
pared, as Lenin was, to end the war by signing a separate
peace; or to satisfy the land hunger of the peasants by giving
legal form to their forcible seizuress of the land. But the
Provisional Government’s misappreciation of the potential
strength of the Bolsheviks is perhaps easier to understand
~when one recollects that it was shared by such prominent
Bolsheviks as Kamenev and Zinoviev. Besidgs, the assess-
ment of the extent of popular support for the Bolsheviks was
Mt an easy matter, as the following’ repbrts on 28 October
* Chamberlin, Vol. 1, pp. 278-9.  The swing in opmxon did not affect regxonal
strongholds of menshevism, such as Gcorga ‘ L )
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from local bolshev1k delegates to the Petrograd Committee
show.

Krasnoe, Selo . . . Out of (our organization of) 5000, 500
will come here, the rest will remain in Krasnoe Selo, to see what
happens: In Kronstadt, morale has dropped considerably .
Among ithe postal and telegraph workers . . . we have few
sympathx’zers. In Vasil'evsky Ostrov . . . there is no mood for
insurrection . . . In the Vyborg region . ... the masses will
support us . . . Telegrams received from Finland protesting
against the -bolsheyik insurrection . .. Second City district:
‘morale is better.than before 16-18 July . . . Moscow district:

+ the massesgvill come out at the bidding of the Soviet, but few
at the bidding of our party. Narva district: in general . no
urge to insurrection. Obukhov factory: a decisive changc in
our favour. Okhta district: there is no mood for insurrection
among the workers . . . Schliisselburg district: the masses
will risey at the bidding of the Soviet. Lettish district: the
comrades will come out at the bidding of the Petersburg Bolshevik
Committee, but not of the Soviet . . . Estonia: the same.
Trade Unions: in case of a counter-revolutionary attack, the
masges will resist, but they will not come out of their own accord.
If the Petrograd Soviet calls for an insurrection, the masses will
follow the Soviet. - Finland district: the quicker the better.®

- The only general conclusion that can be -drawn from a
report of this nature ten days before the vital day is that, with
the exception of a few bolshevik strongholds, the workers were
neutral, rather than straining for the fight; and that their
loyalty was, in general, to the Petrograd Soviet rather than to
‘the bolshevik party.

Logically, the acceptance in August by the Sixth Bolshevik
Party Congress of the principle that power must be seized
irrespectively of the Soviets should have prepared the party
for Lenin’s next move. But perhaps the issues debated at the
congress appeared neither as imminent nor as clear to the
participants as they did to Lenin. Certainly, Lenin’s utter-
ances in the following months did not help to solve the dilemma
of the average party member which Stalin had failed to solve
at the Sixth Party @ongress: if not the Soviets, who was t@
- govern?  While in hiding, Lenin was clarifying his ideas on

L4
5Py Leg;. Korgiet, pp. 312-15.
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the subject and writing his State and Revolution, but this was
not to be published until 1918.% For a fleeting period, after
the rout of Kornilov’s move early in September, Lenin seems to
have toyed with the idea that a majority could no®% be won by
the Bolsheviks in the Soviets, and that bolshevik seizure of
power independently of the Soviets might be unnecegsary. In
an article published about the middle of September he pro-
posed what he called a ‘compromise’: that in retdrn for full
freedom of agitation (i.e. the repeal of all measures passed
against them) the Bolsheviks would re-assume their slogan
‘All power to the Soviets’. It was not a very conyincing pease
offer. A postscript to the article discarded e ploffered
“‘compromise’ as belated,” and on 28 September a series of .
pungent and direct calls to action from Lenin reached the
astonished Central Committee of the bolshevik party.

The Bolsheviks were at that date participating as a left wing

e . o

of opposition in the so-called ‘Democratic Conference’, a loose
assembly of representatives of the Soviets, municipal authori-
ties, trade unions, and co-operatives, one of Kerensky’s last
attempts to find a solution for the crisis of government gower.
For the first time the party was faced with a demand by Lenin,
from his hiding place in Finland, for immediate insurrection,
not in the indeterminate future, but here and now. They

¢ In February 1918. The importance which Lenin attached to this work is’
evident from his directions-to Kamenev after the events of July to publish his
notes and drafts on the question of the state, prepared in exile, should they ‘bump
me off’—Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XTIV, pp. 204-385. An article published by him
on 27 September sketched the central idea of this work, that with the seizure of
power the old state machine must be smashed, with the corollary that the workers.
and peasants will ‘quickly learn in the doing of it, how to run the state economy,
without elaborate machinery’~—an utopian ideal soon to be shattered in practice.
For this article see Lenin, Vol. XX1I, pp. 142-8. Presumably at this date Lenin
still retained his belief, enunciated in April 1917, that with the arming of the
entire people, no police would be necessary in the new state—see Lenin, Vol. XX,
pp. 121 and 139.

7 Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 132-6.  The article #O kompromissakh’) was written
between 14 and 16 September. Kerensky’s order of 15 September, calling for an
end to political agitation in the army and for an ‘immediate stop to the formation
of independent detachments under the pretext of struggle against counter-revalus
tionary risings’ may have influenced Lenin’s change of mind; for the text of this
order see Viadimirova, Vol. IV, p, 155. Lenin’s article was later to be much
pressed into service, to taunt the socialist parties for their @ndignant rejection’
of his offer e.g., by Zinosiev, in December, 1917, Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. V1I,
@), p. 454. It is unlikely that it was taken ®ery sriously by anyone, Even
Sukhanov, at that time on the verge of joining the Bolsheviks, ridiculed the
suggestion—and indeed no one could have had much illusion as to what would
happen to the Mensheviks and Socialist*Revolutionaries when.the Bolsheviks did

. win their majority. See Sukhanov, Vol. 1, B 44, :
a I , . L]
° ™ .
. o ’ . : \



o

. THE OCTOBER -REVOLUTION 57

were to leave the conference and go to the factories, organize
a staff to lead the revolutionary detachments, arrest the
government, and so forth. Lenin’s demand found no supporters
in the bolshtvik Central Committee. There was even strong
" feeling that all records of his suggestion should be destroyed,
since it seemed to disregard the danger that seizure of power
in the capjtal would not guarantee success in the provinces.
It was only by a vote of six to four, with six abstentions, that
one eopy of Lenin’s proposals was preserved for posterity and
« the committee resolved to take measures to see that no out-
breaks should take place in the factories and barracks.?
Indeed®the Wbishevik party was at this time still firmly com-
mitted to ‘parliamentary illusions’. The Council of the
Republic (the so-called ‘Pre-Parliament’), another constitu-
tional improvization designed by the Provisional Government
‘to resolve the deadlock caused by the failure of coalition, was
due to meet in some three weeks’ time, on 20 October. The
Bolsheviks could only form a minority on this body, which
included the middle-class paities. Yet even Trotsky, in con-
junctien with Kamenev, urged (in the bolshevik ‘fraction’ of
the Petrograd Soviet) that all effort should be directed to force
the forthcoming Council of the Republic ‘to take power into
its hands; this will be the first stage for the transfer of power
into the hands of the Soviets’. Shortly afterwards the bolshe-
vik ‘fraction’ resolved by a vote of 72 to 50 to participate in
the Council of the Republic.® However, within a few days
Trotsky had changed his views, probably on the insistence of .
Lenin, who urged that the Bolsheviks should boycott the
Council of the Republic. On 4 October, at a meeting of the

- same bolshevik ‘fraction’, Trotsky now demanded that the

Bolsheviks should decide to participate in the Council only in
order to walk out of it # a gesture, at the very start of the
proceedings. Opinion was evenly divided at this meeting.

8 For -Lenin’s plan, see Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 1934, and pp. 197-9. The
first letter, ‘Bol” sheviki dolzhny vzyat’ vlast’, which asserts that ‘to wait for a formal
Bolshevik majority is naive’, was sent to the Petrograd and Moscow Committees,
over the heads of the Central Commnittee. For the meeting see Bukharin in
Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 10, 1922, p. 316 and ibid., no.el0 (69), 1927, pp. 246-7,
for the protocol of this mee®ing. ® .

? Sukhanov, Vol. VI, pp. 110~11, Trotsky does not deal with these “fraction’
meetings (at which Sukhanov was present), but saysthat the decision of the ‘frac-
tion® to participatg was “1atified by man¥ local committees, if not a majority of
them’—History, Vol. 11, p. 145, o ¢
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The right wing, led by Kamenev and Ryazanov, proposed that
the Bolsheviks should not decide to walk out of the forthcoming
Council meeting until some justification arose, since otherwise
their conduct might not be intelligible to the ma%es. In the
end, Trotsky won by a few votes. Ryazanov announced the
bolshevik decision to the Democratic Conference: they would
attend the forthcomlng Council in order to ‘unfurl in this
stronghold of compromise the banner of the proletarlat and
make it easicr for the Soviets to create a truly revolutignary
power’, 10 o

But, while Trotsky thus modified his tactics to conform to
Lcnm s views, Lenin likewise seems at last to $have %ealized
that he had gone too far in disregarding the strong feeling in
his party when he discarded the Soviets as organs of popular
government. In the next few weeks the force of his exhorta~
tions overcame the scruples inside his party, and thus made
possible the final determined effort on which seizure of power
depended. But at the same time he found it necessary to
make some concessions to the widespread faith in the Soviets.
The Second All Russian Congress of Soviets was due tg meet
on 2 November. 1In a series of articles written between 10 and
21 October Lenin now outlined the form which the revolution
was to take. Power must be seized independently of the
Soviets. The strength of the party must be directed to the
factories. Above all, power must be seized. ‘It is necessary
to fight the constitutional illusions and hopes based on the
forthcoming Congress of Soviets.” But, at the same time,
Lenin no longer entirely dismissed the Soviets as organs of
government. There must be re-elections to the Soviets, he
wrote, and the new proletarian government must be respon-
sible to them. But the party must realize that without an
armed insurrection the mere assumption of power by the
Congress of Soviets could not create a proletarian govern-
ment. On 21 October he revived the old slogan ‘All Power to
the Soviets’. But it now acquired a new meaning. ‘The
slogan ‘All Power to the Soviets’ is a slogan of insurrection.
He who uses thi® slogan without understanding this fact,

ie See Lenin, Vol. XXI p. 219. The wavering in the upper ranks of the
party ‘may ruin the whole enterprise’] he wrote; and see fukhanav, Val. VI,
pp- 157, 168, and pp. 247-8. % 9
[
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without realizing it, has only himself to blame. . . . To delay
means death.’”  Once again Lenin urged the Central Com-
mittee to take immediate action, and to move the Baliic Fleet
and the Finhish troops of Reval and Kronstadt against the
troops of General Kornilov, stationed near Petrograd.1?
Lenin’s agitation in the party, not only within the Central
Committee but far and wide outside it, had its effect. Among
a large section of the Bolshevik rank and file, or in the radical
- Moscew Oblast” Committee, he was sure of immediate response,
ea fact which probably influenced the final decision of the
Central Committee.’2 On 23 October in the bolshevik
Central® Combhittee, after a stormy meeting attended secretly
by Lenin and Zinoviev, still in hiding, Lenin’s. resolution
recognizing that ‘an armed uprising is inevitable and the time
perfectly ripe’ and proposing that ‘all the organizations of the
party should act accordingly’ was passed against the dissenting
votes of only Kamenev and Zinoviev.1® Nine members of the
*Central Committee of twenty-one elected at the Sixth Con-
gress, were not, however, present at the meeting, among them
Nogine and Rykov, both of the moderate and right-wing
Moscow City Committee, and Milyutin, also an opponent of
insurrection. - A vote of the full committee would probably
have revealed an opposition approaching a quarter of those
present. Trotsky, Stalin, and Kollontay were among those
who voted for the resolution. '
The opposition of Kamenev, and subsequently of Nogin and
. Rykov, presents no problem. None of them had accepted
Lenin’s doctrine that the time was ripe to jump from the
bourgeois democratic to the socialist revolution. Kamenev
had continued to oppose Lenin’s views for some time after
~April.  On 19 August he had openly supported a menshevik
proposal to participate in®a forthcoming international socialist
conference at Stockholm (which in fact never took place) in

11 See Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 221-8, ‘Zadachi revolyutsii’, 9 and 10 October,
‘Krizis nazrel’, 11 October; in the latter Lenin tendered his resignation from the
Central Committee- in order to leave him free to agitate in the lower ranks of the
party and complain®d that the Central Committee had ignored his demands and
cut passages out of his articles—idid. pp. 235—41; and Theses for a Conference on
21 October of the Petrogra® Orghnization ibid. pp. 287-9. e

12 See Trotsky, Historp, Vol. 111, pp. 145-6, and pp. 137-8.

3B, & F., pp. 56-8. For Trotsky’s. account of this historic meeting in’
Sukhanov’s flat (g Sukhanov’s absende) see Prolefarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 10
(1922), pp. 57-8. s
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defiance of a decision of the bolshevik party congress. As late,
as 18 October he had voted against the final decision of the -
Bolsheviks in the Council of the Republic to make their demon-
strative withdrawal from that body. Nogin had &rgued at the
Sixth Bolshevik Party Congress in August that the time was
not nearly ripe for the jump from middle-class demqcracy, not
many months old in Russia, to socialism. But Zinoviev’s
attitude is more puzzling. He was Lenin’s closest collaborator
both in exile'* and after the return to Petrograd. A powerful
orator and demagogue, he was one of séhe major factors ine
kindling the blaze of class war in Petrograd. There had been
nothing to indicate that he shared the doubt of cthodox
marxists like Kamenev or Nogin. After the October Revolu-
tion Zinoviev was to follow Lenin without faltering, through
all his changes of policy, and prove himself an able licutenant
in tasks requiring cunning-—his enemies, and he had many,
would say intrigue. But courage was not one of his qualities,
and he was apt to lose his nerve in moments of crisis. It was*
possibly to panic that his hesitation on 23 October was due.
Meanwhile, in conjunction with Kamenev, he justified his
view in a long private letter, addressed to the principal bol-
shevik party committees and organizations. In essentials, the
vicws expressed in this letter were the same as the views which
Kamenev had already advanced against Lenin’s April Theses.
To stake everything on an armed revolt now was to gamble
with the fate of ‘both the Russian and the international
revolution’. The chances of the Bolsheviks in the elections
to the Constituent Assembly were ‘excellent’—they might win
as many as a third of the votes—and then either ‘our oppo-
nents will have to yield to us at every step, or we shall form
“a governing bloc” together with the Left Socialist Revolu-

- tionaries and non-party peasants ®to carry out our pro-

gramme.’*® It was a parliamentary and not a revolutionary
victory which Kamenev and Zinoviev envisaged. Lenin’s

14 Lenin’s solidarity with Zinoviev during this period is well demonstrated by
some of his letters to Inessa Armand, written between Movember 1916 and
February 1917 and recemtly published for the first time, with the avowed object
@nter alia of proving the contrary. They reveal’to aflyone familiar with Lenin’s
style of controversy nothing but insignificant minor friction over Zinoviev’s
attitude to Lenin’s denunciation of Radek—see ‘Neopublikovannye dokumenty
V.I. Lenina’ in Bol’shevik no. 1, 15 January 1949, pp. 39-53, ’ '

18 Text in Zinoviev, Sochinenya, Vol. §I1 §), pp. 54751,
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accusation, frequently repeated since,'® that Zinoviev and
Kamenev deliberately carried their inner-party controversy
outside the bounds of the party and thus revealed the party’s
plan for an fhsurrection, was not true, nor was the letter itself
published till 1925. But their views were widely gossiped
about on the fringes of the party, and on 30 October an article
by Bazaroy in the left menshevik Novaya hizn' referred to
the Zinoviev-Kamenev letter, which was circulating among
the Bolsheviks in manuscript. There is no evidence to sug-
« gest that this disclesure by Bazarov (who was a menshevik
internationalist), was made with the approval of Zinoviev
or Kathened On the contrary, on the very next day, a
letter from Zinoviev and Kamenev appeared in Novaya Jhizn'.
It stated that there were many Bolsheviks, in addition to
the signatories of the letter, who were of the opinion ‘that
initiation gf an armed rising . . . independently of and a few
days before the Congress of the Soviets’ would be a disastrous
step for the future of the revolution. It then went on to deny
that any day had been fixed by the Bolsheviks for a rising.
It is aven likely that the form of this letter was intended to
camouflage the dissensions inside the bolshevik Central Com-
mittee which Bazarov had revealed. There was a persistent
- rumour at that time in Petrograd that the Bolsheviks had fixed
2 November (20 October) as the day of the rising—a rumour
which was true to the extent that the Bolsheviks had at one
~time decided to start an industrial strike on this date. It was
also the date originally fixed for the opening of the Congress
of Soviets. - Public declarations by bolshevik leaders about this
time indignantly denying that the Bolsheviks intended to start
an insurrection were a familiar feature in the press.?” But
Lenin ‘was incensed at Bazarov’s revelations which he read
on the day of publicatioh in his Vyborg retreat. He imme-
diately carried the campaign into the open by denouncing
the waverers in a series of three articles which appeared in the
- first days of November.  He further demanded their expulsion
from the Central Committee, but the majority of the committee;
including Stalin, opposed him. It was fiot surprising thaf

16 e.¢. Deutscher, p. 164; Carr, I, pp. 96-7.
17 See Novaya z#izn” for 17 and 18 October {old style); on the incident see

Lenin, Vol XX1, pp. 348, 350——65 5¢6. ¢nd see note 21.
e o V ‘ *
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Lenin should immediately have carried the split within the
" party into the open. Years before he had laid down his
principles for dealing with a split. The first of these was to
" wrest the masses away from the leaders of a dissident section
of the party and to conduct against these leaders ‘a fight of
extermination’.’® There was, in’ this instance, in view of ‘the
radical temper of many of the rank and file of the party, every
prospect of wresting mass support in the party from Zinoviev
and Kamenev. .
Meanwhile a meeting on 29 October of she bolshevik Central »
Committee, together with representatives of the Petrograd
Committee, of the military organization, tradd uniohs, and
factory committees showed that opposition to an immediate
rising among the bolshevik leaders was not confined to Zinoviev
and Kamenev. At this larger meeting of 29 October Zinoviev
and Kamenev were once again the only two togcast their
votes against the resolution adopted on 23 October when it
was put forward for reaffirmation. ‘But a compromise alter-
native resolution proposed by Zinoviev that no action should
be taken until the bolshevik delegates to the impending All
Russian Congress of Soviets had been consulted, received no
less than six votes as against fifteen, with three abstentions.
Kamenev resigned from the Central Committee and his
resignation was accepted a few days later, and further public
utterances against the decision on the insurrection were pro-
hibited by the Central Committce.? Both Kamenev and.
. Zinoviev attempted to cover up in the public eye the split
in the party which had been revealed.” ‘When Trotsky on
31 October declared in the Petrograd Soviet that no armed
rising had been ordered by the Bolsheviks, but that the forth-
coming Congress of Soviets would be defended against all
counter-revolutionary attempts, Kamenev subscribed to this
declaration, as he put it, ‘with both hands’.? Zinoviev on
2 November in Pravda also publicly associated himself with
Trotsky’s declaration, renouncing ‘for the time being’ his reply

to Lenin. Stalin aroused Lenin’s anger by adding an editorial
L ]
® 18 See two interesting quotations dating from *19068n Wolfe, pp: 355-6.

19 See Proletarskaya revolyuisiya, no. 10 (69), pp. 272-86, 287-9. In spite of
his resignation, Kamenev seems to have continued to participate in Central
Committee meetings, including the vital meeting on 6 Novembd—ibid., pp. 296-8.

%0 Ryabinsky, p. 119, “ o,
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note that the party discussions could now be regarded as
closed.?!  Stalin also opposed the acceptance of Kamenev’s
resignation from the Central Committee. It is not clear
whether hi® conduct was reinsurance against a possible
defeat, as Trotsky suggests,22 or whether he was trying to
~undo the effect of Lenin’s over-violent quarrels with valuable

revoluuonary leaders of whom there were not too many. Be

that as it thay, there is no doubt that Stalin himself supported ;

the rising, and had opposed Zinoviev and Kamenev in debate
+0on 29 October.23

According to Trotsky, though he is unsupported by any of
.the puBlished documents, the rising was originally fixed for
‘not later than’ 28 (15) October, thus preceding the Congress
which was originally fixed for 2 November (20 October).24
- On 31 October the Congress was postponed until 7 November. 23
But whether or not Trotsky is right about the fixing of the
date, the &vidence suggests that much of the preparation for
the final stage of the insurrection was only completed a short
time before the Congress met.

The, bolshevik majority in the Petrograd Soviet skilfully
exploited an opportunity presented them by the Mensheviks
in order to create a general staff of the revolution. They
seized on a menshevik proposal to create some organ for co-
operation between the Soviet and the Petrograd garrison

“troops.. In the teeth of vain protests from the Mensheviks,
who now realized what the bolshevik object was, the Petrograd
Soviet voted on 22 October to set up a Military Revolutionary -
Committee. Trotsky became chairman of this body, which
won rapid ascendancy over the garrison troops. The troops
were united to a man in their determination to resist any pro-
posal to send them to the front. By 3 November, when the

21 Oldenbourg; p. 91. e 22 Trotsky, History, Vol. 111, pp. 163—4.

23 Stalin, Vol. 111, pp. 381-2: ‘

24 The assertion was first made by Trotsky in 1922 at an evening devoted to
reminiscences on the revolution—see Proletarskaya revolyuisiya, no. 10, 1922, p. 59.
See also Troisky, History, Vol. III, p. 156. This, together with the difference of
opinion between Trotsky and Lenin on the wisdom of Trotsky’s open assertions
that the Congress wauld seize power, was skilfully utilized by Stalin in later years
in controversy with Trotsky, designed to discredit the latter’s part in the rising.
See ibid., Appendix I, for #his rather barren dispute, where the sources of theg
accusation that Trotsky’s indiscretion led to the date of the rising having to be
advanced by a day are also to be found.

25 B. & F.,p. 67y By the Central Executive Committee appointed at the First
All Russian Soviet ongress.in June‘ I}le Bolsheviks were in a minority on it.
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Commander of the Northern Front and Kerensky attempted to
transfer some troops from Petrograd, a series of conferences of
units of the Petrograd garrison passed resolutions recognizing

~the Petrograd Soviet as the only authority whicB had power
to issue orders to the troops. It seemed scarcely an exaggera-
tion to say that the ‘Provisional Government was on that
date already overthrown’, at any rate in Petrograd %6 One
of these conferences also resolvcd that the ‘All-Russidn Congress
of Soviets must take power into its hands, and guarantge the
people peace, land, and bread’. .

These moves, however, while preparing the way for the
assumption of power by the Congress of Soviets, Mid n8t satisfy
Lenin. As late as the evening of 6 November Lenin was still
urging that to delay was death, and stressing with all his power
that it would be ‘disaster or formalism to wait for the uncertain
voting’ in the Congress. “The people’, he wrote, have a right
and duty to decide such questions not by votmg but by force’. ,
. . . The main thing was to seize power, ‘not against the
Soviets, but for them’; the political object would be ‘clarified
after the seizure’.?” The practical details of the rising were
only worked out by the Central Committee on the same date
at a meeting in which Kamenev (in spite of his resignation) took
part, but which Lenin, still in hiding, did not attend.?® The
vital decision of the Petrograd Bolshevik Party Committee to
‘pass to the attack without the slightest delay’ was also only
taken on 6 November.?® Nevertheless, by the evening of the
6th the Military Revolutionary Committee was in virtual con-
trol of the capital, and the situation appeared so serious to the
Provisional Government that the existence of insurrection in
Petrograd was declared in the Pre-Parliament.?® By 7 Novem-
ber, before the Second All Russian Congress of Soviets opened,
the Provisional Government was usmder arrest, and the bol-

28 Sukhanov, Vol. VII, pp. 94-7. 27 Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 362-3.

28 Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 10 (69), 1927, pp. 296-8.

29 Peryyy Leg. Komitet, p. 326.

8¢ All this had happened before Lenin’s arrival in Petrograd, from his hiding -
place in Vyborg, in the early hours of 7 November. Exa$gerated accounts by. -
such writers as, for ewample, Podvoysky, which paint a picture of complete

eindecision and disorganization in the M1htary Rev@lutionary Committee before
the arrival of Lenin, must be treated with caution. They are part of the intensive
campaign to discredit Trotsky’s part in the revolution. On the other hand,

there is no reason to doubt that the arrival of Lenin on thegscene did much to
increase the tempo of effort—it usuallyéld ®
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shevik Red Guards were in control of all vital points in the e
capital. Similar action was taken about the same time in-
many provincial centres.

The socialist parties in the Pre-Parliament, relying on the
widely known differences among the bolshevik leaders on the
question of insurrection, believed on the evening of 6 November
that if congrete steps on peace and land were taken immediately

- a compromise could be reached with the more moderate
elements within the bolshevik party against the extremists

. headed by Lenin.?¢ They were right in their assessment of
the strength of the dissensions in the ranks of the bolshevik
leadership, stace the question of a coalition between Bolsheviks
and socialists shortly led to a crisis in the party more serious
than that produced by the decision to resort to armed seizure
of power. But Kerensky would not be persuaded to attempt
the compgomise, and it is in any case unlikely that it would
have been crowned with: success.

The vote of the bolshevik Central Committee of 23 October
had been an essential preliminary to the setting in motion of -
the machinery of the party in order to ensure seizure of power
throughout the whole country, and to enable the Bolsheviks
to counteract any attempt by the Provisional Government to
move troops against the capital. In the capital the winning
over of the garrison some days before the Congress of Soviets
met dictated the pace of events almost irrespectively of party
organization; and the meeting of the Soviet Congress merely
confirmed an already accomplished fact. The coincidence in
time of the seizure of power in Petrograd and of the opening of
the Congress was in accordance with- Trotsky’s view of the
tactical advantage of giving the revolution the legal cover of an
assumption of power by the Soviets. But Lenin had never
been entirely won over t8 this view.32 It is not easy to deter-

-+ mine to what extent the completion of the rising in Petrograd
- on the day fixed for the opening of the Congress was the result
of chance or plan. But there is no doubt that it turned out-
fortunately forr the Bolsheviks, since the cloak of legality
which the opening @f the Congress gave fo the rising was of

31.8ee Dan’s account, reprinted in B. & F., pp 92-4; and A. Kerensky, The
Catastrophe; pp. 324-30.
2% Trotsky, Lenin, p. 117, o’ 9 .
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greatest assistance to them in retaining their precarious hold
on power in the difficult days which followed.

The first phase of the revolution which had been accom-
plished by the Military Revolutionary Committée was over.
But the main part of the revolution still lay ahead-—the
achievement of control over the Congress of Soviets by the
bolshevik party.

The Second Congress of Soviets which opened at eleven
o’clock at night on 7 November 1917 was little more than half
the size of the First Congress which had met in June, and was ,
to that extent less representative of the country. The Bolshe-
viks together with: their supporters had a soll m‘agorlty
About 300 delegates out of some 650 were Bolsheviks, and in
addition at least half of the Socialist Revolutionaries were of the
left wing of their party which now supported the Bolsheviks.
The remaining Socialist Revolutionaries, of the right and
centre, numbered between seventy and eighty. The number
of Mensheviks was about the same. The total bolshevik
and pro-bolshevik strength was therefore some 370 or 380 out
of 650.33 At the opening of the Congress the question«of the
nature of the new government which was to be formed arose.
Neither Lenin nor Trotsky had the slightest intention of setting
up a coalition rule of Bolsheviks and socialists, if it could be
avoided. But Lenin had refrained from stressing his intentions
to his party, while Trotsky had used every endeavour to make
the seizure of power appear as an assumption of power by
the Congress of Soviets. Almost the entire bolshevik party,
therefore, took it for granted that the slogan ‘All Power to the
Soviets” would now be implemented and that the government
formed would reflect the party composition of the Soviet
Congress. In a referendum on the question of the form of
government which was taken amomg the delegates of the
Second Congress of Soviets, the great .majority declared
themselves for ‘All Power to the Soviets’, while quite a few
specified more precisely what was really the same view, that
‘Government must be a coalition’, or a ‘coalitien of all parties
yithout the Kadety®** The immediate pgoposal on behalf of
the Bolsheviks (by Avanesov) was to elect a praesidium com-

38 For figures of the composition of the Congress, see Vs. §ezd I, p. 171.
84 Vs, syezd I1, p. 107. .,
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posed in proportion to party strengths. The two major ,
socialist parties refused to take part in the elections to the
praesidium for fear that this would be interpreted as condona-
tion of the®military coup d’état. Martov then proposed to
deal in the first instance with the question of the formation of a
united democratic government of all socialist parties in order
to avert bloodshed. His suggestion was immediately welcomed
‘on behalf’of the bolshevik fraction by Lunacharsky, and was
adopted unanimously.?® But the next move by the Menshe-
viks and Socialist Bevolutionaries played right into. Trotsky’s
hands and gave him the opportunity for which he was waiting.
Reprefentatiyes of each of these parties now declared that their
party refused to be associated with an armed conspiracy
which was a violation of Soviet democracy, and which threat-
ened civil war. By way of protest, they stated, they would
leave the Congress. Ehrlich, on behalf of the Bund (the
- Jewish Social Democratic Party), made a similar declaration,
and ended: ‘It may be that our leaving will make the madmen
or criminals come to their senses.’3® The socialists thereupon
left, ollowed by catcalls from the congress hall. The result
was to cut the ground from under Martov’s feet. He and
~ his group of internationalists did not follow the rest of the
Mensheviks out of the Congress. Immediately after their
departure he put forward a resolution, which embodied his
proposals for a government. This called on the Congress to
_ appoint a-delegation for the purpose of forming a coalition
government composed of all socialist parties and of represen-
tatives of all democratic organs. He did not render his reso-
lution more acceptable to the excited Congress by its opening
sentences. These referred to the ‘coup d’état . . . which
gave power to the Military Revolutionary Committee . . . by
a pure military conspiracy’. Trotsky was not slow to exploit
the advantage which the inept move of the socialist parties
offered.. 'Were the Bolsheviks, he asked, whose rising had
been victorious, to conclude an agreement with ‘mere broken
35 Vs. syezd 1I, Pp. 32, 34. Sukhanov, Vol. VII, p. 199, noted that Martov’s
proposal was followed by loud applause, since ev1dent?y many, many Bolsheviks
had nothz,ibsorbed the teacﬁlng of Lenin and Trotsky and would be glad to follo®
thlg“ I%;; syezd 11, £p 37-48.  Ehrlich was put to death by the Soviet authorities

in:1941.. For ddails of this judicial murder see J. Braunthal in Socialist Inter-
national Inﬁ;rmatwn, Vol. I, No. 3 44 N‘\vembcr 1951,
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. fragments, miserable bankrupts, whose part is ended and who
are destined for where they belong,—the waste-paper basket
of history’? The resolution which he put forward branded
the departure of the socialist parties as a ‘hopeless ahd criminal
attempt’ to break up the Congress, and proposed that the
Congress should continue with its work. The departure of
the socialist delcgates also produced a change in the Jtemper of
the Bolsheviks in the Congress. Lunacharsky, who*not many
minutes before had welcomed Martov’s suggestion, now egthu-
siastically supported Trotsky’s resolution. o The Left Socialist
Revolutionaries, however, were anxious for a coalition of all -
socialist parties, and criticized Trotsky’s langgage %s too
harsh. ‘

Neither Trotsky’s nor Martov’s resolution appears to have
been put to the vote. The events of that night were too
dramatic in their rapid succession to allow for normal pro-
cedural forms. But at 5.30 a.m. the followmg morning the
resolution of the truncated Congress to seize power into its
hands was adopted with only two dissenting votes and twelve
abstentions. It was an academic resolution, because gower
had already for some time been in the hands of the bolshevik
party and its organization. But its significance as a symbol
was immense. As Trotsky all along intended, it set the seal
of legality on an armed insurrection. Moreover, it enabled
the Bolsheviks to claim the right to wield popular power by
themselves, in view of the departure from the Congress of the
socialist parties, other than the Left Socialist Revolutionaries.



o CHAPTER V

THE CONSOLIDATION OF POWER

~ The bolshev1k seizure of power and the resolution of the
Congress of Soviets still left the ques‘aon of government un-
decided. By 8 November the position of the Bolsheviks in the
o+ Congress was further consolidated. The Left Socialist Revo-
lutionaries, whose support of the rising had been somewhat
hesitan®, andy who were strongly in favour of a coalition of -
all socialist parties, were finally won over to the bolshevik
side by the bolshevik-decision to adopt and to pass through
the Congress their land decree. This complicated decree
abolished private ownership for ever and re-distributed the
land for the peasants’ use in accordance with a formula
designed to secure to all an adequate standard of living. A
left socialist revolutionary measure in all its detail,* the
decreg ran counter to accepted bolshevik doctrines, in that it
recognized that land would be held in usufruct for cultivation
by individual peasants, and not as nationalized property by
communal or collective bodies. But tactics demanded that
the Bolsheviks should not appear to be taking power in com-
plete isolation, and the support of the Left Socialist Revolu- -

- tionaries was therefore essential to Lenin.? He unhesitatingly
<" jettisoned his own land policy. In the new Central Executive

- Committee of the Soviet Congress (i.e. legislative committee
between sessions of the Congress), the Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries were allocated 29 seats, to the bolshevik 67. Twenty
seats were divided among minor groups, including six ‘united

_internationalists’, a menshevik left wing fragmentation.

- {Martov’s group had by then left the Congress.) The Congress
~ also set up a new ggvernment, the Council of People’s Commis- -

sars. 'The Left Socialist Revolutionaries declined to join it. .

They believed shat by remaining outside this organ they could

more effectively megdiate between the Bolsheviks and the

LSee B. & F., pp; 128-32, for the text.
"%In 1921 Lenin told the Third Congress of the Communist International
that .the Bolshevik adoption of the socialist- revolutionary land programme

ensured them victory.—See Lemn VOI‘JLXV p. 446.
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socialist parties and promote a wider coalition. - The Congress
approved by a large majority the exclusively bolshevik Council
of People’s Commissars, headed by Lenin.

. The adherence of the Left Socialist Revolutioflaries to the
Bolsheviks was to prove an important factor in the consolida-
tion of their power in the first weeks. The Bolsheyiks could
now claim, with some secmblance of truth, to have s.ecured the
support of the peasantry, of whom the representation in the
Soviet Congress was no more than a token. But it was ngither
the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, nor yat the parliamentary ,
waverings within their own party which were to throw the
Bolsheviks for the next few weeks into a fever of gliscusfions on
coalition. It was the resolute action of the All-Russian Execu-
tive Committee of the Union of Railway Workers, the so-called
Vikzhel. The delegate of this body insisted on a hearing at
the Soviet Congress, in spite of the attempt of Kgmenev as
chairman of the Congress to silence him. This delegate
declared the opposition of Vikzhel (which had a non-bolshevik
majority) to the seizure of power by one party; demanded
a government composed of all socialist parties; declaged its
intention to keep control of the railways; and threatened, in the
event of reprisals on its members, to deprive Petrograd of
food.* In view of the fact that the railways were vital both
for supporting the, as yet, unsuccessful rising in Moscow, and
for preventing the movement of troops loyal to the Provisional
Government to Petrograd, this was a serious threat. In the
protracted negotiations which followed, Lenin and Trotsky
played for time; but to many of the other bolshevik leaders the
negotiations appeared as an honest attempt to form a broader
coalition, and thereby to avert civil war and minority rule by
force. »

On 11 November Vikzhel issued am ultimatum, demanding
. a coalition government of all socialist partigs, under threat of
- arailway strike. The position of the Bolsheyiks was precarious.

3 Oldenbourg, pp. 255-7. Vikzhel was composed of three groups: a pro-

; bolshevik and an anti-bolshevik group, of about equal size, arf] a third non-party
‘group, said to be pro-Kadet—B. & F., p. 153, note 31. The anti-bolshevik
.mrength ‘of  Vikzhel was, however, considerably fteutr®lized by the fact that, as
vents soon showed, it failed in many cases to enforce the decisions on the rank -
and file of railway workers—see Pervyy Leg. Komitet, p. 231, for a report on

1 November ‘to the Petrograd Committee by the “Raijlwd#y Section of: the
olshevik party. A LN
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In Moscow the rising was still far from victorious, and the .
insurgent Moscow Military Revolutionary Committee, in- -
fluenced both. by pressure from Vikzhel and by the more
moderate Moscow Bolsheviks, had signed a two days® armistice.
The outcome of Kerensky’s attempt to move troops on Petro-
grad was, not yet decided. However, at a meeting of the
garrison troops of the capital attended by Lenin and Trotsky,
nearly hall the units had already offered their full support to
the Bolsheviks.? At a meeting the same day, 11 November,
s the new Central Esecutive Committe of the Soviet Congress
accepted without discussion Kamenev’s proposal to send dele-
gates t® a conference of all socialist parties proposed by Vikzhel
to discuss the formation of a coalition goverment. This con-
ference, which took place later that day, revealed little ground
for agreement, since the socialist parties all insisted that the
new govegnment should be formed without the Bolsheviks,

whose resort to arms had put them outside the ranks of demo- . -

cracy. In spite of this unpromising beginning, the Bolsheviks,
headed by Ryazanov, agreed to the formation of a commission
to diseuss Vikzhel’s compromise proposal for an all-socialist
government, pledged to accept the bolshevik programme as
already accepted by the Soviet Congress—immediate peace, and '
land to the peasants. Although it was not expressly so stated at
the time, it became clear from the subsequent course of events -
that this proposed new government was not intended to include
either Lenin or Trotsky, but was to be formed of more moderate

elements of the bolshevik party. Kamenev was no doubt

~aware of this when he assured the conference that acceptance
of the Soviet programme by this proposed new government was
the important thing, and ‘certainly not its proposed composi-
~tion.”® During the abortive discussions which took place
daily for the next few da%s, it became plain that the omission
of Lenin and Trotsky from any proposed government was the

¢ Twenty-three units were represented at this conference, out of a total of
fifty-one, Lyubimov, pp. 23, 45.

5 Lyubimov, p. 2§ cf. Krasin, in a letter to his wife on 14 November, with
reference to-the abortive negotigtions for coalition thef®in progress: ‘Lenin and
Trotsky were to be sacrifictd because, as it happens, they stand quite alone ir®
their attitude to the Socialist Revolution.” L. Krassin, Leonid Krassin, p. 62.
Krasin, an old Bolshevik who remained aloof from the revolution for some time,
in common with t®e socialist parties expected the imminent collapse of the insur-
rection, if the Bolsheviks persistegv i th?.r determination to rule on their own.

.
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s only condition upon which the reluctance of the socialist
parties to include the Bolsheviks' at all could be overcome.
Even so, the (Right) Socialist Revolutionaries resolved on
15 November ‘that an agreement with the Bolshevlks is impos-
sible’.  But the Mensheviks, in spite of considerable dissension
inside their party, expressed their readiness on the same day
to resume negotiations, subject to agreement by the Bolsheviks
to declare a truce; to free all political prisoners under arrest; and
to stop what they described as political ‘terror’ by restpring
freedom of press and speech.® o

Since this allegation of ‘terror’ was to play an important
part in the crisis in the bolshevik ranks a few dgys lat®r, it is
necessary to consider what was meant by ‘terror’ in the first
days of the revolution. The actions of the Petrograd Military
Revolutionary Committee during these days were necessarily
somewhat rough and ready, and it is not easy to establish
the exact position. The Provisional Government, which
included several socialist ministers, had been arrested. The
arrest of these socialists had led to violent protests from the
peasant delegates at the Congress of Soviets, which havg been
graphically described by John Reed. The socialist ministers
were in fact transferred to house arrest almost immediately

rand recleased within three days.? The Kuadet ministers were to

' remain in prison for considerably longer, and some of them

- were never released.® Right-wing papers were suppressed in
the first days, while the liberal press survived little longer,
according to the ingenuity and courage of various papers in
evading the attempts to close them. The leading socialist
papers enjoyed no security from the start of the revolution and
were repeatedly exposed to forcible and arbitrary suppressions
by the Military Revolutionary Committee.

8 B. & F.. pp. 198-200. o

? See a telegram of 10 November, quoted in Kostomaroo, p. 198, There were
‘also other arrests of socialists. For example, Burtsev, a Jeading Socialist Revolu-
tionary, was arrested on the very day of the bolshevik ¥volution. He had not
- endeared himself by his activity for some months before it'in exposing the alleged
-~ contacts of the bolshevik leaders with the Germans during the war and after their
re(tiurn tgsRussia. See V. L. Burtsev, Prestupleniya i nakazoMie bol'shevikov, Paris

n.d., p. 65. ° ‘
@ 8 Fn November 1918, an order of the Vechekd® (th® All-Russian Extracrdinary
Commission for the Combating of Counter-Revolution and Speculation), per-
* mitted the liberation of those Kadety who had not been active members—quoted
o in Latsis, p. 54. The order for the arrest of all leading AWdety was made on
11 December 1917—see Krasnyy arkhiv, V&l. 16, b 156.

b : . ®
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~In the uncertain conditions of 12 November, the bolshevik
- Central Committee (in the absence of Lenin and Trotsky, be
it noted) unanimously recognized the need for broadening
the base of the government by adding representatives of the
-socialist parties to the Central Executive Committee of
the Soviet Congress.® But events were moving in favour of the
Bolsheviks. By 14 November Kerensky was in flight, and the
movement of troops on Petrograd from the front had foundered
on thg pro-bolshevik, or at any rate neutral, temper of these
otroops. These new events were immediately reflected in the
deliberations of the bolshevik party on the question of coalition.
The Vifkhel ognference had worked out a tentative plan for
- the new government, but again this plan insisted upon the
exclusion of Lenin and Trotsky from any government formed.?
However, on 14 November the Central Executive Committee,
by 40 voteg to 31,-adopted a resolution which at any rate still
left the negotiations open.?! At this point Lenin, who had
hitherto taken no part in the discussions on coalition, inter-
~vened in the councils of his party. Immediately after the
Centra} Executive Committee had adopted its resolution, a
meeting took place of the Central Committee, together with
certain other party representatives, to hear the delegates
Kamenev and Ryazanov report on the Vikzhel conferences.
. As appears from the short report of the speeches of Trotsky and
Dzerzhinsky, there was considerable resentment by some of
--those present at-the meeting that Kamenev and Ryazanov
should even have considered the suggestion to omit Lenin and
Trotsky from any proposed government. Lenin came plainly
to the point: Kamenev’s policy should have been stopped from
- the start. ‘The discussions should have been treated merely
as diplomatic cover for military action’, to give time to send
troops to Moscow. Thiwdrew from Rykov the protest that
- there appeared to hgve been a misunderstanding: he had taken
" the discussions serighisly. Sverdlov (who until his early death
in 1919 was henceforward to be Lenin’s right hand man in
 the Central Committee) possibly voiced the views of Lenin
“and his supporters, whenhe proposed that% few members of
Vikzhel should be arrested. But this view did not command
9 Lyubimov, p. 28 108 & F., pp. 190-1.
“11Fext in Pnzva'a, 15 Novembes W17, reprinted in Pertvyy Leg. Komitet, p. 344.
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o the support of the majority of the Central Committee. Many, -
like Kamenev and Ryazanov, were still prepared, if need be,
to sacrifice Lenin and Trotsky in order to make a coalition
government possible. They viewed with appréhension the
prospect of a small minority of Bolsheviks continuing to govern
in the teeth of opposition, not only from the middle-classes,
but from the many workers and peasants who supported the
Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries. Lenin’s pro-
posal to break off discussions immediately was defeated by ten
votes to four, and a resolution permitting members of the party,
to take part in a ‘last attempt’ to form a ‘so-called coalition
government’ was adopted by nine votes to fgur, With one
abstention.'* Lenin continued his diatribes at a meeting held
the same day, 14 November, of the Petrograd Bolshevik Com-
mittee, which opened ominously with his proposal to expel
Lunacharsky. The proposal was rejected. It is pot certain
what had occasioned Lenin’s move but he had considerable
suspicion of all the ex-Mezhdurayontsy (except Trotsky) and
Lunacharsky was neither stcady nor reliable from the bolshevik -
point of view.'® Lenin’s main attack was directed sagainst
Zinoviev and Kamenev, whom he accused of treason, and of
causing a split. ‘Ifthere is to be a split—Iet it be so’, said Lenin.
‘If you have a majority, take power . .. and we shall go to
the sailors.” The coalition talks must be broken off at once.
When Lunacharsky observed that the result of such tactics
would be ‘that one man would be left in the party—the
dictator’ he was greeted with applause, which Trotsky, prob- -
ably rightly, interpreted as an expression of the feeling inside
the committee against Lenin and himself.?* In Moscow, too,

12 Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, mo. 10 (1922), pp. 465-70. And cf. Molotov’s
report the following day in the Petrograd Committee: ‘In our party only some of
our comrades attached importance to these giscussions’ (on coalition)—Peryyy
Leg. Komitet, pp. 339-42.

13 He resigned his post as People’s Commissar for Education in 15 November,
in a somewhat hysterical letter on the strength of a Jumour that the Kremlin
had been bombarded but withdrew his resignation the gllowing day.

14 The protocol of this meeting was omitted when the collected protocols of
the Petrograd Committee for 1917 were published in 1927. The proof sheet
immediately reached Trotsky from one of his supporters arld he later published
it in facsimile in Byulle®n’ oppozitsii, no. 7 (1929), pp. 30-2, and reprinted it in -

®his Stalinskaya shkola, pp. 116-31. Comparison of the type with.that of the
published edition leaves little doubt that it is genuine. The facsimile bears a
large fat question mark against a passage in Lenin’s speech which refers with
praise to Trotsky’s attitude on coalition. In:the same peflcil is noted in the
corner of the proof sheet ‘scrap’. ® . -
° \ hd
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opinion on coalition was strongly divided. In the Military |
“Revolutionary Committee, where moderate elements prevailed
from the start, the majority favoured coalition against the
~stubborn opPosition of the two future left communists, Stukov
and Lomov.: The radical Moscow Oblast’ Bureau, on the
‘other hand, was less favourable to compromise, though even
this Bureau as late as 20 November adopted unammously a
_ resolution Accepting a coalition of ‘all Soviet parties’ provided
the Bplsheviks had an assured majority.1?

The split in the bolshevik party widened.  On 15 November,
in the Central Executive Committee, Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Rykov,¥Nogig Ryazanov, and possibly other Bolsheviks voted
against the b‘lshevik resolution on the coalition negotiations,
which asserted that the inclusion of Lenin and Trotsky in any
government must be insisted upon. On the following day,
Lenin drew up a declaration embodying the views of the
majority 3 the Central Committee against coalition and
summoned the available members one by one to demand their -
51gnatures The declaration demanded submission by the
‘minorijy, coupled with a threat of expulsion. Better an honest
split. than sabotage from within,'® The following signed:
Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, Sverdlov, Uritsky, Dzerzhinsky, Ioffe,
Bubnov, Sokol'nikov, and Muranov. Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Milyutin, Nogin, and Rykov did not sign. Bukharin was in
Moscow, and a number of others, such as Kollontay, Shaumyan,
Berzin, and Smilga, were probably also absent- from Petrograd
at the time and would otherwise have signed with Lenin.

However, the desire inside the bolshevik party for a coalition
with the other left-wing parties was not the only cause of dis-
sension at this date. It was evident that the suppression let
alone of the socialist, but even of the liberal, papers was from
the outset a matter whick troubled some sections of the bol-
- shevik party. It had never been an avowed object of bolshevik

party -policy. Legcr‘x,‘ whatever may have been his private
intentions, had, in his rare utterances on the subject before

15 Proletarskaya revOlyutsiya, no. 10 (1922), p. 476. On Moscow generally, see
1. Stukov in Oktyabr’'skic dni & Moskove i myanakh, pp- 18, 82; and Dakumenty velikay
proletarskoy revolyutsii, Vol. 1®pp.®140-1." The Moscow Cxty Committee (whiche
was generally right wing and included Rykov and Nogin) supported the Kamenev-
Zinoviev. view—see Krasnyy arkhiv, Vols, LIV-LV, 1932, pp. 151, 130. They
sent Ignatov as del@gate to Petrograd to support their view.
18 Lenin, Vol, XXII, pp. 38-9, 5@, Lenin v peryye mesyatsy, p. 46.
i ]
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November, laid down as the bolshevik policy with regard to-
the press the nationalization of printing presses and paper and
the re-allocation of these resources to all parties 1n proportion
to their popular strength.

The first claim [he wrote on 28 September 1917] would be
that of the government, representing the interests of the majority
of the people. Secondly——that of the larger partiesethose which
have mustered, shall we say, a hundred or two hundred thousand
votes in both capitals. Thirdly -—that of the smaller parties, and
after them any group of citizens which comprises a ccrtam.
number, or which can muster so-many signatures.

.

This just distribution, he added, would b# ‘quite easily
achieved when power is in the hands of the Soviets’. A
decree on the press of 10 November, which conferred upon the
bolshevik authorities the right to close down newspapers which
‘call for open. opposition’ to the government, or ‘®w sedition
by a frankly slanderous perversion of facts’ was carefully
stated to be of a temporary nature, to last only so long as
abnormal conditions prevailed.'” In Moscow the Mlhtary
Revolutionary Committee as late as 19 November passed a
decree which allowed complete freedom to the press of all
parties without exception. The only grounds for confiscation
and prosecution were to be incitement to insurrection against
the Soviets.18

Matters came to a head in Petrograd on 17 November follow-
ing a meeting of the Central Executive Committee to debate a
Bolshevik proposal to confiscate all newspaper presses. This
was intended to give more effective control over their publica-
tion. Lenin had originally drawn up for this meeting a draft

- resolution which, while providing for the nationalization of all
presses and paper, also provided fop the equal right of ‘each
group of citizens over (say) ten thousand in number to paper
and printing facilities for the expression offheir views’.1® But
the resolution as actually proposed to the ndeting by Avanesov
went a good deal further. It conferred upon the government
the additional power of suspendlng the liberal papers. Every

sone knew that in practice the sociafist hewspapers were llttle

: 17 Lenin (4), Vol. XXV, p. 352; B. & F., p. 220.

18 Krasnyy arkhw, Vol. XXIII PP. 127-8. 9§
19 7 eninskiy shornik, Vol. XXP Qp 101-2.
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more secure from suspension than the liberal papers. But
there were many Bolsheviks who, though prepared to tolerate
violations of the freedom of the press as an emergency measure
during the first days of the revolution, weére not prepared to
see government control of the press enshrined in a legislative
act of the Central Executive Committee. In the debates of
17 November the main criticism came from Larin, a recent
convert to bolshevism from menshevism: now that the struggle
was gver, ‘the press must be free, the only limitation should be
. that it does not indite to revolt’. He was supported by the
left socialist revolutionary Karelin in an impassioned speech.2?
Lenin ¥efended the right to suspend the bourgeois papers.
He made no reference to what, as everyone recognized, was the
main object of the proposed resolution, the control of all the
press, including the socialist papers. Larin’s resolution in

~, opposition,_to the bolshevik resolution secured 22 votes against

31; the Bolsheviks secured 34 votes in favour of theirs against
24, the latter vote comprising the Left Socialist Revolution-
aries, and the Bolsheviks Ryazanov and Lozovsky.2* There -
“followgd a spate of resignations. Kamenev, Rykov, Milyutin,
Zinoviev, and Nogin presented a letter of resignation to the
bolshevik Central Committee, justifying their action by their
‘consciousness of duty before the socialist proletariat’. A
declaration was then presented by Nogin on \behalf of a
number of People’s Commissars, which repudiated the ‘pre-
servation in power of a purely bolshevik government by means
‘of terror’. The following handed in their resignations from
the various offices held by them: Nogin (People’s Commissar
of Commerce and Industry), Rykov (People’s Commissar of
Interior), Milyutin (People’s Commissar of Agriculture),
Teodorovich (People’s Commissar of Food), Ryazanov, Derby-
shev, Arbuzov, Fedorovs and Larin. Shlyapnikov (People’s
Commissar of Labour) and Yurenev associated themselves
with the declaratipn, without however resigning from their
appointments. Lozovsky the bolshevik secretary of the All
Russian Couneil of Trade Unions, on the following day
published in Novaya ghizg’ a somewhat lyrial letter explaining,

20 The avowed aim of this party at this period was to isolate Lenin, while
maintaining support of bolshevism in general—see L_yubzmov, p- 83, quoting a
press interview with Karelin,

1 Oldenbourg, pp. 398-406. -, ®
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why ‘I cannot be silent in the name of party discipline’, and
reciting at length the misdeeds of the Bolsheviks.2? It will
be seen that, although coincident with the debates on the
control of the press, the revolt was expressly up8n the wider
issue of bolshevik dictatorship by force, and the form which
it was assuming. Both letters of resignation state as their main
reason the refusal of the bolshevik leaders to form’a govern-
ment of all socialist partics. But there may also Have been a
certain amount of fecling on .the suppression of the Ijberal
papers, particularly in view of the impengding elections to the ,
Constituent Assembly. There were many Bolsheviks who felt
that all parties should be given full freedom to gut their views
before the electors so that the Assembly sh ?;ld be truly
representative. Apart from this substantial revolt within the
bolshevik party, there was also the not unimportant opposition
of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who now res1gned from
all Soviet organs, such as the Military Revolutlonary Com-"
mittee on which they had several representatives, remaining
however in the Central Executive Committee.

But there was neither organization, coherence, nor fgr that
matter, determination, behind the revolt. The dissident Bol-
sheviks were too far removed in their traditions from the
agrarian Socialist Revolutionaries for any solid co-operation
with them. None of the dissident Bolsheviks had the capacity
for leadership or the courage to assume it at so critical a
- moment. Had there been such a leader, prepared to defy

Lenin, he would have been sure of a wide following in the
upper ranks of the bolshevik party. Whether he could have
resisted Lenin’s ‘going to the sailors’, in other words appealing
to the semi-anarchist rank-and-file extremists (whom Lenin
would later suppress), is another matter. But the greatest
weakness of the opposition lay in the fact that, having sup-
ported thus far a policy of insurrection wijthout foreseeing its
full implications, they felt it was too late fo&hem to withdraw.
When the meeting of the Central ExecutiVe Committee was
resumed after the interruption caused by the resignations,
‘Lenin dismissed th® incident as the gplitfing away of ‘isolated
mntellectuals’ whom the workers would not follow. The revolt

22 All these documents are reprinted in Lyubimov, pp. 42830, together with
the subsequent documents in the dispute. * See %lso B. & F., pp. 202-6.

® ®
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did not lastlong. The bolshevik Central Committee demanded
that the rebels should recant and threatened them with expul-
sion.? ~Zinoviev recanted on the 21 November, and was read- -
“mitted to th® Central Committee.  The others resisted a little
longer, until 12 December, when Kamenev, Milyutin, Nogin,
and Rykov submitted. Lenin was less lenient with them,
however, and they were not reinstated until some time later.
Lozovsky Continued for a while to agitate inside the trade
uniong against bolshevik methods of government and was
oeventually expelled from the party.?2* Meanwhile for some
days the conference arranged by Vikzhel continued in session
to the aecompe.niment of some acrimonious argument between
the Central Executive Committee and the menshevik Central
Committee. The conference ended in complete failure at a
‘session on 20 November, which the Bolsheviks did not even
trouble to_attend. o
The political problem was not however solved. = While the
Mensheviks could be ignored, since they carried little popular
support, ‘the Socialist Revolutionaries could not. The vast
peasangry’ was behind them. Although a coalition between
the Bolsheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries was by now
inconceivable, Lenin was anxious not to lose the alliance of the
pro-bolshevik Left Socialist Revolutionaries, whose leaders had
some following among the peasants.  Before long he succeeded
in forming a coalition with the Left Socialist Revolutionaries,
to the satisfaction of the simple-minded ' Vikzkel. This was
achieved at the Second Congress of Peasant Deputies which
met on 9 December. This Congress was divided about
equally between the right and the left, and promptly split
into two sessions, deliberating separately. The dilemma was
easily solved. The bolshevik and left socialist revolutionary
half proclaimed itself umanimously the only plenipotentiary
congress and electeq a new Peasant Executive. The right half
was finally silenceg by exclusion from its dormitories and
forcible deprivation of its rations.?® Thereupon eight Left
- Socialist Revolutionaries entered the Gouncil of People’s Com-
missars, It was to pwve,a shortlived and tneasy coalition; 2

23 Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 57. :
24 After a short period in the wilderness, he eventually returned to a career of -
éxemplary obediend-—see Chapter XII. ;
% See” Rakitnikova, pp. 25-6. . 4 % 26:See Chapter VIL.
G . : l . . .
e
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but it pacified Vikzhel, gave the Bolsheviks the appearance of
peasant support, and no doubt also served to allay dormant
apprehensions among the recent dissidents within the bolshevik
party. ' e

There was a faint echo of the coalition crisis two months
‘later, when Lenin decided to disperse the Constituent Assembly.
The dispersal of this body had been no part of official bolshevik
policy. The summoning of a Constituent Assembly figured
largely in the programme of the social democratic par}y, to
which the Bolsheviks still nominally aglhered. Before the
October Revolution they had constantly insisted on the sum-
moning of the Assembly, and delay in doing so was ore of the
frequent bolshevik charges against the Provis?gnal Govern-
ment. It is unlikely that Lenin made up his mind on the
qucstion until faced with the problcmﬁ—though if Sukhanov
is right, he had already in Switzerland, in prlvate conversa-
tion, dismissed the Constituent Assembly as a “ieral pleas-
antry’. In his writings between March and November 1917
he did not have much to say on the Constituent Assembly,
beyond his reiterated promises that the Bolsheviks, ang only
the Bolsheviks, would ensure that it was summoned without
delay. In the popular imagination, and more particularly that
of the peasants and of the socialist revolutionary following in
general, the Constituent A%sembly stood for the crown and
apex of the revolution and of liberty. The Bolsheviks, after
seizing power, were careful to make it plain that the authorlty
of the Congress of Soviets to legislate®on such a fundamental
matter as the land, for example, was provisional only. The
final decision would rest with the Constituent Assembly.
‘Even if the peasants should return a socialist revolutionary
majority to the Constituent Assembly,” said Lenin, ‘we shall
say, so be it. . . . 'We must leave fudl creative freedom to the.
popular masses.’2? It is, to say the least, unlikely that this
represented Lenin’s intention at the time. gA few weeks later,
in the Central Executive Committee, Lenif} spoke in support
of a decree which conferred on the voters in tha elections to the
GJAssembly the right of recalling delegatgs and electing others
in their place. He supported the decree on the grounds that it
would ensure that ‘the transfer of power frorg one party to

: 27 Vs. yezd 11, @. 57.
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o .

another will proceed in a peaceful manner, by way of mere
election’.?® There was little in bolshevik policy in 1917 to
indicate that this party ever had any intention of peacefully
surrendering its power to another party in the event of an
adverse vote in an election. And there was not the remotest

- chance of a bolshevik or pro-bolshevik majority in the Con-

stituent Assembly. Zinoviev and Kamenev had not been far
wrong in forecasting a third as the maximum the Bolsheviks

- could hope for. The Mensheviks and the Kadely were not

R 4

likely to achieve sesious successes, and could be discounted.
The crux of the problem was the certainty that in any free
electior® throyghout Russia the majority of the votes would
go to the an%i-bolshevik Socialist Revolutionaries. The left
wing of this party only became a separate entity after 19 Novem-
ber when its first congress met, less than a week before the
date fixed for the elections to the Constituent Assembly. The
lists of candidates for the elections had been prepared some
time before the party had split. Moreover, such indications
as there are do not suggest that the new Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries, would have won many votes from the main socialist
revolutionary party.?® The majority of the peasants would
certainly vote for the socialist revolutionary party leaders
whom they by tradition regarded as their own. The Bolshe-
viks, by encouraging land seizures, had won some support
among the peasants. But there was no possible chance of a

~majority. The - dilemma with which the Bolsheviks were

~ faced, therefore, was on the one hand the popular demand

that the long awaited Assembly should meet and on the other,
the certainty that if elections were held on the appointed day,
25 November, an anti-bolshevik majority would be returned.

 Lenin at one time considered postponing the elections until

such time as the voting ege could be lowered and the Kadet

28 Lenin, Vol. XXI1, g, 96-7.

29 The fact that the Socialist Revolutionaries’ lists had been made up before
November, and hence before the splitting of the party, was used by Lenin as
bis main justificatioh for dispersing the Constituent Assembly, with its socialist
revolutionary majority. I fact, in some instances, th® Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries did succeed in: putting forward separate lists in competition with the®
Right—with disastrousresults to.themselves. . See Svyatitsky in Bol’sheviki u vlasti,
p.-119; and cf. Razgey, p. 72; note 6. But it may be true that the Left Socialist
Revolutionaries had ‘more ‘support_in_the country than was represented by the
40 members of their party returngd¥o the Assembly.

party outlawed, tlt was dissuaded on the grounds that the

- ey
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« Bolsheviks were still too weak to flout the popular demand.3®
Thus it came about that the elections to the Constituent
Assembly took place without the Bolsheviks being able to do
very much to prevent the electorate from voting ffeely for the
candidates of their choice. A recent survey of all available
evidence on the elections concludes that although a good.
many voters were sub_]ectcd to intimidation in one form or
another, the vast majority of the electorate freely exercised -
the right of suffrage. . . . It was far from being a rgodel
election; but it certainly was not a farce.s®' As the opening
of the Assembly approached there was uncertainty among -
bolshevik leaders. Those who still retained the ‘pardiamen-
tary illusions’ which the November crisis had re§ealed in their
midst, could ill reconcile themselves to open flouting of an
electoral majority. Yet their hesitations were necessarily
tempered by the reflection that to submit to thag electoral
majority was to place their fate in the hands of a party which
had openly declared itself against them from the moment of
the seizure of power. Some Bolsheviks cherished the hope,
as the opening date of the Assembly approached, that the
Gordian knot would be cut in some manner which preserved
the semblance of constitutional legality. Among such were
the young Bukharin, Zinoviev, Ryazanov, Lozovsky (not yet
expelled from the party), and a good number of others.  But
no one got nearer to a practical solution of the dilemma than
- Bukharin, who proposed on 12 December that when the
Assembly met the left pro-bolshevik delegates should expel the
right wing delegates, and that thereupon the left wing should
declare itself a ‘revolutionary convention’.?> Among the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries opinion was similarly uncertain,
They could not lightly abandon the crowning symbol of the
revolution, the Constituent Assembdy, which had been the
traditional Narodnik demand for over a generation. Natan-
son, the veteran socialist revolutionary,gk’v‘ho with Maria
Spiridonova had assumed leadership of The Left Socialist
Revolutionaries, had exacted a promise from %enin when the
ocoalition with the Bolsheviks was formpedsin December that the

38 Trotsky, Lenin, pp. 119—20

31 Radkey, pp. 467, 50.

92 T the bolshevik Central Commiitee. H.e was opposed bgr Stalin——L)'ubimou,
p- 233, : . ;



. THE CONSOLIDATION OF POWER 83

- Constituent Assembly would open on 18 January 1918.33,
" Yet the Left Socialist Revolutionaries also had no concrete
solution for their dilemma, which differed little from that of
the Bolsheviks. For a time they hoped to save both themselves
and the Constituent Assembly by forming, together with the
Bolsheviks and the centre group of the Socialist Revolution-
aries, a ma_]orlty bloc in the Assembly. But the centre on
\ which théy placed their hopes was already virtually non-
}ex1stent 3¢ Many of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries realized
« that a compromise swas unlikely. But if it failed, their view

as that above all the people must be taught to see for them-
selves ehe reactionary character of the Assembly, and its
o position td the popular will as expressed through the
Soviets.?> On 11 December 1917 a Party Congress of the
- Left Socialist Revolutionaries resolved that the Constituent
~Assembly .could only receive their support if it ‘puts into effect
‘the power of the workers and peasants, as laid down at the
Second Congress of Soviets’; a little later, Spiridonova main-
tained that there had never been anything finer than the
Sovietg, and that one must not flinch from dispersing the
Assembly.?¢ By the middle of December the results of
the Voting left no doubt of the overwhelmmgly anti-bolshevik
composition of the Assembly. :
But Lenin was solving the problem in his own way. Before
the results were known, while the bolshevik press indignantly
denied that there was-any inténtion of frustrating the Consti- -
tuent Assembly, clear hints were dropped in party circles that
force might be required as a corrective to the ballot box. On
21 November Volodarsky spoke in the Petrograd Bolshevik
Committee of the possibility of a ‘third revolution’ if the
majority in the Constituent Assembly should prove to be anti-
. bolshevik.?” When, after the middle of December, the bol-
shevik delegates began to arrive in the capital, they were
immediately a551gr ed, under Sverdlov s directions, to factory

33 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommwsar war, pp. 61-2.

3¢V, M. Cherno®, The Great Russian Revolution, p- 398.

36 See an interview by Karelin in Novaya zhzzn of 2%January 1918 reprmtcd
in B. & F., pp. 366-7,

86 L_yubzmov, Pp. 225, 384. ' According to Natanson ‘Some of us are wavering,
but 1 think in the gnd they will agree to it (dispersal)’. = Trofsky, Stalin, p. 342.

37 For Lenin’s views on the subject in private conversation early in December,
see Solomon,; Vol. 1, p. 17. oY .
~ . ¢ : .
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« and garrison units to work for the ‘supplementary revolution’.38
On 11 December, the:Kadety were accused of preparing a
counter-revolutionary coup d’état at the time of the Assembly,
and the arrest of all the leading members of th® party was
ordered.® Having eliminated the Kadety (in face of some
opposition from the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who were,
in general, more prepared to accept results than fo support
the means necessary for obtaining them), Lenin still®appears to
have hoped to secure a pro-bolshevik majority in the Asse;nblg/
by persuading the electors to recall the delegates to th
Assembly and to elect pro-bolsheviks in their place. H
seems to have believed it possible that the peasants ceuld be
persuaded to replace right ‘Socialist Revolutl(ﬁlancs by thc
members of the new left party.4° |

~ There was, however, little vocal opposition within the bol-
shevik party when it became plain that forcible dispersal
of the Constituent Assembly was bemg contemplzﬁed One
incident is of interest, not so much in itself, but because it
involved, somewhat surprisingly, Stalin. Stalin, together
with Milyutin, Larin, Kamenev, Ryazanov, Sapronoyg, and
others, had been elected on 15 December to the Bureau, or
Steering Commiitee, of the bolshevik ‘fraction’ of the Con-
stituent Assembly. This Bureau immediately fell foul of the
bolshevik Central Committee, which found that it was ‘domin-
ated by right-wing views’. Evidently the Bureau did mnot
immediately accept the Central Committee’s views on the
course of action to be pursued in regard to the Assembly.
On 24 December, on Lenin’s proposal, the whole of the Bureau
was dismissed, and Bukharin and Sokol'nikov were appointed
to take charge of the bolshevik fraction of the Assembly.
Lenin also prepared for the guidance of ‘the ‘“fraction’ and for -
publication in Pravda a series of Theses on the Constituent
Assembly. The Theses were unam'mous%y adopted by the

38 Trotsky, Lenin, p. 122; The Moscow Oblast’ Burea™on 18 December voted
by a majority that the Assembly was ‘unnecessary and harmful’ Yaroslavsky, -
Vol. IV, p. 283. :

3% B, &’F pp- 357-M.

@ 40 See o decree of 6 December 1917, on re-election ¥f delegates to the Assembly,
B. & F., p. 348; Draft proclamatlon to the peasants of 18 December, Lenin,
Vol. XXII PP 116—20 and Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. IV, pp. 353-66, for the subse-
quent fate “of this draft which did not meet with the full a proval of the ‘Left
Socialist Revolutionaries. o °

. \ .
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‘fractlon a few davs after the removal of its intractable,
~ Bureau.** They did not expressly threaten armed dispersal
- of the Assembly, but Ieft little doubt that this was the inten-
tion. ‘Any attempt to . . . consider the question of the
Constituent Assembly from a formal, legalistic point of view
. ...%, ran the Theses, ‘is a betrayal of the cause of the prole-
tariat.” Soviet sources are now naturally reticent about
. Stalin’s nlembership of the unruly Bureau of the bolshevik
~fracon of the Constituent Assembly. It is very unlikely that
¢ had either any illusions about the authority of the Assembly,
r scruples about dispersing it. - But his tactical skill seems on
tfhis omasion to have fallen short of Lenin’s.
E Yet, in JaNuary 1918 it was no easy task to estimate the
amount of force which the Assembly could rally to its side if
threatened by the Bolsheviks. Should it succeed in defending
itself, Lenin and Trotsky would inevitably be swept aside.
But some of the more moderate party leaders may have hoped
that in such an event they could still take their place in an all-
party coalition, much as they had planned to do in November.
Though the Petrograd garrison was not likely to oppose the Bol-
sheviks,4? the temper of the provinces was an uncertain factor.
When the Assembly opened on 18 January 1918 the Bol-
sheviks had prepared a long Declaration of the Rights of the
Toiling and Exploited Peoples, embodying the legislation of the
All Russian Congress of Soviets on land, workers’ control of
~industry, and peace. - One point of this Declaration was that
the Assembly ‘admits that it has no powers beyond working
out some of the fundamental problems of reorganizing society
on a socialistic basis’.. When, by a vote of 237 to 136, the
Assembly rejected this act of abdication, the Bolsheviks with-
drew, followed by the Left Socialist Revolutionaries.#? In the

.

41 Lyubimov, pp. 257, 322-3; Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 283; cf. Uritsky in the
Petrograd Committee o® 25 December in Peryyy Leg. Komiiet, p. 374. Some of the
modern accounts pretend, without a shadow of foundation, that Trotsky was
among the dissident ®action—see e.g., Rubinshicin, p. 70. For the Theses, see
Lenin,-Vol. XXII, pp. 131-4. = See ibid., p. 593, for an account of this incident
of the unruly Burfau—an account, however, which modestly conceals Stalin’s
membership of this Buregu as Kamenev, Larin, ®ilyutin, Nogin, Rykov,
Ryazanov, and others’. ®

12 A garrison meeting on 27 December adopted a resolution that the slogan
‘All Power to the LConstituent Assembly’ was a slogan of counter-revolution, with
= -only:three dissenting votes. ~ Lyubimov, p. 346.

A3 BU& F, pp.372-T. peL ] ;
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. Council of People’s Commissars, the Bolsheviks now urged
immediate dissolution of the Assembly. The Left Socialist
Revolutionaries still clung to constitutional forms and urged
that thefe should either be new elections, or thft a revolu-
tionary convention consisting of the left elements of the
Assembly should be formed. The question was referred to
the Central Executive Committee. There the small group of
Martov’s menshevik internationalists (who had r&urned to
the Central Executive Committee after the coalition with thg/
Left Social Revolutionaries had taken place in December
made a courageous attempt to protest against the bolshevi
resolution. One of them, Stroev, who spoke (with reference
to the dispersal of a workers’ demonstrationf of ‘Socialist
banners reddened with proletarian blood’ was shouted dowxﬁ,
and not allowed to finish his speech. Of the Bolsheviks, only
Ryazanov and Lozovsky voted against the dispersal.* On
19 January the Red Guards refused to admit the dtlegates to
the adjourned session of the Assembly, and the meeting did
not take place.

It was the end of the Constituent Assembly. Its digpersal
by the Bolsheviks caused little stir in the country. The
attempts by some Socialist Revolutionaries in' Petrograd and
by officers of the garrison in Moscow to organize armed
defence of the Assembly foundered completely. In Petrograd
a mass demonstration in favour of the Assembly, mainly by
workers, was easily scattered, with a number of casualties, by
the rifles of the Red Guards.*® There was very little opposition
in the rank and file of the bolshevik party, or of the left
socialist revolutionary party. At the Third Soviet Congress
which met soon after, ‘to pass sentence on the Constituent
Assembly’, as Zinoviev expressed it, the Bolsheviks and Left
Socialist Revolutionaries had assured ghemselves an overwhelm-
ing majority. In a referendum on the question of the with-
drawal of the Bolsheviks and the Left Socialist Revolutionaries
from the Assembly, 377 out of 419 voted Mheir approval.1®

44 For an abbreviated account see B. & F., pp. 380-4, based on fuller accounts
in Novaya zhizn', 22 Jsouary 1918; Izvestiya, 20 xanuary 1918, and Pravda,
" @24 January 1918. g
45 On this demonstration see Gorky’s bitter article in Novaya zhizn’, 22 January
1918. In the army the news was received with ‘utter indifference’—ibid.,
14 February 1918, .
46 Rubinshtein, p: 110, : L4
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According to his widow, Lenin found justification for his.
decision to disperse the Assembly in a speech by Plekhanov at -
the Second Russian Social Democratic Party Congress in
1903, whicl® contained a passage to the effect that the well-
being of the revolution is the supreme law, to which in the

_early stages of revolutionary ardour even the ideal of universal

franchise fust yield.4? It is unlikely that Lenin even gave a

. passing th8ught to any question of principle, where ‘parlia-

mentgry cretinism’ (he was fond of quoting this phrase of
Marx) was involved. But his peculiar genius in the tactics
of power was revealed in his assessment, based on very inade-
quate mformation, of the strength of the opposition with
which he migt have been faced. He realized that a weary and

‘bewﬂdered population, with no- experience of democratic

institutions, would not rally to defend the Constituent Assembly.
Even Spiri’donova had been willing to disperse the Assembly
if it did not happen to agree with the Soviets. There were
very many -among both the bolshevik and the left socialist

~ revolutionary following ~who shared this point of view.

‘Men jJrom another World® was the title of an unfinished

~article on the Assembly, which Lenin wrote about this time.

So fast had events moved since November that to anyone who
had lived through the first months of the October Revolution
in Petrograd, these words did not appear an exaggerated

. description of those who had hoped that the Assembly would

~ bring constitutional government to Soviet Russia.

~ In the elections to the Constituent Assembly, the Bolsheviks
polled under one quarter of the forty-one million votes
recorded. The remaining votes, excluding some two million
Kadet votes, some two million unclassified, and some seven
and a half million votes cast for various national minority
parties, went to socialistseof all kinds. The Socialist Revolu-
tionaries secured over fifteen million votes. Three-quarters of
the country did not vote for the Bolsheviks. Half the country

o

47 Krupskaya, Vol. 1, p. 98.  For Plekhanov’s speech at the Second Congress

see Viorgy ocherednoy s)ezd p- 169: ‘If, carried away by the impulse of revolutionary

ardour, the people should slect a very good parliame® . . . then we ought to
try to make it a long parliament? but if these elections. should turn out to be un-®

.successful, then we should have to try to dlsperse this parliament, and not in a -

year or two years’ gime, but in a fortnight.” In the last article which he wrote

‘Plekhanov referred’ to_this speechwbut denied that it could be used to justify

Lenin’s action, .. See God na-roding Vol. 11, pp. 257-68. . =

e . : ¢



88 ' THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

« voted for socialism, but against bolshevism.*  Of the 707
delegates ¢lected, 175 were Bolsheviks, 370 Socialist Revolu-
tionaries, 40 Left Socialist Revolutionaries, 16 Mensheviks, -
and 17 Kadetp.® The Bolsheviks had a majdrity in the
industrial centres, and polled about half the votes in the army.-
They were supported by some of the peasants in uniform, but
not by those who remained in the villages.5® Some* c 'years after
the dispersal of the Assembly, Lenin analysed the more detailed....

results of the elections which had only then become aval,]ab]‘e. o

his analysis revealed how well founded his instinctive assessment |
of opposmon had been in January 1918. The decisive factor
in Lenin’s view was that in those sections of the armsy which
were closest to the two capitals, the bolshevik &ote had been
more than double the socialist revolutionary vote.®* The
strategic guns had been behind the Bolsheviks.

48 For the figures of the voting based on all available, though incomplete,
information, sec Radkey, p. 80.

49 Mal'chevsky, p. 115, The remainder were delegates elected by the various
national groups.

50 Radkey, pp. 57-8, and Chapter V, [)amm

51 Lenin, Vol. XXIV pp. 631-49, atp 638.



. CHAPTER VI

THE PEACE OF BREST-LITOVSK

In April 1916 Lenin had called upon the workers in the =

- belligerent® armies to lay down their arms. This raised the

- questjon of what would happen if one side did lay down its

, arms, but the other side did not follow the example To this
Lemn had in part already given the answer in an article
- publishgd on 13 October 1915. Should revolution place the
proletariat at%he helm in Russia, he stated, the government
~of the proletariat would immediately offer peace to all the
belligerents on condition that all colonial and dependent
peoples be liberated. Neither the Central Powers nor the
Entente would, under their present governments, accept this.
~“If so, we should have to prepare and lead a revolutionary
war’ and ‘systematically arouse to insurrection’ the socialist

‘oletgriat of Europe and the oppressed peoples of Asia, for

=h revolution in Russia would provide ‘unusually favour-
‘onditions’.* This idea continued to dominate official .

k doctrine as it developed between April and November
n the eve of his departure for Petrograd, Lenin
that, if need be, a revolutionary war would be
the interests of international socialism.? In his

€ses, on his” arnval in Russia, he laid down the con-

upon which : the ‘class-conscious proletariat’ could

a ‘revolutionary war, which really justifies revolutionary
.sism’, namely, the passing of power to the proletariat,
aunciation of all annexationist ambitions, and complete
breach with all capitalisg interests. Propaganda to this end
should be organized in the army. The hastily drafted para-
graph ended with the isolated word ‘fraternization’, which
called forth partictilar scorn from Plekhanov. ‘What does this
mean? he asked. ‘What does it amount to but a separate
peace? It was a pertinent question. At the All-Russian

1 ‘Neskol’ko tezisov’, published in. Sotsial demokrat, 13 October 1915. Lenin,
Vol. XVIIL, pp. 3M1-13.
) arewell Letter to Swiss Weriers Lenin, Vol, XX, Pp- 65 70.
89
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« Bolshevik Party Conference in May 1917, Lenin dismissed
- Plekhanov with a phrase—his criticism was ‘just trickery, and
not a serious agrument’.® Lenin’s resolution adopted with no
dissenting vote and with only seven abstentions, stressed that
‘the war cannot be ended by the refusal of the soldiers on one
side to continue it. . .. The conference protests again and
again against the low slander, spread against our party by
the capitalists, that we are in favour of a separate’peace with
Germany.’* There was little discussion of the possibiljty of-
revolutionary war, though Lenin reminded the Conference
- that ‘we are not pacifists and cannot renounce revolutionary
war’. There is, however, an interesting omission in the resolu-
tion as adopted. The original draft containd the extract
from Lenin’s article of 13 October 1915 quoted above, on the
necessity for a revolutionary war in the event of a refusal of
the Russian offer of a democratic peace by the Western
belligerents and the assertion that the conference ‘fully con-
firms this declaration’.® This passage did not appear in the
resolution when it was put to the vote, nor do the debates
reveal how it came to be omitted, since there seems & he
been no discussion of this part of the draft.® For monthr
Bolsheviks continued to preach as their doctrine ‘not a s¢
peace, but a just, democratic peace’. On 22 June a V'
proclamation ended with the words: ‘“An end to the -
the Soviet declare just conditions of peace! Neithe
ate peace with Wilhelm, nor secret treaties with t
and English capitalists! Bread! Peace! Freedon
the same day Lenin told the First All-Russian Con,
Soviets that ‘in certain conditions a’ revolutionary °
unavoidable and no class of revolutionaries can shrink™
revolutionary war’.® At the Sixth Bolshevik Party Congre,
in August, where there was little discwssion of, and no dissension ™

L

8 Protokoly VII Konf., p. 157. 4 VAP(b) v rez., pp. 266~9.

5 Protokoly VII Konf., p. 46.

8 The abstentions in the voting on the resolution ar®not to be explained by
any doubts on the question of revolutionary war. They were more probably a
reflection of the views of a minority of the conference, Headed by Kamenev,
which called for agitatf®n among the masses to dengand publication of the secret
treaties. This would demonstrate to them the imperialist: nature of the Pro-
visional Government and that there could be no ‘revolutionary policy in the inter-
national sphere’ without power passing to the Soviets. ifd., pp- 71; and cf.
Nogin’s speech at p. 89. .

7 Viadimirova, 111, p. 269. & @5, syezd. 1, Vol. 1, pp. 322-33.
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on, the question of war, it was once more reasserted that ‘the ,

~only way of putting an end to the war in a democratic way
is for the mternatlonal proletariat to conquer power’ ® As.
late as Septeber Lenin was still proclaiming that ‘war cannot
be ended by the decision of one side’. In one of his many
dramatic appeals to his party on the eve of the rising, he deals
~with a qucs‘uon which was obviously troubling some of his
~ followers: what if our efforts at democratic peace fail, and the
soldle:s refuse to carry on a revolutionary war? His answer
.is characteristic in its appeal to emotion when faced with a
dlfﬁcult argument. “This reasoning reminds one of the saying:
one foolkcan ask ten times more questions than ten wise men
can answer. WYe never denied the difficulties which would -
beset power. ... Are we to renounce it when the moment
for action has come?’'® In another such appeal Lenin skilfully
utilized the current rumours that the Provisional Government
intended to conclude a separate peace. ‘Only our party,” he
" ‘wrote, ‘after victorious insurrection, can save Petrograd; for if
our offer of peace is rejected . . . we shall become determined

-

supporers of national defence, . .. we shall be’ < &G
“milita(y” party, we shall wage war in a truly n ; «0\6
- fashion.’1? ‘ o\%\
~ The Bolsheviks thus continued simultaneously . O
propaganda, to demand an end to the war, to denou %

separate peace, and to promise revolutionary war. Asfa
the weary soldiers were concerned, only the first, ‘An end .
the war!’ had any meaning. It must 1ndeed have beer

obvious that it was impossible to preach both ‘peace’ and
‘revolutionary war’ at one and the same time. In their letter

- of protest against the decision of the Central Committee to
resort to insurrection, Zinoviev and Kamenev used this incon-
sistency as one of their arguments. On the one hand, they
said, a seizure of power by the Soviets must inevitably lead
on to a revolutionary war; but, on the other hand, the waging
of such a revolutichary war would alienate the soldlers “The
very delegates ofrom the front who are now ... agitating

against the war opemly ,ask our speakers® not to mention

9 VKP(b) prez., I, pp. 289-91.
10 \Vntten on 29 and 30 ctober; see Lenin, Vol. XXI, p. 344,
31 Lenin, Vol. XXI, p. 187; cf. ibid., p. 224.
by ® A b .
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« revolutionary war, since this repels the soldiers.’'?  Even if
Lenin had realized the effect of his party’s propaganda and
had decided to face the consequences when they arose, he did

* not share his views with his party.

The Russian army, in spite of the extreme privations to
~which it was subjected, was at first comparatively little influ-
enced by the insistent bolshevik peace propaganda. For a
time the suspicion that Lenin and Zinoviev wele German
agents and the belief that they were advocating a separate”
peace with the Germans antagonized the naturally patriotic ,
sense of the Russian soldier. Up to the summer, at any rate,
the army still remained a fighting force for purposes ofelefence,
in spite of its weariness and longing for peace, nd in spite of
the effect of Order No. One.?? It was even still possible to
agitate with some hope of success for an offensive. Kerensky,
in his rapid propaganda tours of the front, achievedgstonishing
response.’*  Although by July the bolshevik military organiza-
tions became much more influential, both in Petrograd and
at the front, yet Lenin was sufficiently apprehensive of the
attitude of the army to dismiss the idea of attempting &o seize
power during the disturbances of that month. More effective
than bolshevik peace propaganda, was the work of the bolshevik
military organizations in advocating ‘democratization’ of the
army, with the object of undermining the army as an effective
striking force which could be used against themselves.'®  The

12 Zinoviev, Sockineniya, Vol. VII (i), pp. 547-51.

18 See Chapter II; and see Fedotgff~-White, pp. 13-14, for the text.

14 Sukhanov, 111, pp. 367-8; IV, p. 70,

15 General Brusilov has left, in his memoirs, a picture of army morale in the
middle of 1917, which, incidentally shows that the propaganda which caused the
disintegration was menshevik and socialist revolutionary as much as bolshevik,
at any rate in the early stages. ‘“The officer corps, which understood nothing of
politics, and which had in the past been strictly forbidden even to think about such
things was in the hands of the soldier masses, over whom the officers had no influ~
ence whatever. At the head of this mass tifre were various emissaries and
agents of the socialist parties, who had been sent out by the Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ deputies to preach “peace without anrf®xations or indemnities’’.
The soldier did not wish to fight any longer, and was of the opinion that, since
peace must be concluded without any annexations and Without any indemnities, .
and since the principle of self determination for all nations had been proclaimed,
there was no further point in bloodshed, and it should be stdpped. This was, as
it were, the official refon for not wanting to fxgh'; Unofficially, however, the
slogans “Down with the war,”” “Immediate peace at any price,’”” and *“Immediate
confiscation of the landowners® land’” had taken possession. The. basis of the
demand for the land was that the landlords had accumulatgd their richés over
centuries at the price of the peasants’ suffering and that their ill gotten gains must
be taken away from them as soon as possible. @ The officer immediately became
;- L]
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Bolshevik N.I." Podveysky in his report to a conference of ,

delegates of the bolshevik party military organization in = «

June!® admitted that this was the intention of the party.

- Quite apart®from the activity of the Bolsheviks, there were =
other factors at work which led to the collapse of the army

in the last weeks before the October Revolution:—the delay -
of the Provisional Government in dealing either with peace,
~or with whht was equally important to a peasant army, with
land; General Kornilov’s bid for power; and the defeat of the
ﬁ.Russian counter-offensive at the front which came soon after
'it. By October, the vast army was disintegrating. At a
secret sgssion on 2 November the Minister of War of the

. Provisional Gawernment described the catastrophic state of the -
v army. There were two million deserters, and supplies were
- falling disastrously.'? = For the fall in supplies bolshevik propa-
ganda was in part responsible, since their advocacy of workers’
control had helped powerfully to produce chaos in industry.
But the evidence suggests that their peace propaganda at the
front did not begin to tell until late September or October.1®
It wasdisorganization and lack of supplies, rather than loss
of morale, which caused the Russian defeat in early September,
when the Germans captured Riga.® By the time the Bol-
sheviks seized power, all these cumulative causes had done
. their work in the army. It was plain that the vast Russian
~army would not fight again as an army. But it was not by

“:7an enemy in the soldiers’-eyes; because-he demanded continuation of the war.
He became a landlord in uniform so far'as the soldier was concerned.” Brusilov
goes on to describe his efforts to counteract the disintegration of the army which
was" being produced not only by the undermining of discipline as a result of
Order No. One, but also by all the various local army soviets, who continued to
‘undermine the authority of the army commanders under the pretext of meeting
a- completely ‘imaginary and non-existent threat of counter-revolution. See
Brusiloe, pp. 209-12.  Brusilov was one of the most left-wing generals in the army
‘and eventually joined the Bolshewiks.

18 Fedotoff-White, p.- 21. And see the resolution on ‘democratization’ of the

army (election of officers,self-government, initiative from below) adopted at this
conference, in VEP(b) v rez:, pp. 278-80. Although election of officers was not
. formally decreed until 28 December 1917, in many instances where the bolshevik
organizations had established control, they had succeeded in putting the finishing
*-touches'in the army %y anticipating the decree, and putting through election of
officers some time before this date—see F. Rtyshchev in Bol8heviki u vlasti, pp. 79-83.

17 Oldenbourg; pp: 92-109. = cf.%ther estimates quoted in Fedotoff-White. p. 10.

8 See, for example, Kakurin, for contrasting reports on the effectiveness of
bols}lulagiklsagigation. in the Second Army for 7 September and 11 October,
PP »151=2. . . '
7 713 See reports quoted in Sukhanw,‘Vol. V, pp. 201-5.
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« any means solidly pro-bolshevik. ~Out of the entire army, only
some thirty to fifty thousand were ready actively to support
the Bolsheviks.2* Of the remainder the ma_]orlty were intent
only on getting home, away from the war, or were at very
best ‘neutral’, that is to say determined to remain out of any
fighting that might be going on. The units which preserved
their morale were for the most part anti-bolshevik. * It should
have been obvious to anyone in November 1917 that there
would be little prospect of fighting a successful ‘revolutipnary
war’ under bolshevik leadership if the mecessity arose. But
for months to come the idea continued to exercise a powerful
effect on very many Bolsheviks.

When on 7 November Lenin emerged frofh h1dmg and
appeared in the Petrograd Soviet, he did not promise immedi-
ate peace. “The new power would do everything’, he said,

1o stop the war. ‘But we do not say that we cap finish the
war simply by sticking our bayonets into the ground ... we
do not say that we shall make peace to-day or to-morrow.’
This passage was omitted from the reports in the bolshevik
papers, possibly for fear of alarming the soldiers.?) The
following day, the Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets
adopted the Declaration of Peace, which proposed to all
belligerents ‘a just democratic . . . immediate peace, without

© annexations and without indemnities’. Lenin ended his
speech: ‘We do not now close, nor have we ever closed our

eyes, to the difficulties. Wars cannot be ended by a refusal

to fight, they cannot be ended by one side alone. We are
proposing an armistice for three months—though we do not
reject a shorter period—so as to give the suffering army a
breathing space.’?2  But, though doctrine was thus faithfully
observed, the evidence was inescapable that to hold out to the
Russian army the prospect of an immediate armistice would
put an end to even such remnants of morale as still survived
in some parts of it. Yet to destroy the army led straight to
~that very separate peace Wthh the party *had so steadfastly

20 Grazhdanskaya voyn®, Vol. I1, p. 50. These ingluded the Lettish Rifle regi-
@ ment and armoured car detachments, which retamed their identity after the
revolution.

1 See Oldenbourg, pp. 169~70, 1734, It was also omifged from the main

menshevik paper. 0
22.Vs. syezd II, p. 62. , )
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disclaimed. It was not likely that the belligérent powers
would accept an invitation to an armistice from a handful of

_adventurers whom even their ‘closest supporters (and a fair

e .
. proportion of their own number) did not expect to survive
~in power for more than a few days. It is difficult to believe
that Lenin had not foreseen this consequence of his policy.
But the great majority of his party were so hypnotized by

phrases that they failed to see that to capture an army by

_ promiges of immediate peace effectively destroyed that army
.28 an instrument fow ‘revolutionary war’. With the tactical
skill which characterized his leadership of his party, Lenin had
not attempted to disillusion his followers. It was only some
“ten days befor® the seizure of power that the Petrograd Bol-
shevik Committee awoke to the fact that the

mood of the soldiers, reaching the point of complete despair, is

quickly developing into ‘a demand for ‘peace at any price’,
which can in its own way be exploited by imperialism in order to

conclude an anti-democratic, imperialist peace. The absence of *

immediate decisive steps towards peace threatens complete dis-
organgzation at the front, leading to mass desertion of soldiers
from their posts, and by this means creates an enormous threat
to the possibility of organized struggle for democratic peace.??

- Yet this same Petrograd Committee had for some months been

.. working towards that very disorganization in the army which
-had now finally been brought about.

“The offer of a general armistice remained unanswered, and
on 21 November the Commander in Chief of the Russian
Army, General Dukhonin, was ordered to address himself
directly to the enemy armies with the proposal for an immediate
armistice. Dukhonin refused, and was promptly dismissed
and replaced by Krylenko, a lawyer with some slight military
_experience, who later bec#me the first Chief Prosecutor in the
Soviet State. On the following day Lenin broadcast to the
soldiers: “I'he question of peace is in your hands. Do not let
the counter—revoluflonary generals wreck the great cause of
peace.” Krylenko issued similar appeals.?t It was plain
that the effect of appedling directly to the ranks against their
officers would be very demoralising. Lenin, however, when
charged in the €entral Executive Committee with weakening
3 Pergyy Leg. Komitet, pp. 32688 24 See B. & F., pp. 236-7, 240.
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« the army’s resistance against the Germans, dismissed the sugges--
tion as ‘grotesque’.*® The time had not yet come for him to
join issue squarely with those leaders both of his own party and
of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries to whom a ‘Fevolutionary
‘war’ still appeared inevitable, should the attempts at a demo-
cratic peace fail. On 3 December armistice negotiations were
opened with the Germans and an armistice was*signed on
15 December. Before entering into negotiation, the Bol-
sheviks had taken possession of the ficld headquarters of the
army, in the course of which the former Qommander in Chief,
Dukhonin, was lynched by sailors in the presence of Krylenko. ’
The Germans refused a Russian proposal that a joing appeal
be issued to all the belligerent nations not repgesented at the
armistice talks inviting them to take part. Trotsky called
upon the Allied Powers in the press and by radio to join in
the armistice negotiations and 1o state their conditions, blaming
them on 13 December for the fact that in their absence ‘the
armistice 13 thus assuming the character of a separate agree-
ment’.?®  These appeals evoked no response from the Allied
Powers, except at first from the United States. But the latter
yiclded to the objections of Britain and France and suspended
all direct contact with the Bolsheviks.?” On 22 December
negotiations with the Germans, which had been suspended on
15 December, were resumed. The Russian delegation, headed
by Ioffe and Kamenev, insisted in their proposals on the
principle of self-determination, to be realized by means of a
referendum for ‘nationalities which did not enjoy political
independence before the war’. This principle, applying in
particular to the Baltic States and to Poland (other events
complicated the question of the Ukraine, which had proclaimed
its independence on 20 November) was the dominant issue
in the peace negotiations in bolshevilaeyes. Self-determination
was the minimum foundation upon which the peace could be

25 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 36; for a picture of the rapid disintegration. of the

XII Army (on the Petrograd front) during Novemiwer and December, see -

F. Rtyshchev in Bol'sheviki u vlasti, pp. 79-83. The bolshevik leaders may have

feared, with reason, that the army, impatient of the delay i the armistice, might

be goaded into action®igainst the Bolsheviks’ ggie ripus power—see documents

% printed in Krasmyy arkhiv, Vol. XXIII, pp. 196-248. A report for 28 Novem~

ber—13 December on the overall morale in the army shows that the ‘masses of the

soldiers are definitely in sympathy with the new order’—(ilgd., p. 248), but this
could not last indefinitely if peace were not gpncluded. .

28 [J.S. Foreign Relations, Vol. I, p. 260. ® 27 ibid., pp. 279, 289.:
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regarded as ‘democratic’. In insisting upon these rights fore
Poland and the Baltic States, the Bolsheviks were defending
neither Russian self<interest, nor their own, but (possibly for
 the first and last time in their foreign policy) a question of
. principle. No referendum at that date could possibly have
resulted in a majority in favour of union with Russia in any one
of these sthtes. The Central Powers were willing to accept the
principle of self-determination publicly, but with private reser-
vatiops. In their reply they agreed to conclude a general peace
. ‘without forcible anmexations or indemnities’, but on condition
- that all the belligerents should pledge themselves to accept these
conditiens for a general peace within a certain time. General
Hoffman of the German delegation, however, explained in
~ private to the staggered Ioffe that ‘self-determination’ in the
.- German’ conception of the term did not extend either to the
- Baltic tergjtories or to Poland. These states had already
* withdrawn from Russia, and should they choose to unite with
Germany, that would not in the German view be annexation.
The supposed success of bolshevik diplomacy was celebrated
by a demonstration in Petrograd, and Trotsky promised sup-
port to the workers of any country who should ‘rise against
the imperialists of their own nations’. Meanwhile in a joint
session of the Central Executive Committee, the Petrograd
Soviet, and army representatives, a left socialist revolu-
tionary resolution was adopted condemning German aggressive
intentions, and a further appeal was launched to the peoples
*" of the Allied Powers calling upon them to prevent an imperialist
war against revolutionary Russia. On 2 January a Russian
*note was dispatched to the Central Powers condemning their
peace proposals as contrary to the principles of national self-
determination. The Central Powers replied that since the
allies of Russia had failedl to join in the peace negotiations,
~. . their original terms were now withdrawn. Negotiations were
" taking a critical turn.. The only hopes that remained were
either that an outBreak of revolutions in Western Europe, and
particularly in Germany, would remove thg menace of con-

tinued war; or, that if Rostilities were renewed allied aid would =
still ‘be available to Russia. No one at this stage publicly
" envisaged the flution of the dilemma by the acceptance of
German annexationist tersms. But Lenin’s decision probably

- - S :
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*began to be formed at an All-Army Congress on Demobiliza-~

_tion, which took place in the second fortnight in December.

The delegates to this congress were searchingly, questioned
by Lenin both verbally and in written questionnaires. The
results were never published; but subsequent accounts show
that the unpalatable fact emerged that the units which were
still in fighting trim were generally anti-bolshevik 8 It was
obvious that if they were put into the field to fight the Germans
they would before long rally round any new government which
might attempt to overthrow the Bolsheviks. Meantime,
Trotsky was despatched to Brest-Litovsk, in place of Ioffe,
with instructions from Lenin to drag out negotiation® to the
utmost. At the same time, secret negotiation were begun
with unofficial allied representatives in Russia in an endeavour
to secure from them the promise of military aid. These
negotiations came to nothing.?® But the startling &lea that a
revolutionary government could even enter into such negotia-
tions with imperialists was a contributory factor in the sub-
sequent rift among the party leaders.

The negotiations at Brest-Litovsk were resumed on 9 January.
There was no longer any common ground for agreement, but
Trotsky carried out brilliantly his instructions to delay the
proceedings. But there were limits to the delay which even
Trotsky’s fireworks could impose on the negotiations, and Lenin
may well have guessed that the Germans would before long
decide to resume their offensive with the intention of bringing

bolshevik rule to an end, and in the belief that any other

28 See M. Kedrov, in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 1 (60), 1927, p. 53. V.
Rakhmetov, who has examined the origins of Lenin’s decision to sign a separate
peace, comes to the conclusion that the idea may have been in Lenin’s mind

 from the start, but concealed ‘for tactical or for some other reasons’; the actual

decision to sign a separate peace on any terms hg places between 5 and 10 January
~—see Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 5 (88), 1929, pp. 3—16. :

29 The United States unofficial contact with the Bglsheviks, Colonel Robins,
believed as late as 5 March, that Lenin was prepared to go back on the Brest-
Litovsk treaty in the event of allied aid being assured.—see Hard, pp. 151-2,

- 138-9. cf. N. A. Kornatovsky in Krasnaya letopis’, no.” 3 (36), 1930, at p. 9,

for the Russian version of the interview with Lenin described by Robins. Such
documents as there aremdo not suggest that the Rugsians ever went further than
sounding allied intentions against the event of the Getman advance bheing resumed

for whatever reason. Bruce Lockhart apparently on the same day also still

expected, on the basis of Trotsky’s assurances, that such achion would be taken
at the Congress ‘as will make a declaration of war on Germaly’s front inevitable’
—see a document said to be his dispatch t e Foreign Office of this date re-

~printed in Cumming and Pettit, Russian-American Relations, pp. 82-4.
by *
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government would be forced to sign peace.® On 14 January
Lenin’s car was shot at, apparently from an ambush, and thé
Vecheka claimed to have frustrated an officers’ plot to kidnap

 him fixed for 18 January. The United States’ Ambassador’s -

conjecture in a dispatch to his government that the (Right)
Socialist Revolutionaries were behind these attempts, and that
the Germans had entered into a compact with them in an
endeavou? to overthrow the Bolsheviks and set up a more
phant government to negotiate the peace may have been
somewhat fanciful,®® But for all that, the possibility of a
German—sponsored coup d’état could not be ignored. On
18 jaquary Trotsky returned to Petrograd and negotiations
were interrupted. The final decision could not now be long
delayed.

By 20 January Lenin had formulated his views in a series
of Theses on Peace. He began by enunciating a doctrine
which h® now become a communist commonplace. He
asserted that now that a socialist government had been
victorious in one country, Russia, all questions must henceforth
be decided ‘exclusively from the point of view of the best

- conditions for the developing and strengthening of the socialist
revolution which has 'already begun.’ He denied that the -
‘Bolsheviks had ever promised a revolutionary war. They had
preached the need to prepare and lead such a war, in order.
to ‘combat abstract pacifism . . . and the purely selfish interests
of a part of the soldiery’. The great mass of the peasantry
would beyond doubt vote even for an annexationist peace.”
If war were now to be renewed, the infuriated peasants would
overthrow the socialist government in a week. His conclusion
was that the German terms should be accepted notwithstand-
ing their demand for annexations. Such acceptance would
be the price of purchaging a short period of peaceful recon-
struction to tide over the delay until revolution in the West
came to Russia’s aid.3? Lenin had at that date greater

30.They did in fact so decxdc on 25 January. Ludendorff, p. 443.

31 {.8. Foreign Relations, Vol. I, pp. 480, 350, 352. For the plot see Lzvestiya
26 January 1918. The atfempt on Lenin’s life may have been the work of some
right wing Socialist Revolutiomaries—see B, Sokolov in Arkhiv russkoy revolyutsii. g,
Vol XIII, p. 48.

32 Lenin’ (1), Vgl. XV, pp. 63-9." (The first edition of Lenin’s works provides
the fullest annotdtion on the Brest-Litovsk period.) Most of the relevant docu-
ments-are also reprinted in Progpfoly VII.
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confidence in the imminent outbreak of the revolution in the

. West than, for example, Stalin. = “There is no sign of a revolu-

tionary movement in the West . . .> Stalin said on 24 January,

‘only a possibility. We cannot build on a possibillty.’s* But

these views did not prevent Stalin from staunchly supporting
Lenin’s peace policy in the following weeks.

Lenin’s views met with immediate opposition. 8o far as
the mass of the population was concerned, it was®true that
more peasants were in favour of peace than of any forp of
renewed warfare. But it is doubtful whether the peasant
majority in favour of peace was quite as overwhelming as
Lenin chose to portray it to his party. A referendumgof the
views of two hundred soviets was held during February. Of
these a majority—one hundred and five as against ninety-five
—voted for war against the Germans. In the industrial city
soviets the majority in favour of war was overwhelming. Of
the provincial and village soviets, which expressed tfle peasant
view, eighty-eight voted for peace as against eighty for war.
It is hardly surprising that the full results of this referendum
were not published until eleven years later.34 .

Wide sections of the bolshevik party including the great
majority of the Petrograd Committee and of the Moscow
Oblast’ Bureau, were in favour of a revolutionary war, which
dn practice now meant the same thing as continuation of the.
war against Germany. The views of many of the rank and
file could be summed up in the phrase used by Obolensky,

one of the members of the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau: ‘I stand
for Lenin’s old position’, meaning by that ‘the revolutionary
war’, which Lenin had, in spite of his denials, promised again
and again. Lenin, in turn, taunted the ‘obstinate Muscovites’
with refusal to see that an entirely new situation had now
arisen.®® Trotsky at no time supporged ‘revolutionary war’.
‘It is as clear as day that if we wage revolutionary war, we

33 Stalin, Vol. IV, p. 87, at a meeting of the Central Comemittee. For Lenin’s
views at this meeting see Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 202.

34 See Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XI, pp. 59-60, published in 1929. See also the
list in Yaroslavsky, Vol. I'S, p. 306. cf. Trotsky, Ma ie, Vol. 111, pp. 73~4 and

amSteinberg, Als wh Volkskommissar war, p. 249. In® a speech, after the signing of

the peace, on 4 March 1918, Sverdlov stated that of the peasant soviets, seventy-
two had voted for peace and sixty against. = See his Izbrannye sif’i i rechi, p. 46.

3% See an unfinished postscript to' his Thesq which Lenin wrote about this
time, in Leninskiy sbornik, Vol, X1, pp. 46-7. ) )

:‘o» ' k"’. ®
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shall be overthrown’—he told the party on 21 January.3¢

But he doubted whether the Germans were in a position to .

resume their advance. He was in favour of a plan which he

had evolved about the time that Lenin was preparing his

Theses on Peace. This was that Russia, as a gesture, should

declare war at an end, but at the same time refuse to sign the
annexatiohist peace proposed by the Germans. The proposal

raised considerable doubts in Lenin’s mind.?? But it was one
whic}, by holding out some hope of staving off the evil moment,
corresponded to the mood of indecision of a large number
in the bolshevik Central Committee. For the Central Com-
mittee evas at this date far less ready to decide on an immediate

‘revolutionary war’ than were the active party workers lower

down the scale of the hierarchy. Thus, when Lenin’s Theses

were discussed at a meeting of active party workers on

21 January, at which much wider sections of the party were

represented than in the Central Committee, fifteen votes were

cast for immediate peace; thirty-two for a revolutionary war;
and sixteen for Trotsky’s formula, ‘no war, no peace’.®® By
contrast, at a meeting of the Central Committee the following
day, only two, Lomov and Krestinsky, supported revolutionary '*
war. The ‘no war, no peace’ formula was approved by nine
votes to seven.®® _

In the last week of January the Third All-Russian Congress

of Soviets authorized all steps ‘directed towards the achieve-

- ment of a democratic peace’.  Negotiations at Brest-Litovsk
were resumed on 30 January. Meanwhile, the Petrograd
Committee of the bolshevik party and a group of Moscow -
Bolsheviks now to be known as the Left Communists—including
Bukharin, L.omov, Obolensky (Osinsky), Yakovleva, V. M.
Smirnov, G. Pyatakov, and Preobrazhensky—demanded that
the Central Committees should call a special representative
party conference on the question of peace. The Central
Committee agreed and at the same time fixed the Seventh
Bolshevik Party®Congress for 6 March. The special party

88 ibid., p. 42. In'Lenin’s note of this speech by Trotsky made at this meeting,
this passage is heavily sidelied, ¢

37 8ee Trotsky Ma Vie, 111, pp: 71-2; and:see his Stalin, pp. 248-9, for a slightly @
different version. 38 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 621; Troisky, Ma Vie, 111, p. 73.

39 Tyotsky, Ma Wie, 111, p. 74; B. & F., p.499. . A policy of ‘no peace-—no war’ :
was also approved on 25 Janua@y in a joint session of the bolshevik and left:
socialist revolutionary Central ®ommittecs=—Sorin, p. 16.
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'conference took place on 3 February Although only an
. analysis of the voting is preserved, it is sufficient to show that
at this date there was as yet neither coherence nor decision
among those who could not bring themselves t& accept the
drastic course proposed by Lenin of peace at any price. The
indecision may possibly be explained by the fact that Bukharin,
who was the ideological leader of Left Communisms was only
present for a part of the time and left before the vting. All
those present at the meeting, with the exception of the hot-
headed Stukov, were opposed to breaking off dlscussmns
with the Germans immediately, though only the staunch sup-
porters of peace—Lenin, Zinoviev, and Stalin—were pgepared
to sign an annexationist peace at once.  All, gxcept Stukov
and Obolensky, agreed that in principle peace treaties were per-
missible between socialist and imperialist states; and that in
particular an annexationist peace was permissible with Germany
if the talks were broken off and followed by a Gernfan ultima-
tum. Yet, when the decisive question ‘should the peace be
signed in such a case?” was put to the vote, the great majority
~ of those present abstained.#® This was the last meeting,of the
+ party leaders, so far as is known, before 10 February, the date
* on which Trotsky broke off negotiations with the Central
Powers in a statement in which Russia refused to sign an
annexationist peace, but at the same time declared the war at
an end. It was a useless gesture, an ‘international political
demonstration’, as Lenin called it. But, in the light of the
indecisive voting of the meetings described, it cannot be said, -
as Stalin and Zinoviev were first to assert seven years later,
that Trotsky acted against the will of the party. In fact the
Russian declaration at Brest-Litovsk probably corresponded
most closely to the mood of indecision of the party leaders
other than Lenin, Stalin, Sverdlov, @and Zinoviev.? There
was to be a good deal of acrimonious debate on Trotsky’s
action at the Seventh Party Congress, but the majority refused

L 4

49 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 626.
4! Even Stalin, after the German advance had been resume®, advocated at one
time that the German c®nditions of peace should ngt be s1gncd —~—at a.Central
- Committee ineeting on 23 February—see Prolefirskaya revolyutsiya, no. 2 (73),
51928, pp. 149-50.  Trotsky’s own evidence that Lenin was for a time converted
+.-.to his point of view is not entirely convincing—see Ma Vie, 11, pp. 77-8. If
- Karakhan’s account as told to Louis Fischer ig correct, Stalin gave his approval

: ,beforc the declaration—see The Soviets in Worla’ Affairs, Vol. 1, p. 5
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to pass a resolution, proposed by Trotsky himself, censuring,
his conduct.*? S
On 17 February, before the Germans resumed their attack,
the Central® Committee once again discussed the question of
peace, and specific questions were put to the vote., The
question whether or not a revolutionary war should be waged
was for the first time put squarely before the Central Com- -
mittee. Al voted against war, except Bukharin, Lomov, and
Toffe,, who refused to vote on the question in the unqualified |
form in which it was put. Lenin, Stalin, Sverdlov, Sokol nikov,
*and Smilga were in favour of offering to sign an immedi-
ate peage; Bukharin, Lomov, Trotsky, Uritsky, Toffe, and
Krestinsky voted to wait for the reopening of hostilities before
making the offer, so as to allow time to gauge the effect of
this move on the European workers’ movement. But on the
crucial question: if the Germans advance, and there is no

revolution 1 Germany, do we sign peace? only one, Ioffe,

voted against. Trotsky voted with Lenin and his supporters:
Bukharin, Lomov, Uritsky, and Krestinsky abstained.*® On
18 Felyruary the Germans resumed their attack.

The Central Committee met again. Lenin’s proposal to
send an immediate offer of peace was defeated by seven votes
to six. Trotsky voted against it. There was still some doubt
whether an offer of peace would be accepted by the Germans.
Lenin made it plain to the Central Committee that, if it
should become evident that the object of the German advance
was the overthrow of the Bolsheviks, it would then be necessary
to fight. - The masses would understand ‘a revolutionary war
for the socialization of land’.4¢ In the course of the day the

42 Sed'moy syezd, p. 158. Trotsky’s proposal evoked a spiteful comment from
Zinoviev, who accused him of trying to cause a party split, an accusation which
‘was quite unjustified. This appers to have been the first public instance of the

"~ personal animosity between Zinoviev and Trotsky which a few years later became

a marked feature of party controversies.

43:See Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 625; cf. Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 557, and Pro-
letarskaya revolyutsiya, no®2 (73), 1928, pp. 132-3, which gives the same version.
At the height of the campaign against Trotsky in 1928 a reprint of this document
was apparently alterd to show Trotsky abstaining on this question—B. & F.,
p- 512, note 63. Trotsky sites that about this time he was approached by
Uritsky, Radek, and possibly OBolensky to form a ‘united front’, but that he
rejected -the suggestion (Ma Vie, 111, p. 79). ‘ '

44 Proletarskaya relyutsipa, no. 2. (73), 1928, pp. 134-6. The Germans had
issued a proclamation at the start of the offensive explaining that their advance
was ‘undertaken against the Bolsh#vik government in the interests of civilization

. . a
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“emilitary news swayed Trotsky to Lenin’s side. The Germans

had captured Dvinsk, and were advancing into the Ukrame,
and apparently meeting with no resistance. In ghe evening,
in the Central Committee, the voting on sendmg an immediate
offer of peace was now seven to six in favour.** But the
decision had to be confirmed in the Council of People’s Com-
missars, where the seven votes of the Left Social‘i’st Revolu-
tionaries could have defeated it. In the emotional delibera-
tions of the night there was wavering among the sevan left

socialist revolutionary commissars, and ehesitation to break,

with the Bolsheviks. 'They did not know at the time, however,
the narrow majority by which the decision of the Belsheviks
had been taken (the Bolsheviks had held the® deliberations
apart). When the two groups of commissars met for the final
decision, four out of the seven Left Socialist Revolutionaries
voted with the bolshevik majority.4® Their actiongvas repudi-
ated the following morning by the left socialist revolutionary
‘fraction’ in the Central Executive Committee, but the telegram
with the offer of peace to the Germans had already been sent.
The Germans continued their advance. In spite of acute
party disagreements all now joined in preparations for defence.
There was as yet no army to replace the one which had
melted away. The formation of a volunteer army had been
decrced on 28 January, but it made no progress. Yet the
events of those few days when military preparations were at

long last set afoot may well have given the opponents of the

peace some grounds for believing that the obstacles in the way
of a revolutionary war had been exaggerated by Lenin and
his faction. The response to a proclamation by the Council
of People’s Commissars, “The Socialist Fatherland is in Danger’
was not that of a completely demoralized nation. In Petro-
grad, in a few days, over ten thousand volunteered.4? Near
Pskov, the infuriated peasants were rising to defend their’

(B. & F., p. 512, quoting Provda of 2 March 1918). Afcording to Trotsky (Ma:
Vie, 111, p. 80), all, including Lenin, then believed that the Germans in agreement . -

with the Allies mtenc’ed to destroy Bolshevism a%d make peace at the expense
of Rusma

45 Proletarskaye vevolyutsiya, loc. cit., pp. 136 142. Lenin, Smilga, Stalin,

Sverdlov, Sokolmikov, Zinoviev, and Trotsky voted in fa‘our: Uritsky, Toffe, -

Lomov, Bukharin, Kresnnsky, and Dzerzhingky against.
48 Stemberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, pp.gt03-14.
47 G. 8. Pukhov, Kak vooruzhalsya Petrograd, pp. 12-14.,

» L2
e . : . ‘ . ] ;
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~farmsteads against German expropriation.®® If Radek was
right, expert military opinion was agreed that, if Petrograd
were abandqned, military cadres could be built up in depth
within three months.4? Krylenko and Raskol’nikov painted

a dramatically exaggerated picture of the disintegration of the

- army ahd the navy in their reports to the Central Executive

- Committee*on 23 February, but many no doubt dismissed this
as a piece of special pleading arranged by Lenin.® Some of
~ the boJshevik leaders doubtless wondered why, in spite of the
Jfact that on 31 December the Council of People’s Commissars
had decided on immediate measures for reorganization of the
army, soeas to make it fit for defensive purposes on a reduced
scale, nothing #ad been done for nearly two months.’? But

© all these were military considerations, which left the vital

political question out of account. Lenin and his supporters
saw much 1gore clearly than their opponents that a war of
defence against an invader would rally and strengthen the

and thes(Right) Socialist Revolutionaries, would unite against

S Germany. - In the remnants of the army, as the demobilization

- conference had revealed at the end of December, it was the
“anti~-bolshevik units which retained their morale. In a war

which they had acquired through their peace propaganda.
New political leaders, with the armed forces behind them,
would speedily overthrow a handful of adventurers who had
broken their promise to end the war. “T'o wage war’, Lenin
wrote on 24 February, ‘means in effect to yield to the provoca-
“tion-of the Russian bourgeoisie . . . the bourgeoisic wants war
since it wants the overthrow of Soviet power and agreement
with the German bourgeeisie.’s? - The main chance of bol-
shevik survival lay in the disunity of their internal enemies.
Nothing was more.likely to unite these enemies than a war

-~ of defence.

48 Sed’moy syezd, p. 7. o *Yibid,p.72.

50 See Steinberg, op. cit., p. 928, and an article by L. Stupochenko quoted in
Wollenberg, pp. 11-12, for an account of this meeting and the impression produced
by these reports. :

51 Leninskiy shornik ‘\701. XI. pp. 17-18.

52 Lenin, Vol. XXII; p. 295.  Se, %o Fedotoff-White, pp. 29-32, for other facts
and quotations in support of the view that this was the decisive argument.

} ) & e o‘y w ' b

|- anti-bolshevik forces in the country, who had hitherto failed
" to agree among themselves. All parties, including the Kadety -

of defence the Bolsheviks would quickly lose the ascendancy



106 - THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

Four anxious days passed before the receipt of the German
reply on 22 February to the Russian peace offer. It was
followed by a revolt in the bolshevik party. When the

~severe German terms became known both tfie Petrograd

Committee and the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau combined to
oppose Lenin’s peace policy. On 23 February, the f§llowing -
jointly offered their resignations from all respomsible posts
held by them, and reserved their right of ‘freély agitating
both within the party and outside it’: Lomov, V. M, Smir-
nov, Bukharin, G. Pyatakov, Bubnov, and Yakovleva, of
Moscow; Uritsky of Petrograd. On the same day the Central
Committee received another declaration from the same
members of the party in similar terms. (Lognov, Bukharin,
Bubnov, and Uritsky were members of the Central Com-
mittee.) But the second declaration no longer reserved the
right to agitate outside the party. Several members of the
Moscow Oblast’ Bureau, not members of the Ratral Com-
mittee, including Stukov and Pokrovsky, and Spunde of
Petrograd now also appended their signatures. Both the
declarations characterized Lenin’s decision to sign angannexa-
tionist peace as ‘a blow at the international proletariat,
especially severe at the moment of a revolutionary crisis in the
West’. It was a capitulation to the petty bourgeois element
in the country, contrary to the interests of the proletariat and
to the mood of the bolshevik party. The signatories of the
second declaration therefore claimed the right, ‘without violat-
ing unity of organization’ of widespread agitation within party
circles in preparation for the forthcoming party congress,
which had been fixed for 6 March.??® Ioffe, Krestinsky, and
Dzerzhinsky had also signed this declaration. But a threat by
Lenin to resign had caused these three to hesitate. They
accordingly stated that in their viewga split in the party directed
against Lenin would be more dangerous to the revolution than
signing the peace, and that they therefore renounced the right
of agitation even within the party.3¢ Thekept their promise,
and took no further part in left communise activities. This

~attitude was in ‘substance also TrotsRy’s, though he did not

sign either of the two declarations. :
On the same day, 23 Febru:iry, the Cebtral Committee
53 Sorin, pp. 19-20. 54 Proletarskaya rew’yutsiya, no. 2 (73); 1928, pp. 145-7;
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discussed the German terms, which had been received the day
before. Bukharin, Lomov, Bubnov, and Uriisky were still
- present, in gpite of their resignations. Since there is no
- army, Lenin stated, the terms must be accepted and he
~ threateped resignation; otherwise ‘you will be signing the
~death intence of Soviet power in three weeks from now’. He

secured sis votes in support of the peace: Stasova, Zinoviey,

Sverdlov, S’talin, Sokol'nikov, and Smilga; Trotsky, together
with Krestinsky, Dzerhinsky, and Ioffe abstained; Bukharin,
~Bubnov, Lomov, and Uritsky cast their votes against signing
the treaty. The majority in the Central Committee was
therefors seven to four in favour of signing the peace, with
- four abstentioms. This time Lenin, in contrast to his policy
-"in October -and November. 1917, was anxious at all costs to
~ prevent a split inside the party. Conditions were no longer
the same. gWhereas in October the rank and file were
straining for immediate seizure of power, and in November
were indifferent to a break with the socialist parties, and
would have upheld Lenin against the waverers, the position
now was very different. They might not so readily follow
him. Stalin failed to appreciate the balance of political forces.
A supporter of conciliation of the rebels in October, when he
opposed the expulsion of Kamenev and Zinoviev, he now
attempted to force a split by suggesting that the resignations
from responsible positions should be considered as resignation
~ from the party. He was silenced by Lenin. To Lomov’s

question whether free agitation against the peace was permitted,

Lenin replied in the affirmative. As a concession to feeling in
the Central Committee, a resolution in favour of preparation for
an immediate revolutionary war was adopted unanimously.®®
A party circular appealed for unity in spite of disagreements.°8

Lenin’s conciliatory taetics in the Central Committee were
effective on all except Bukharin. On 24 February three
resolutions were adopted: Lenin’s, which requested the four
members of the Tentral Committee concerned to postpone
their decision to'resign until the Party Congrgss, and reaffirmed
their right openly to p‘ut dorward their point of view; and two

55 Proletarskaya re’olyutsiya, loc. cié, pp. 148-59. It is not clear why Stasova,

who was.not yet a member.of thegCentral Committee, should have had a vote.
58 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p? 634.
¢ .
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resolutions, in ver{y similar terms, by Trotsky and Krestinsky.5?
Lomov, Bubnov, and Uritsky then withdrew their resignations;
JToffe, who had not resigned, agreed in the name of party unity
to submit to the decision of the Central Committee and to
participate as consultant in the Soviet delegation tq Brest-
Litovsk.58 » ‘
Bukharin, however, was not to be placated, norpto be per-
suaded to defer his resignation, but broke with the Central
Committee. He had been outraged by its decision to gccept
aid from the allied powers in the event of Russian resistance
to the Germans.®® Moreover, his theoretical differences with
Lenin were more clearly formulated than the more egnotional
dissent of the rank and file of the party, whom men like Uritsky
represented. Before long he was to find a close ally on ques-
tions of doctrine in Obolensky (Osinsky), an economist of noble
origins, and at one time leader of the Moscow Ugiversity left
wing student movement. In the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau,
(which it will be recalled covered a much wider area of party
organizations than Moscow) Bukharin found immediate sup-
port. On 24 February (in the absence of Bukharin, §hen in
Petrograd), the Bureau adopted unanimously a resolution of
no confidence in the Central Committee. In an explanatory
text appended to the resolution, it expressed the view that a
split in the party in the near future was ‘hardly to be avoided’;
and set itself the task of uniting all revolutionary communists
for the struggle against the supporters of a ‘separate peace’ and
- against opportunism in general. ‘In the interests of inter-
national revolution,” wrote the Bureau, ‘we consider it in-
cumbent upon us to accept as a possibility the collapse of
Soviet power, which has now become a pure formality.”¢°

57 Prolstarskaya revelyutsiva, loc. cit., pp. 159-69. ‘

b8 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 635. . :

%% The day before, Trotsky had announced in the Central Committee a proposal
by the French to lend support to Russian resistance against the Germans. The pro-
posal was adopted by six votes to five. Lenin, not present at the meeting at the
time of the vote, had sent his vote in writing, in favour®f ‘accepting food and
weapons from the bandits of Anglo-French mmperialism’.  ‘We are turning the
party into a dung-hill> was Bukharin’s comment. = Lenin, Yol. XXII, p. 607;
Trotsky, Ma Vie, Vol. 1M, pp. 81-2. . @

9 This Bureau, of which Yakovleva was the secretary, included at the beginning
of 1918, Lomov, Stukov, Maksimovsky, Kizel’shtein, Mantsgv, Safonov, T. B.
Sapronov, and Z. P. Solov’ev. ' Bukharin had been a memb¥®r since 1917, See

" Lenin (1), Vol. XIV (i), p. 513.. (But cf. Vol XXII, p. 609 of the 2nd-3rd edn.,
- edited by Bukharin, first printed in 1928, in which Bukharin is omitted from the

. ')
-.‘. ' ‘v‘ °
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There is no doubt that the rank and file of the party and,

some of its more prominent figures too were inspired with the
ideal of leadmg an immediate revolutlonary war’—come what

might—a war against any odds, which by its heroic example

would kindle the flame of revolution all over the world. ‘And

Fowet Republic shouid perish’, Alexandra Koilontay
ended heryspeech at the Seventh Party Congress, ‘others will
carry the banner forward!’¢! Certainly this expressed the
emotlonal faith of the ordinary party member that the almost

1mposs1ble could be achieved, or if not, that death was better..

*than dishonour.®? Lenin neither understood this idealism,
nor apparently gave a thought to the principle of socialist
internationaliyn .involved. ‘What is better,” he wrote in his
draft jottings for the Theses of 20 January, ‘to lose Poland
plus Lithuania plus Courland plus etc, or to lose the socialist
revolution in Russia?’¢% It was not the loss of Poland which

disturbed tfle Left Communists, but the connivance by socialist -

Russia at imperialist aggression, implicit in the signing of the
' peace treaty with Germany. Moreover, along with the emo-
tional demand for ‘revolutionary war’, there was also dissatis-
faction among a number of bolshev1k intellectuals with the
whole trend of Lenin’s policy. But the identification in the
popular mind of the policy of Lenin’s opponents inside the party
with a ‘holy war’—the advocacy of which, after the peace had
been signed, became increasingly unrealistic—suited Lenin well.
He himself never failed, when opportunity presented itself, to
‘describe their programme in such terms. Bukharin and his
group were nicknamed the ‘holy men’ in the party. This
over-simplification of left communism served the purpose of

diverting attention from the more fundamental parts of their -

~criticism. Meanwhile, however, the differences within the
party were not debated qutside party circles. In the Central
Executive Committee on the night of 23 /24 February accept-
ance of the onerous German terms was voted by 116 to 84,
with 26 abstentioms. On 3 March 1918, the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk was sigmed. Under it Russia lost 2.7 per cent of her

&
list of members!). For the resolfition, which Lenin attacked in his article “The
Strange and the Mgnstrous,’ see Lenin (1); Vol. XV, pp. 109-10.
81 Sed'moy syezd, . 105.
82 See, for example, Lenin’s rbok of Yakovleva’s spccch in Leninskiy sbornik,
Voli XI;p. 43. 83 bid., p. 38.
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«sown area, 26 per cent of her population, a third of her average
crops, three quarters of her iron and coal, and 26 per cent of
her railway network.®*  Lenin thus achieved his fnain object,
the peace. But serious dissension inside the party still lay
ahead.

%4 From official calculations made somewhat later, quoted in Dennis, §\ 40,
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* CHAPTER VII

THE LEFT SQCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES

At the time of the bolshevik revolution the left wing of the
Socialist Revqlutionaries offered its support to the Bolsheviks
and soon after set itself up as a separate political party. In
December 1917 its members formed a coalition with the new
ruling partzl;( on 6 July of the following year they were fighting
the Bolsheviks in the streets of Moscow and Petrograd. These
Socialist Revolutionaries had been won over to the Bolsheviks
by their resolute policies on peace and on the land question.
The gplf between the non-marxist Socialist Revolutionaries
and the Bolsheviks was in reality far greater than that between
the marxist internationalist Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks.
Yet, carried away by enthusiasm in which emotion pre-
dominated over reason, the more extreme Socialist Revolu-
tionaries attempted a union which the greater foresight of
Martov’s left menshevik group realized was impossible.

The Left Socialist Revolutionaries originated during the
war when a small number of Socialist Revolutionaries revolted
against the support of national defence which the majority of
their party advocated. The veteran Natanson and Victor
Chernov had been very close to the Zimmerwald Left. Soon
after the February Revolytion dissatisfaction with the policy of
their party leaders led to the growth of a vocal, and ever
increasing, socialist’ revolutionary left wing, which at times
spoke the same Minguage as the Bolsheviks. Natanson, the
peasant leader with the face of a rabbi, headed this left wing
and became one of the®foginders of the new party.l Chernov,

1 Natanson hadgpeen for years on the left wing of his party, and was one of

the -oldest, as well' as the most ‘)utstandmg, socialist revolutionary figures.
Wolfe (p. 389) suggests that the gviiy for a coalition between the Left Socialist

Revolutionaries and the Bolshev1ks may already have been paved by co-operation

,1 . 141 ' .
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showever, disappointed the expectations of the left by taking

office in the Provisional Goverment on his return from exile

to Petrograd, and by vainly endeavouring to majntain within
his party a rapidly diminishing centre. Another left} leader
was Maria Spiridonova, who had captured popular irfhagina-
tion in 1906 when as a young girl she had assassifated a
provincial governor responsible for the suppressioryof peasant
revolts. Her popularity among the peasants was almost
legendary. - Among the younger left leaders were Boris Kgmkov
(Katz) and V. A. Karelin. .

At the Third Congress of the Socialist Revolutionaries in
Moscow, on 18 May 1917, the left wing, including Spigidinova,
Natanson, Kamkov, Proshyan, and Steinbergs demanded a
programme of no coalition with the bourgeois parties, an all-
socialist government, an immediate peace, and socialization
of land. Early in July they published a declaratjon that the
official policy of their party was calculated to alienate the
masses, and would tend to ‘transfer the centre of party support
to that part of the population which, by reason of its class
composition, cannot stimulate a policy of real, revolutionary
socialism’.2 When the Provisional Government after July
reintroduced the death penalty at the front, the left wing of the
Socialist Revolutionaries drew even closer to the Bolsheviks,
who at that time in common with all Russian socialist parties
were still opposed to the death penalty.? By August the
socialist revolutionary left wing could command well” over
a third of the votes at a party conference, and the Petrograd:
organization of Socialist Revolutionaries went over in its
entirety to the left. The first open revolt of the socialist
revolutionary left wing took place on 28 October, in the Council
of the Republic (Pre-Parliament). Its members declared that

between the more extreme members of the so®alist revolutionary party and the
fighting groups for expropriation and hold-ups which Lenin secretly maintained.
Natanson spent some years after 1905 in Baku, the centre of this activity, and may
therefore have had the opportunity of co-operating in these exploits with the
Bolshevik Krasin, who was the brain behind them. ¢

2 See a manuscript essay by Miss A. Steinberg, ‘The, Left Social Revolu-
tionaries’, in the Britigh Library of Political and Fgonomic Science, at p. 36.

3 They opposed it throughout up to the seisure of power, and one of the first
acts of the Second Soviet Congress was to repeal Kerensky’s reimposition of it.
If Trotsky is right, Lenin regarded the repeal as madness,'and only yielded ‘to
the persuasion of Kamenev and Trotsky irg view of public feeling, and on the
understanding that shooting would nevertheldgs be resorted to ‘when there is no
other way’. See his Lenin, pp. 133-4.
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they would not obey the directions of their party to vote im
support of national defence and walked out in a body.* “The
part played, by the Left Socialist Revolutionaries in the October
Revojution is difficult to assess. Eight of their number joined -
the Miilitary Revolutionary Committee when it was formed on
29 Ogkober. But this committee was ostensibly formed not as
the staff f insurrection which it became, but as a link between
the Petrograd Soviet and the city garrison. The presence upon
it of non-bolshevik members was of value to the Bolsheviks as
camouflage. Onlystwo days before the Military Revolutionary.
Committee was formed, the Left Socialist Revolutionaries voted
in the entral Executive Committee, together with the right
members of etheir party and with the Mensheviks, for the
Menshevik Dan’s resolution that ‘an insurrection is at the
present moment completely inadmissible’.® The bolshevik
Central Cgmmittee resolved only as late as 6 November to
‘enter into conversations and political contact with’ the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries,® and on this same date the Petrograd
Left Socialist Revolutionaries were sending out telephone
messages to their local organizations warning them not to take
part in demonstrations without sanction from Petrograd.” It
is possible that there was informal co-operation during the
seizure of power,® but no bolshevik source has ever admitted it. -
The final break between the left wing and the main socialist
revolutionary party came on 7 November 1917 when the
former refused to leave the Second All-Russian Soviet Congress

~‘and decided to throw in their lot with the Bolsheviks. The left

‘rebels were expelled from the socialist revolutionary party

Y

~and held their first independent conference, at which 99 local

organizations were represented, from 19 to 28 November. In
a somewhat romantic resolution, they proclaimed that as a
party they were indepemdent of the Bolsheviks; asserted that
‘if the Constituent Assembly will not go with the people it will
pass away by itself’; and renounced terror: ‘In the Russian
Republic a dlcfatorshlp, which is a dictatorship of the

e
s Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 72, 178-9.
5 Ryabinsky; p. 99.
6 Pmletarskaya r,iolyutsgya, no. 10 (69), 1927, pp. 296-8.
? Ryabinsky, p. 170
8 Miss Stemberg, op. cit. p. 608 suggests that there was such informal co-opera-
tion between Natanson and Trotsky.
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overwhelming majority of the population, does not shrink from
takihg repressive measures against the enemies of the Republic.
No need exists, however, for a system of terror; agd the party
rejects it as a threat to the sovereign power of revolutjonary
democracy.’”® They were echoing Lavrov, who had visfalized
the new order as ‘sufficiently rational not to need to defenl itself
by compulsion’.1®

The alliance of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries with the
Bolsheviks, though based on an apparent temporary idgntity
of policy, was founded on sand. The Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries wanted a broad coalition, the Bolsheviks did not. It
was only after all hope was lost of winning over the right wing
of their party and the Bolsheviks to form a joimt government
(without Lenin) that the Left Socialist Revolutionaries finally
agreed to enter the bolshevik government.'*  On the peasant
question, foundations for co-operation seemed toghave been
laid when the Bolsheviks, of their own accord,? adopted the’
socialist revolutionary land law. But unlike the Bolsheviks
the Left Socialist Revolutionaries were thinking of an equal
partnership between the overwhelming majority of pgasants
-(75-80 per cent) and the minority of industrial workers (3-5
per cent), founded on a free exchange of food for goods. More-
over, it seemed obvious to them that peasant support of the
Bolsheviks would last no longer than the few months which
would be needed to divide up the land. Thereafter, when a
‘new life will have to be built on foundations of love and altru-
ism, the Bolsheviks will show themselves bankrupt’. It was
for the leading réle in this new life that Spiridonova cast her
party.'? It was not destined to play it.

Faced, immediately on the assumption of power, with the
simultaneous collapse of industry and a catastrophic drop in
grain supplies to the towns, 4 the Bolsheviks declared a crusade

9ﬁ(§_1(130ted from the Protocols of the Conference by Miss Steinberg, op. cit.,
pp. 63-6.

10P. Lavrov, Gosudarstvennyy element v budushchem obshcMstve (1876), p. 175 of
the edition published in Petrograd in 1920. .

11 See Chapter V. o .

12 According to Lenin. Kamkov (Kto takie lapye ?—r-y-, p- 8) claims that it was
only adopted under pressure from his party. )

13 Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 184-5.

1% Supplies of grain to the state-purveying ingtitutions dropped from 641,000 tons -
in November 1917 to 136,000 in December,8and to 46,000-in January 1918
(Prokopovicz, p. 88).
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of compulsory confiscation against the peasants, and relentlesg
war against the illegal private trade which sprang up bet®veen
the towns and villages. The excesses and cruelties com-
mitted in the execution of this policy created in the first
few thonths such a gulf between the -Bolsheviks and the
Left Jocialist Revolutionaries as would alone have sufficed to
maké co-operation between them impossible.’® Nor was
there ever complete accord between the two parties on the
question of the use of force generally. The Left Socialist
Revolutionaries insisted, apparently against Lenin’s opposition,
on having their representatives on the Vecheka, in order to
exercisg some control. over its activities.'® They therefore
shared the regponsibility for the excesses of that body, though
they did—to the growing exasperation of Lenin-—endeavour
to moderate some of them.'?” Relations between the two
parties were already near breaking point by 26 February 1918
when; as the results of the efforts of the left socialist revolu-
tionary Commissar of Justice, Steinberg, an inquiry into
charges of corruption against two members of the Vecheka
was sgt afoot. . The two were cleared, because of difficulty in
obtaining evidence, and the Council of People’s Commissars
passed a resolution denouncing Steinberg’s inquiry as part of
the ‘campaign of lying and slander by the agents of the bour-
geoisie against the Soviet Government’.l® However, the
Left Socialist Revolutionaries had the doubtful satisfaction of
knowing that the death penalty did not officially exist during
‘the short time in which they shared the responsibility for
. government. Its official restoration on 16 June 1918, followed
by the first death sentence pronounced by a Revolutionary
Tribunal on 21 June 1918 (on Admiral Shchastny), met with

18 For the left socialist revolutionary criticism of bolshevik policy on the

" "land see extracts from Spiridonova’s speech at the Fifth Congress of Soviets on

5 July 1918, reprinted in Buny®u, pp. 205 f.; and Kamkov’s vigorous pamphlet
: Organicheskiy. nedug (written in 1919). The Bolsheviks found it convenient (as
communist and pro-communist historians have found it since) to allege, without
any justification in fact, that socialist revolutionary criticism of bolshevik land
policy was motivated®y a desire to champion the richer peasants.
18 Steinberg, A& ich - Volkskommissar war, pp. 91-2. Aleksandrovich was
appointed. g L]

7 If they can be blamcg for not resisting more actively the ever-increasing
bolshevik lawless&iss at a time when they were still in a pogition to do so, it is to
their credit that dhe of their few leaders to escape, Steinberg, later admitted this
failure in moral courage. - See Nfwstvennyy lik revolyputsii, p. 31 (1923).

18 ?‘gei;x}])erg Als ich Volkskon®nissar war, p. 136; Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XXI,
pp. 116-17.
’ ¢
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yiolent opposition from them.!® Lenin, not unnaturally,
taunted them with the fact that, having for some time past
condoned the ‘shootings in Dzerzhinsky’s comm1ss1on (the
Vecheka) they were now objecting to an open sentence by a
court.?® But it was characteristic of this quixotic party ghat it
could accept as a temporary evil political terror againft the
‘enemies of the revolution’, while rejecting any revival o the
trappings of the tyrant state. ¢

The break between the two parties came over the peace
with Germany. The wide gulf which geparated the *Left
Socialist Revolutionaries from even the Left Communists was
evident from the policy which each adopted towards thg peace
when once it had been signed. The Left Comgnunists went
no further than to claim the right to voice their disapproval of
it inside the communist party, as an opposition group. The
Left Socialist Revolutionaries bitterly reproached them for
this ‘sacrifice, in the name of party unity, of the very
reason for the party’s existence’.® At the Fourth All-Russian
Soviet Coongress, which met in March 1918 to ratify the peace

- treaty, the Left Communists, some 68 in all, merely absgained

from the vote.2? The Left Socialist Revolutionaries in con-
trast voted against the peace. It was the end of their short
and precarious coalition with the Communists. . On 19 March
they resigned from the Council of People’s Commissars in
order not to be parties to the ratification of the treaty. Hence-
forward they saw their mission as a return to the people ‘to
continue among them the struggle which was now destined
not to cease, but to take on a new and grimmer form’.%3 |
When once the peace had been signed and ratified, the Left
Communists” demand for a ‘revolutionary war’ very soon sub-
sided.?* The Left Socialist Revolutionaries, on the contrary
grew even louder in their clamour fordt. But to them, rooted
in the peasant tradition, it meant something quite different
from what it meant to Bukharin and his followers. The Left
Communists were thinking of a battle in whichsthe flower of the
revolutionary proletamat would go forth to resist*the imperialist
[ ]
aggressor, or die in the attempt. The Yeft Socialist Revolu-

19 And from Martov-——see his Doloy smertnuyu kazn wntten afffer the sentence.

20 Lenin, Vol. XXIII, p. 124, 2 La Russie socialiste, p. 28.

2 ibid., p. 24; they also published a decla.rau%x'm Kommunist of 19 March 1918.

23 Stexnberg, " Als ich Volkskommissar war, p. 250. 24 See Chapter VIII.
¢ . ’



tionaries demanded ‘not a war but a rising’, a spontaneous
insurrection of the dark peasantr‘ir from beneath the feet ofsthe’
conqueror; not nation against nation, but the infuriated peasant
againsf the®invader. ‘Let the Germans advance, let them
conqu§r all Russia—they will only conquer a hundred million
rebels’)§?® There was a measure of Slav patriotism in their
enthwfiasm, not unmixed with memories of the Narodnik faith
in the libe®ating mission of the revolt of the peasants. These
feelings found expression in Blok’s poem, ‘The Scythians’,
which was first pyplished in a left socialist revolutionary
® paper on 20 February, two days after the resumption of the’
German attack.?® In this poem the Slav mission of world
brotherhood js linked to a prophecy of the end that awaits
the ‘savage Hun’. Its language is very different from the
reasoned marxism of Bukharin or Obolensky. Nevertheless
- for a short time the Left Socialist Revolutionaries seemed to
have belieYed that a coalition between them and the Left
Communists, headed by Pyatakov and Bukharin, could provide
a basis for an alternative Soviet government to lead the
revolutionary war. At the end of February and at the
beginning of March they made tentative approaches to
Pyatakov and Bukharin, and possibly to Radek, for the
" formation of such a coalition government. The suggestion
was also made on one of these occasions that Lenin should be
arrested for twenty-four hours while war was declared on
‘Germany. ?? :
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25 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar way, p. 243. (The last eight words are a

quotation from Hervé, the most uncompromising pacifist in the Second Inter-
- national).

28 Znamya truda, 20 (7) February 1918. "It was written on 29 and 30 January
~—see A. Blok, Polnoe sobranie stikhotvorenty, Vol. T, p. 678. It was the last poem of
importance which Blok wrote before his death in 1921. In addition to Blok,
Andrey Bely, Esenin, Remizov, and Kluev contributed to the left socialist
revolutionary papers. Togetheg with R. Ivanov-Razumnik they formed in 1917
aliterary group known as Skify (‘the Scythians’)—see the latter’s Pisatel’skie sud’by,
New York, 1951, p. 3.

27 See a letter in Pravda, of 3 January 1924, signed by Pyatakov, Stukov, Radek,
Yakovleva, V. M. Sggirnov, Pokrovsky, Preobrazhensky, Sherudin, and Maksi-
movsky, all former Left Communists; and a letter by Bukharin in the same issue
confirming their Version as ‘substantially correct’. It is unlikely that these
approaches were treated ser®usly at the time by the Lef®Communists, who could

. 'have had fewillusions on the prdspect of coalition between Bolsheviks and Socialist
Revolutionaries after the experience of the past few months. In any case the
moment for such a coalition, ifit v'as ever contemplated, had passed by the middle
of March, at the latest, when thc rank and file of the Bolsheviks were won over

~tosupport of the peace:-



\

118 - THE ORIGIN OF THE' COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY"

The foreign policy of the Communists after the peace had
° . . . . .

w, Peen signed played a big part in fanning the flame of left -
socialist revolutionary indignation. Secret diplomacy and
the playing off of one adversary against the otfler wh:
inevitable consequence of Brest-Litovsk, even if in 191
violations of socialist principles could still be justifieq
temporary expedient—until the international revolutids
evitably comes to our aid’, though this was happenifig ‘immea-
surably more slowly than we expected’.?® But the plair.x fact
was that in 1918, with their army gone, the Communists were
at the mercy of the Germans. They manceuvred for survival *
accordingly. It fell to Trotsky, in his new capacity as Com-
missar for War, to conduct the tentative negotiations for
Allied aid which continued even after the treaty of peace had:
been signed. That Trotsky was ready to go quite a long way
in these efforts to secure Allied aid is attested by witnesses as
different as Colonel Robins and Mr. (now Sir) B H. Bruce
Lockhart.?® Thus, it was with the co-operation of the Com-
munists that the first British landings in Murmansk were
carried out in the spring of 1918. It is evident from Lenin’s
vote at the Central Committee mecting of 22 February that it
was in no way inconsistent with his policy to accept the aid of
one lot of ‘brigands’ against another.. But this policy did not
prove a success. It achieved little in terms of positive Allied
help, it exasperated the Germans, and it risked rallying the
local anti-communists tc the Allies, and against the Com-
munists, as indeed happened in Murmansk. The Germans
were not slow to exploit their advantage. By the end of April
their troops were advancing on Orel, Kursk, ‘and Voronezh,
in disregard of the treaty. The Communists approached the
Germans to discover what their demands were.?® One of the
results of these talks was a radical chapnge for the worse in rela-
tions with the forces of the Allied Powers who were then in

28 See Lenin’s speech to the Central Executive Committeg on 14 May, Protokoly
VISIK V, p. 263.

29 Se a letter from Bruce Lockhart to Robins, dated 5 My 1918, quoted in
Hard, pp. 202-03. ° L) ~

® 80 See Chickerin, p. 9. The negotiations did fot start until the end of May.

Milyukov suggests, from private information, that the Gergans had already
concerted a plot with anti-Communists to sgize Moscow, fixed for mid-June,
and that the plan was suddenly called off on 1§ June—see P. Milyukov, Rossiya
na perelome, Vol, I1, pp. 20-3,

o ‘ [ ] v
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Murmansk with Russian connivance. Ashasso often happened,
_in the history of communist inner-party warfare, this revetsal .o
of poligy was later used to discredit Trotsky, who is now por-
trayedf as having plotted behind Lenin’s back to open up
Russiaf to Allied invasion. Nevertheless, it is possible that
Trotskjy, whose opposition to the peace was certainly stronger
than #hat of the diehard defeatists like Lenin, Stalin, Sverdlov,
or ZinovieWw, may have had some friction with his colleagues at
the time on the question of accepting Allied aid.?* Another
consequence of the talks with the Germans and of the resulting
®change in Russian policy was the negotiation with the Germans
on the fate of the Black Sea Fleet. A flood of rumours and
suspicions soog began to sweep the country—some true, some
not—and fanned popular excitement. There was widespread
belief that the full measure of Russian submission to the
Germans had not been made public, that there were secret
terms in the Brest-Litovsk treaty foreshadowing still greater
humiliation for Russia, and that the Communists were going
to-hand over the fleet. The attempt of the Communists to
quell these rumours by force only added to the belief that there
was some truth in them. One of the charges on which Admiral
Shchastny of the Baltic Fleet was condemned to death on
21 June was that he had claimed to possess documents showing
a secret agreement between the Communists and the Germans
to hand over the Baltic Fleet.®? The true course of relations
“between the Communists and the Germans in the few months
‘between the peace treaty and the German collapse is not easy
to determine with accuracy. There is no evidence, and it is
certainly unlikely, that there were secret clauses to the main

31-One document, if genuine, lends support to this view. This is a record of
a telephone conversation between Stalin and Yur‘ev of the Murmansk Soviet,
probably dated some time in mid 1918, when Stalin was urging a more vigorous
anti-allied policy. Yur‘ev thenereferred to Trotsky’s original telegram in the
spring, which had urged full co-operation with the allied force. Stalin’s reply
is of interest: ‘Trotsky’s telegram has nothing to do with the case. It won’t help
matters and we are not proposing to look for scapegoats’—see Kedrov, p. 42. See
ibid., p. 119, for anothgr document of the period, published as part of the cam-
paign against Trotsky, an angry note from Lenin, of early June, stressing that
Soviet policy is ‘equally hostilegto the British and to the Germans’.

32 See the sentence reprinted §n Kozhevnikov, pp. 545, and see Jzvestiya of
16 June 1918 and 21 June 1918 for the indictment and report of the trial.
Admiral Shchastny @was refused the right to call witnesses in his defence. For
Trotsky’s evidence against him, sfe his Kak ovooruzhalas’ revolyutsiva, Vol. 1,
pp: 136-41. Shchastny’s revolt Was undoubtedly motivated by the belief that
the Baltic Fleet was to be handed over to the Germans. = See {edatojf% White, p. 72.
. ' [ » : A 9’
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Jtreaty of Brest-Litovsk of 3 March 1918. On the other hand,
s, it i8 clear that every endeavour was made to keep some of the
concessions made to the Germans after June 1918 secrgt, and
there was undoubtedly a secret exchange of notes attadhed to
the supplementary peace treaty of 27 August 1918, - Buf while
making concessions, the Communists at the same timq made
efforts to hoodwink the Germans, sometimes with succ¥ss, as
the case of the Black Sea Fleet reveals. At the ¢fid of April
the fleet, then at Sebastopol, had been moved to Novorossiysk -
to evade capture by the Germans. The Germans demanded
its return, claiming that the departure was a violation of”
article 5 of the treaty of Brest-Litovsk, and an ul}imatum~
threatening a new military advance was issued on 10 June.
Thereafter, according to the Communists, the fleet decided
to return to Sebastopol, and was only dissuaded and induced
to scuttle by the cnergies of Raskol’nikov who had been
sent there to deal with the situation. But the velsion widely
- believed inside Russia at the time was that the communist
commissars endeavoured to force the fleet to comply with the
German demands, and that the patriotism of the, sailors
succeeded in defeating their efforts and in scuttling a part
of it. Some documents relating to the Black Sea Fleet pub-
lished later in Berlin, if genuine, show that the Communists
did to some extent hoodwink the Germans, by sending orders
in clear to the fleet to return to Sebastopol, and at the same
time sending an order in secret cipher to scuttle. A part
of the fleet was scuttled, and part returned to Sebastopol.
However, the official announcement, on 22 June 1918, that
the Russians had exacted a guarantee from the Germans that
the vessels which had returned to Sebastopol would not be
used ‘by Germany or her allies during the war® was probably
untrue. At any rate, in the segret Exchange of Notes
appended to the supplementary peace treaty of 27 August
1918 it was provided with regard to these vessels that ‘in case

of war necessity they might also be used for n#litary purposes.’?

b .

33 For the documen.ts published in Berlin, of.wlﬁch the source is not indicated,
see Arkhiv russkay revolyutsii, Vol. XIV, pp. 151-221, especially at pp. 216-17.
Chicherin’s announcement is in Izvestiva of 22 June 1918. #lhe secret exchange
of notes was published, from the German arghives, in 1926 in Europdische Gesprdche
at pp. 148-53. See also A.P. Platonov, Fetral” i oktyabr’ v chernomorskom flote,
Chapter XIV.
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These events had a considerable impact on the Left Socialist »
Revolutjonaries, who had a fairly large following both in fhe .
Baltic gnd Rlack Sea Fleets. Between May and July their
temperfrose rapidly. By the end of June they were openly
calling Yor an armed rising against the Germans and for the
expulsion of the German Ambassador, von Mirbach. They
were #lso conducting intensive agitation inside the army.
Passions wePe so high that even Spiridonova, who had for
long opposed any final split with the Communists, was now

: ::onverted to this step. On 24 June the left socialist revolu-
tionary Central Committee resolved ‘in the interest of the
Russian and the international revolutions’ to ‘organize a
series of terrogist acts against the leading representatives of

. German imperialism’. It was not a secret resolution. ‘We

regard our policy’, the Central Committee stated, ‘as an attack
~on the present policy of the Soviet government, not as an
attack on the Bolsheviks themselves.” But since ‘it is possible
that the Bolsheviks may take aggressive counter-action against
our party, we are determined in such an event to defend the
position, we have taken up by force of arms. In order to
prevent our party in the event of such a clash from being
exploited by counter-revolutionary elements, it is resolved to
announce our new policy far and wide in our propaganda
and to urge the need for a firm and consistent internationalist
social-revolutionary policy in Soviet Russia.’®* Quixotic to
the end, this party fought its battles alone. No scrap of =
evidence has ever been adduced to show any contacts between
the Left Socialist Revolutionaries and the Allied Powers.
When the Fifth All-Russian Congress of’ Soviets met on

4 July, the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who formed about

~one-third of the Congress (and according to Spiridonova would,

- with genuine elections, hage formed more) were on the verge

of revolt.?> On 6 July the German Ambassador was assas-
sinated in' his embassy by Blyumkin, a left socialist revolu-
tionary member of the Vecheka, with the connivance of other

Left Socialist Revolutiogaries. The bolshevik members of’the
Vecheka, Dzerzhinsky, l?atsis, and Smidovich, rushed to the

34 Krasnaya kniga Weheka, arare publication by the Vecheka of its interrogations
on the plots and risings of 1918, with@rawn soon after publication, pp. 197-9.
38 There is a graphic account othe Congress in Bruce Lockhart, pp. 294-300;
see also Bunyan, pp. 205-12. '
4 o - .
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« Vecheka headquarters to deal with the situation and were
"= kept under arrest by the Left Socialist Revolutionarips. Al-
though the troops at the disposal of the latter only nungpered a
few hundred,?®® the Communists were quite unprepargd, and
had few forces in Moscow beyond their trusted Lettish #iflemen
to deal with the situation. But there was in truth no serious
preparation and no real attempt at seizure of powerh The
few troops at the disposal of the Left Socialist Re¥olutionaries
remained as a bodyguard for their Gentral Committee, though
a detachment of fifteen soldiers led by Proshyan did succeed
in seizing the telegraph office and sending off a few telegrams
to the provinces calling on them to disregard orders gigned by
Lenin. No attempt was made to seize any qother strategic
point in the city. The revolt was put down in a few hours in
both Moscow and Petrograd, with a few dozen casualties.
Spiridonova denied that any rising had been planned and
claimed that what happened was ‘mainly a result of the excite-
ment with which the Russian government rushed to the
defence of the assassinated agent of German imperialism and of
an attempt at self-defence’ on the part of the Left Socialist
Revolutionaries.3” She immediately accepted responsibility
for the assassination. The entire delegation of the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries to the Soviet Congress was arrested,
though some of its members were later released. The Com-
munists also arrested all members of the left socialist revolution-
ary Central Committee who did not succeed in escaping, while
the Vecheka shot Aleksandrovich, a left socialist revolutionary
member of the Vecheka, and a number of sailors, who had sup-
ported the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, but not Blyumkin,
who escaped. But these were apparently measures of panic.
At all events no one else was shot for the time being, and for

36 600-800 according to the Left Socialist Revolutionaries. See Krasnaya kniga
Vecheka, pp. 197 fl.  According to Trotsky, quoting Vatsetis, who was responsible
for putting down the rising, the L.S.R.’s had 800-2,000 men, 4-8 guns, and
60 machine-guns. A detachment of 300-400 on its way to Moscow from the
Western front regions was also disarmed by the Comugunists (O myatezhe levykh
S-Rag, pp. 34, 38). o

37 Krasnaya kniga, @ 321. An account of the qent by A. Minichev in krasnaya
letopis’, No. 1 (25), 1928, pp. 65-9, also comfirms that there was no planned
rising. In a private letter from prison later Spiridonova wrote: ‘How is one to
persuade them that there was no plot, nio rising? . . . I an¥beginning to believe
they have convinced themselves of it . . . ald now believe it. = After all they are
maniacs.” See Kreml’ zareshetkoy, p. 13, See 8lso Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 214 ff.,
for an account of 6he July events.
® [ ’ * Py Y . ?



‘ THE LEFT SOCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES 123

*  some mponths thereafter the Germans kept complaining that the ,
Communists had failed to take adequate measures against the
guilty. 3§ Bugif the Communists hesitated in July 1918 to provoke
public femper by excessive reprisals for a popular assassina-
tion, the rising came opportunely to give them an excuse for
putting an end to the Left Soaahst Revolutlonarles as a party.
Thelrﬂoress was closed down and their delegates expelled from
the All-RuSian Congress of Soviets, though the party as a
whole,was not declared illegal. In the Central Executive
Commlttee on 15 July 1918 a resolution was passed which
permltted as representatlves on this body (and consequently
in the Sqviets, since the Central Executive Committee was the
apex of the cogstitutional pyramid) those members of the party
who ‘categorically renounced their solidarity with the assassina-

- tion and with the revolt which followed it’.3 Legally, there-
fore, those [eft Socialist Revolutionaries, and there were very

" many, who repudiated the action of their Central Committee
were after July still entitled to sit in the Soviets. In practice,
however, their participation was rendered virtually impossible
by theezeal with which they were hounded out of all local
organs to which they had secured election. A private letter
by Lenin written to the Communists of Elets shortly after the

" July revolt shows that this policy of the local Communists was
not discouraged by the central authorities:

It is a pity [wrote Lenin in this letter] that you have not -
arrested them [the Left Socialist Revolutionaries of Elets] as is
being done everywheére. Tt is essential to oust all Socialist
Revolutionaries from responsible posts . . . we cannot, of
course, give you written authorization to arrest Socialist Revolu-
tionaries, but if you drive them out of Soviet organs, if you
arrest them and expose them before the workers and peasants

. and destroy their influence among the peasantry (if they have
any) -you will be doing good revolutionary work, and we in the
centre . . . will only praise you for it.4¢ -

38 Helfferich, Vol. 11T, pp 469-70; when Hclﬂ'erlch Mirbach’s successor, com-
plained at the end of July to h1cher1n, he was met witly the reply that Russia
was a revolutionary state wherg freedom of speech prevailed and the Soviet
government was pos‘erless to take any action'(ibid., p. 482). cf. Lenin, Vol. XXIII,

. 257-8, for a Ge¥man note of 5 November 1918.
a9 Protokoly VISIKV,p. 7.
40 Quoted in Lenin, Vol. XXII®, pp. 560-1, from the memoirs of one Grodner,
a Bolshevik of Elets, who had come up to Moscow to explzm to Lenin certain
* -
» . s\ , o ‘e
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. There seems to have been little hesitation in followingjLenin’s
a ad‘vme, even where the Left Socialist Revolutionarijs were
in the majority, though in some instances, ngtably in the
Petrograd Soviet, their delegates avoided expulsion fgr many
months after July 1918.41
Four days after the shooting of von Mirbach, the left
socialist revolutionary Commander-in-Chief on - the\Volga :
front declared war against the Germans. He w# killed at a
session of the local Soviet Executive Committee whjle en-
deavouring to win over the communist anembers to his side,
In the course of the next few weeks the situation of the Coms
munists became precarious. In the last week of July a rising
broke out in Yaroslavl’; and other local insurregtions followed.
Anti-communist forces were advancing into the heart of
Russia. Allied troops had landed in Archangel and Siberia.
On 30 August an attempt took place on Lenin’s life, and Uritsky
was assassinated.  The Communists inaugurated the mass
arrests and executions, accompanied by the suppression of
practically all the surviving non-communist newspapers,
which became known as the Red Terror. The left gocialist
revolutionary leaders, however, escaped further reprisals, for
the time being. They were a popular party, particularly
among the sailors, and public feeling was in too excited a
state to risk rousing it further by unduly severe reprisals.
Moreover there was good reason to hope that many members
of the party might eventually join the Communists. Trotsky
may not have been far wrong in his assertion that, in organizing
the assassination of von Mirbach their Central Committee had
‘acted behind the backs of nine-tenths of the members of the
party’.2  ‘Whatever the reason for this comparative leniency,
Natanson was allowed to go abroad, where shortly afterwards
he died. When at last on 27 Novegaber 1918 a revolutionary
tribunal tried the leading members of the left socialist
statements in the local press about a left socialist revolutionary meeting which
Lenin had criticized, notably the adsertion that they cn_]Qed comrmunist support
——~i1111%see ibid., p. 172. :
or an account 8f events in Petrograd guberRiya (provmce), see A. Kuzmin,
in Krasnaya letopis’, no. 3 (27), 1928, at p. 246; for the Left Socialist Revolutionaries
in the Petrograd Soviet see a spxrlted 1llegal leaﬂet undated !but apparently after
February 1919, in view of the reference to iplrldonova s reCent re-arrest, which
took place in F ebruary 1919), headed ‘Otv {raktsu levykh S-r Pctrogradskomu
Sovetu na zapros ot 14-go fevralya’, in the British Museurmn.
1% Trotsky, KVRgVol. 1, p. 277. " )
L4
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~revolugonary Central Committee, including Kamkov, K%re-,

Iin, yorov, Sablin, Spiridonova, and Blyumkin, the sen-
tences fmposgd were mild. Three years imprisonment was the

- sentende in each case, except for Spiridonova and Sablin, who

were sentenced to one year, but, in view of their services to the

~revolution were amnestied a few days later.4® It is not clear.

LA AlllL ST PN U S § 10 } R 92 $ o241

whetler any of the others served their sentences. Blyumkin,
then only eighteen years old, joined the Communists, fought
in thg Civil War, and thereafter served under Trotsky, and

,in the G.P.U.**  Proshyan, who had been the most active in

what there was of the rising, died soon after, at liberty, and
Lenin wrote a generous obituary on him. So far as Maria
Spiridonova was concerned, there was good reason to avoid
any provocative action, as she was too popular among the
peasants.® After her trial she immediately threw herself
into a campaign of public meetings up and down the country
sometimes even debating with communist speakers.

The July revolt of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries caused a
break-up in their party. The more extreme leaders, including
Kamkev and Irina Kakhovskaya, formed an underground
terrorist group, which some time later successfully organized
the assassination by Boris Donskoy of Eichorn, the German
Commander in the Ukraine. Some other minor revolts were
also organized by extremists, especially inside the army and
navy, but they had been hastily improvised and were easily

—put down.  In October 1918 a demonstration of young sailors

of the Second Baltic Fleet, protesting against the peace with
Germany as well as against the terror, was dispersed without
difficulty, and achieved little more than to throw Zinoviev
into a panic. Later in the year a more serious attempted
military coup d’état near Kursk, involving tens of thousands of

[

43 See Krasnaya kniga Vecheka, pp. 365-7. The date of the amnesty as shown
on p. 367 of the typescript copy of this work in the Hoover War Library, 29 Novem-
ber 1919, is an error for 29 November 1918. Sverdlov, whose signature appears
on it, was dead in Nggember 1919. I have not been able to trace the date of
Blyumkin’s arrest or gurrender.

44 He was shot-in ecembeg 1929, without trial, one ogthe first victim! of the
anti-Trotskyist reprisals, ° L

45 There is an z:count by Emma Goldman in My Disillusionment in Russia
(Chapter XVTI) of Ber visit to Spiridonova, then in hiding, in the middle of 1920,
in which letters to her from the feasants’ are quoted. cf. a Vecheka circular
instruction of June 1920 which refrs to Spiridonova as ‘fairly popular’ among the

peasant masses—Sofsialisticheskiy vestnik; 5 April 1921, pp. 12—‘3.
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Jtroops, was put down by one battalion of the Redj Army.
In*919 an explosion at the Moscow Communist Headcfuarters,
organized by extremist Left Socialist Revolutignarifs (and

“some Anarchists) as a protest against communist terrorist

®
®

methods, caused some casualties and succeeded in wounding
Bukharin.% But such incidents were the work of a minority.
The majority of the party repudiated von Mirbach’s wassas-
sination and attempted to keep peace with the Gommunists.
It was with this end in view that a number of prominept Left
Socialist Revolutionaries helped to form the two splinter parties
which came into existence after July 1918, and which will be
described later.” : .

On 18 February 1919, Spiridonova was re-argested together
with a large number of Left Socialist Revolutionaries. The
press carried the story of the discovery of a left socialist
revolutionary plot. In the trial which followed Spiridonova
was sentenced to be banished for one year from political and
social life, and isolated in a sanatorium, where she was to be
‘given an opportunity for healthy mental and physical work’.
The conditions in the ‘sanatorium’ were such that it was only
a successfully organized escape which saved her from dying of
consumption. She then went into hiding until October 1920,
when she was arrested for the last time, and nothing is now
known of her fate.®®

Deprived of their press and eventually of representation in
the soviets, the Left Socialist Revolutionaries played virtually
no part as a legal opposition during 1919. In the spring of
1920 a small group of the party including Steinberg, suc-
ceeded in acquiring legal status. They were allowed again
for a short time to publish their periodical (Jnamya) a privi-
lege which had long been denied to almost every party other
than the communist. Six issuesgappeared in 1920 and
three up to May 1921. The tone of this last voice of left
socialist revolutionary legal opposition was mild and acade-
mic. It looked forward to the withering sway of the state,

46 Bee Voennoe delogno. 3 (32), 31 January P19, p. 174—; 1Vin-Zhenevsky,
Bol’sheviki u vlasti, pp. 145-6; and 1. Flerovsky in Proletarskaya revolyuisiya, 1926,
no. 55 (8), pp. 218 f,, for the revolt of the Baltic sailors; gnd for the Moscow
explosion see M. M. Pokrovsky, Okiyabr'skaya revolyutsiya, bp. 362-8; Krasnaya
kniga Vecheka, pp. 391 ff., and Pravda, 6 Nov@mber 1919.

47 See Chapter IX, [

48 Steinberg, Spisidonava, Part IV, Chapters 111 to VI.

b .
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and say the practical solution of current problems in a federa-,
tion offall productive forces controlled by the trade uniohs, -
includiflg unjons of the labouring peasantry, and in a system
of distribution controlled by the co-operatives. There was
also some cautious discussion of the ‘limits of the use of violence
~in the revolutionary struggle’.#® At the end of the year, in
Decegrber 1920, Steinberg was summoned (with a ‘consulta-
tive voice’) Yo the Eighth Congress of Soviets to read a rather
vapid declaration, calling on the peasants and workers to ‘rise
above the temporarw and historically accidental difficulties of
L) .
the present phase of the revolution’ and look forward to the
great fufure of the Russian and world revolutions.®® How-
ever, this tempgrary reconciliation did not survive the Kronstadt
rising, three months later. The mass arrests which took place
at this time effectively put an end to this remnant of the party.
Steinberg almost alone among the leaders of the party escaped
arrest and eventually left Russia. Izmailovich, Kakhovskaya,
and Mayorov were last heard of in exile in the Urals in the
thirties. The ghosts of Kamkov and Karelin made a brief
appeargnce at the trial of Bukharin in 1938.51 As late as
1922 there were still isolated Left Socialist Revolutionaries in
some soviets, including the Moscow Soviet, but the party had
long ceased to be of any significance.

The Left Socialist Revolutionaries were thus forced out of
existence, but they nevertheless escaped more lightly than
the other opposition parties. The total of their leading
members shot by the Communists up to 1921 was only 26,
while four died in prison.?? Perhaps this comparative toler-
ance was based on the belief that they could be attracted sooner
or later into the communist fold. Certainly, many did join
the communist party, and it appears that the Vecheka drew a
number of its recruits fron) among them.%®  Perhaps it was due
to this expectation of winning the younger members over to

49 Znamya, no. 1 (3), April 1920. This periodical first reappeared legally early
in. 1919, but was closedgdown after two issues (see Postrikou, p. 392).

50. Vs, syezd VIII, pp. 120-3. )

51-See Chapter VIfI. P . /

52 Kreml’ za reshetkoy, pp. 205-8, 214-16. %

53 The Vecheka intruction referred to in Note 45 directs that all Left Socialist
Revolutionaries are %o be sent to Moscow on arrest, in view of the fact that many
of them can be recruited for work ifl the' Cheka. The Left Socialist Revolution-
aries formed the largest number®of ‘political inmates of the Moscow Butyr'ki
prison in April 1920.
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« communism that, as late as June 1922, when the sfrviving e
» leaders of their party were banished or imprisoned for lif§, a trial
~was held of seven young party members. The acgused¥were all
under 26, and the sentences imposed very light, in some cases
even conditional, amounting to an immediate acquittal.3*  No
doubt the Communists hoped by their display of leniency to
attract the few remaining heirs of the Narodmkz stﬂl at Yberty
into their party.

The political cvolution of the Left Socialist Revolutipnaries
from November 1917 until July 1918 need not have surpnsed
anyone. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries were romanti¢
absolutists, but they were not marxists. They were g peasant
party, and their intellectual tradition was thatgof Lavrov and
Bakunin. They were drawn to the Bolsheviks because they
promised a socialist utopia, a revolution which was apparently
going to follow the separate path so dear to the Narodniki—
one which would lead backward Russia straight to socialism
without the intermediate Western capitalist phase. The gulf
between marxists and non-marxists was bridged because the
marxists in 1917 appeared to be following a line whjch was.
far removed from marxism. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries
were of coursc internationalists like the Bolsheviks, but their
internationalism was not unmixed with Slav patriotism.
What attracted them in Lenin’s internationalism was the
‘revolutionary war’, when (as they pictured it) the dark
peasant masses would rise in a vast spontancous and passion-
ate revolt, perhaps not unlike that hoped for by Bakunin,
and the cxample of the Slavs would light a torch of freedom
for all the oppressed peoples of the world: They broke with
Lenin in 1918 not because they had changed, but because
the Lenin of 1918 bore little relationship in their eyes to the
Lenin of 1917. And the Left Socjalist Revolutionaries were
before all else idealists. It was this quality which attracted
to them many of the poets who had before the revolution
attached themselves to left wing socialist rewolutionary circles,
witBout joiningeany political party, @mong®them Alexander
Blok*and Sergey Esenin.  The same idealism drew them on
to bolshevism, and was in turn the cause o¥ their revulsion
from it.. Blok saw the figure of Christ leading a detachment

‘ 82 Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp: 275-80,

. e
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of Rl Guards in his poem The Twelve, only to fall soon pfigr
the (ctober  Revolution into bitter, disillusioned silence forg

~the rdmainjng years of his life. The peasant Esenin similarly
drew very close to Bolshevik circles for a short time after the
revolution. The following lines from one of his best poems,
written in 1918, typify the emotional attraction which bolshev-
ismeheld {or the more immature Socialist Revolutionaries:

I-do not want a heaven which has no way up to it
® I am ready today with hands firm as steel
To overturn the whole world. .. .

Esenin, unlike Blok, did not remain silent.’® Lenin’s bolshevik
followers, for, all their doubts and differences, supported Lenin
in the end because they knew that without him they had no
~ chance of survival in power. The Left Socialist Revolution-
aries were inconsistent, romantic, unrealistic, and politically
naive to tfle point of childishness. But they did not sacrifice
their principles to power. . -

55 On Esenin see his Stiklzoivoremj)a, 1910-1925, Paris, nd., pp. 5-19. For a

moving account of Blok’s last years and his bitter remorse regarding The Twelve,
see G. Wanov, Peterburgskie zimy, New York, 1952, pp. 208-10.



CHAPTER VIII ‘

LEFT COMMUNISM

The bolshevik opponents of Lenin’s peace policy keg} to
their agreement with the Central Committee. The% made no
public pronouncements until after the treaty with Germany
had been signed. But they opened thejy campaign ds an
opposition group inside the party at the Seventh Party Congress |
of the Bolsheviks, which met from 6 to 8 March 1918. Hastily
convened, it represented less than half the total party member-
ship. The strength of opposition within the party to the
official peace policy was undoubtedly at that date considerably
stronger than the final voting in favour of Lenin’s resolution
approving the peace indicated, thirty votes agailst eleven,
with four abstentions.? Bukharin was the main spokesman
for the left opposition, and the author of the minority resolu-
tion. This resolution called for a revolutionary war ‘by flying
partisan detachments’ in the- early stages, and gradually
drawing to its side the proletariat and the poorer peasantry.
Meanwhile, both intensive training of the new Red Army and
the most active international propaganda should aim to draw
the proletariat of the world to the side of Russia. Lenin’s
argument that the peace would provide a breathing space for
peaceful reconstruction was an illusion, according to Bukharin.
There could be no peaceful co-existence in any circumstances
between the Soviet Republic and international capital: either
Germany would crush Russia, or the capitalist states would
partition her by agreement among themselves. The vanguard
of the party was ready for the struggle, but the present peace
policy was a capitulation to the lowest level of the demoralized

1 Only 135,000 out of a total membership of 300,000 were represented. The
69 delegates of the Seventh Congress should be contrasteg with the 264 of the
Sixth, and the 403 of the Eighth. The percentage of workers among delegates
was al$d remarkably lew, 13-14 per cent in 1918y compared with 40 per cent
and 35 per cent in 1917 and 1919—see Bubnaw, pp. 512, 621. At a Moscow
Party Gor}fercpce, on 4 March Pokrovsky’s op’posi‘tion‘resoluti? gathered 46 votes
against Zinoviev's 64—see G. Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. VII (i1}, p. 282, It is

perhaps significant that at this meeting Obdlensky’s resolution which not only

opposed the peace, Eut went on to censure the (entral Committee for its conduct,
collected only 5 votds.

R 13} o L.
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peasdntry. Bukharin was supported by Kollontay {who
‘appedrs to have been absent from all the crucial meetings ofs
the Central Committee in February) by Ryazanov, Urltsky,
Radek, and by several provincial delegates.? Again, as in the
Central Committee, Lenin used every endeavour to avoid a
~split in the party, and this was the general feeling of the
congress.  Bukharin was re-elected to the Central Committee
bya large vote, and Uritsky and Lomov were elected as candi-
dateg. They attempted to resign, but their remgnatlons were
not accepted. Inethe end the matter was left in abeyance.
For some months to come they did not attend any meetings of
the Central Committee. In a private memorandum to party
members thgy stated that they did not want to cause a split
in the party, but could not serve on the Central Committee
and therefore did not consider themselves as members.?
Trotsky afyo regarded party unity as the paramount considera-
tion. He expressed his reluctant acceptance of the majority
opinion of the congress in face of the possibility of a split in
the party. He did not in any way participate in the left
communist movement. = Having already resigned his position
as Commissar for Foreign Affairs before the congress, he was
almost immediately appointed Commissar for War, and threw
his energies into the building up of the Red Army. The
following October, at a moment when revolution seemed im-
minent in Germany, and Lenin’s policy thus appeared to have
been justified in the interests of world revolution, his acknow-
ledgement in the Central Executive Committee that at the
time of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations he had been wrong and
Lenin had been right was greeted with a prolonged ovation.4
On one question the congress proved united. Lenin’s pro-
posal to change the name of the party from Russian Social
Democratic Labour Pagty (Bolshevik) to Russian Communist
Party (Bolshevik), evoked no opposition. The change sym-
bolized a complete break with the socialist parties of the Second
International, amd with the Russian Mensheviks in particular.-
In April 1917] Lenins proposal to make this symbolic 4hange
had met witb considerable resistance. But in March 1918

speech; ibid., pp. 35-8, and repW¥;, pp. 48-9. o
3Pratokaly Vi, pp- 229-30. ¢ Protokol} VISIK V,p. 248.

2 Sed’moy s_yezd, p.72. For thc‘mmonty resolution, see Zp 200-03; Bukharin’s
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the Qreak with the socialists was so complete, that in no s¢ction

<f the party were there any remnants of that desire for finion
of the two wings of social democracy which haqd still¥ been
strong after the February Revolution.

The Seventh Congress also dealt with the question of the
party programme, though inconclusively. Lenin’s proposal to
make changes in it had aroused considerable differenceg of
opinion at the All-Russian Bolshevik Party Conference in
May 1917.  Inthe course of 1917, before the October Reyolu-
tion, the disagreements between Lenin on the one hand and a
Moscow group consisting of Bukharin, Lomov, Sokol'nikov
and V. M. Smirnov on the other, were developed in a sgries of
pamphlets.®  Although inconclusive, these early gontroversies
on theoretical questions revealed a difference of outlook
between Lenin and the ‘Muscovites’ which in part explained
left communism. From the proposition that a ney phase of
imperialist wars had been reached in world capitalism, in
‘which future military conflicts were inevitable, the more
radical Moscow theorists drew the conclusion that the only
solution lay in the victory of the proletariat on an internagional
scale. Accordingly their proposals for the new programme
stressed the need to work out one unified programme for the
international proletarian party, rather than to concentrate
upon the specific needs of the Russian party. The Moscow
group were likewise anxious to abandon the division of the
programme into a ‘minimum’ and ‘maximum’, an immediate
and an ultimate part, on the grounds that, since the socialist
revolution (as distinct from the middle-class democratic stage)
was imminent, the minimum programme was no longer
applicable. Lenin’s arguments against this Moscow ‘utopian-
ism’ show the evolution of his ideas, which reached their -
maturity at the time of the Brest-Litoysk treaty. On 19 Octo-
ber 1917 he wrote:

We do not know whether we shall be victorious tomorrow or
a li)a;le later (I am personally inclined to th’n.k it will be to-
. . ; ,

. [

5 See two collections entitled Materialy po pesesmotric partiynoy programmy, one
published by the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau, the other in Petrod§ad with a preface
by Lenin. = The discussion was also conductedgn two periodicals, in Prosveshchenie,
of which only-one isgue was published, in. Pétrograd, and in. Spartak, of which
:ten issues. were pubshed between June and November 1917 the Moscow by

Oblast’” Bureau, ‘ ‘
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morrhw . . .} We do not know how soon after our victory the
revol ticn in the West will come. . . . Therefore it is 1ud1crous
to jetdison the minimum programine, which is essenfial so long <
as we are living within the framework of the bourgeois order, so
long as we have not'yet destroyed this framework, and have laid
the foundations for the passage to socialism by smashing and

destroymg the enemy, the bourgeoisie.

And agait, in reply to the argument that the programme
should be international: ‘Until the proletarian revolution has
conquéred in one cauntry at least’ no full scale international
Conference to decide on a programme is conceivable.® A
commission on the party programme, appointed on 18 October
1917 and cons.isting of Lenin, Bukharin, Trotsky, Kamenev,
Sokol’nikov, and Kollontay had made no progress, and
had been curtailed to Lenin, Bukharin, and Sokol'nikov
on 6 February 1918, But divisions of opinion were too sharp
for agreeme.nt on the programme at the Seventh Congress of
the Party. The main doctrines of the Left Communists were -
developed after the congress and are dealt with below. But
one intgrchange between Lenin and Bukharin in the desultory

" discussions which took place is of interest. Bukharin’s pro-
posal to amend the programme by including in it a reference
to the withering away of the state drew a characteristic retort
from Lenin: ‘At present we are undoubtedly supporters of the
state.” The realization of the principle ‘from each according
to his abilities, to each according to his needs’ is still a long way
off. “Ore may well wonder when the state will begin to
‘wither away. . .. To proclaim this withering away in
advance is to violate historical perspective.’” A new com-
mission on the party programme was appointed by the
Seventh Congress, consisting of Lenin, Trotsky, Bukharin,
Sokol’'nikov, V. M. Smlrnov, Zinoviev, and Stahn,——showmg,
incidentally, both the growth of Stalin’s authority in the party,
and the endeavours of the congress to prevent a split in party

& Lenin, Vol. XXI, Bp. 311-17.

¥ Lenin, Vol. XXﬁ pp- 36§-5. He had changed his gind. Only a#nonth
before in Chapter V of his Staze ang Revolution (published in February 1918, though
written in' August agd September 1917) he had proclaimed that the state would
begin. to wither away immediately after the proletarian revilution. - Lenin had
already crossed swords with ‘Bukhatin on this question in $witzerland. For a
different interpretation of Lenin’s $ittitude to the state at varfous times, see Carr,

- 1, pp. 248-9.
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Jeadership. A new party programme was ﬁnally dopted o
- the following year at the Eighth Party Congress, inf March
1919.

However, early in March 1918, the opposulon inside the
communist party to the peace was rather more extensive than
Lenin’s easy victory at the Seventh Party Congress might have
suggested. A large number of the rank and file, probgply a
majority, and many leaders opposed it; and yet®before long
this opposition melted away. In Petrograd a very short period
of intensive agitation and discussion insigle the party brought
about a considerable change in the temper of those party
organizations which had largely supported the left wing on
the issue of peace. To this conversion Zmovm‘v, who was an
energetic and convincing debater, made an important con-
tribution. Lenin had originally proposed that he should be
sent with Toffe as a delegate to Brest-Litovsk, but at Sverdlov’s
request he had been retained in Petrograd for the purpose of
these party debates.?  Zinoviev did not confine his activitics
to Petrograd. On 3 March, accompanicd by Sverdlov, he
harangued in debate with Pokrovsky, the historian, a vast
party audience in the Zimniy Theatre in Moscow. The
following day he collected sixty-four votes against forty-six
at a party conference in favour of the peace,? for which shortly
afterwards the committee of the Moscow rayon voted by a
large majority.’® Omn 5 March 1918 there appeared the first
number of Kommunist published by the Petrograd District
Committee of the party, and edited by Bukharin, Radek, and
Uritsky. It appeared daily and was devoted to popular
agitation for revolutionary war. By 7 March a Petrograd
Party Conference had adopted by a large majority a resolution
condemning the Left Communists and calling upon them to
abandon their ‘independent organizgtional existence’.1! As a
result of this resolution Kommunist was forced soon after to cease -
publication in Petrograd and was transferred to Moscow,
where it re-appeared in April under the auspices of the Moscow
Oblxst’ Bureau. ¢ It was not, of coursg, only*the eloquence of

 Zinoviev and others which produeed this cgnversion in the

8 Protokoly VII, p. 212-15. ® Zinovieg, Sockineniya, Vol. VII (2), p. 282.
10 Pravda, 12 Mrch 1918, v % @

11 Zinoviev, Soclineniva, Vol. VIL (i), p #21.  The resolution was adopted .
by 57 votes to 7—@e Yaroslavsky, I{mtkze 0cherkz, Vol. 11, p. 189,
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party“ The signing of the treaty and the haltin g of the German
advar,ce, with its promise of certain peace at long last, operated
to sway many within the party over to Lenin’s side. By
13 March it was already evident that opposition to the peace
was on the decline. In the bolshevik ‘fraction’ meeting which -
preceded the Fourth All-Russian Congress of Soviets, 453
voigd for Lenin’s resolution in favour of ratification of the
peace treaty, against 36, with 8 abstentions. At the congress,
which met between 14 and 18 March, at which Lenin secured
an overwhelming majority in favour of ratification of the treaty,
the Left Communists merely abstained from voting.'? On
15 May Lenin won another victory in the stronghold of Left
‘Communism, the Moscow Oblast’, when  after debate with
Lomov at a party conference hlS resolution was passed by
forty-two votes to nine.!®

But the Left Communists’ opposition to Lenin was not con- -
fined to the question of the peace of Brest-Litovsk. In the
~realm of doctrine, the Left Communists jettisoned revolu-
tionary war as a practical policy, but continued for some
months after to advocate, in the pages of Kommunist and in
par‘ucular at the First Congress of Councils of National
Economy, a more radical socialist policy. When Kommunist
reappeared in Moscow (its spiritual home) on 20 April it
was as a weekly, devoted to theoretical discussion of the foun-
dations of left communism, in contrast to the more popular
Petrograd daily. Its editorial board was reinforced by
Obolensky and V. M. Smirnov. (Uritsky had remained in
Petrograd.) Four numbers appeared in Moscow, between
April and June 1918. The official theses of the group ap- -
peared in the first Moscow issue of Kommunist, over the signa-
~tures of the editorial board—Bukharin, Radek, Obolensky,
and V. M. Smirnov. 14 Revolutionary war was now com-
pletely discarded. But the Left Communists argued, since
the signing of peace had been a capitulation to the less advanced
and least revolutjonary sections of the proletariat and peasantry,
it therefore presented,a threat to socialist, principles., They
saw signs of this threat-in the policy which Lenin was now

12 Lenin, Vol. X XTI, p. 620. eems that all the delega¥s had not yet arrived,
for the “fraction’ meeting. See als B. & F.,pp. 529-33.
18 Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 537.
s Reprinted in full in Lenin, Vol, XXII, pp. 561-71.
L & [ ]
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advqcating—industrial discipline in place of workers’ cc‘htrol,
the employment of non-communist specialists to build up
énterprises brought to a standstill by the excesses of the early
months of the revolution, and bargains with the capitalist
~owners of large-scale industrial enterprises in order to enlist
their co-operation. To Lenin’s policy of utilizing the breathing
space provided by the peace in order to build up the rujned
industrial strength of the country, they opposed a demand for
radical socialist measures—extensive nationalization, workers’
control of industry, no bargains with Russian or foreign
capitalists. With some foresight, the left opposition sketched
the future as they feared it, should the preservatlon of what
remained of the Soviet state become the main aim”® of the
communist party. The scarcely begun process of socializa-
“tion would be arrested, ‘with the nationalization of the
banks incomplete, with a capitalist form of financing under-
takings, with only partial nationalization of indusfrial under-
takings, with the prevalence in the countryside of small
holdings and properties, with the peasants striving to solve the
land question by dividing up the land’. This course; they
foretold, would be officially defended by the need to preserve
at all costs for the sake of international revolution the power
of the Sovict state.

‘In such case, all efforts will be directed to the strengthening
and development of productive power. . . .. In foreign policy
aggressive tactics of exposure of the imiperialist powers will be
replaced by a policy of diplomatic manceuvre by the Russian
state amidst the imperialist powers. The Soviet republic will
not only conclude trade agreements with them, but will also
develop organic economic and political bonds with them, use
their military and political support’, and take loans from them.
In the result, ‘in conjunction with the policy of managing
undertakings on the principle of the®extensive participation of
capitalists, and of bureaucratic centralization, there will quite
naturally arise a policy towards the workers designed to restore
discipline among them under the guise of so-clled self-discipline,
and“he introdudtion of labour conscn}:hon .« . The form of
government must then develop in th® directiongof bureaucratic
centralization, fhe rule of all mangyer of commissars, the loss of
their independEnce by the local sovigts and rejection in practice
of governmeng from below.’
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In face of this danger the Left Communists advocated cop-,
munal farming of the land,'® and socialist measures in a
nationalized industry. Their own future they visualized as @

‘businesslike and responsible proletarian opposition’.

The Left Communists did not play this part for long. A
fundamental weakness of the left position was the fact that they
had tg admit that their socialist utopia would be doomed if
the revolutioh in Western Europe did not come to the aid of
Russia _pretty quickly. V. M. Smirnov in the same’ April
1ssue of 'K ommunist, wrote of the ‘efforts, foredoomed to failure,

- to build socialism in a side turning off the main highway of

European socialism’, and in the following issue an anonymous
writer concluded that ‘socialism cannot be put into operation
in one country, and in a backward country at that’.'® At
the First Congress of Councils of National Economy in the
following mgnth Obolensky’s opposition resolution admitted
that the restoration of the normal industrial life of the country
was ‘unthinkable without ce-ordinated support on an inter-
national scale’.?” Yet, while faith in the coming revolution
in the West was still strong in May 1918 among most leading
Communists, few, if any, were so sanguine as to regard it as
imminent. It was perhaps with some justification that
Milyutin at the Congress of Councils of National Economy
remarked that he had quite expected Obolensky to end his
speech with the suggestion that ‘we should procure a rope and

‘hang ourselves’. 18

Another weakness of left communism, which prevented its
supporters from gathering around them any effective following
against Lenin, was the demonstrable failure of the early

15 There was no thought of communal farms or collectivization during the first
months of feverish division of the land.. But from the time of the Fundamental
Land Law of 19 February 1918 on‘gards, the encouragement of state and collective
farms was a constant aim of communist policy. For a variety of reasons very little
advance was made in this field during the first few years. See Prokopovicz,
pp- 65-75 for the best short account and figures. In July 1918, Bukharin, then
in Germany, drew upor himself an attack by Lenin for pubhshmg an article in
the -Copenhagen. Naghrichtendienst, which, among other measures, advocated
intensified collectivization of lan1 holdmgs, though in realitysthe policy advecated
};y him' differed littlef from the official line. See Lenin, Vol. XXI11, pp. 585,

02-3. Iy

16 Quoted in Proletarskaya revolyutsizg, no. 11 (194), 1929, 13 32, and in ZYaro-
slavsky, IV, p. 310. . :

17 Trudy VSNKh 1, p. 88. <

184bid., Pp. 84-5, . :
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experiments in workers’ control of industry.”® There was o
point in Bukhapinls Ariticism of Lenin: ‘Comrade Lenin has
written that i ev on will be taught to govern
the country. It is a good-Thmgso teach a scullion to govern
a country. But what will be the result if you put a commissar
over the scullion?’?® Unfortunately every one knew the chaos
which resulted if you did not put the commissar ovgr the
scullion, and sometimes even if you did. Bukharin and
Obolensky further advanced the criticism that Lenin’s policy
amounted to nothing more nor less than state capltahsm, and
that unless the masses exercised economic dictatorship, thelr
political dictatorship would inevitably disappear.2* To this
. Lenin could reply that where the state embod*ed the interests
and the will of the proletariat, economic control by the state
meant economic control by the proletariat. Indeed in 1918
the communist dictatorship still appeared to the Russian pro-
letarian minority as their own dictatorship, in the sense that
(as Martov was to say years later) ‘they entrusted to this
handful of Bolsheviks the task of setting up a communist order
which they did not know how to tackle themselvey’. The
criticism of the Left Communists might more aptly have been
directed against the policy, which they had wholeheartedl
and without exception supported, of seizing power alone a
building socialism by force in a country which was not
‘_ready for it.

nists now demanded had been supported and advocated, by
the Bolsheviks between March and- November 1917 as' an
effective method of disorganizing the industrial machine, and
as a popular slogan to rally the proletariat behind them. It
was introduced by the Bolsheviks in the first instance,' as
Lenin later explained to the Sixth Soviet Congress in 1919,
to consolidate the faith of the workers in the revolution,

1% For Lenin’s arguments against the Left Commums*s see especxally ‘O levom
rebyachestve i o melkoburzhuaznosti’ (‘Left wing Hidishness and the petty
bourgeois outlook’) published in Pravda on 9 andy11 May 1918, Lenin, Vol. XXII,
ppP- 2(7)51) fg i and his speech on 29 April in the {entral Excc&twe Committee, ibid.,
PP: =

20 Protokoly VITJIK IV, pp. 233-4. :
1 See Trudy VNKEh I, pp. 64-5. cf. q tations from Bukharin’s articles in
Kommunist in an Jfrticle by A. Sidorov in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 11, 1929,
at pp. 46-8.
oo : [ ] ° e .
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Jtke Commissar of Communications, who was given complete o
« dictatorial powers. Lenin drafted the decree. But the rail-
ways were only one instance out of many. The inescapable
fact that workers’ control had failed was Lenin’s strongest
argument in winning support for his industrial policy of work
discipline, onc-man management, and efficient methods of
production.

The Left Communists’ advocacy of greater initlative for the
workers and of less interference by the bureaucracy appeared
therefore in 1918 to be a counsel of perfeetion, but not practlcal
politics. At the May Congress of Councils of National Economy
the left were completely routed in the voting, their resolutions
being defeated by overwhelming majorities. Their only suc- .
cess was in one of the committees. Smirnov and Obolensky,
with the backing of many provincial delegates, especially from
the Urals, put through an amendment on industrial manage-
ment, which gave factory workers the right to elect one third
of the technical personnel of the management. This ‘stupidity’,
as Lenin called it, was ‘put right’ in the full meeting by ensuring
to the central state economic organ, the Supreme Council of
National Economy, a right of veto over all appointments.2*
The only resolution passed by the congress which could in
any sense be regarded as a victory for the left point of view
was one advocating nationalization of all branches of key
industrics—iron and steel and the chemical and textile indus-
tries. The Supreme Council of National Economy already
possessed, since its creation at the end of 1917, the power of
nationalization. But expropriation had proceeded anarchic-
ally, without any effective guidance or control by the central
authorities, often as a result of spontaneous local action, and
more often than not as a punitive measure against owners who
attempted to oppose the excesses of, workers’ control.?s Now
it was intended to introduce more system into nationalization,
‘a pohcy which the left welcomed, though: not without some
misgivings. Some time later, on 28 June 3918, a decree was
hurniedly passed extending nationalization to all large scale
industrial undertakings. To sonfe extentthis precipitous

0

24 Leninskiy sbor/k, Vol. XX1, pp. 130-1.
26 Details in' N 'lyutms spcech Trudy VINKR I, p. 54, and in his Istor@ya
ekonomicheskogo razVitiva SSSR 1917—1927, pp. 112-13,

S . y
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measure was dictated by the inevitable necessity of extending -
nationalization, once embarked on, if any central control was,
to be achigved. But it would seem that the decree was
dictated less by economic than by political considerations.
It was certainly in no way a concession to the left. It had
arisen from Larin’s negotiations with the Germans at about
thisgime. Under Articles 12 and 13 of a supplementary agree-
ment to th§ Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, expropriated enterprises
had to be returned to their foreign owners within a year of
,Tatification. But where ‘the properties expropriated have
passed into the hands of the state, or of the local self-government
and rergain in their possession on the ground of legislative acts,
obligatory fogall the inhabitants of the country’, compensation
was payable instead of restoration. Larin’s negotiations con-
vinced him that there was a risk of a considerable part of
Russian inglustry falling into German hands. He shrewdly
‘suggested nationalization to Lenin as a means of avoiding this,
and the decree of 28 June, hurriedly drawn up and passed,
was the result.2¢ No doubt with the object of making this
decree, appear more convincing to the Germans, a radiogram
in clear informing him of the decree was dispatched to the
Soviet Ambassador in Berlin in which the nationalization was
described- as being ‘in accordance with the plan worked out
long ago’.27 .
The decline of left communism was as rapid as its rise.
During April and May the left communist strongholds were
“still from time to time ‘passing resolutions in favour of revolu-
tionary war at some of the numerous meetings which were
held throughout the country. The left won a major tem-
© porary success in the Urals (where the metallurgical industry -
was one of the oldest bolshevik strongholds).2®8 But by June,
if not before, left commgnism was a spent force. The last
number of Kommunist appeared during this month without the
imprimatur of thefMoscow Oblast’ Bureau. A period of free
28 For the text of the supplementary agreement, see U.S. Foreign Relations,
Vol. 1, p. 449.  Larin’s accdint is quoted in Jagorsky @ p. 40. cf. pomov’s
a;:cou{th 2in ‘Kak my,xachali stxfoiti ’, reprinted in Lenin v peryye mesyatsy, pp. 114-24,
8 Loinskip sbornik, Vol XXXV $1945), pp. 27-8. ‘h

ensky, a resolution

28 After a period of agitation ig this area, led by Preobra
all-Russian party

was passed by a local party conference calling for a ne
congress. - See Kommunist, 060, 4, pp. 13~14,
. . e Soo®
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delate within the communist party had had the result of rapidly
chiminating serious conflict, and of obviating a split. Left
communism had suffered from the weakness that dt had from
the first been linked with the advocacy of revolutionary war.
In Bolshevik eyes, this policy was tainted by the fact that it was
also the policy of the vociferous Left Socialist Revolutionaries.?®
Already on 20 April, when Kommunist first reappeareg in
Moscow, the Left Communists had been anxiogs to - disas-
sociate themselves from such unwelcome allies, and to jgttison
revolutionary war. ‘It would be laughable’, they wrote in
their theses published on that date, ‘to preach, like the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries, the refusal on principle tg accept
this peace.’ o

Indeed, it was the open hostility of the Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries to the Communists which finally put an end to the
Left Communists as a separate group. Many of ghem feared
to be idéntified with a policy which by July 1918 had led
straight to an armed vising. When the Fifth Congress of
Soviets met on 4 July, Obolensky at the preliminary meeting
of the communist delegates accepted in the name of the Left
Communists Lenin’s report on the political situation.?® Left
Communists, including Bukharin, took an active part in the
suppression of the left socialist revolutionary rebellion.
There is no evidence of any kind of solidarity between the two
political groups in July or indeed at any time. The most that
can be said is that in February and March they both opposed
" the peace. In the panic following 61 the assassination of the =
German Ambassador many Left Communists hurried to dis-
avow in Pravda any connection between themselves and the
treasonable ideas of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries. Yaro-
slavsky, henceforward to become one of the most reliable
communist propagandists, was the first. Others followed in
the course of July and August. Bukharin and Radek admitted

2% And of the Mensheviks. The Mensheviks, head‘:“by Martov, had in
March at the Fourth All-Russian Congress of Soviets delnanded that the treaty
should®not be ratifie®; they further called for tH resignation of the Council of
People’s Commissars; the setting up of a comfnission ‘to cﬁrify all the circum-
stances which led tg the final disorganisation of defence’; tRe recall of the Con-
stituent Assef\bly &1 order to set up a derbocratic republic and a government
enjoying the confidgnce of all democratic elengents; and the arming of a people’s
rising against the aflvance of German imperialism. Quoted in Vardin, p. 70.
30 Lenin, Vol. XXITI, p. 548. :
L4 ®
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their errors in the autumn.®® The terror received full suppgrt
from the Left Communists, ‘many of whom, including Bukhai;f
and Obolensky, took part in public campaigns in justificaties
of it.32

But the tentative approach by the Left Socialist Revolu-
tionaries to the Left Communists in February 1918, in itself
of no importance, was destined to have dramatic consequences.
It whs first wevealed by Bukharin at a party meeting at the
end of 19237 with the object of discrediting the oppositionists
of thal date grouped round Trotsky. This group made a
practice of referring to the early period of the revolution,
with its freedom of discussion within the party such as the
debates %t the time of the Brest-Litovsk peace, as an illus-
tration of what inner party democracy should be. Bukharin,
then an opponent of Trotsky, chose the incident of the left

socialist revolutionary approach to the Left- Communists to
. point the moral that the existence of groups and factions

within the party was fraught with grave danger to the state.
His illustration of the dangers of party disunity was im-
mediately seized on by Stalin and Zinoviev to discredit some
of the oppositionists of the time. who had once been Left
Communists, such as G. Pyatakov and Preobrazhensky.?®?
But Bukharin’s reminiscences were also to be turned against
him many years later, when he was on trial for his life in 1938.
No fewer than five ghosts from the past were brought out of the
prisons where they had been for many years, as witnesses
against him: Yakovleva; Obolensky (Osinsky), and Mantsev,
formerly of the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau; and the Left Socialist
Revolutionaries Karelin and Kamkov. It was important in
1938 to discredit Bukharin: his later policy of encoyraging

freedom of enterprise among the peasant small-holders was

31 Yaroslavsky, Kratkie ocherki, Wol. 11, pp. 190-2; Popov, 11, p. 39. It is notable
that the current charge of a political bloc between the Left Communists and the
Left Socialist Revoluticaries did not appear until quite late in Soviet history.
Contrast Yaroslavsky, . cit., published in 1928, who only goes so far as to say
that the Left Socialist Mevolutionaries tried to exp101t the split in the party (which
is quite true), with e.g. Bubnov gp. 516, published in 1931, avho already wgites of
‘the political bloc’ byween the two groups. (Bubnov was himself a Létt Com-
munist.)

32 Sce c.g. Pravda of 6 and 8 Septegnber 1918, {

d 3%January 1924

33 See Pravda of 15 December l‘) 16 December 1923,
a group of former
Left Gommunists, and Bukharin‘

L .
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respembered with nostalgia during the rigours of* Stalin’s
forced collectivization. He was accordingly charged with
Sifeving plotted in 1918 together with the Left Sociglist Revolu-
tionaries to arrest, and if necessary kill, Lenin, Stalin, and
- Sverdlov, and to form a new government of ‘Bukharinites’,
‘Trotskyites’, and Left Socialist Revolutionaries.?* Of the’
unhappy broken spectres of the past, only Kamkov proved
obdurate in giving evidence. A courageous militant terrorist
of the party, he could not be induced even by Vyshmsky to
confirm the existence of the ‘plot’ which,the chief prosecutor
was seeking to establish.?® Karelin, so broken and altered that”
Bukharin had difficulty in rccogmzmg him, recited his ev1dence
without resistance, though even in his case Bukharm was able
to show that what he had said outside the court at the pre-"
liminary interrogation had been different.?® The three Left
Communists told a grotesque story in which the open opposi-
tion of 1918 was now portrayed as a secret conspiracy. The
resolution of the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau of 24 February in
opposition to Lenin’s peace policy, became a secret resolution,
the destruction of which had been ordered by Bukharin—
although everyone who had access to the current ‘edition
of the works of Lenin could find it quoted in extenso in his
article “The Strange and the Monstrous’. (This article had
been published by Lenin soon after he had received the
offending resolution from the Moscow Oblast’ Bureau.) The
open conferences of the Left Communists after the signing
of the peace now became conspiratorial meetings. ~Obolensky’s
evidence even went to the length of implicating Bukharin
in the rising of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries which followed
the assagsination of von Mirbach. Bukharin’s endeavours by
questioning to establish that he had participated in the arrest
of the Left Socialist Revolutionarigs after the assassination
of the German Ambassador, as well as his efforts to show that
the Left Communists had numbered amoide their adherents
such pillars of orthodoxy as Yaroslavsky an(%(uybyshev, were

34 Regort (Bukharin, etc.), p. 29. ) ¢
354bid., pp. 489-90, 491. ‘We (the Left Socialist Revglutionaries and the

Left Comumu ists) did mot make any joint decision. . .. I -I¥ave already replied.
There were I&such eetings and discussiong’
38 ihd., p. DY, arelin’s evidence at the grial, for full measure, 1mphcated

Bukharin in the att mpt on Lenin’s life by Dora (Fanny) Kaplan, and in a joint
plot with the nght Socialist Revolutionaries as well (p. 502).

».
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frustrated by the court.3? Bukharin, whom not even a yegr’s
1mprlsonment before his trial had been able to break on t s
issue, denieq the fantastic charge to the end. His version of £ii€
- incident was substantially the same as that originally disclosed
by him in 1923.38
But while the modern Sov1et portrayal of the Left Com-
mumsts as a secret band of traitors from the first can be dis-
misfed, it is true that the group of leading Left Communists
1ncluded a fiumber whose names were to recur in future years
as metnbers of this oy that opposition tendency. Soviet writers
‘are often at great pains to. demonstrate, with scholastic in-
genuity, the direct ideological line which leads from, say,
Bukharih the Left Communist in 1918 to Bukharin the
opponent of ‘enforced collectivization after 1928. This is a
~ barren pursuit. Men’s ideas change though their tempera-
ments may not. The Left Communists were united by a
somewhat emotional faith in what they believed were true
communist. principles, perhaps also by inability to accept the
logical result of the tactics which had led to the seizure of
power, and which in turn derived from the policies which they
had themselves approved. In this respect alone perhaps some
kinship of outlook with their views in 1918 can be traced in the
later history of some of the adherents of Left Communism.3?
The May Congress of Councils of National Economy was
the last occasion at which the Left Communists appeared as
a more or less united opposition. But the views which they -
" advocated remained alive inside the party. For the few years
‘during which differences within the party could still be openly
ventilated there was to be much friction over such questions
as the control of industry, the employment of non-cogmunist
specialists, relations with the co-operatives, relations between
the centre and local bodies, and above all, the trade unions.
But the object of the Left Communists, to preserve a united
opposition within ghe party, failed. It failed not because the
oppositionists wer: suppressed or restricted in the advocacy
of-their views, but becagse, after the first shack of the %gning
of the peace, thgy could nmo longer draw on sufficient support
from the rank and ﬁle of thg party. For in tl‘lth ﬁney stood

37 Report.(Bukharin etc.), pp. 45, : 88 ibid., pp. 7724
39:A list of the more important Left Communists will be found in Appendix B.
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for & different outlook rather than for an alternative policy, and
thgir idealistic theories could not stand up either before Lenin’s
argaument, or before the even more devastating logjc of events.
Their fundamental inconsistency lay in the fact that though
they were prepared to support the dictatorship of a minority
over the majority, their somewhat scholastic temperament
made them less ready than Lenin to approve the deviations
from marxist theory by which alone it could be ma\dntainea.



. CHAPTER IX
THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES®

The Socialist Revolutionaries unlike the Mensheviks were
not linkedPto the Bolsheviks by a common adherence to
marxjsm. Moreover, when once their left wing had broken
away to form the separate party of Left Socialist Revolution-
aries, they were much more united than the Mensheviks in
their sypport of national defence against the Germans. They
therefore regudiated the bolshevik coup d’état without any
of the hesitations which beset the Mensheviks, and, unlike
them, were not even prepared to discuss a coalition with
the Bolshawiks. Again, in contrast to the Mensheviks, they
enjoyed in 1917 very considerable popular support. They
had made little attempt before November to assert the political
authority to which this support entitled them, because they
believed that no decisive legislative step should be taken until

~ the Constituent Assembly had met. Within a few weeks of
the October Revolution they had won a definite majority
of the delegates’ seats in the elections to that Assembly. Yet
they failed either at the time or later to exploit what would in
normal political conditions have been a position of impregnable
strength.
~ The first reason for this lay in the nature of the support on
which they could rely. The elections to the Assembly were
representative enough of opinion in the country, but any
parallel between the significance of an election in pglitically
inexperienced Russia, voting for the first time on a universal
franchise, and its signifigance in a maturer democracy would
be false. In a jnature country the voters who support a
‘political party dg so with the intention that the members of

1 Very little material is yat available upon which a Jistory of the Socialist
Revolutionaries betyeen 191 and 1921 can be written. - Even the Wence at

the trial of their le#flers in 1922} which in any case is far from trugrvorthy, has
_niot been published in full. The skejch which follows is ba m:%gpon Soviet

‘materials, as supplemented and checked by such memoirs ashavefbeen published. ;-
While, therefore, it is far from cSmplete, insofar as it deals witl armed activity '+

of the party against the Communists during the civil war, it errs, if anything~
on the side of overstating this activity.
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t%is‘ party should be returned as their chosen delegates to
' gcvern in their interests. The millions of peasants who voted
for* the socialist revolutionary lists in Novembe# 1917 had
never had the chance of acquiring this political maturity.
Their desires were simple—they wanted the land, and after
that they wanted to be left alone. They had no idea for the
most part that the election in which they weré voting wag in
any way linked with any government which woul€ be formed
in the future. They had learnt over the years to regagd the
Socialist Revolutionaries as the men wh® championed their
aspirations. They knew them as friends through the agri-
cultural co-operatives and the local authorities (emstug), and,
during the war, through the manifold activities of the vast
voluntary Red Cross, welfare, and supply organization known
as Zemgor. No doubt they had some mental picture of their
own of the Constituent Assembly as something which would
give them their land and safeguard their possession of it. But
they had not the remotest conception of the simple fact that
their interests were bound up with the form of government in
Petrograd or Moscow, nor did they realize that thei» well-
being depended on the extent to which they were prepared
by their own action to support their own government in
power. Hence, while they naturally voted for the Socialist
Revolutionaries in November 1917, they edually naturally’
- turned away from them a few months later, when the Socialist
Revolutionaries began to make demands on them. The
Socialist Revolutionary who promised them land was a friend.
The same Socialist Revolutionary, when he endeavoured to
enlist the peasant’s aid to fight for a government which he was
told woeedd safeguard that land, was as much an enemy as any
other government official. During the civil war the peasant
was by inclination neutral—except im defence of his own plot
of land. He was only driven to fight by cogapulsion, whether
in the Red Army or against it in one of the %ti—Soviet armies;
- or else by exasperation, in one of the thoulands of guerrilla
- bandsaggainst tfe Communists or agafinst the White Armies, -
. and oftethagainst both.  As a conscious sup;&)rter of this or
that politic\l réfime he hardly codnted. ‘

~ The second reason for the failur® of the Socialist Revolu-
_tionaries lay in the nature of the party itself. The Socialist,
"‘.‘ G e »

s
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Revolutionaries were in truth less a political party tha# a
popular, national movement. Despite the veneer of a Westefn
European keft wing party which they acquired early insihe
twentieth century, they remained in essence the Narodniki of
the nineteenth century—a conglomeration of idealists, theorists,
intellectuals, terrorists of all types, with little experience of
the‘Western form of parhamen‘cary political action, and often
less inclina%on for it. Unlike the Mensheviks, they had not
even experienced the modernizing, westernizing aspects of
‘marxism and trade unionism. The banner of their party
sheltered a variety of individuals, united not so much by any
politica] programme of action as by faith in the Russian
- people, its destiny, the ultimate rightness of its will.  The
Socialist Revolutionary saw his mission more in terms of con-
stant readiness to place himself in the forefront of the people’s
fight for itserights, than in terms of political leadership. There
was some truth in Trotsky’s jibe that for the Socialist Revolu-
tionaries nobility took the place of a programme. One con-
- sequence of all this was the total lack of party discipline, or
even g¢ohesion. In order to sketch the course of Socialist

Revolutionary policy after the October Revolution one has to

trace the policy of its leaders, of the Central Committee, and
of the various groups which attempted to form themselves into
anti-communist governments in the early phases of the civil
war. Yet at the same time the lines of the sketch are blurred
by the actions of countless individuals, who called themselves,
or who were called, Socialist Revolutionaries, but whose policy,
whether pro-communist or anti-communist, had often nothing
to do with either the pohcy of the party leaders, or with that
of any party organization. A second consequenqg%_of the
peculiar tradition of the socialist revolutionary party was its
lack of political skill. Ln their relations with the other anti-
communist parties the Socialist Revolutionaries showed little
tact or moderaffon. Above all, they had little ability to
compromise ove any of their p011t1ca1 aims in order to achleve
a united anti-commun®t front. e

The decisio of the sotialist revolutionary deput' ‘o leave
the Second All-Russian (bngress of Soviets®on 7 November
© 1917 was immediately folbwed by a repudiation offthe bolshevik

coup. d’etat . On the day after they issued a proclamation:

e P Py




150 THE ORIGIN O’F THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY:

th® seizure of power by one party alone was a ‘vile and
%munal betrayal. The only way to save the revolution
was to create a new revolutlonary government which all the
country would recognize.? But the immediate efforts which
~ they made towards this end came to nothing. After a period
of conversations at the army field headquarters the socialist
revolutionary leaders and the army commanders failed to
reach agrecement on the form which this ngwe€government
should take, or on the military support which would igstal it
in power.®> All their hopes were now centred upon the
Constituent Assembly, which was due to meet in January 1918.
At their Fourth Party Congress, which met some {en days
after the October Revolutlon, the Socialist R.evolu‘uonarles
had resolved that they must ‘muster all their strength in order
to concentrate around the Constituent Assembly and the
defence of all its rights sufficient force to be ablg in case of
need, to join battle against any criminal attempt on the
supreme will of the people’.*  But they failed in this resolve,
and their failure dealt a severe blow to their prestige. The
garrison troops of Pctrograd were for the most part ‘neutral’
—but if anything more prepared to fight for the Bolsheviks,
than against them. Yet, on the eve of the opening day of the
Assembly, 18 January 1918, the military committee of the
Socialist Revolutionaries could count on two Guards regiments, -
and some armoured troops. These were ready to turn out in
armed support of a workers’ demonstration which the party
had organized for the opening of the Assembly, in order
to deter the Bolsheviks from dispersing it. Even a few
thousand troops was quite a formidable force to oppose to
the slengder military resources of the Bolsheviks. But when the
moment came the socialist revolutionary Central Committee
refused to allow these troops to be cglled out. ‘Not one drop
of the people’s blood must be spilt,” said (Chernov.” When
the troops were told of this decision, and &nvited to parade

without arms with the demonstrators theird indignation was
L]
o .

from Delo nareda in R_yabmsky, pp- 294-5. \

3 Krasnyyrkhiv, Yol. XXII1, pp. 230—-

4. Obuinitel i - zaklyuchenie, pp. 6-1. The Golsheviks ordered the arrest of the
socialist revolutpnary leaders on 31 December #917. The order was not carried
out partly owing to the intervention of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries and
partly for fear of popular reaction.
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~unbounded. ‘Do you think the Bolsheviks are childrfn?’

one of the soldiers asked. = ‘They will fire on us all right, if e
are unarmed . . . or do'you want us to scuttle, like rabbfts?’
‘The workers paraded without the soldiers, and wnarmed.
There were a hundred casualties from the rifles of the bolshevik
Red Guards.®

Sp ended the defence of the Constituent Assembly. The
troops whifi~Rad been ready to follow the socialist revolu-
tionagy lead broke with the ‘intellectuals’ who had disappointed
them. Of the two regiments principally concerned, one, the
Preobrazhensky, allowed itself to be disarmed by the Com-
munists; the other, the Semenovsky, hoodwinked them by a
seemingly logal resolution, and then deserted to the White
Volunteer Army.® The dispersal of the Constituent Assembly

~left the Socialist Revolutionaries undecided, distracted; and

disunited. eFor a short time they attempted to oppose the
Communists by using the rapidly dwindling opportunities of
lawful opposition. Their press. was virtually closed down in
January 1918. Isolated members of the party continued to
find their way into local soviets and soviet congresses.
Arrests and forcible expulsions soon reduced the numbers of
such delegates to a handful. There were four Socialist Revolu- -
tionaries in the Central Executive Committee elected at the
Fourth - Soviet Congress, held between 14 and 18 March
1918. 'They repudiated from the outset the authority of this

“executive committee and refused to participate in elections

to its praesidium.” During a few months they fought a losing
battle for a hearing. For Sverdlov had on 21 November 1917
replaced the comparatively tolerant Kamenev as permanent
chairman of the Central Executive Committee. Hewdide not
conceal his contempt for parliamentary forms and made no
pretence of allowing anyerights to minorities.

On 14 June 1918 the Central Executive Committee resolved
to ‘exclude from 1!: number the representatives of the Socialist

5'B. Sokolov, ZashBhita uclgreditel’nogo sobraniya’, in Jrkhiv russkgy revolyutsii,
Vol. XIII, pp. 5-70¢ cf. Obvzmtel’noe zaklyuchienie, pp. 1-14, which is#ased on
the ev1dence of the #enegades, Plevsky and Semenov, and is to mﬁe same
effect. For the demonstration, see ‘{akztmkova, pp. 40-2. 4nd cf, Chernov,

7 Pered burey, pp. 356-60.

¢ Semenov, pp. 22--3. .
¥ Protokoly. VISIK 1V, p. 38. The Communists (141) and Left Somahst
Revolutionaries (48) had an overwhelming majority on this body.

-
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&volutionary Party (right and centre) and of the Mensheviks,
and likewise to propose to all Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’
an¥ Peasants’ deputies to banish representatives of these
fractions from their midst.” The reasons assigned for this step

- were twofold. First that the evidence was conclusive that
both the socialist revolutionary and menshevik leaders were
engaged in fomenting risings throughout the countryy in
alliance with counter-revolutionaries on the J3¢f, and with
the Czech legionaries in Siberia; and secondly that ‘the repre-
sentation in Soviet organizations of the® members of parties
openly aiming at the overthrow and discrediting of Soviet
power, is entirely inadmissible’. In a speech explaiping the
resolution the communist Sosnovsky argued thgt the socialist
parties. having lost all hope of winning over the masses in a

constitutional way through Soviet elections, had now turned

to open counter-revolution. The military worles was being
carried on by the Socialist Revolutionaries, while the Men-
sheviks were engaged more in the ‘civilian tasks’ of ‘working
up public opinion’. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries,
though loud in their attacks on the other socialist arties,
opposed the decree on the ground that the proper course was
not expulsion, but a ‘hard, straight, and clear line of Soviet
policy’.®

The reason assigned for the cxpulsion of the two socialist
parties, though unjustificd so far as concerned the Mensheviks?
(whom the Communists henceforward found it expedient
always to bracket with the Socialist Revolutionaries), was to
some extent true so far as the Socialist Revolutionaries were
concerned. The peace of Brest-Litovsk had led to a radical
chasige=in the policy of their Central Committee on the

question of forcible action against the Communists. In April -

1918 jt resolved that the Soviet gevernment had ‘betrayed
democracy, Russia, the Revolution, and theInternational, and
that it must be and shall be overthrown’. ¥he Central Com-
mittee no longer, as hitherto, emphasizedqthat the struggle
must -tgi%lfe an ofen, mass character % nd myst in no circum-

8 Lozovsk® who had 'been expelled from the communist party some months
before and now headed a small group, the Socialist Labour Party of International-
ists, also protested in a vigorous speech.  Protokoly VISIK IV, pp. 422 et seq.

? See Chapter X1, o 30 Obuinitel noe zaklyuchenie, pp. 15~17.

kg . )

stances ’%&in the form of an underground cbnspiracy.!® At
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. 2 party . conference, held secretly, on 26 May 1918, %he
Socialist Revolutionaries further resolved to ‘accept Alli
assistance ire the war against Germany . . . on condition what
Russia’s territorial integrity and political sovereignty will not
be violated. . . .’** It is not clear what plan the party
evolved in order to implement these decisions, but it would
appgar that their intentions were long term rather than short
term, and c®wsed on Siberia and on the Volga district, which
were gocialist revolutionary strongholds.’?  But whatever
their plans may have been events which were happening while
their May conference was in session decided their future action.

Thus gthe leaders of the socialist revolutionary party, who
» were not pregared to shed blood in a civil war in defence of
the Constituent Assembly, were at last goaded into the decision
to take up arms against the Communists by Lenin’s capitulation
~to the Germans. There were many individuals who were, or
who were said to be, Socialist Revolutionaries who endeavoured
to pursue an active struggle against the Communists by such
means as lay in their power, and turned their experience of
conspisacy, terror, and wunderground war against the new
tyranny. Throughout the civil war individual Socialist Revolu-
tionaries were to be found part1c1pat1ng in many of the plots,
conspiracies, or other anti-communist activities within or out-
side Russia. It was to such free lance activity for example
that the attempt on Lenin’s life on 30 August 1918 by Dora
-(Fanny) Kaplan was due.*®  Another lone fighter was Boris
11 Bm@yan, pp. 185-7.
12 See the evidence of Timofeev at the trial in 1922, Pravda, 28 June 1922,
p. 3. The socialist revolutionary strength in Siberia is illustrated by the ﬁgures
of returns in the elections to the Constituent Assembly which, though incomplete,
show a socialist revolutionary vote of 1,706,357 as compared withi=28,982
- bolshevik votes—see. Radkey, p. 79. And cf. Chernov, op. cit. pp. 368-73. The
party rejected an approach by the Don Cossack army of General Kaledin.

3 Lenin’s assailant is invarialdly described by socialist revolutionary, writers
as Dora, and by the Vgcheka as Fanny. - At the trial of the Socialist Revolu-
tionaries in 1922 theirf Central Committee was accused of complicity in .this
attempt, which it denigd then, as at the time. The evidence of this complicity
was mostly hearsay, Qd the evidence of renegades at that, and in parts a little
fanciful—for examplé€fthat thegbullets used had been treatgd with curare (arrow
poison)-—see Obvimtelfrwe zaklpuchepie, pp. 917, for a summary. A fullge version
of the evidence will e found in Pravda, 16 July, 20 July, and 21 July g822 (pp. 4,
3, and 3, respectively); this versior§ mostly omits the crosseexamirfation by the
defence. = The curare story, incidentally, which is based on the gvidence of the
renegade Semenov at the trial, is"not to be found in a book del;ng with these
events which was published by him a short time before the trial. It is possible
that some members of the Central Committee may have known that plots of

! B . . ® '
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S&vinkov, who had already broken with the socialist revolu- P
gonary party before the revolution in September 1917, when
h&was expelled for his support of General Kommilov. Farly
in 1918 he set up a military organization of his own, the
Union for the Defence of the Fatherland and Freedom. It
included some extreme right wing socialists and the chief of
staff was a monarchist. This organization, the forces of which
never amounted to more than a few hundsed, planned a
number of risings in the summer of 1918, in Yaroslavl’, Rybinsk, -
Murom, Kazan’, Kaluga, and Vladimir. None of them
achicved any success. Savinkov himself escaped from the
Communists, first to Kazan’, then to Paris, and threw his
energies into enlisting Allied aid against the Soviet régime.
An indomitable fighter, he continued the struggle against the
Communists long after nearly everyone else had given it up.
Up till June 1924 he conducted raids across the Seviet frontier
by members of his Green movement, from his headguarters
in Warsaw. After most of the leaders of this movement
had been captured in 1924, Savinkov himself was apparently
tricked across the borders of the U.S.S.R.; he wag tried,
convicted, and sentenced to imprisonment. At his trial he
admitted that his struggle had been unjustified; and the
mildness of the sentence may have been due to what the
Communists regarded as the propaganda value of this admission
from so stubborn an enemy. It is impossible to say whether
his confession was extorted from him, or represented a genuine
attempt to make his peace with the new Russia. A written
confession in his own hand-writing, subsequently published
in facsimile by the Communists, was ostensibly dated only a
fewadays after his capture. Assuming that the date is genuine,
it is unlikely that a few days would have been enough to break
a man like Savinkov. Moreover a3 the end of the previous
year, in Paris, he had published a novel Jull of bitter disil~
lusionment with his struggle. He died it prison, allegedly
by his own hand.* ‘\

i Y . .
assassimjon were ajoot—see e.g. V. Zenzinov (ed.), Xosudarstvennyy perevorot:
admim;‘aﬁﬁﬂc&halm, pp. 152-3—but, since they®could hard® have been expected
to inform th Vechels: of them, it is difficult tg see what they could do about them.

14 See Savigkov, Bor'ba s bol’shevikami, and_the Epilogue to his Memoirs of a
Terrorist, by J&eph Shaplen. The novel, K voronay (the Black Horse of the
Apocalypse) was published by him under the pseudonym Ropshin. For the
stenogram of his trial see Boris Savinkov efc. ‘There is also some information on
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While the Socialist Revolutionaries were still engaged 4n
conference in May 1918, the first shots were fired in the civi}
war which was to last for two and a half years. Hithepto
there had been sporadic fighting against the Communists
mainly by the Don Cossacks, who had been routed in March,
and by the Germans in their resumed advanee in the Ukraine
in- April and early May. From now on the campaign began
in earnest. ®Ryring the war against the Central Powers the
leaders of the future Czechoslovakia had been allowed to
recruit a legion of Cgechs and Slovaks from among prisoners
of war in Russia, in order to assist in the conquest of the territory
of their future state. By the end of 1917 this legion numbered
some 45,000 and was placed under French command. In
the spring of 1918 it was stationed mainly in Siberia. Its
relations with the Communists, friendly at first, were aggravated
by mutual gispicions. In May 1918 the Czech Army Corps,
as it was now called, intended to make its way to Vladivostok
in order to get to France, and take part in the war against
Germany. This led to friction with the Communists, which
culmingted in open revolt when the latter ordered the Czechs
to disarm. The Communists were unprepared, and as yet
wvirtually unarmed. The Czechs, on the other hand, were
supported both by the local population and shortly after by
some Russian volunteer units. With amazing rapidity they
occupied a number of strategic points—Chelyabinsk on 26 May,
Omsk on 7 June, Samara on the Volga on 8 June. A formid-
able force was now in existence astride the vital Trans-Siberian
railway and this factor influenced the decision of the Allied
Powers to intervene in Russia. The Czech Army Corps was
now ordered to remain in Russia. Japanese trogps had
already been landed at Vladivostok early in April, but had
taken no part in hostilitiey and there was a small British force
at Murmansk. Op 2 August an Allied force occupied Arch-
-angel.  Shortly after the Russian Volunteer Army, which had
. been forming in the first half of 1918 under General Denikin,
captured Ekaterﬁﬁ\dar ahd Novorossiysk. .

' L]
the Union for the Defence of the Rptherland and Freedory in I{njhi kniga,
pp.. 1 ¢t seq.  The communist counter-intelligence had apparéntly successfully
penetrated Savinkov’s organizatidh in Warsaw for some time before his move-

ment was routed in 1924—see an article entitled “Trest’ by R. Wraga, in Voz-
rozhdenie, Jan,/Feb, 1950, at pp. 121-2.
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The Czech offensive won the immediate support of the
Socialist Revolutionaries. They had made ne contact with
ikin’s Russian Volunteer Army, nor indeed was there any
possible ground of agreement between them. An army mon-
archist in outlook, and led by reactionary officers, was a force
which most of them regarded as no better than the Com-
munists, while some considered it a good deal worse. The
officers, in turn, little trained in political nicegigs, viewed all
Socialist Revolutionaries however moderate as no different from
Communists. 'The Czechs, on the other hand, were denlocrats
as well as fellow Slavs, and with them the Socialist Revolu-
tionaries felt a close bond. They were also ready to co-operate
with the Allied Powers, though not without mis;givinés at the
thought of foreign troops on Russian soil. Hence whatever
the Socialist Revolutionaries’ plan of action may have been in
May, the rapid Czech success led to its abandonmgnt. When
the Czechs occupied Samara, a socialist revolutionary Com-
mittee of Members of the Constituent Assembly (known as
Komuch) proclaimed itself the government of the region and
persuaded the Czechs to stay at Samara until it could organize
a force of its own tofight the Communists. At Omsk, similarly, -
a largely socialist Siberian Revolutionary Commissariat was
formed. At Archangel two months later, just before the Allied
landing took place, a mixed populist socialist and socialist
revolutionary government was set up, known as the Supreme

Administration of the North, It was headed by the veteran . .:

populist socialist Peter Chaykovksy. In the Urals, at the end
of July, after the capture of Ekaterinburg by Czech and
Russian volunteer forces, the Socialist Revolutionaries joined
in formigg a coalition Regional Government of the Urals with
the ﬁdety, the Populist Socialists, and some Mensheviks.
The Archangel government was isolated and depended for
survival on the support of the Allied militarér force, which was
insufficient to withstand the Red Army when it eventually
passed over to the assault. The other governments controlled
vital areas in thewheart of*Russia and ﬂispos%of a substantial
militar?’%orce, the nucleus of which} the Cze®h Army Corps,
was reinforced By Russian units redruited in the areas occupied
by them. ‘3ut the democratic go%ernments perished from
internal dissensions and contradictions long before the entire



THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES 157

territory held by them was reconquered by the Red Arnty.
Of the three governments concerned, the only one in which
Socialist Reyolutionaries predominated was that at Samgzh.
Komuch claimed to derive its authority from the Constituent
- Assembly elected in November 1917. Unquestioning accept-
ance of this Assembly as the fountain of all constitutional
power of any future Russian government was the first plank
of #s politscgl platform. By its radical doctrines on the
subject of the land, which it declared ‘irrevocably . . . the
. property of the peaple’ Komuch alienated the landlords; its
uncompromising insistence on the authority of the dispersed
Constituent Assembly antagonized the Kadety; while its
demand? for democracy in the army and its natural incom-
patibility with the officers soon led to serious conflicts.!s
Its political inexperience was manifested in its failure to sub-
ordinate thg army commanders from the start to its own civil
authority. It enjoyed a measure of popular support, as the
results of some local elections in mid-August 1918 showed.
But this support was of a negative rather than a positive
- nature ; the population were glad enough to be rid of the
Communists, and had indeed played a large part in their
overthrow, but they were not ready to join any army, or to
take part in any fighting away from their own homes.'® There
was one notable exception to this general feeling, the case of
the industrial towns of Izhevsk and Votkinsk, which lie north
of Samara on the river Kama, between FEkaterinburg and
- Kazan'. "Encouraged by the capture of the former by the
Czechs from the Communists on 25 July, and of the latter on
6 August, the workers of Izhevsk overthrew their local Soviet
government on 8 August. In the course of some thrge weeks
Izhevsk had rallied to its side a peasant and worker ‘army’ of
25,000, which grew to 306000 by the adherence of the neigh-
bouring Votkinsk. , By September this insurgent army was said
- to number 50,000 or more, and to control a territory of twelve

pp. 283-5. A picturegof the S#mara government can bestebe obtained by con-
trasting Maisky (an acfount by theanenshevik member, who subsequentlp” became
. a Communist) and Klimushkin (an acgount by a socialist revolutiona; ember).
18 The socialist bloc obtained aboW® half the votes in Sama®a, and rather more
.. than"half in Orenburg—Maisky,  145. Of the army of 120,009 recruited by,
-1 September 1918 only 10,000 were volunteers. Its morale wis appalling—
- Klimushkin, pp. 82-9. ‘ : .

18 For a declaratio%gof poli‘cgnby Komuch, dated 24 July 1918, see Bunyan,
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thdusand square versis, and a population of 700-800,000. The
insurgents were headed by a committee, which declared its
a&b‘erence to Komuckh. 1t is notable that this cqmmittee, in
contrast to Komuch, consisted of right wing socialists and in-
cluded one Kadet.” When in November Izhevsk and Votkinsk
were recaptured by the Red Army, the entire population,
according to the Soviet historian of these events, withdrew with
the anti-communist forces across the Kama. Lhis insurfent
army continucd to fight the Communists under various banners
long after Komuch had ceased to exist. Remnants of it were
fighting to the last until the evacuation of Vladivostok in 1922.17
In coutrast to the government at Samara, the government
at Omsk soon became socialist in little more than nam®. The
socialist revolutionary Commissariat, set up on 30 May, was
within a month succeeded by the mainly right wing Provisional
Government of Western Siberia, headed by P. Yologodsky.
It declared the independence of Siberia, and among other
reactionary measures proceeded to restore the expropriated
land to its former owners. The new government immediately
came into conflict with the Siberian Provincial Duma,. which
had been elected in November 1917 at Omsk, and was socialist
revolutionary in its majority. ‘
The Red Army, by the summer of 1918, was fast gathering
strength under Trotsky’s command. The only chance of
survival for the anti-communist democratic front lay in unity.
The divergence of political outlook between the two main
governments concerned made this unity unlikely. Further- -
conflict was aroused by the separatist policy of the Omsk
government, while relations between all concerned were
congtantly exacerbated by the inability of the army officers
and of the socialists to find any common ground for agreement.
With the encouragement of the Czechs, a unification conference
met at Chelyabinsk on 15 July 1918 and again on 20 August
1918, but achieved nothing. However, a conference which
met at Ufa on 8 September was succesgful to the extent
- of reaching agreement on the settin@ up (Xan All-Russian
L

17 For an accoun? of these events see N.. Sapozhnikov- ‘Izhevsko-Votkinskoe:
vosstanie’, in Pxoletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 8-9 @®1-2), 1924, pp. 5-42. 'There is
also an accoun®in Zarya, nos. 3 and 4, 1923, by a right-wing menshevik par-
ticipant, I. Upovalov, - -See also Varneck and Fisher, p. 255.

»
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~ Some hundred and fifty delegates attended the Ufa Coh-
' ference, of whom nearly half were Socialist Revolutionaries.
The various, anti-communist governments were representgd;
a number of national governments which had sprung up, such
as the Bashkir, Turkestan, and Estonian governments; and the ,
main political parties, including the Kadety and the "Edinstvo
group (Plekhanovites). Maisky and two other Mensheviks,
- thofgh actimg in defiance of the official policy of their party,
: clalmed to represent it.!® The socialist revolutionary dele-
'~ gates were not agreed among themselves. - About half of them,
headed by Vol'sky and Rakitnikov, formed an uncompromising
left wing of the conference, which insisted that the new
governntent must recognize and be based upon the Constituent
‘Assembly. A’large number at the conference, including the
Kadety, was not prepared to accept this. The Kadety, who
were suppoyted by other moderate groups, such as the Edinstvo
representatives, held to their opinion that the first task of the
conference was to establish a strong government which would
not confuse liberty with licence; they proposed the setting up
of a directorate which would not be responsible to any elected
body. *The right wing of the Socialist Revolutionaries was
ready to accept a small, strong government, provided that its
powers were exercised within the limits of the legislation which
had already been passed by the shortlived Constituent Assem-
~bly. This right wing included Avksentiev and Zenzinov, the
~former of whom acted as chairman of the conference. Their
moderation, tact, and endeavour to achieve a workable com-
promise provided a striking contrast to the behaviour of many
members of their party. After a fortnight’s debate an All-
Russian Provisional Government or Directorate of five was
formed. ~ As originally constituted it consisted of Avkséfitiev,
Astrov, a leading Kadet, the veteran Chaykovsky, a compara-
tively moderate ge.neral ];oldyrev, and Vologodsky, the head -
of the Siberian Provisional Government. It was to exercise
soverelgnty until the Constituent Assembly could be convened
early in 1919. ijs tasksbwere to build up an army to continue
the fight againstléoth Germany and the Commumsts t# restore

18 Maisky, with the support of ﬁ)me members of the local menskevik organiza-
tion, had joined Komuch. He and his supporters were expelled fronff the menshevik
party—see Chapter XI.

M . .
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oMer, to maintain civil liberties, and to promote fair labour
legislation. The land was to be left to its de facto holders until

thg Constituent Assembly could ultimately decige what was
to be done about it.1? ‘ ~

The Directorate was a compromise doomed to failure from

the start. Neither those of the right nor of the left, whom it

purported to unite, were prepared- to give it honest support.

Within a short time of the formation of the new All-Ru¥sian

Provisional Government, Komuck had lost most of its territory to

the Red Army (Samara was captured om 8 October) and the

right wing Siberian government began to regret the com-

promise it had made with the left wing Komuch, which now no

longer controlled any important territory. Wh.ile the unifica-

tion conference was still in session the more reactionary members

of this Siberian government had gained the upper hand.

With the support of the army they had forcibly gissolved the

Siberian Provisional Duma, which had a socialist revolu-

tionary majority and was in sympathy with Komuch, and

had forced the resignation of the two socialist revolutionary

members of the Siberian government. The exaspergtion of
the right wing of this government, who were mostly moderate

conservatives, with the intransigence of the Socialist Revolu-

tionaries at a time when unity was essential is easy to under-

stand. But, like Komuch, they had mnever succeeded in
subordinating the army commanders to the civil power.

Within a short time of the right wing victory in Siberia there
were several murders of prominent socialists, all of which

could be clearly laid at the door of the officers. Moreover,

the behaviour of the army officers—their open contempt for
all_socialists, however moderate, and the singing of ‘God Save.
the Tsar’—did not make compromise between them and the
socialists an easy matter. On the other hand, the left half
of the socialist revolutionary party was got far behind the
military in its intransigent attitude to the Ufa compromise.
Chernov, the leader of the party, who had not been present at
the conference® but who belonged %o th‘%left wing, soon
showedNhis opiiﬁon of the new AlliKussian Prdvisional Govern-

19 The progeedings of the Ufa Conference #re reprinted in Russkip istoricheskiy
arkhiv. See al¥o an illuminating article by V. L. Utgof, ‘Ufimskoe gosudarstvennoe
soveshchanie 1918 goda’, in Byloe, no. 16, 1921, p. 15; and Bunyan, pp. 339--56.
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~ment by remaining seated when the rest of the audience sthod
at a public meeting convened to celebrate its formation.2°
Within a enonth the socialist revolutionary Central om-
mittee had repudiated the All-Russian Provisional Government.
It complained of the government’s weakness in degling with
the Siberian government, and ordered the mobilization and

; mi.litary training of all party forces ‘in order to be able to

- withstand At any moment the attacks of counter-revolutionists
who grganize civil war in the rear of the anti-bolshevik front’.2*
Some three weeks later, on 18 November 1918, the All-Russian
Provisional Government was overthrown, and supreme author-
ity was assumed by Admiral Kolchak.

The rapid,collapse of the Directorate resulted in the virtual
disintegration of ‘the socialist revolutionary party. Two of
its ablest members, Avksentiev and Zenzinov (the latter had
acted as aemember of the Directorate as the replacement for
Chaykovsky) left Russia and established themselves in Paris.
Here they formed a group which endeavoured to enlist Allied
support for more determined military intervention against the
Compunists. They failed in their object. According to
Avksentiev’s account, in some circles they were regarded as
reactionary extremists because they contended that the Com-
munists had ‘destroyed both democracy and socialism’; while
in others they were regarded as half Bolsheviks because they
did not ‘crawl on their stomachs before Kolchak’, and because

they ‘talked about democracy’.22 The remainder of the party,
under the leadership of Chernov, attempted to pursue what
it rather grandiloquently called the fight on two fronts—both
against the Communists, and against right wing reaction.
On the Volga remnants of the organization continued tg.sesist
the advance of the Red Army. In the interior of Siberia

‘ )

20 See a letter of 3¢ October 1919 from Avksentiev to members of his party,
intercepted by the Communists, and reprinted in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no. 1,
1921, pp. 116-17.

21The text of the resolution is reprinted in Bunyan, pp. 362-5. According to
Chernov, his draft < this ref§lution was toned down byghis colleagues—see his
Pered burey, p. 389. gi'he Socialist Revolutionaries in the Directorate voted against
this resolution, and were prepa?re to order a legal investigation 4nd to take
action against the party if the ifestigation warranted i¢—see Zenzinov, Gos.

“perevorot, pp. 172, 192-3. Tt is eoubtful if more than half of the members of the
. party present when the resolution was voted supported the polir'y expressed in it.
ibid., pp. 68-9. :
22 See Avksentiev’s letter in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, loc. cit.
» . L
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sorr‘fe attempt was apparently made to organize a force for
the overthrow of Kolchak.23

Byt before long the Communists succeeded in dividing the
party. -, Early in 1919 they approached the Socialist Revolu-
tionariesythrough some Left Socialist' Revolutionaries with a
proposal for reconciliation. They were successful in persuad-
ing a significant number of socialist revolutionary leadgrs,
though not Chernov, that now that Germany wds defeated,
and hence the main cause of disagreement, the peace of Brest-
Litovsk, had been removed, there was every prospect of col-
laboration with the Communists on the basis of a joint effort to
defeat Kolchak. A number of leading Socialist Revolution-
aries, including Vol’sky, Rakitnikov, Burevoy, Shgelev, Svyat-
itsky, and Chernenkov arrived in Moscow on 3 February 1919.
The following day the People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs,
Chicherin, was already making propaganda capital eut of their
surrender. A note to the Allied Powers referred to the well-
known Socialist Revolutionaries ‘who have declared themselves
with great emphasis against the Entente intervention in
Russia’.?¢ On 8 February a conference of the sgcialist
revolutionary organization in Petrograd likewise renounced
armed struggle against the Soviet régime. Its resolution called
for the rallying of all effort towards ‘the overthrow of the
reactionary governments and the reunion of their territories
with Russia’,—terms - which incidentally recalled socialist
revolutionary resentment over the separatist tendencies of the
Siberian government. The conference further ‘decisively
rejected any attempt at the overthrow of the Soviet govern-
ment by force of arms’ which, in view of the weak and scattered
resouxges eof democracy and the growing might of counter-
revolution, would only play into the hands of reaction. It
also rejected any further attempts at cqalition with the bourgeois
parties, and called for open political activityp without however
indicating how, in Soviet constitutional conditions of 1919, a
socialist party was to carry out such acivity The conference
appears to have Rad some doubts on the qu ion itself, since
its resolution d1d not ‘consider 1t' pos31blc to put up party

23y, Chernox’ Mes Tribulations, p. 18. d
24 C’ummmg and Pettit, p.i301, where the declaration by the group against inter-
vention is also reprinted. - . .
. L ]
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candidates for elections to the soviets until the voices o(aﬂ -
workers’ parties are given the legal right to be heard’.?®
As_ a regult of this resolution, on 25 February 1919 the

Central Executive Committee revoked its decree of exphision -

of 14 June 1918 in favour of those Socialist Revoltionaries
who accepted Vol'sky’s policy. This legalization rhade next
to no difference in practice. For nine days, from 20 March
199 to 28eMarch 1919, the newly-legalized party was allowed
to publish’ Delo Naroda, one of the socialist revolutionary
orgafls which had been closed down in January 1918. The
short period of free press was brought to an untimely end by
the too insistent demands of Delo Naroda for free elections.
Perhapfs the only result of the legalization was that once agam
isolated Socialist Revolutionaries appeared in the composition
of the next few Congresses of Soviets, though they were seldom
allowed tg speak, and never allowed to vote. They were
prevented from marring the unanimity of the by then solidly
communist and pro-communist All-Russian Soviet Congresses,
by the device of being admitted to the congresses as delegates
with a ‘consultative voice’ only. - Vol'sky, for example, was thus
allowed to speak at the Seventh Congress in December 1919.2¢
But outright capitulation did not represent the policy of the
whole party. Many of the illegal organizations in existence
in Russia®? regarded the action of Vol'sky and his followers
~ with considerable suspicion as a communist attempt to pene-
“.trate the party, and it is unlikely that his group had the sup-
port of more than a small section of the party. The majority -
view was expressed in a declaration of the socialist revolu-
tionary Central Committee on 5 April 1919 that armed struggle
had only been given up for lack of resources to coptlnue the
fight on two fronts, that the ‘best champion of counter-fevolu-
tion is the bolshevik system itself’, and that when the people
~‘inevitably’ rose ;xgamst it, the place of the socialist revolu-
tionary party would be ‘as always’, at the head of the people’s
struggle for its rights.28. The Ninth Conference of the party,
252?1);{;1#51’7104 za@lyuchenie, Pp- 35-6. Sec also Che¥nov, Mes Tribulations,
Fi For his speech, see Vs Syeza. VIl pp. 68-71. For ghe popularity of the
shgx;thvcd Dels Naroda among ﬂl} ¢ workers see Chernov, Pered burey, p. 406.
There was a wide network of illegal organizations still in existence in June

1819 when the Ninth Party Conference met-—see PSR IX sovet, ‘)p 3-4.
38 Qbvinitel’noe zaklyuchenie, p. 37

. [ J



64 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRAGY

“whXh tbok place illegally in Moscow between 18 and 20 June K ,
1919, condemned both the pro-communist Vol'sky group, and .

the pro-allied group headed by Avksentiev in Paris. Two

~ membDers of Vol'sky’s group, who were also members of the
- Central \Lommittee, Burevoy and Rakitnikov, then resigned,

E=3

and the gioup as a whole issued a proclamation. This called
for an armed struggle against ‘reaction’, but without ‘either
asking or demanding anything in return from the Bolshevil®’.
The Central Committee thereupon voted to dishand Vol'sky’s’
group, as a result of which Vol’sky and hig supporters left the
party on 30 October 1919.%

The resolutions adopted at the Ninth Party Conference
stressed that the decision to abandon armed struggle %gainst
the Communists was a tactical one only, and must oh no account
be interpreted as acceptance either of the dictatorship, or of

~ the ‘absurd and harmful illusion’ that the communjst régime

could in the course of time evolve along more democratic
lines. The Socialist Revolutionaries condemned both Allied
intervention and any attempt at fomenting local rebellions or
riots, which were viewed as a waste of resources. They
resolved that the main efforts of the party must be difected
to the villages, where ‘peasant brotherhoods’ should be formed.
But the object of these brotherhoods was not to be preparation
of a rebellion. Any sabotage of sowing must be discouraged,
and the struggle against the ‘kulaks’ must be regarded as a
‘fundamental task’.®® The brotherhoods must train the peas-
ants ‘to wait patiently for the moment when great events of
a political character’ would be followed by ‘corresponding
tactical appeals by the party’. - These appeals would be ‘the
signal for a4 more decisive form of struggle to win back the
rights “of which the peasants have been deprived’.3? Such
evidence as there is, which is mostly from Soviet sources, does
not suggest that the socialist revolutior?ary pagty ever exercised
any significant influence over the extensive peasant risings
which characterized the first few years of the Soviet state.
No doubt many irsdividual Socialist Re’olutio\érics continued

L
28 Qbvinitel'noe zaklyychenie, pp. 38-9.
30 This part of the resolution may be contrasted with the usual assertion by
Communist and pro-Communist writers, tha® the Socialist Revolutionaries

.- championed the ‘n‘.erest of the ‘Kulaks’. ‘ :

31 PSR IX sovet, pp. 9-23..
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- tojoinwhat aiti—communist fighting there was, and disregardfd

\the scruples of their party. But the policy of the party as a

A

whole remained until 1921 one of steadfast refusal to have
anything to do with any armed rising unless it could fully
approve of its pure Narodnik character, and was satisficd that
it did not assist counter-revolution. On 13 Mayu1920 the
Central Committee reiterated that the policy of the party was
to Srganize willage discontent into a universal protest against
the Communists which would take the form of a demand for
a refefendum. This pacific policy infuriated many sections
of the party, and at a party conference in September 1920
the Central Committee was faced with a demand for more
resolute 1eadersh1p, in view of the rising tide of peasant revolt

‘~ throughout the country. The Conference was, Jhowever, only

prepared to commit itself to the extent that it foresaw ‘the
inevitable rsnewal by the party of armed struggle against the
bolshevik power’ now that the liquidation of Denikin had
removed ‘the fear of counter-revolution.?? Thereafter the

- party did apparently give some support to peasant risings,

but, as, the Central Committee later explained, only where it
was satisfied that they ‘bore the character of a healthy struggle
with communist dictatorship for the affirmation of the rights
of the labouring people’; but not to those risings which followed
‘the false path of pogroms, violence, and murders’. The

; peasants did not always find it easy to understand the distinc-
“tion drawn by the Socialist Revolutionaries between healthy

and unhealthy risings, and were somewhat bewildered by
what appeared to them the failure of the party to give them a-
lead.  One peasant partisan, when informed that the local
Socialist Revolutionaries were not prepared to sypport a
particular rising which had been planned, rephed ‘Tt looks
as if we shall have to act on our own. But in that case you
had better look ouf too, \,vhenrwe get to Tambov we’ll bump
you off with the rest of them!’33

‘The current picture of the Socialist Revolutionaries as
opponents of théi Soviet” régime by force of #rms throughout

i ’the civil war is.at most a’ }‘alf—truth, and a misleading over-

32 Qbuinitsl'noe zaklyuchenie, pp. 4il~3' Revolyutsionnaya Rom’ya’ no. 1, 25 December
1920, pp. 31-2.

=38 Obvinitel noe zaklyuchenie; p. 44. For - socialist revolutionaryfpolicy, as laid
down at the end of 1921, see Revolyutsionnaya Rossiya, no. 11, 1921, pp. 2-7. ‘

. 4
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simplification. Their support of armed struggle was neither
resolute, continuous nor unqualified. They rerhained faithful
acggrding to their lights to their Narodnik tradiéions. They/ .
contiqued to believe that the overthrow of communism must
come Py the act of the people itself, by the ‘people’s verdict’. -
Above al, they were throughout restrained in their activity
by the fear lest in opposing the Communists they should
unwittingly help to put a reactionary dictatorship into poWer.

When after the end of the civil war, the Soviet government
was concerned to justify in the eyes of foreign socialists and
communists its treatment of the Russian socialist parties, it
endeavoured to portray the Socialist Revolutionaries as ruth-
less opponents and supporters of counter—revc.)lutioﬁ whom
they had been constrained to destroy. It was with this object
that a trial of some leaders of the socialist revolutionary party
was held in June 1922. The intention to hold this trial was
announced by the Russian government in February 1922, and
caused some consternation among foreign socialists. In April -
1922, at a meeting in Berlin between Bukharin representing
the Third International, and leaders of the Second, Inter-
~ national, assurances were given by Bukharin that facilities
would be afforded to the accused for a fair trial and proper
defence, and that no death sentences would be carried out.

The trial was held in Moscow between 8 June and 25 July
1922. The three judges, with G. Pyatakov presiding, were all ...
' communist party members of long standing. The defendants
were divided into two groups; one group headed by Gots,
“Gendel’'man, and Timofeev, consisted of those leading Socialist
Revolutiontaries whom the Communists held in captivity,
ingJuding a number of members of their Central Committee.
Their defence was conducted by the socialist Vandervelde and
by some members of the Russian Bar, notably Murav'ev.
The second group, headed by Ratner, congisted of a number
of renegades from the party, or of Socialist Revolutionaries '
who had long made their peace with the Communists. Their
‘defence’ was ¢®nducted by Bukharfn, an("by several pro-
communists, including Sadoul. gThe leading members of
Vol'sky’s group, including Vol’sky himself, were stated to have
been amne‘stied and were exempt’ed from trial.?* Of the

34 Obvinitel’ noe zaklyuchenie, p. 107,
. . o

.
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two groups,} only the first was genuinely on trial. - The

members of the second group, and their defending counsel,

vied throughout the trial with the prosecution to incriminate
both themselves, or their clients, and the members of tP@ first
- group.?® '
Within the limits of a trial in which the elementary principles
of natural justice were not observed, the real defendants, aided
by® their counsel, endeavoured to defend themselves against
the charges. Murav'ev, in particular, fought for his clients
with $pirit and comsiderable courage. But before long both
Vandervelde and Murav'ev, after a series of protests against
the denial to their clients of their right to call witnesses or
produc? documents, and other obstructions, withdrew from the
defence. The occasion of their departure was an organized
demonstration which took place in the court and demanded
the convicgion of the accused. When the judges on 23 June
rejected the protests of Vandervelde and Murav'ev against
their conduct in permitting this demonstration, all the advo-
cates defending the first group of accused left the court.
Muray’ev ended his last speech to the judges with the words:
‘Woe to that country, and woe to that nation which treats
the law with disrespect, and mocks at those who stand up i
defence of it.’3¢ o ‘
The object of the trial was to fasten on the socialist revolu-
tionary Central Committee responsibility for the attempt on

- Lenin’s life in August 1918, and other terroristic acts; and

to show that the ostensible abandonment by the party leaders
of armed struggle in June 1919 had been merely a blind for
a continued policy of acts of terror and conspiracy, under-
ground resistance, and co-operation with Denikins Russian
Volunteer Army. The evidence adduced was that of a
number of renegade Socialist Revolutionaries. Quite apart
from the unreliabje nature of such evidence (and it is significant

35 The fullest report of the trial which has been published is the incomplete
account of the proceeglings in fravda of 8 June to 25 July 1922. A summary of the,
evidence is contained in the long Act of Indictment drawn up at the end of the
trial (Obuinitel’noe zaklyuchenie).  ©ge of the many protests by Vandervelde related
to the refusal of the Court to hono¥r a promise made by Bgkharin in Berlin that
the defence would be allowed to ‘nake its own shorthand record of the proceedings
«~Pravda, 15 June 1922, p. 3.7 The official stenogram was apparently never
published. ‘ :

38 Pravda, 24 June 1922, p. 3. -

o . ‘ P
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tl§t the cross-examination of these witnesses wagffor the most
part omitted from the published press reports of the trial), it
cannot be said that the prosecution achieved its object. The
def.e%nts did not deny that they had engaged in open armed
struggliagainst the communist régime from May 1918 until
June 19 But they maintained that thereafter they had
given up forcible resistance, without in any way becoming
reconciled to communism, and had done no mone than dive
their support to spontancous peasant revolts against the
injustices of Soviet rule.3” The pictuge which enferged
from the trial was the one which has been sketched in the
preceding pages, and which is itself based mainly on the
evidence at the trial—rejection by the party as a whole of
armed opposition soon after Kolchak’s coup d’%tat, hesitant
support of peasant risings, and conspiratorial activity by
isolated individuals unconnected with the party ogganization
and acting without its approval. In particular the prosecution
failed to establish the fantastic charge of collaboration with
Denikin. The defendants in the first group were eventually
convicted. Some were sentenced to terms of imprisonment,
and some to death. The death sentences were duly suspended,
in accordance with the promisec made in Berlin. Since none
of the defendants has ever been heard of again, alive or dead,3®
this leniency has proved little more than academic.

The existence of a comparatively large number of Socialist -
Revolutionaries who were prepared to capitulate to the Com-

‘munists was not an accident. The two groups of defendants

at the trial in 1922, the real and the sham, symbolized in some
ways the dualism which often lived within the heart of the
average {ocialist Revolutionary. One half of him saw the
Bolsheviks as usurpers, as betrayers of socialism, and as tyrants.
But the other half saw the communist state as something,
which, however distorted, was of the Rusgian people. The
‘revolution’ was sacred, even if its present form was repulsive.
No true Narodnik should dare to lift a hand against this revolu-

tion.  His duty was to wait until the sfontan®jus wrath of the

- people should rise to sweep away 'vhat was evil, though pre-
: . ;

1950, no. 10, p.-199.

37 See- the opening speech of Timofeev in Praz&a, 11 June 1922, p. 3.
38 For a reporj that Gots and Gendel’man were alive in 1939, see Sofs. vestnik,.
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serving whatiwas good. When the p ople de (<t
% ‘verdict’, but nbt before, the true Narodnik could take

a& their head to help them to execute their will. Tt
flicting emotions contributed to make the Socialist
“tionaries after the October Revolution into a party i
there was Yjttle unity of purpose. But upon one
Socialist Revolutionaries were agreed: the overthrow
comtnunist déctatorship must not be accomplished at tt
of restciring a monarchist dictatorship.

L d



CHAPTER X L

THE LEGAL OPPOSITION
THE BACKGROUND /I
to the end of 1920, when the civil war was vxrtually gver,
icially tolerated, but in practxce persecuted political
tion continued to play some part in Soviet pohtu:al life.
3arty has for some years been the Snly legal party in the
ey, wrote Zinoviev in. Pravda, on 7 November 1921.
was not primarily by legal enactments, but mainly by a
ss of arbitrary violence, increasing in intensity between
and 1921, that the communist party by 1921 achieved
ionopoly of power, Lenin’s writings leave little doubt
he, at any rate, had no intention of ever sfaring power
‘the Socialist Revolutionaries or Mensheviks as a perma-
policy. His alliance with the Left Socialist Revolutiona- -
‘had been a temporary tactical move. The political
tion of the Right Socialist Revolutionaries and of the
asheviks, from his point of view came to an end with
" October Revolution. Hitherto, their co-operation had,
sther they intended it or not, been a valuable factor in
nging about the general disintegration which made the
shevik seizure of power possible. Between March and
'vember 1917 spontaneous assumptmn of power by local
dies hf:lped to undermine the wavering authorlty of the
ovisional Government. Many local soviets, in which Bol-
eviks did not predominate, had anticipated the Bolsheviks
» seizirty power well before November. Such was the case in
uga, where in March 1917 the Soviet, with a majority of
ocialist Revolutionaries, had seizesl power and had becom
1enceforward the only governing body Yrecognized by +
opulation. Strongly anti-bolshevik, it withdrew its repre
atives from thg Petrogx ad Soviet in $ctobep after the B

b= had secured a majority there‘i it supported Kerensks
--- Alenmavaed by the
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other similar igstances. But local anarchy, though a valuable
xally for the selzure of power, was for some time to come to
ove a serious obstacle to the Bolsheviks in consolidating, it.
rcover, even when the bolshevik seizure of power ha
support, at any rate, not been opposed in the pr
this supp;&\in many cases turned to hostility as th
the new government became apparent with the closing down =
‘of the sociaMst press, the Brest-Litovsk peace, the forcible
seizure_ of food in the countryside, and the excesses of the
Vecheka. ‘The peace with Germany is even said to have
undermined for a time the loyalty of some communist-
dominated soviets, of left views, which repudiated the peace
and declared themselves in a state of war with Germany.?

For some time the central government ‘struggled against
provincial anarchy without any adequate apparatus with
which to deal with it. During this process of consolidation its
first aim was the elimination of the influence of the socialist
parties to whom the population might look for an alternative
government. The general lawlessness ‘and impatience of
authorijy throughout the country, where the rule was ‘each =
for himself’, presented a major problem even where the local
organs were communist in sympathy. As late as June 1918
a report of the Military Inspectorate speaks of the need to
‘put a most decisive end to the indiscipline of the organs of
Soviet power in the provinces, and to the disastrous irre- -
sponsibility of the workers’.? = The problem could not be solved

-.-solely by the elimination from local organs of non~communists, -+
~ since there was as yet no way of ensuring that even the com-
- munist members of these local organs would implicitly obey the
* directions of the centre. It was some years before she com-
‘munist party was built up into the disciplined ‘monolith’
which it has since become, Still, the task of the centre could

‘e _considerably simPliﬁeg by ensuring communist majorities.

the local organs of power.
“he local sovins soon gfter November displa.ced from power.

seems to have done useful {vgk in creating order. ‘It had a large me
ad ‘a negligible bolshevik cofhponent, in-addition tobits socialist-revol
:ajority. - For an accountgpf its activities, see the memoirs.of its chairman,
‘ovich, ‘Zapiski predsedatelya soveta soldatskikh deputatov’ in A7
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such " pre-revolutionary local government maéninﬁry as still
survived.  But they in turn rapidly declined in influence. 4
Gqyernment was in fact carried on through a wariety of im’
iged forms of local control: such were the Committect of
r, sct up on 11 June 1918 primarily to gaforce the
f grain in the villages; the praesidia of ?e executive
committees of the local soviets; and different kinds of local
committees. There were also emissaries from'the central govern-
ment. On 30 November 1918, when civil war was 2lready
raging in a wide area of the country, the Council of Workers’
and Peasants’ Defence was formed.  This council, while having
no concern with military operations, which remained under the
direction of the Revolutionary War Council (set up on 13 June
1918), was given as its main tasks the supply of the Red Army
and the ‘militarization of the most important branches of

~industry’ and of the population, for such tasks as #he collection

of food. Its orders were obligatory on ‘all organs of govern-
ment, local and central, and on all citizens’.* Its chairman
was Lenin, and its members included Trotsky, as chairman of
the Revolutionary War Council; Nevsky, the Comrgissar of
Communications; Bryukhanov, the deputy Food Commissar;
Krasin, who had by now rejoined the Communists and was
chairman of the Extraordinary Commission for Supplies; and

- Stalin, representing the Central Executive Committee of the

Soviets. It was thus linked both with the Central Executive
Committee, still theoretically the highest legislative organ in
he country-between Soviet-Congresses; and with the Council-of
People’s Commissars, of which Lenin was chairman, and whic
was rapidly superseding the Central Executive Committee
the chief legislative organ. By the end of 1918, therefore, a
reat deal of authority was already concentrated at the centr
For the execution of their orders the central authorities relie¢
the rapidly growing communist party,tand on the Vechek
e survival of opposition parties was no easy matter ir
ountry in which the legal system, yroughly, thrown toge
e first wéeks of the revolution, offered little prote
: ‘the exgcutive. Besides, §t soon became evider
ch protection as the law providedgcould be freely disre

fore considering t



,/“//

\

\

THE LEGAL OPPOSITION: THE BACKGROUND
of the opposfion parties something must be said of the mhin
features of th§ communist state in its early years, so far as they
clated to fseedom of expression, person, and franchise.
resolution of the Central Executive Commitpe of
17 Novegber 1917 had promised an allocation of gaper to
all represhntative shades of political opinion. it soon.
proved of no effect, and after July 1918 few non-communist
orfans were still in existence.® Acute shortage of paper in
addition to political considerations may have encouraged the
communist zeal for olosing down all papers but their own. But-
from the start purely executive action against the non-
communist papers proved too unpopular to be workable,
possibly owing to the opposition of the largely menshevik
printers’ organizations.® In December 1917, Steinberg, then
People’s Commissar for Justice, attempted to regulate the
legal position of the press, as a concession to public feeling,
in a decree put forward on his own authority. The details
of his measure have not been published. But it raised angry
opposition from Lenin in the Council of People’s Commissars,
and anew decree was eventually adopted by the council on

28 January. This sct up special press tribunals throughout |

the country, cach consisting of three members appointed by

the soviets, which were given jurisdiction in the widest terms

over all ‘crimes committed against the people by means of the
press’ such as ‘all untrue or distorted statements about public
life’.  They also had, the power, without right of appeal, to
close down any paper guilty of this offence and to fine or im-~
prison those responsible for its publication.? The members
of the tribunals were invariably Communists, who identified
any criticism of the party with counter-revolution—a fact
which severely restricted the range of subjects on which it
was possible for non-comymunist organs to express themselves
without fear of being closed down.’

‘The safeguarding of the rights of the individual depended
upon the Vechgka andy the Revolutionary Tribunals, The

Revolutionary Tribunals were set up on 7 *December 1917.

5 See Chapter V for the closin! down of newspapers iynmediately aftér the =

bolshevik coup d’état. ¢ . o
$ See  Dokumenty I, p. 117, for printers’ opposition to the closing down of
newspapets by the Military Revolutionary Committee in 1917, :
7 Kozhbunikoo, p. 48. \d
| A o

P )




OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

~ THe first instruction issued to these tribunals dfd not confer
_ the right of death sentence, but this was grante§ by a further
_instguction issued on 16 ]une 1918 (i.e. some three months

: Wng up of the All- Russ1an Extraordmary ommission
- of the Council of People’s Commissars for the Sfruggle with -
Counter-revolution and Sabotage and Specwlation &he
Vecheka),~—in one of the few early decrees which does not
appear to have been drafted by Leniné# The Vechefz was
~ originally designed for investigation only, and its powers of
punishment were limited to confiscation of property and
deprivation of ration cards. The trial of all offenders was
supposed to take place before the newly-created Revolunonary
. Tribunals. Although no further decree conferred any in-
- creased power upon them, both the Vecheka and thg provincial
-~ Cheka almost immediately assumed the right of disposing of
- cases without trial, frequently carrying out executions.® By
the end of 1918 some attempts were being made to keep the
lawlessness of the Vecheka within bounds. On 8 Noyember
1918, the All-Russian Soviet Congress called for strict obser-
vance of legality, and specifically restricted extra-legal activity
by the executive to cases where the conditions of the civil
war and the struggle with counter-revolution required it. In
seach instance (where extra-legal powers had been resorted to)
_the Council of People’s Commissars was to be informed in
writing.1®  On 17 February 1919 the Revolutlonary Tribunals
were reorganized, and at the same time the Vecheka’s power
of inflicting direct administrative punishment by imprisonment
in corrective labour camps was restricted to cases of open armed
rebellion. The tribunals were specifically charged with juris-
diction in all cases of counter-revolution, the Vecheka being
bound to hand all accused over to them far trial after a pre-

8 Kozhevnikov, pp. 59-61. Dzerzhinsky’s plan was first discussed in/ the
Military Revolution, Y Committee on 4 Decemb¥r—see Lypbimov, p. 187. .’
$ Kozhevnikou, p. 60; although the ‘terror’ properly so-called did not stan’t untif
September 1918, aftcr the attempt on Lenig’l life, it was common knoyvledge,
not denied by the Bélsheviks either at the tite or since, that numerous shootings
by the Veckeka took place in the first few monthg of power. See B. & Fl, p. 574,
note 27, for estimates of victims during the first six months of the Vecheka’ szexxstence
10 Koz}zevmkoz‘ pp. 46-59; S.U.R.; 1918, § 908 of no. 90. S.U.R. 1919 § 130
ofno 12; §.138%of no. 14.
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THE LEGAL OPPOSITION: THE BACKGROUND 11;55 )

~ liminary inve tigation. Not long after, on 25 April 1919, fn -
order was issugd to free all political prisoners not regarded as
angerous. *In practice all these provisions remained tp a
reat extent a dead letter. Side by side with the;/f«fgal
there developed a widespread disregard forhe law
of the Vecheka, local Cheka and the al soviet
executive committees, and by Communists throughout the
codhtry, witich the central authorities did nothing to dis- .
courage. In particular, administrative arrests increased and
multiplied, soon to be followed by administrative deportations
to the forced labour camps.  These were first set up on 15 April
1919 by a decree which established the present pattern of
exploitation of forced labour for state economic projects under
the control of the Commissariat of the Interior, the N.K.V.D.11
That such administrative convictions and deportations were
taking plaoe without any constitutional authority is evident
from the fact alonc that the decrees of amnesty issued during
1920 specifically include the category of those under adminis-
trative arrest. Since the power of the Vecheka of inflicting
imprisgnment by adminisirative action was by the decree of
17 February 1919 restricted to those guilty of open armed
rebellion, who were in any case excluded from every amnesty, -
this was a category which legally did not exist. The illegal
practice was finally legalized on 21 March 1921, when ad-
ministrative organs were first officially empowered to impose -
sentences of imprisonment and exile, limited to five years.
This power of inflicting administrative sentences -extended.-..-
vaguely to ‘persons recognized as dangerous to the Soviet
structure’.*® But, at any rate in theory, the distinction
‘ \between political and other prisoners, which had had so long
@ history in Russia, was preserved. Political arrest ar.1d
1prisonment, as the Vgcheka frequently emphasized in its
orders, was prevestive, not punitive. To remedy the viola-
tiows in practice of this theory an order of 30 December 1920
drew attention tp reportg that members of the various political
parties were being detained in ‘extremely bad®conditions’ and
that they were being tredted ‘incorrectly, gnd often even
roughly’. The order gogs on to direct that such prisoners .

| 11ST.R, 1919, § 124 of no. 12; § 130 of no. 12.
L 2SU.R,192], § 138 of no. 22.
N ‘\\ /' ®
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NG THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

mbust be treated as persons detained for reaghns of public
safety, and not as persons undergoing punishnfent.1® There P
~is. qverwhelming evidence that these political pmsoners we
treadd with savage brutality in very many instances :
- ‘'was pigbably true that this treatment was often du,
- local ex®gses than to any deliberate policy, unles: th
. ference of the centre to non-observance of the®law and to
local excesses could be called a policy. o ®
Freedom of the voter or candidate in elections to the soviets
was no better protected than freedom of press or person. On
10 July 1918 the Fifth All-Russian Congress of Soviets adopted
the constitution of the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic
(R.S.F.S.R.). There was nothing in this consntfltlon to
deprive socialist parties of their right to existence, except the
vague provisions of paragraph 23: ‘To safeguard the interests
of the working class as a whole, the R.S.F.S.R. dgnies to indi-
viduals and groups rights which they may use to the detriment
of the socialist revolution.”  Certain categories of persons were
denied both the vote and the right to be candidates for election
to the soviets, but these persons (such as ‘kulaks’, priests, or
former police officials) would not in any ordmary 1nterpreta—
tion of the term have included many members of the socialist
parties. . But the door to illegal practices was thrown wide
open by the provisions relating to elections. Theelection of any
candidate could be annulled by the next higher soviet in the
: hierarchy (paragraph 76). Elections were to take place both
s..in accordance with local electoral custom and in accordance
~ with central instructions.’* No central instruction appears to
have been published in these early years. But elections were
invariably conducted by a show of hands, the secret ballot belngr
despised as degrading to a socialist state.! A draft instructiony
on electoral procedure, prepared by Vladimirsky (the leach?/
authorlty on the subject up to 1921), no dowbt represents Prc c~
tice in Russia in 1920-1. One of the provisions of this diaft
was that the electoral commission 1r‘ each district (appo{nted
by the commuftist dominated executive com#hittee of the local
soviet) should ‘on the day of the €lections . . . take sfeps to:
remove from the electoral premises gll persons havmg no right

13 Quoted i 1% Latsis, p. 62, ‘
14 For the cOnstitution, see Bunyan, pp. 507-24. 18 Mithailor, p. 17.
. : . * : :
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to participate in the elections. All those who have béen

known to epjgage in malicious agitation against the soviet

power . . .eshall be arrested and handed over to the courgs.’*¢

Iegre was no provision to help these all-powerful commisefoners
ycxactly where legitimate criticism ends, and ‘#ialicious
\begins. It is not difficult to imagine the” abuses to
which such®a system gave rise in practice. To this should be
adtled the dact that the ratio of representdtion varied from
placL to place, with the result that by increasing the represen-
tation, for exampley in the case of individual pro-communist
factones or regiments and at the same time lowering the total
composition of a soviet, it was always possible to reduce the
relative® 1nﬂuence of the anti-communist element in a particular
district. A declaration addressed to the Moscow Soviet by
its menshevik ‘fraction’ on 6 March 1920 gives a picture of the

electoral machine at work.

We say nothing of the innumerable instances of direct acts of
violence against the will of the electors, terrorization, pressure
and other abuses, which took place in the [recently concluded]
clectpral campaign. But it is impossible to be silent -about the
shocking inequality of electoral rights conceded to different
categories of workers. Unheard of privileges are conferred on
the higher organs of such organizations as are in communist
hands. Thus, for example, the Moscow Guberniya Council of
Trade Unions, consisting of one hundred and thirty delegates,
is represented here [in the Moscow Soviet] by nearly one hu?

(94) deputies. Constituency boundaries are manipulate

will. . .. Twenty-four hour limits for the nomination of;
didates play straight into the hands of the party which ei

the monopoly of means of communication. . .. With ¢
pulsory open voting in the immediate presence of tepres
tives ol government authority . . . and . .. the almost’
fusion of the electoral oggamzanon with the organization of*
communist partye—who can affirm, in such conditions, that the
nesults of the election can with any degree of accuracy represent
the real will and feeling of the workers? 17

Sudh prov1s1ons and prgc.tlces made 1llegal repression of thé

18 M) Vladimirsky, Organizatsiya sovetskoy vlasti na mestakh‘pp 30-3.

17 Reprinted in Guins, Vol. 119 pp. 564—5. There is ample evidence in Soviet
publxcatnbns of the habitual forcible frustration of elections, without any preterce
at legal duthority for it—see e.g. V, P. Antonov-Saratovsky, (e%) Sovety v epokhu
voennogo ko\rnmumzn;a, Vol. I, pp. 401 et seq.
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8 ' THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTGCRACY

opposition parties an easy matter, and it is a tfibute to the

. courage and persistence of these parties that uril 1921 they

succeeded, in spite of all efforts directed again#t them
reta1\ng substantial representatlons in soviets. Thus in

- for example, menshevik delegates in provincial sovie:

~bered: inNKharkov 205, in Ekaterinoslav 120,
chug 78, in Tula 50, and 30 each in Smoleng, Odessa,

- Poltava, Kiev, and Irkutsk.!® The size of the antrcommuniist
contingents in the soviets was not measured solely by the
Mensheviks, the main, indeed often the only opposition party, -
so much as by the non-party delegates, who were often men-
shevik sympathizers in disguise. Thus, in the second_half of
1919, according to an. official computation, the non- party’
contingent on the local soviet executive committees averaged
nearly one-seventh throughout the country, and from the fact
that ‘communist sympathlzers were separately listed it is a
fair deduction that ‘non-party’ in this context was equivalent

- to ‘anti-communist’.?® In practice, however, the importance

- of this opposition was reduced to nil by the fact that the real

- power was vested in the praesidia of these executive, com-
mittees, in which Communists ‘invariably predominated.
Moreover, in the absence of proportional representation and

~fair elections, representation in the local soviets bore no
relation to the composition of the annual All-Russian Con-
m"esses of Soviets, upon which after 1918 only Communists and

‘ommunist non-party deputies enjoyed the right of vote,
-resolutions  being invariably adopted unanimously.
7 representations were allotted to the legally recognized
osition parties—the Mensheviks, the Vol'sky group of
alist Revolutionaries, an occasional Anarchist, the Maxi- f
sts, and, at any rate after 1920, a few Left Socialist }
volutionaries. Moreover these pagties were represented not/
oy elected deputies, but by delegates selected by virtue of /a
. decree of 28 November 1919, which first admitted the tolery:ed
opposition parues to the Seventh Sovigt Congress with a /con-
sultative voice’.® This meant that they could not vote. ,J The

¢

‘18 See F, 1. Dan, . Martov, Geschichte, p. 318 ) /
19 See"M. Vladimirsky, Sovety, ispolkomy i syez8y sovetov, vypusk I, pp. 7, 9.
20-8.U.R., 1919, § 557 of no. 59.  cf. Dan, Dva goda skitaniy, pp. 93’—4 for a
description of h§ summons to and appearance at the Eighth Soviet Ccngress in
Dccember 1920. : «
[ s U sy :
L
° L4 h



THE ‘.EGAL OPPOSITION THE BACKGROUND 1{ :

practice continued in the congresses held in 1920 and 1921,

Immedlately‘ before the meeting of a congress the leaders of

would be suddenly summoned to attend as députies
onsultative voice’. Here, to the accompaniment of

these parties, for example, the Menshevik Dan or Steinbergin

jeers, catyalls, and interruptions (faithfully recosded in the

stenogram)s
thtir speecles and to put forward their resolutions, which had
no possibility of securing a single vote. This curious practlce
had Several advanteges from the Communists’ point of view.
It enabled them to point to the tolerant nature of their régime
—and, so far as foreign observers were concerned, apparently
to succced in convmcmg them, in view of the legend which
persists to this day in many accounts of the early years of the
R.S.F.S.R., that opposition parties were freely permitted to
function umtil 1921. . It exhibited in the glare of publicity the
representatives of the parties concerned as discredited remnants
without a following and without support. Above all, as Lenin
once cxplained, their speeches served as useful reminders to
criticg within the communist party that such criticism bore a
striking similarity to that of the opposition parties, and was
therefore, by implication, playing into the hands of counter- -
revolution, 2 ,
The most important legal opposition, the Mensheviks, re-
quires separate treatment.?? The working of a ‘legal oppo-

the opposition delegates were permitted to make =

sition” in the early years of communist rule is illustrated by the . .

fates of a number of minor partiés which never succeeded in
exercising any serious influence.

Three small groups of Socialist Revolutionaries maintained
for a few years some degree of independent political existence.
One such group was the Union of Socialist Revolutionary
Maximalists, which smce 1906 had’existed as a left extremist
group inside the main party Before the revolution the Maxim-
alists were particularly active in armed expropriations, which
had brought them into glose contact with the Bolsheviks. They
were also insistent in their demand for th€ socialization of
industry, and attempted fofa greater extent tkiﬁ the main party
to win a following amogg the proletariat. er the October
Revolution they supported the Bolsheviks but endeavoured to

21 Vs, syezd VI, p. 57. , 22 e Chapter XL

/ o , .
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) 0  THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTq]RACY

actasa ‘ginger group’ to keep them on the true left path. They
. agitated for a ‘labourmg republic’ and advocatedysocialization
and workers’ control in place of the communist policy of,
. natiodalization and centralized control. Like the Left
munists, sthey criticized the replacement of workers
by dictatiog from above. They opposed the
~though they recognized its inevitability, fearing
Bukharin and Obolensky that it heralded degeneratlon of the
pure revolutionary spirit. They did not in principle gbject
~ to terror, conceding the necessity for ‘inequality of r1ghts and
even deprivation of the rlght to life’ in the case of those who
refused to work and of ‘enemies of the working people’.  They
also accepted restrictions on the freedom of the presg ifit Became
‘harmful to the community’.?® There was little in all this to
‘divide them from the Communists, though here and there
maximalist voices were raised already in 1918 against the
atrophy in the one-party soviets, the growing isolation of the
Commumsts from the masses, the misdeeds of local communist
commissars, and the like.2¢* 'The Maximalists were allowed to
publish a weekly paper, Maksimalist, and returned g few
- delegates to the soviets. But it was not long before they
‘split into a pro-communist majority and an anti-communist
- minority. - In April 1920 the pro-communist majority of the
- party decided to fuse with the Communists, while the anti-
' communist minority soon thereafter disappeared into prison
~ and exile.25
- The other two groups, the Revolutionary Communists and
the Populist (Narodnik) Communists, came into existence
- shortly after the left socialist revolutionary rising in July
1918. They neither attempted any serious opposition to
the Communists, nor attained any political influence. The
Revolutionary Communists were founded by a number of
prominent Left Socialist Revolutionaries, ifcluding Ustinov,
Kolegaev, Cherny, and Bitsenko. Natanson inspired the
+foundation of this party, but did not hinself pagticipate cither

23 See Mafsimalist, 4, 7 October 1918, #p’ 9-10, for the text of their draft
constitution for the ° Ii)bour Republic’ adopted m May 1918. See also Soyuz
-S.R. Maksimalistov, O rabochem kontrole.

24 Maksimalist, loc. cit., p. 14.

257 é’{az;la 19 Decembcr 1919 Bol’shaya sovetskaya enisiklopediya, Vol. XXXVTI,
pp. /i~ i
° Lo : d : N\
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THE {.EGAL OPPOSITION: THE BACKGROUND 1J
in its inauguration ot in its subsequent activities. The pro- -
gramme of the Revolutionary Communists differed little from
traditional ssocialist revolutionary policy—workers’ control of
1eystry through an elected organ of trade union represénta~
tives, ®™d common ownership and enjoyment of land.  But
they recognized the temporary need for governmgat compul~
sion exercistd through the soviets, in which ‘free election of
dcbuties frem among the toiling masses . . . guarantees a
maximum of democracy in the conditions of the transitional
period’. The progsamme, while réjecting the dictatorship of -
one party, is silent on all the essential minimum guarantees
of personal freedom. By thus refraining from any criticism
of comMtunist practices, the Revolutionary Communists pur-
chased a pez’iod of free existence. Nor need their doctrines
have been an embarrassment to the Communists, but rather
the contrawy, since both explicitly and implicitly they accepted
the premiss that the communist régime was moving forward
towards a state in which the human personality would ultim-
ately enjoy that freedom which socialist revolutionary doctrine
upheld. For two years this little party enjoyed the privilege
of publishing a periodical and of sending its representatives
to the soviets without fear of arrest. But it exercised no -
political influence. In 1919 many of the leaders of the
party, including Bitsenko, Kolegaev, and V. Cherny joined
the Communists, and there were also defections to the right.
In September 1920 the Revolutionary Communists decided to'
fuse with the Communists.?® The Populist Communists only
survived for a few months. They decided in November 1918
to cease independent existence and to merge with the Com-
munists, justifying their decision by the argumenj that the
Narodnik parties (i.e. all Socialist Revolutionaries) had stopped
halfway, and had ‘failed in their historic mission of uniting the
poorest peasantry and th® town proletariat on the path towards
the common aim—the liberation of labour’. During their
short period of jndependlent existence they pu’blished a paper,

28 See Lenin, Vol. XXIII, pp.*582—-4; their main perio‘ekfal was-entitled Trud:
i bor'ba. See also the broadsheets (undated) issued by ™e party, ‘Zemel'nyy .
vopros’, and ‘“Kak dolzhno byt organizovano mnarodnoe khozyaystvo pri viasti
trudyashchikbsya’, both brought back by the British Labour Delegation in 1920;
now in the British Museum. The Revolutionary Communists also published
some provincial newspapers during 1919 and 1920. 4 s
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Lnamya trudovoy kommwgy, edited by G. Zaks, A. Oborin, N.
Polyansky, and E. - Kats.27
The much more numerous Anarchists represented a political
- tendency rather than a political party. The heterogengad?
- groups which went under this name never attempted,
themselves into a single organization. Between March and
November 1917 the Anarchists had been growing4n influence
and numbers.?®  Their hostility to all state authority made
them ready and welcome allies of the Bolsheviks in the making
of the revolution, and many of their number played a “useful
part in the seizure of power. As Lenin’s opponents were
quick to point out, bolshevik and anarchist slogans were in
‘many instances identical. = The position was very differént after
the Bolsheviks had seized power. Lenin’s hoftility to the
- indiscipline of anarchism, his impatient realism, and his belief
 in the need for the survival of a strong state for a {ong period
after the revolution all placed him worlds apart from anarch-
ism so far as theory was concerned. The imposition of cen-
tralized, disciplined control over the country which the Bol-
sheviks set themselves as their first aim, had no greater gnemy
than anarchism, Its unpractical idealism and 1mpatlent if
understandable, dislike of authority, held powerful attraction
“for the Russians, and could have proved a disruptive force
without itself having either the organization or the unity to
offer an alternative to bolshevism. “The majority of Anarchists
think -and -write -about. the future, without understanding the
present,” Lenin said to Nestor Makhno in jane 1918. “That
is 'what divides us Communists from them.’?
--The Russian Anarchists between 1917 and 1920 were a
varied conglomeration of harmless idealists, active terrorists,
groups of anarcho-syndicalists, partisans, theorists, and some
~criminal elements. They were united in one determination
alone—to resist union into any mord disciplined organization

27 Lenin, Vol. XXIII pp. 581-2.

28 See an articley Polonsky in- Novaya zhzz» of 15 (28) November 1917,
on the growth of anarchlsm from insignificance to a ‘power which must be
reckoned with’ in-the gourse of the few montls before November 1917. See also
Sukhanov, IV, pp. 28 8, for evidence of a not inconsiderable following among the
workers enjoyed by the Petrograd Anarchists ingune 1917.

2% N. Makhno, Russkaya revolyutsiva na Ukraine, kniga 11, Pod udarami kontr-
revolyuisii, Paris, 1936, p. 131. Lenin nevertheless helped Makhno to return to
occupied Ukraime to reorganize the anarcho-communists.

. ‘ . BN
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than their own loose form of confederation of groups and
individuals; fgr they believed, with the example of the Com-
munists befere them, that centralized organization and disci-
pﬁ&w\wgere the death of political integrity. When-Kamenev
in 192%.offered the Moscow Anarchists freedom to issue their
papers and to run their clubs and bookshops in exchange for
their adoptidn of party discipline and a purge of the criminal
an# irrespomsible elements which had infiltrated into their
membership, they indignantly re¢jected the offer.30
Mafly Anarchists had worked closely with the Bolsheviks in
the preparation for and in the seizure of power. The peace
treaty and the growing authoritarianism soon alienated the
majority of them. Yet there were still many individual
Anarchists wilo believed that ‘every revolution is an epoch of
progress for humanity’,®* and looked beyond the immediate
transitory period of state tyranny to a more libertarian future.
Such were Herman Sandomirsky and Alexander Shapiro, who
worked with Chicherin in the Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, 4
and there were many others. Kropotkin himself spent his
last years aloof from political activity, writing a book on ethics,
and confident that anarcho-syndicalism would yet save the
revolution. - In the last letter he wrote, he still believed that the
Russian revolution, although it ‘has inevitably taken a cen--
tralist and authoritarian turn’, nevertheless ‘presents the possi-
bility of a transition from capitalist society to socialist society’. -
To the British Labour Delegation, which visited Russia in the
summer of 1920, he sent a message: Though dictatorship of one
party was ‘doomed to failure’, the revolution had nevertheless
introduced new social conceptions ‘which have come to stay’.32
In addition to valuable collaborators in the higheg adminis-
tration, the Communists also found among the less reputable
elements of the Anarchists many useful recruits for the Vecheka.
These two factorsg fear 8f the Anarchists as a disintegrating —#
element in the country, and hope that they could individually
be attracted to sgviet ser#ice, led to a policy alternating between
wholesale persecution and minor concessio&.’ The injustice

L]
[

30V, Serge, “The Danger was Within?, in Politics, March,%1945, p. 76.

31 P, Kropotkin, Parizhskaya kMnmuna, p. 25, written in 1907,

32 See his letter to De Rejger of 23 December 1920 in the Communist Review,
no. 1, May 1921, p. 20. B.L.D. Report, pp. 89-92; cf. Goldman, Chapter XVII; -~
Emma Goldman visited Kropotkin when she was in Russia in 190.
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of this policy caused men like Volin (V. M. Eichenbaum):\ to

‘prefer life in prison to the alternative of wqrking for the

Communists (he had been offered the post of director of educa-
tion in the Ukraine). It is plain from the evidence collested
by the anarchist groups in Berlin that communist repr&sion of
Anarchistsywas not restricted to criminal elements, as usually
asserted by the communist leaders, including Lettin. No less
than one hundred and eighty prominent Anarchisés were lifted
by these Berlin groups with circumstantial details of the.ir fate,
up to 1921. Of these thirty-eight had been shot, seventy were
in prison or in exile, and the remainder driven by persecution

-to their death or to flight from Russia.??

The Anarchists were the first political opponents of the
Communists to be the victims of an organize:i attack. In
April 918 an armed raid was conducted on their premises in
Moscow and some six hundred arrested. This was apparently
the result of a complaint by Colonel Robins (the unofficial
United States representative), whose automobile they had
assailed. The alacrity with which the Communists agreed to
take action showed that the raid was not carried out sglely to
please Colonel Robins.?* It led to a stormy debate in the
Central Executive Committee, which at that date still included
a small vocal and active opposition. The Veckheka claimed that
the incident had been of no political significance, and that all
except the criminals had been released. Many, if not all of
the arrested were eventually released. - While it is clear that

‘communist action was aimed at the party quite as much as

at any criminal elements, ‘there also seems little doubt, as the
Anarchists admitted, that there were quite a few criminals
among their number. - Moreover the Anarchists, both in
Moscow and elsewhere, had of late acquired and maintained
a private militia, which had been organized during the weeks
of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations, in prepartition for resistance
to the Germans if they renewed their attack. The Communists

_were not unn‘a\turally anxious to di%band it.?* The raid in

of some Anarchists sgf also the Bulletin, pubfisiled, at any rate up to April 1926,
in Berlin by the Joitt Committee for the Dcfenie of Revolutionists imprisoned in
Russia.

34 See ULS. Foreign Relations, Vol. I, p. 497.

85 See the debate in Protokoly VISIK IV, pp. 153 fI. Popor, Vol. I1, p. 25 says
quite openly with regard to this and similar raids that ‘anarchism was played out
e b 3
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38 Goneniya na an?zm v sovetskoy Rossii, pp. 27-63. For the subsequent fate
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April 1918 disorganized, but certainly did not destrby the

anarchist orggnization. In contrast to the Socialist Revolu-

tionaries anf the Mensheviks, the Anarchists were never at

any timc officially outlawed by decree. For the next few
years their organization maintained in spite of frequent

arrests a precarious existence, at times undergrouns, at times

openly. Th& Anarchists also succeeded in spite of considerable

difffculties ire publishing a variety of periodicals. Although

individpal publications were frequently suppressed, and for

long periods no daily*papers appeared, it is apparently true to

say that until the spring of 1921 there was no time during which

at least some of their groups did not enjoy some vehicle of self-

cxprcssmn Morcover, they were able to keep their clubs

" going until 1921, and it was to these that they looked as the

main instrument for spreading their ideas, The principal

anarchist organizations were Nabal in the Ukraine, and Golos

Truda and Vol'nyy Trud in Petrograd and Moscow respectively,

grouped round newspapers of those titles. The two latter

were anarcho-syndicalist groups which advocated emancipa- -
tion of the trade unions from the hold exercised over them by the.
state, and urged that they should take over its economic
functions.?® They had some influence in ‘the trade unions—
in the Bakers’ Union in Moscow for example, and in the Post
and Telegraph Workers” Union in Petrograd.

In the Ukraine, Nabat, of which the main theorists were -

Volin and Aaron Baron preached the coming ‘third revolu-
tion’ on anarchist lines; and it was partly under the influence
of its ideas that the leader of the Ukrainian anarcho-com-
munists, a Ukrainian schoolteacher, Nestor Makhno, organized
his peasant guerrilla army of many thousands, which fought
valiantly against the forces of Denikin and Wrangel, but
generally refused to co-operate with the Red Army. Not
unlike the Ukraini%n paFtisans of twenty-five years later,
Makhno’s wild warriors fought the common enemy (the White
Armies in this case) whén the Red Army wa; remote, and
turned against the Red Army when the Iattex\ anged its rdle
into that of occupying army During the lull i the fighting at

as a revolutionary force, and unde¥ the conditions of the proletarian dlctatorshlp,
it was becoming one of the forces of bourgeois counter-revolution’, i.e, it was
becoming anti-communist.

38 Maximoff, pp- 368-78. . .
. »
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the end of 1919, an anarchist peasant republic inspired by
Nabat was set up in the extensive area controlleg by Makhno.
As in most partisan movements, banditry played its part in this -
one. To Trotsky, who had an eye to the future problemi of

~ the occupation of the territories cleared of the anti-communist

forces, Makhno’s ill-disciplined bands were anathema, in spite
of the military assistance which they providetl. A secret
order which he had issued to the Ukrainian Fromt at the %nd
of December 1919 stressed that these bands must in no circum-
stances be incorporated in the Red Army as units, but that
only individual partisans who had been retrained should be
recruited; and that no territory should be occupied until the
Red Army was strong enough to clear it of.‘ana?chy and
. banditry’.3” In the case of Makhno and the Ukraine, the
Communists were successful in liquidating both political and
military problems in one blow. In October 1920sthey agreed,
in return for his co-operation against General Wrangel’s
forces in the Crimea, to grant an amnesty to Anarchists all
over the country (except such as had taken up arms against
the state) and to tolerate their organizations. Makhno, in
“ return, in additon to a promise of his military co-operation,
agreed that his army should now constitute ‘an integral part
of the armed forces of the (Russian) Republic’, though ‘retain-
ing its already established internal régime’. The question of
the future organization of his anarchist republic was left open
for later discussion. It was a bargain which obviously neither
~ side was likely to keep for long. Immediately on the conclu- -
sion of the military operations in November 1920 in which
Makhno carried out the first part of his agreement, the Com-
- munists accused his forces of a whole series of crimes, organized
a raid on them, and shot the principal guerrilla leaders.
Makhno himself fought his way out of the raid, and, after some
months of fighting against the Red Army? eventually escaped
abroad.%® At the same time mass arrests of Anarchists were
carried out i& Moscow and elsewh8re. It was virtually the

37 Trotsky, K VR,%I, 1I°(i), pp. 308-10.8 °
38 The most objective account of the Makhno events is Chamberlin, 11, pp. 232-9.
For the pro-Makhno account, see Arskinov, pp¥ 171-89; for the Soviet account see
Grazhdanskaya voyna, Vol. 1II, pp. 511-12; Kubanin, pp. 153-63; for the Soviet
charges against Makhno’s forces, which led to the raids, see Petrogradskaya Pravda,
5 and 8 Decerdber 1920. - See also Voline, pp- 509-690.
L 38
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end of freedom for the Anarchists. A few of them were still
to enjoy one fay of liberty, when they were released from
prison in Mdtcow to attend Kropotkin’s funeral on 13 February
1921.3 Members of organizations which still survived after
the arrests of 1920 were forcibly rounded up after the Kron-
stadt rising in March 1921; these last repressions extgnded even
- to harmless ilealists like the Universalists, who at the end of
1919 had issmed a manifesto: “We proclaim the whole earth
for all the peoples!’, and to the followers of Tolstoy. The last
surviving anarchist periodicals, such as Vol'naya hizn' and
Universal were closed down.
The indiscriminate repression of the Anarchists aroused
. considerfble public feeling, and it is significant that none
of them was ever brought up for public trial. Many members
of the communist party, who were ready to accept repressions
against socislists, were disturbed by repressions against men
with many of whom they had fought side by side in the
revolution and felt a good deal of kinship. That the Anarchists
were often a disrupting element which made communist rule
even mpre difficult in the early years is no doubt true. But
it is also probable that the senseless violence practised against
them contributed to the rising popular discontent with com-
munist rule. In May 1921 the. Central Committee of the
communist party, in a circular which showed a certain sensi-
tiveness to the Anarchists’ complaint that they were treated

worse in Soviet Russia than in any capitalist country, justified - -

the arrests which followed the Kronstadt rising by the familiar
charge that the Anarchists had now become ‘counter-revolu-
tionary’.%® The truth was that even if some Anarchists had .
in the past years resorted to arms against the Sovigt power,
they had suffered considerable provocation.

There remains the question of Lenin’s attitude to arbitrary
action by the execdtive. ®There is no doubt that, at any rate

3% There are several good des(‘iptions of this funeral, see e.g. V. Serge, loc. cit.,
p. 78; Berkman, pp. 288-90. For the anarchists’ appeal to 4#in for permission
to attend the funeral see Anarkhid;cskie organizatsii, no. 16%/, 13 February 1921,
a broadsheet published by the anarfhist organizations whwere responsible for
making arrangements for Kropogkin’s state funeral. See also a special issue;
Anarkhicheskie organizatsii pamyati Ptra Alekseevicha Kropotkina, Moscow 8/13 Febru-
ary 1921, Both these were legally printed, ostensibly 40,000 copies of each. -

“0 See, the text of this document reprinted in Maximoff from Vesnik agitatsii i

L J

. propagandy, at pp. 454-6]
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in the early years, he retained some generosity to political
opponents which has long disappeared in Soviet politics.
Veterans like Vera. Zasulich or Vera Figner could live un-
molested. Plekhanov, though for long a severe critic of Lenin
and of bolshevik policy, was buried with dignity when he died
in May 1918, and Lenin never failed to stress the importance
of his contribution to marxism. Martov sufféred nothing
worse than a public rebuke in 1918 for some tactlass revelatfons
about Stalin, and an occasional house search. Until the end
of 1918, at any rate, Lenin was malking personal.eﬁ‘orts
through the Vecheka to curb some of the excesses of its officials. *!
But it is doubtful whether it was much use writing notes to
the Vecheka, if at the same time he was writing such Yetters as
~ that to the Elets Communists quoted in an earlier chapter.2

The lawlessness of communist rule was of his own making.
Whether without it he and his party could havessurvived in
sole power is another matter, and of the necessity for such sur-

: vival at any price he never allowed himself to doubt. He

certainly grew impatient with some of the grosser vulgarities of
the terror, such as Latsis’ outpourings in the short-lived periodi-
cals published by the Vecheka. But of the need for terror, for
arbitrary executive powers of repression, as a permanent state
instrument  (at any rate until the remote realization of
‘socialism), he seems in 1922 to have had no more doubt than
in 1918. In a letter of 17 May 1922 to the Commissar of
- Justice, Kursky, he wrote in connection with the new criminal
code then in preparation, that for the courts to promise the
. abolition of terror would be a deception. ‘The paragraph on
terror’, he wrote, ‘must be formulated as widely as possible,
since only revolutionary consciousness of justice and revolu-
- tionary conscience can determine the conditions of its applica-
tion in practice’.  The paragraph of the Soviet criminal code
which has become the basis for the &irrenttwide and arbitrary
exercise of repressive power in Soviet criminal law is in
_essence Lenin’s work. His rough &draft of the paragraph

reads as follows /
. L ]

Propagandaf or agitation, or participation in an organization,

or co-operation with organizations,®having the effect (i.e. the .

41 See his notes to the Vecheka collected in Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XXI,

pp. 228-38. - - # 42 See Chapter VII.
‘ -
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propaganda or agitation) of helping in the slighteét way. that
part of the international bourgeoisie which does not recognize
the equalorfghts of the communist system coming to take the
place of capitalism, and which is endeavouring to overthrow it .-
by force, whether by intervention, or blockade, or by espionage, .

or by financing of the press, or other means,~is pumshable by
death or igprisonment.43 :

THis new lawv was not intended as a temporary measure, but
as the foundation of a permanent system of justice to replace
the system in usesduring the civil war. But experience
had shown that any criticism whatever could be effectively
silenced by describing it as ‘agitation having the effect of
helping®. . . the international bourgeoisie’, or what was in
communist termmology the same thing, ‘counter-revolution’.
No one knew better than Lenin that the application of the law,
which he evas proposing as a permanent basis for soviet
criminal justice, would in practice be extended to every criticism
of the Soviet system to which the rulers of the country objected.
With or without the Vecheka—and there is no single line after
1917 ip Lenin’s writings to suggest that this was to be a short-
lived institution*4—it spelt the end of that free criticism which
he had once described as the ‘duty of the revolutionary’.48

43 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 296.

44 At the end of 1920 Lcmn told the Spanish socialist Fernando de los Rfos
that a very long time, ‘perhaps forty or fifty years’, would be necessary in Russia
for the transitional period of dictatorship. See Rios, F. de los, Mi vigje a la
Rusia sovietista, p. 63.

4 On 23 November 1917, in the Central Executive Commxttec, Lenm,
Vol. XXI1I, p. 76.




CHAPTER XI *

THE LEGAL OPPOSITION.
» . THE MENSHEVIKS

L

None of the opposition parties which have been discusted
was faced with the same problem as the Mensheviks., This
party alone, of all those which opposed sthe Communists, set
itself from the first a task which it ceaselessly pursued for four
years—that of ousting them from power by strictly constitu-
tional means. ‘The Socialist Revolutionaries lookéd to a
popular rising to put an end to communist rule, and never
attached serious importance to the winning of a victory in the
Soviets. The Anarchists also did not seek an electoral victory,
while of the remaining parties none was ever in a position to
command a significant following. ‘ '

For ‘a time after November 1917 menshevik party counsels
~were still divided. A minority was in favour of imipediate
active struggle against bolshevism. Others, like Dan (who
had smuggled Lenin’s What is to be Dore? in a false-bottomed
suitcase into- Russia fifteen years before, and should have
known the Bolsheviks better) still believed that the bolshevik
party would split, that the majority of them were reason-

- able, and that a coalition of all socialists would result. By the

end of 1917 Martov and his intérnationalist group were once .
again working closely with the rest of the party. The inter-
nationalists had continued to maintain some contact with the
new government after the departure of most of the Mensheviks
from the Second Soviet Congress had made Trotsky’s task so
very much easier. But it was only a fragmentary representa-
tion which struggled bravely for & hearhag in the Central
Executive Committee. Martov was undoubtedly the out-
standing menghevik figure. When ofice the bolshevik seizure
of power and thg subsequent peace had become established
facts, the prinxal source of coglﬁict within the menshevik
ranks disappeared, and it was natiral that Martov should
have become the undisputed leader of the party. In May 1918
the breach i the menshevik rank.s was finally healed when he
- 190 ‘ »
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and his followers decided, against only one dissenting vote, to
reunite with ‘he rest of the party.! The majority now led by
him and D%r formulated the main lines of menshevik policy
as they were to remain as long as the party survived inside
Russia,—namely, opposition to bolshevik one-party rule by all
legal means, but no armed resistance, and no suppast of foreign
intervention? A minority, led by Lieber, favoured some under-
stfding with the Allied Powers, but this difference of view did
not prevent a greater measure of agreement on policy at a
menshevik conferenee held in May 1918 than probably ever
before in the party. Resolutions were adopted denouncing
intervention and demanding the recall of the Constituent
Assembly and independent, freely elected soviets.?2 In the
following December a further party conference made one im-
portant modification in policy: the demand for recall of the
Constituent Assembly was now dropped, on the grounds that
it had become a slogan which could be exploited by the forces
of counter-revolution.?

The influence of the Mensheviks in the country had sunk
to insignificance by October 1917, by which time most of their
supporters had been won over to the Bolsheviks. But the
unpopularity of government policy after the revolution was
beginning to win many of them back. By the middle of 1918
the Mensheviks could claim with some justification that large
numbers of the industrial worklng class were now behind them, -
and that but for the systematic dispersal and packing of the
soviets, and the mass arrests at workers’ meeting and con-
gresses, their party could eventually have won power by its
policy of constitutional opposition. In the elections to the
soviets which were taking place in the spring of 1918, through-
out Russia, arrests, military dlspersal even shootings followed
whenever Mensheviks succeeded in ~

S Subq‘—g1\f’l\‘ .
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Many of our comrades in the provinces are arrested, then
released, then once again atrested. . . . In Saratov, the news-
paper The Proletarian’s Word has been closed dows, in case it
should be used for counter-revolutionary articles. In Tula the

menshevik newspaper is constantly changing its name.*. . . In
Tambov the Soviet has been declared dispersed for ever .
In Yarostavl’ the Soviet is dispersed . . . In [JTambov the

Postal and Telegraph Congress has been dispersed, and fhe
delegates told to leave in forty-eight hours,* ¢

In March 1918 even Martov, whose integrity no Comthunist
ever dared to challenge, had found himself on trial before
one of the newly set up press tribunals. He had accused
Stalin in his paper Vpered of raising funds for the Bdlsheviks
before the revolution by armed hold-ups in Bakf, and alleged
that he had therefore been expelled from the social democratic
party. The trial came to a hurried and incongusive close
- when Martov secured an adjournment to enable him to
collect evidence, and in the end he was merely reprimanded.
The public prosecutor appealed against the mildness of this
sentence to the Central Executive Committee, which upheld
his appeal in principle, but did nothing further in the niatter.

On 14 June 1918 the Mensheviks, along with the Socialist
Revolutionaries, were expelled from the Central Executive
Committee.® ' Immediately thereafter they were also expelled
from soviets throughout the country, The effect of the decree
was to render the Mensheviks (or as they now called themselves,
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party) illegal. But it
did not make much difference to their daily political life, in
which arrests had become normal. Before long their entire
press was, closed down, and they never recovered it. The
central menshevik organ, Rabochaya gazeta, had been closed

™ —%her 1917 by the Military Revolutionary
~ Rl nmany ZH(?}Z. WhiCh
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Prodovol’stvennoe  delo, and  Strakhovanie rabochikh. A few
periodicals aﬁppea:r‘ed sporadically up to the spring of 1919,
most, if no®all of them, in the territories occupied by the White
Armies; and the Moscow Printers’ Union, which remained
menshevik in majarity until its forcible dispersal, published a
journal until April 1919.7 Otherwise the Menshgviks had to
~ rely on illegally handprinted news-sheets which they succeeded
wtth considerable skill in distributing widely.

When on 14 June 1918 the Mensheviks in company with
" the Socialist Revolationaries were expelled from the Central
Executive Committee, the reason alleged was that they, in
common with the Socialist Revolutionaries, had been guilty of
fomenting rigings on the Don and in Siberia. Henceforward
- this charge of violent opposition would be made again and
again, and the Communists, from Lenin downwards, con-
stantly ass@ciated the two parties together in an endeavour to
show that both were active supporters of intervention and of
counter-revolution. The charge was untrue in relation to the
Mensheviks, and the Communists, if they ever believed it,
never, succeeded in establishing it. A few Mensheviks did
participate in the Yaroslavl® rising organized by Savinkov in
July 1918, but they were expelled from the party, for they had
acted without its knowledge.®! Maisky, a member of the
Central Committee who left the Mensheviks in the summer of
1918 on the grounds that they were insufficiently active against
the Bolsheviks, and joined the anti-bolshevik government in
Samara, was expelled from the party in September 1918,
There were a few similar instances involving individuals or
groups who rejected the party’s official policy of confining
opposition to strictly constitutional means, At the ymenshevik
party conference in December 1918, several local party
organizations, whose members' had advocated either co-
operation with thé Kade# and the Socialist Revolutionaries, or

7 Gazeta pechatnifov, from 8 lgeccmber 1918 until the end of April 1919. Oth
menshevik publicatidns were: Mysl’, a weekly appearing in K#8F oy
to ‘kl}y 19195 Gryadushehiy den’, of which #wn femcae - Hes
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support of Allied intervention, were condemned. Among
these was the Samara local menshevik organizagion, some of
whose members supported Maisky’s adherence to fhe Samara
government. The conference also instructed the Central
Committee to use its powers to expel individuals and organi-
zations for such deviations from party policy.® The expulsion
of Maisky, followed by a refusal to reconsider the decision,
showed that the Central Committee, though sever ove-
anxious to use disciplinary measures, did make use of its pgwers.
To the general campaign of anti-menshevik abuse, the Com-
munists added in 1920 the organization of two trials which
were designed to demonstrate the complicity of the menshevik
party in counter-revolutionary activity, and in fact failed to
do so. It should be observed that the Soviet government
at this period had not yet learned the art of the staged trial,
with rehearsed confessions. The trials of 1920 and®1921 were
often unfair, inasmuch as they frequently denied to the
accused elementary rights such as that of calling witnesses,
but they were to some extent judicial trials. Such was the
so-called Tactical Centre Trial in August 1920, a tgal of
alleged participants in a right-wing anti-bolshevik conspiracy.
A British Labour Delegation on a visit to Russia in June 1920
was informed that this trial would establish the counter-
revolutionary activities of the Mensheviks—apparently in an
effort to justify to that delegation the presence in prison of so
many socialists. - In fact the trial at most demonstrated that a
few individuals on the right wing of their party had participated,
. as individuals, in an anti-communist organization.'® Little
' more convincing was the trial of the members of the Rostov-on-
Don (Menshevik Social Democrat) Committee in April 1921,
who had been arrested in May 1920. Their arrest had caused
a great deal of feeling and excitement among the Rostov
workers who were largely mensheviX in sympathy, and the
Bolsheviks, to pacify them, promisa a local trial alleging
dlabor-*" ~aggith Denikin in the Ukraine. +No such local

’ * 7R Bes in the manner usual after such mass
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sentenced by the security authorities without trial. = It was only

in April 1921 that seven members of the Committee were
- brought tosfublic trial, not in Rostov, but in Moscow, some of

them having been re-arrested specially for the purpose. They - :

were denied proper rights of defence, including the right of
calling witnesses, and were duly convicted and each sentenced
to five years. The circumstances of the trial alone leave little
deubt of the fact that the charge was trumped up. The
charge and the evidence adduced were never published. The
few Ilnes which the, press devoted to the matter merely stated
that ‘the accused had attempted at first to deny the charges’,
but that the questioning of the prosecutor and the ‘course of
‘the tri%)’ had shown up their ‘treachery to the working class
and their cdmplete solidarity with the bourgeoisie’.’? If the -
- charge against them was collaboration with Denikin during his
occupatiow of the Ukraine in the second half of 1919 it was
untrue. A detailed account of this period published later by
a Soviet author discloses no evidence of any such collaboration
by the menshevik-controlled trade unions with Denikin’s
administration. It does show, however, that the Mensheviks
did not hesitate to criticize the Communists and their methods
in their party press.’? The Georgian Mensheviks had, it is-
true, invited the intervention of the Allied Powers in order =
to resist intervention by the Bolsheviks. But the Georgian
organization was entirely separate from the Russian social
democrat organization, with which, after the October Revolu-
tion, it had no contacts. The menshevik party conference in
Moscow in December 1918 resolved that the conduct of the
Georgian Mensheviks made the preservation of any organi- -
zational link between them and the Russian party ‘unthink-
able’.13 ,
The charge against the Mensheviks, as a party, of sup-
porting armed ahti-communist activity was manifestly false,
although constantly reiterated. That the Communists knew
it to be so is further %hown by the fact that_at the heig}
of the Polish campaign in 1920, of whigh The Menshev
vociferously disapproved®ds an attempt to spread commun

11 Tzvestiva, 24 April 1921; sds. vestnik, 1 Feb 1921; 4 May 1921;
1921; 5 June 1921; 3 April 1922. chruiaty 1921; 4 Moy 1921, 20

12 Kolesnikov, pp. 171 ef seq
13 Partiynoe soveshchapie, pp
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by force of arms, there were no less than twenty Mensheviks
. working in prominent official positions in the military adminis-
tration. Had the charge of collaboration with tHe®enemies of
Soviet power been true, they could not have been retained in
these positions. The Mensheviks in vain challenged the Com-
munists at this date to dismiss these men from their posts, or to
withdraw the general accusations of counter-revolutionary
activity. But the best proof of all that the menshevik party
was not ‘counter-revolutionary’ is the fact that it was allowed
some semblance of political activity throughout the civil’ war,
and was only finally liquidated well after the war had ended.
If the accusations of armed assistance to the Allied intervention
and to counter-revolution had been even remotely trfle, one
could surely have expected the position to have been reversed.
The officially illegal existence of the Mensheviks did not
continue for long after the decree of 14 June 1918, for on
30 November 1918 the Central Executive Committee repealed
it. But the practical difference this made was small. The
‘revolutionary majority’ of the local soviets ignored the decree
and the Mensheviks remained as before subject to arrgst by
the security authorities with little or no reason assigned.!4
One of their newspapers (Vsegda vpered) reappeared, only to
be suppressed in a month, after fourteen issues, The ‘legaliza-
tion’, coupled with the continued arrests and occasional
shootings, seems to have somewhat bewildered Lenin’s followers,
because he took care to explain it to them at the Eighth
Communist Party Congress of 1919. The inconsistent policy
‘of the Communists was provoked, he explained, by the incon-
sistent policies of the socialist parties themselves, who could
not make yp their minds whether to support the Communists
ornot.1® The ‘legalization’ of the Mensheviks on 30 November
1918 is indeed something of a problem. Ostensibly the reason
for it was a resolution-adopted by them it October, known
as the October Theses. In these Theges they recognized that
e October Rgyolution ‘represents an istorica) necessity’ and
‘ected ‘any formg of political co-oPeration with the classes
ich are hostile to democracy’.” At the same time, they
~anded abolition of the communi® methods of terror; and

" 714 Partiynoe soveshchanie, pp.-21-2.
5 Protokoly VIIL, p. 18. i
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rt for the Red Army in its operations.*®
There was in fact llt‘qle difference between these theses and
he policysplirsued by the party since the spring of 1918, and
t is unlikely that it was just as a reward for the theses that
the Communists decided to ‘legalize’ it. 'To some slight extent

' the communist concession was probably due to thg remnants of
faith in thewalue of free discussion which certain sections of the
cemmunist arty retained for some years. But it may also have
owed something to the hope that, in the circumstances of civil

_ war, *national unity, would prevail over party differences, and
" that the majority of the Mensheviks would be persuaded by
“this concession to join the communist party. Nor at the end
of 1918 was this a wild hope. Many enemies of communist
" methods wer® to make their peace during the Civil War. - Gorky,
for example, whose outspoken criticism of the behaviour of the
Communists had led to the closing of his paper Novaya Zhizn'
in July 1918, was by 3 December 1918 appealing in the pages
of Pravda: ‘Follow us in the struggle against the old order
.. . to freedom and to a beautiful life.’

- 'The tolerance, at any rate on paper, of the central authori-
ties, exemplified in the repeal of the decree of 14 June 1918,
was short-lived.  In the spring of 1919 the communist Central
Committee ordered the arrest of all prominent Mensheviks of
whom it was not ‘individually known’ that they were ready
‘actively to help us’ in the struggle against Kolchak.'” This
order, which was interpreted as a blank authority to arrest
- any Mensheviks, was officially justified on the grounds that the
existence at liberty of so many of them, openly criticizing the
Soviet power, took up the time of security officers who could
better be employed at the front.’® But the arrests, which were
in most instances only temporary, did not destm}'r the party
~machine. There were, however, many defections to the

’ .
18 Lenin, Vol. XXIV, p. 760' “But see also Martov, ‘Liniya sotsial demokrata’,
in: Voprosy sotsial-demokraticheskog politiki, vypusk I, pp. 5~7.

37 Luestiya Ts. K., no. 1, 28 May 1919, quoted in Protokely VIIL, pp. 473~
cf. an order by the*Vecheka, printeq in Izvestiva for 1 March 489, that in view
the fact that the Mensheviks and L}ft Socialist Revolutionaries were disorgani:
the army, industry and transpott %y their activities, they would be arrested
held as hostages ‘whose fate wg)ﬂd depend on the conduct of both these par

18 See Otchety, pp. 4-5. (Irfonically enough, as the Communists therr
tted, it was the Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries who were =~
- for the overthrow of Kolchak’s government—-see Varneck and

Kolchat, p. 3.)
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Communists by Mensheviks to whom the prospect of further
resistance seemed hopeless,- or to whom unity in face of the
common enemy during the civil war appeared mote important:
than any political differences.® It was such considerations
which eventually decided a majority of the Jewish Social
Democratic Bund to fuse with the Communists in April 1920.20
But the menshevik organization as a whole smrvived the =
repressions of 1919 and 1920, and struggled on ag a constite-
tional opposition. '

The popularity of the Mensheviks among the wdtkers,
which waxed as discontent with communist rule grew, became
an increasing source of concern to the communist authorities.
The Mensheviks advocated freely elected soviets, fre® trade
unions, and freedom of speech and press for *all workers”
parties. Their obviously justified criticism of the repeated
failure of any attempt to observe the provisions of the constitu-
tion was aconstantembarrassment to the Communists. ‘When
we hear such declarations, coming from people allegedly in
sympathy with us, we say, “Yes, terror by the Cheka is absolutely
necessary”’,’®! said Lenin, in answer to Martov’s criticism at
the Seventh Soviet Congress. :

In the summer of 1919 the Mensheviks elaborated their
programme in a manifesto, bearing the somewhat incongruous
title (in view of its association with Lenin) of ‘What Is to be
Done?’. In the political sphere the manifesto demanded a
franchise in the elections to the soviets which would include
all workers, free and secret ballot, and unhampered electoral
agitation; the subordination of all officials to the Central
Executive Committee, restored to its constitutional position of
a supreme legislature, with control over all legislative acts;
freedom of speech and freedom of press for all workers® political’
parties; abolition of terror, free election of all members of
revolutionary tribunals, and full juris§ictiom of the latter over
all complaints regarding the actions ff officials; abolition of

£

13 By Lenin’s Wmcial instructions those Mensheviks whosdid join_the Com-
nists were the first tosuffer during the gréat purge of the communist party in-
autumn of 1921,  See Lenin, Vol. XXVIN #p. 12-13. .
* The fusion did not in fact take place until ifarch. 1921, The Bund made
effort to preserve its autonomous organizdtion, resolutely. resisted by the
tunists, Ultmately the Bund yielded to an ‘arbitral award’ by the Com
International, which decided on its dissolution. IERES R
syezd VI.‘ p. 75; and pp. 56~-73 for Martov’s formidable indictment
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the death penalty and of all organs of investigation and
administrative punishment, such as the Chkeka.?? The exten-
sion of the réghts of free speech, indeed of any rights, to persons
who did not fall within the category of workers, was not part
of menshevik policy, at any rate for the immediate future.
According to their view, ‘the new labour demogracy is the
democracy of those who take part in public productive labour.
Therefore, the complete or partial forfeiture of civil rights by
social groups outside this labour democracy (i.e. outside public
productive labour) does not violate the democratic principle
of class dictatorship.’2® In economic policy the Mensheviks
advocated a series of measures almost indistinguishable from
the New® Economic Policy to which Lenin turned in the spring
of 1921 in a Sudden effort to avert the collapse of communist
rule. The manifesto demanded the ‘retention in the hands
of the government of the basic branches of industry and
transport, while at the same time permitting participation in
them of private capital under state control; the denationaliza-
tion of internal trade and of medium and small industrial
undertgkings; the securing to the peasants of their lands; the
building up of a system of food supply on the basis of agreement
between consumers and producers, with the active participa-
tion of free co-operatives; and the retention under state control
of the monopoly of foreign trade’.
The Mensheviks had early in 1919 published a protest
- against Allied intervention, and had appealed ‘to all socialist
classes and to all trade unions to work for an agreement
between the Entente and Lenin’s Government’.2¢ In the
autumn of 1919 they launched a campaign of mass meetings
for recruitment to the Red Army and active participation in
the civil war, and endeavoured to enlist communist support
for their activities on these lines.  The Communists were con-
- siderably embarrassed by this offer of help. At the centre,
the authorities were reluﬁtant to encourage a campaign which

. ?2 Summary by Martov in ‘Nasha Platforma’, Sots. vestnikes® Octgl‘)'er 1922
“..pp. 3-8.  See also Vardin, in Za pyag let, pp. 46 ff. For the menshevik criticis:
of the atrophy of the Central Exefuffve Committee, which played little part aft
1918, as well as the atrophy of tige provincial soviets, and of the development
an irresponsible bureaucracy inlo a state within the state, see their prope
- resolutions and speeches at the Seventh and Eighth Soviet Congresses, passim
23T heses adopted on 10 April 1920, reprinted in B.L.D. Report, pp. 73-9.
24 Humanité, 5 March 1919; quoted in Cumming and Pettit; p. 30@ note,
; S R Y ; .
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might prove more awkward politically than helpful militarily.
In the provinces the Soviet authorities, for lack of a firm
central directive, varied in their reaction fr8m the usual
arrests to tolerant indifference. 25

In the course of 1920 the Mensheviks extended their criticism
to communist foreign policy, and denounced the subordination
of the Third International to the interests of the survival of
communist rule in Russia, and its neglect of the gevolutiommry
aims for which it stood. Martov, in particular, was loud in
such criticism, both in the Moscow Soviet of which h& was a
member and elsewhere. He drew attention to the danger
inherent in the fact that the Russian communist party had
acquired an ‘exceptional position’ for itself in tie Third
International, that of ‘standing outside the cohtrol of inter-
national socialism’ in its foreign policy. In the autumn of
1920, by which time he was a very sick man, hes was readily
given permission to leave Russia to attend the Halle congress
of the German Independent Socialist Party—the congress at
which this party split, the majority deciding to join the Third
International. In his speech Martov endeavoured to dissuade
the pro-communist majority of the German Independent
Socialist Party from accepting the Third International’s con-
ditions for membership and he dwelt not only on the repressions
to which socialists in Russia were subjected, but also on Russian
foreign policy. He attacked Russian policy towards the
Eastern peoples, alleging that in the interests of consolidating
Soviet power, and in particular of improving Soviet relations
with Britain, the Communists had betrayed their mission to
help these peoples towards their liberation from the imperialist
yoke. He also criticized the fact that in the government of
the Far Eastern Republic, formed after the overthrow of
Admiral Kolchak, Communists were sitting in a coalition side
by side with right wing socialists gnd I¥berals.?® It was a
telling attack, likely to find ready response among the growing
radicaboppgsition inside the ranks ol the Communists outside .
ind inside Russia. But Marto‘i' did not return, and there

rere few, if any, among the remaining menshevik leaders

25 Martov, Voprosy sotsial-demokraticheskop, poliliki, vypusk I, passim. B o

8 For Martov’s speech at the Halle Congress see his Bol’shevizm v Rossit, which: 0

reprint of it. For his criticism of Soviet policy in Poland in May 1920 in -
Aoscow Squiet, sec Sien. mosk. soveta, no. 4, p..73. .
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_ inside the country who had his qualities. Years of ridicule
" had not been successful in discrediting his personal reputation
o for integrity? ® The loss of his leadership was a very serious
_one, especially as Dan, his successor, was scarcely able to
. replace him. But in Berlin, in February 1921, he founded the
Soisialisticheskiy vestmik as the central organ of the Russian
Social Democratic Party. Its numerous contacts all over
Rumsia enablgd it to give a full picture of the fate of menshevism
inside the country. The issues of the paper, freely introduced,
in spit'e of occasional confiscation, were widely circulated
inside Russia and helped to take the place of the party press
which no longer existed.??

Throvkhout 1919 and 1920 menshevik influence grew
steadily in the®rade unions. ~ The six million or more members
of the trade unions represented in 1920 the great bulk of the
Russian indwstrial class. By 1920 there was little love left for
the communist party in the largely non-communist rank and
. file union membership. The Mensheviks, who demanded
freedom of the trade unions from communist control, but at:
the sarge time advocated radical socialist measures, gained at
the expense of the Communists. It is not possible for lack of
data to estimate with any accuracy the menshevik following
among the industrial proletariat at the end of the civil war.
All that can be said with certainty is that Mensheviks, pro-
Mensheviks, and other anti-communists: together far out-
weighed the Communists and their sympathizers. Zinoviev,
who was prone to exaggerate, estimated in 1921 the total
‘anti-communist following among the industrial workers at 90
or even 99 per cent. Even Trotsky, who ridiculed this as a
‘monstrous exaggeration’, conceded that the anti-communists
were ‘very numerous’, and was constrained to justify.the party
~ dictatorship on the grounds that it ‘was more important than
some formalistic pfinciply of workers’ democracy’ in that it
defended the fundamentgl interests of the working class ‘even
during a period ,of a temporary wavering in its oo In
spite of all the Communists’ erforts to counteract their influence
~ the Mensheviks still man‘iged to return quite a considerab

27 As Lenin said: of Martov, who évas then his ncighboﬁr in exile, in é Ie
of 8 March 1898, ‘Fortunately the lad is not one to lose heart.’
.28 Protokely X, p. 353. ,
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delegation to the Second All Russian Trade Union Congress
“in January 1919. At this congress, together with the kindred
party of Internationalists headed by the st impenitent
Lozovsky, they gathered 67 votes as against 430 for their
opposition resolutions demanding trade union independence
from communist control. Lozovsky’s outspoken criticism of
the activities of the communist cells throughout ¢he country in
stifling free union activity was shouted down.2® ,At the Third
All Russian Trade Union Congress in April 1920, the Men-
sheviks and their supporters now only nuimbered 70, Sut of a
total of over a thousand delegates. It is certain that their
influence in the unions was much greater than this figure
suggests; they had an enormous majority in the ®powerful
printers’ union, and according to one of the Helegates, Ber,
in three of the other principal national unions—the metal-
workers’, the chemical workers’ and the textile workers’.3¢
This was the last trade union congress at which the Men-
sheviks enjoyed any significant representation—in the following
- year, 1921, the number of their delegates at the Fourth
Congress was negligible—nine in all.?? ;

But this decline in the number of their delegates to the trade
union congresses did not correspond to a decline of menshevik
influence inside the unions. On the contrary, by the beginning
of 1921 it was obvious that their influence within them was
still growing. The danger of this from the communist point
of view lay in the fact that there already existed by this date
an important group within the communist party whose opposi-
tion to centralized party control of the trade unions was
becoming a serious problem. This group demanded, in terms
not unlike those of the Mensheviks, more active participation
by the working classes in the organization and direction of
industry, through freely elected trade union representatives.??
The communist campaign againsg the Wensheviks had to
proceed side by side with a campai;n to eliminate opposition
withimghelg own party. One after another during 1921 con-
resses of trade, unions upon ghich Mensheviks and their

3% Vs, syezd prof: II, pp. 97, 65, 32-3. *30 p, syezd prof. 111, pp. 43, 110.
31 See Vs. Syezd fprof. IV, p. 59, for Shtulfnan’s account of the numbers of
nshevik trade unionists in prison at that time.
% For the opposition within the commuhist party see Chapters XII to XVIIL
the menshevik policy on trade unions see their Theses adopted on 31 March
reprinteg in an Engli slation in B.L.D. R 80-2 o
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supporters secured majorities were forcibly closed down, and

union organizations were disbanded and replaced by others -

upon which Communists predominated. One instance out of
many will illustrate the methods adopted. On 26 March 1921
the Moscow Union of Chemical Workers elected Martov as
their honorary chairman, instead of Lenin, the rival.candidate. -
On 27 April 1921 the All Russian Central Committee of this -
unidn which evas entirely communist in composition resolved
to take the ‘most decisive measures’ to ‘reorganize’ the Moscow
Union. But it was some time before they were successful in
~achieving this. In the autumn of 1921 a congress of the
Union of Chemical Workers in Moscow, adopted by a small
majority a resglution which, though not ostensibly menshevik
in character, contained a demand for the independence of
trade unions, which was a doctrine invariably associated with
menshevik pblicy. The communist minority left the congress
and forcibly seized the union premises. Another carefully
chosen congress was then summoned, which condemned the
policy of the old congress and obediently passed a resolution
in the gpproved terms.3?  Repressions against union organiza-
tions were followed during 1921 by mass arrests of the workers,
who protested with strikes and demonstrations. ‘ :
During these years, 1919-21, the Mensheviks fought against
similar tactics in elections to the soviets. One of the difficulties
with which they were often faced was the arrest of their entire
organization immediately before an election. Sometimes:
charges were brought, sometimes, administrative sentences
were passed, usually the arrested members weré released after
the election had been concluded. Candidates arriving for an
election would often be arrested and detained until it was over,
and then released with an apology that they had been mistaken
for someone of a sir'nilar name. Successful candidates would
frequently be declared illggally elected by the electoral com-
missions, or would be arrfzted and sentenced on some trumped-
up charge—usually for speculation. Since eleciione#as by
show of hands, it was easy.far those workers swho were know:
to sympathize with the yMensheviks to be singled out f

3% For repressions against unions}see Soss. vestnik, 20 April 1921, 20 M
1921, 5 June 1921, 1 September 192 li 15 December 1921, F gr the action ag
the chemical - workers in the “autumn.of 1921 see also Pravda of 7 aud 9 Or
1921, And see below for the suppresgion of the Printers’ Union ig Moscor
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reprisals, and this made them reluctant to vote for the men-
shevik lists. Yet, in spite of these difficulties, the Mensheviks
were still succeeding in 1921 in getting a small n'itber of their
delegates into the soviets. The Communists viewed with
uneasiness the fact that, as was the case in the trade unions,
the Menshgviks’ reiterated demands for freedom from arbitrary
executive action were beginning to find an echo in some
sections of the communist party. In the Mescow Sowet,
elected in the spring of 1921, the tiny menshevik ‘fraction’
succeeded, with the support of commumist deputies, *and in
defiance of the chairman, Kamenev, in putting through a
resolution that no deputy to the Soviet should be arrested
until the Praesidium of the Soviet had been informeﬂ and in
any case not without the consent of the full meeting of the
Soviet.?* The spectacle of Communists joining with Men-
sheviks in defence of personal freedom could hardéy have been
a welcome one to the communist leaders. The position had
changed from 1918 or 1919 when the very reference by an
opposition speaker to the word ‘freedom’ was certain to raise
in any communist audience a chorus of jeers, whistles, and
shouts of ‘shame!’

The adoption of the New Economic Policy was the signal
for intensified action against the Mensheviks. Lenin gave it
his full approval. ‘The place for the Mensheviks, and the
S.R.’s’, he wrote in the middle of April 1921, ‘both the open
ones and those disguised as “non-party”, is in prison, (or on
foreign newspapers, by the side of the White Guards—we
willingly allowed Martov to go abroad)’.?® The Mensheviks
‘had for long advocated some such economic policy as that
‘adopted by Lenin in March 1921. To have left them at
~ Iiberty even with such restricted political freedom as they had
~ enjoyed in 1919 and 1920 would have ‘invited the obvious

- question why the party, whose policygrad hitherto failed, should
not yield power to the party who‘;t policy was now being
adopt®ie Egonomic concessions were inevitable in 1921 if the
ommunist monepoly of power \€a§ to survive. Without the
-companying rigid political dictz‘rto;ship this monopoly would

4 Sots. vestnik, 8 July 1921. See ibid.,a‘l September 1921, for a menshevik

.3 in the same soviet in getting a debale going on the treatment of political
rers in the Moscow prison. : +

min, Volg XXVI, p. 348; cf, Dan, k(g, P 31“9.’ :

in‘Marto
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Lave been doomed, since the communist leaders had Tost much
support not only among the workers but even within the ranks
of their own®party members. It was not therefore an accident
that the final elimination from political life of the Mensheviks
“coincided with the first, and most important effort to put an
end to freedom of discussion within the ranks of the.communist
party as well®
The final assault on the Mensheviks began during February
1921 op the eve of the Kronstadt rising, and continued in the
weeks following it, during which the New Economic Policy
was launched. Some two thousand were arrested during the
first three months of the year, including the whole of their
Central “Comrpitteea This wave of arrests coincided with the
measures taken to put an end to opposition within the com-
munist party at the Tenth Party Congress in- March 1921.
This time tMe arrested were, for the most part, not released,
and the menshevik organization suffered a blow from which it
never recovered.” There was little menshevik following either -
among the peasants or among the sailors, and menshevik
influenge on the Kronstadt rising in March 1921 was negligible.
But their political activity was an important factor in the
industrial unrest which, in Petrograd and elsewhere, had pre-
ceded the Baltic sailors’ revolt. For over a year their leading
members remained in prison; yet their organization, although
largely broken, continued for a time as best it could its political
activity in elections to the soviets. It was not, however, very
successful. In the Moscow Soviet elected in January 1922 for
example there was one Menshevik out of two thousand deputies.
~The arrested members of the Central Committee conducted
from their prison in Moscow a campaign of agitation against
the Vecheka as represented by Unschlicht, then one of Dzerzhin-
- sky’s deputies. Th'reatened early in 1922 with the prospect
of administrative mass exgle to distant provinces, they went on
hunger strike, which wa successful to the extent that some
dozen of them were permitted to leave the coEnw™as an
alternative to exile. Aboqthen, including Den and Nikolaev-
sky, availed themselves qf this choice and reached Berlin in
February.s® Some thirty-fide others from Moscow and many

3¢ Dan, Dva goda skitaniy, Chapte® X. - According ‘o’ what Dan was told by

e

Unschli;ht, the decision to permit t i alternative of emigration was taken by the ;
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more from the provinces went into exile in distant parts of
Russia. By the middle of the year the menshevik organization
had ceased to exist inside Russia. No decree %f other legal
enactment had been passed outlawing the party, since its
official ‘legalization” in the autumn of 1918. It was destroyed+
by force and by fraud. In the summer of 1922 the menshevik
Central Committee in Berlin decided no longer to permit party
members to participate in elections to soviets, since to de®so
would have exposed their supporiers among the workers to
increasingly severe reprisals.®? . ¢
In June 1920 a delegation of the British Labour Party
visited Russia. Its members had full opportunity of meeting
representatives of the opposition parties, and were wifhesses of
an example of communist methods of suppressizig democracy
in the unions. In June 1920 there still survived in Moscow a
separate menshevik organization of the Printers’ Union, with
its own central committee, despite the fact that in August
‘1919 an official new communist central committee had been
'set up at an all-communist congress—which incidentally
- represented less than half of the union membership. Fgr some
 time the Moscow Central Committee, almost entirely men-
' shevik in composition, existed side by side with the new, official,
" | communist Central Committee. This Moscow Central Com-
- mittee now organized for the benefit of the British visitors a
~ mass meeting of workers, (the last free meeting of its kind, as
| claimed by the Mensheviks). The proceedings were enlivened
| by a surprise appearance of Victor Chernov, the socialist
' revolutionary leader then in hiding, and by his success in
| evading the efforts of the Vecheka to capture him. While the
- | British visitors were still in Moscow this last surviving free trade
| union paid the penalty. Its leaders (some forty) were arrested,
| and the offending organization dissolved. The British delega-
| tion published full details of this‘incid"en'c.38 The British

{. Politbureau by a vote of 3 to 2, with Trotsk§ voting against it—pp. 249~50.
"\ Apparemigg, according to Radek’s account in 1922, Zinoviev wished to have all ;

I the menshevik Taders in Petrograd shot wgen they were first arrested, but the

‘| Central Committee of he Communists overgfled him—pp. 135-8.
‘ 37 Sofs. vestnik, 3 February and 23 February 1922.. Sofs. vestnik, 21 September

. 12; resolution of 12 August 1922. e
19%32,}7%1' the August 1919 congrgé‘lsss see Mipnov, pp. 221-22; for the dissolution
of the Moscow Printers’ Union, see B.L.D. Rgort, pp. 63—72; see also Revolyuisionnaya
Rossiya, no. 5 (1921), pp. 23-4, where a pr .s.ci:st is reprinted signed by a'number
of the leading .printers from prison and gjMing details: of the:fates of many of
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delegates could have left the country with no illusions as to

what was happening in it at the time. Speaking a few months

later in Ge#eva, one of them, Shaw, stated that ‘le prolétariat
n’a aucun droit en Russie, et n’a ni la liberté de réunion, ni
la liberté de la presse. Il p’a pas le droit de choisir ses
représentants. L’oppression du peuple russe est aussi grande
que sous les tsarisme’.%*—Yet the report published by the
delegation og its return merely refers to personal freedom and
freedom of speech as being ‘severely repressed in the case of
all th8se whose activities are supposed to threaten the Soviet
régime’, without explaining that this applied to all socialists.
Awmong the many documents brought back by this delegation
was antillegally printed appeal of 40 Right Socialist Revolu-

‘tionaries, 80°Left Socialist Revolutionaries, 28 Maximalists,

5 Mensheviks, and 55 Anarchists imprisoned in the ‘Moscow
prison, addeessed to anarchists and socialists of all countries,

and asking for their support. Yet the delegation did not think -

it necessary to publish this document, two copies of which
have remained deposited in the British Museum. The main
purpoge of its report was to urge an end to Allied intervention
in Russia, The delegates appear to have accepted the ex-
planation Lenin had given them at an interview, that ‘the
real authors of the terror are the English imperialists and their
allies. Our terror is the defence of the working class against

. the exploiters’.4* That the real reason for the suppression of

political freedom was neither intervention nor the civil war
is evident from the fact alone that it was extended and con-
solidated only well after the end of both.

The Kadet leader and historian, Milyukov, suggests that for
a brief period in 1921 the communist leaders considered the

- idea of sharing political power with the Mensheviks, but that
~ the ensuing conversations came to nothing owing to Dan’s

demands for guarafitees %f political freedom. There is nothing

them. ~The protest was presumably srauggled out of prison anw by the

. Bocialist Revolutionaries in their organ; see also Dan, Dva gods S, pp. 7-15;
18

and Chernov, Pered burey, pp. 409-4

89 Dixitme Congrés, etc., p. 41 ",

- A8 BL.D. Report, p. 9. . \

.84 Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 264,  Bergrand Russell, who travelled with the delega-
tion but was not a member of it, pibduced in his The Pragtice and Theory of Bol-

shevism_an analysis of the reasons ynderlying communist repression of freedom

hich has stood the test of over thiky vears, .

P ) .
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in Dan’s memoirs covering the period to corrchorate this
- rather unlikely story. More probable is the account by the
Menshevik Liberman, who was working at th#t®ime in an
important post in the state timber administration, that attempts
were made in 1921 to attract individual leaders into the
communist party, without in any way relaxing the restrictions
on the party as a whole. He confirms that there ayas a feeling
among some of the communist leaders, includigg Kamerev
and Bukharin, ‘that it was time to bring other socialist
~ parties into the picture’. Lenin was however opposed {0 any-
~ thing more than the admission of individuals into governing
bodies.42 It is more possible that some idea of safeguarding
the (ostensibly) legal status of the menshevik party whsfor a
short time in Lenin’s mind early in 1922 before’the Eleventh:
Party Congress. There are some grounds for supposing that
by this date Lenin, who had given up all active work, no
longer saw eye to eye on a number of important questions of
policy with the rising party leaders, Zinoviev and Stalin.?
In a manuscript note for an article which he prepared at the
time of this congress there are several brief unexplained
references to ‘legalization’ of the Mensheviks. It is possible,
therefore, that for a short time he was considering the idea that
repression had gone too far. But nothing of the kind was
in fact referred to in his speech, so whatever scheme he may
have had in mind must have been abandoned by the time of
the congress. In Lenin’s notes for his speech at the congress
there are no references to ‘legalization’. One short entry
summarizes the policy to the socialist parties which he out-
lined: ‘Mensheviks and S-Rs: to be shot if they show their
noses.’ 44 1

Indeed,. so long as they did not ‘show their noses’ the Com~
munists remained ready to welcome the services of individual
Mensheviks in state organizations. ‘The Mensheviks, in turn,
were ready to serve on those condijions, believing it to be .
their deaudg help in the rebuilding of the country.*® Even

42 See Milyukov, V& 11, pp. 258-9; Hjgman, pp. 69-70. According to .
Milyukov, based on private information, the ‘approach was made by Stalin 10
Troyanovsky, a member of the menshevik t#hl Committee, who later became
a Communist. 43 See Chapter XVII,

44 Lenin, Vol XXVII, pp. 525-6; and cf. ®Profokoly X1, p. 27.

55 Many of the defendants in the trial of §he Mensheviks in 1931 had worked
.. in Soviet institutions for years.. This @dlook was not confined to the
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in exile, the Mensheviks, headed by Martov, continued to

stress their rejection of any form of violent overthrow of the

Communi®ts characterizing their relation to the Communists

as that of a party ‘not of revolution, but of opposition’,*® and

hoping that the economic concessions of the N.E.P. would in

due course be followed by political concessions. It was a vain
hope. The Twelfth Conference of the communist party,

which met jn August 1922, devoted considerable attention to

the question of the Mensheviks and other ‘anti-soviet’ parties

and tendencies. The conference was alarmed by a new

‘dangerous phenomenon’; the anti-soviet parties had ‘changed

their tacties’, and were endeavouring to ‘exploit the legal

opporthnities of the soviet structure’, such as public conferences

and ‘o called social organizations’. These parties were

systematically endeavouring to ‘transform rural co-operatives

into an isstrument of kulak counter-revolution, university

chairs into a platform for undisguised bourgeois propaganda,
‘and the legal publishing firms into a means of agitating against

the workers’ and peasants’ power’. The party was enjoined to

deal with the new danger by the combined means of ‘repres- -
sions’ directed against opposition parties and intensified propa-
ganda designed to offset their influence.4?

Thus the Mensheviks perished without firing a shot. By
the irony of history, their faith in democratic freedom had
contributed not a little to their undoing. By refusing to take
power themselves and by failing to support the coalition of
anti-bolshevik parties between March and November they
helped Lenin to power. After the October Revolution, with
large numbers of the working class behind them, an advantage
which no other opposition party ever enjoyed, they refused
to resort to anything but strictly constitutional means to over='
throw him. ” ‘

Mensheviks. In mid 1921 a group of mainly socialist: revolutionary and Kadet
intellectuals, which became kfpwn as the Smena vekh (‘Change of Landmarks”)
group, in Prague and in Paris, resolved that the Russian revolution was g national
revolution, and that their duty lay‘%ot in supporting interventicm&thout or

;evqlt )from within, but in helpipg Russia to heal hes scars (see Smena vekh; -
assim.). ° .

1% According .to Dan, in 1982. 4 A number of right wing Mensheviks broke
with Martov on this issue in Berlfh in 1922 and formed the Larya-group—-see
Karya, no. 8,1922, p. 239. ‘

a7 VEP(b) ¢ rez., pp.-553-8. .



PART HI
TOWARDS THE MONOLITHIC PARTY

* e CHAPTER XII

* EARLY DISSENSIONS
IN THE COMMUNIST PARTY

The' dispytes within the communist party between 1919

and 1921 differed in character from those of 1918. The

patent anarchy which had resulted from the over-hasty putting
into practite of extreme socialist doctrines, especially workers’
control, had cured the utopian left wing of its illusions. Its
intellectual leader, Bukharin veered gradually to the right.
By 1920 he fully accepted the need for disciplined management
of industry and state compulsion as the inevitable accompani-

“ments of the long transitional phase to communism, when all

compulsion would at last cease to be necessary.! The acri- -
monious wrangles of the years of ‘war communism’ (as the
years of extremist socialism which preceded the introduction -

of Lenin’s New Economic Policy in 1921 came to be known)

sprang from causes quite different from those which had en-
gendered Lenin’s disputes with the left communist intellectuals
in 1918. The party struggles of this period can be divided into
two_phases: the first phase, up to the spring of 1920, during
which a fairly united party leadership struggled against a wave
of disappointment and dissatisfaction in the lower ranks of the
party; and the segond phase, culminating in the Tenth Party
Congress, in March 1921, during which a struggle for power *

among different groups¥within the party leadership was going -

on at the same time as a styuggle by the centre fome®iitrol over
a more organized and cl%: ly-defined oppbsition from below.
These party conflicts took %)Iace against the background of the
civil war and of a rapidly ‘declining national economy, which

i by 1920 was verging oricomplete collapse. They cannot - :

1 See his Ekonomika phrekhodnogo perioda, pp. 114-23.
: : 211

° : .
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therefore be analysed without some reference to the main
reasons for this collapse. ‘

Three main causes underlay the economic crisi: the dis-
organization inherited at the October Revolution; the peace
treaty with its inevitable consequence, the civil war; and ‘war

- communism’, an attempt, as Lenin later described it, at ‘an

immediate transition to socialism without a prelimfary period
of adapting the old economic system to a socialisteeconomy’ ™
But serious as the economic situation was by 1920, the cgre of
the problem which confronted the Commnrunists was the fact
that the October Revolution, and the consequent dictatorship
of the proletariat, had failed to win over the support of the
great majority of the population, as theory rqulired.. The
peasants, whose anarchical seizures of land had helped Lenin
to power in 1917, were not prepared to support him in
1919 and 1920. Having got the land which thdy wanted,
their interests as small-holders were little served by socialist
measures. The industrial workers, on the other hand, who
had been attracted by the promises of workers’ control and
by the happy anarchy of 1917, fell back when they reglized
that the socialist utopia was a good deal further off than they
had been led to believe. Many of them, as the popularity of
menshevism showed, were also repelled by communist methods
of government. Engels had foretold the situation which would
result from the premature seizure of power by an extremist
class party when, at the time of the European revolutions of
1848, he had analysed the peasant rising of the early sixteenth
century in Germany.

The worst thing that can happen to the leader of an extremist
party [hewwrote], is to be forced to take power at an epoch when
the movement is not ripe for the leadership by the class which he
represents, nor yet for the putting into effagt of the measures
which leadership by this class demanis. What he can do in
such a case does not depend on his will¥ It depends on the level
to whittrelaconflict between the vagious classes is forced, and on
the degree of development of the mgtgrial conditions of existence
together with the state of productio’r gpmmerce, and other cir-
cumstances upon which the degreefof development attained by
the class conflict at the time de;inds. . . . -He thus neces-

2 In Octgber 1921, Sce Lenin (1), V§h XVIIL Part I, p. $91.
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‘k 1850, Engels had been working'%n
for some years before. 3
% The potential excess was redjnced from. the pre-revolution figure of 775
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sarily finds himself in an insoluble dilemma: that which he
finds it possible to do is in contradiction with all his utterances
hitherto, %his principles, and the immediate interests of his party.
At the same time, what he ought to do, cannot be done. Ina
word, he is forced to act in the interests not of his own party and
class, but in the interests of that class for the rule of which the
movement _happens to be ripe. He is thus forced to promote,
Jn the interests of the movement, the interests of a class which is
®alien to hism. At the same t1me, he is forced to. placate his own
clasg with phrases and promises that the interests of that alien

class are really itssown interests. He who once lands in this ~

crooked position is lost beyond redemption.?

In Ruwia the ‘crooked position’ had a twofold effect on the
communist party. On the one hand it made for unity in face
of the common danger of being overthrown.  But on the other,
it caused gpave heart-searchings'in those members who, while

~not prepared to give up the monopoly of power which their
party was building up, were disturbed by the difference between

the revolution in fact and the revolution of their dreams.
The peace treaty with Germany and the isolation con-

sequetit upon the civil war had struck a crippling blow at

Russia’s economy. But although the Communists had lost

more than half the wheat production, all the petrol, and the

greater part of the coal, it should have remained possible for
the area controlled by them to feed itself, since it still retained

' a slight potential excess of grain production over its needs.*

The failure of war communism was therefore primarily a failure
of mechanism—a failure of the attempt to base the exchange
- of village food for town products not on trade, but upon quite =

separately organized and uncoordinated food collection on the

~one hand, and distribution of manufactured goods on the

other. The forcible collection of food from the peasants was
- centralized at the end of 1918 under the Commissariat of Food
and Supply, acting thrtvugh commissars in the gubernii. The |
. commissars, in turn, organized the armed detachments of
~ industrial workers and of Yoor peasants in the fofages who |

3 Der Deutsche Bavernkrieg, \25—6 Although thls work was published in
¢ question of the peasant revolt in Germany

million puds-to 87 million puds, as tge result of the loss of the most valuable areas,
=—Kritsman, p. 52 T
A .
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enforced the collection of produce from the more prosperous
peasants. At the Sixth Soviet Congress in November 1918,
the somewhat anarchical Committees of the Pobf were em-
bodied in- the village soviets, and thereby brought under
more effective control by the central government system.
Industrial production was centralized under the elaborate
machinery set up in 1918 by the Supreme Councit of National
Economy. This body, the chairman of which wgs a member
of the Council of People’s Commissars, operated in_ 1920
entirely through its small praesidium, coatrolling some forty
central directorates of the main branches of industry and a
number of other central organs of management. In theory,
the industrial products of the towns were to go to the Yillages
and thus provide a return for the food collected. The failure
of the theory in practice is mqst graphically illustrated by the
fact that, in spite of severe repression, right up ® 1920 the
illegal market accounted for more food supplied to the towns
than the legal system of distribution, which was independent of
any market. Theillegal market was not limited to food. Side
by side with the nationalized organization of industry, there *
developed a semi-legal ‘underground’ organization of ¢apitalists
upon whom the state machine was at times entirely dependent
for the raw materials which it was unable itself to supply.®
The two main causes which prevented the legal system from
working were the resistance of the peasants to the forcible
collection of the compulsory quotas of food; and the failure
of the government’s centralized control of industrial produc-
tion. Although a central planning institution (Gesplan) was
set up in February 1920, it did not begin to function for some
years. The individual directorates of industry worked without
either plan or co-ordination, with consequent maldistribu-
tion of available raw materials, resulting in the simultaneous
accumulation ‘of surpluses in one area, and suspension of
‘production for lack of materials b another. Moreover,
‘althouZh ke process of nationalization of industry was com-
- pleted on paper by the end of 1980, the centralized machine
~was incapable in practice of marfagjag the vast network of

5 See an article of 26 June 1920 by Sokol'nikov in Ekonomicheskaya zhizn’,

" quoted in Zagorsky, p. 317; and cf. Zagorsky fn Sovremennyya zapiski, no. 1 (1920),
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_ enterprises, large and small, which it had taken over. Hence
a considerable part of nominally nationalized industry in fact
succeeded ih®escaping all central control,® with each under-
taking working as best it could for its own ends, and swelling
the illegal market.

By the end of the civil war the consequences of the failure
of this system were becoming disastrous. Lack of industrial
gaods to indgce the peasant to part with his produce caused
food supplies to decline severely, and it is estimated that the
villages sent to the tewns and the army only two-fifths to one-
third of the pre-war delivery. This fall was caused not only
by the fact that the recalcitrant peasants were sowing a smaller
area, bt also by the breaking up of the larger estates among
the peasants.” The agricultural population had by this time
largely become a community of smallholders, and was now
producing 1ot for sale, but for its own consumption. However,
starvation fell very unequally on different parts of the country.
The town population was the worst off, especially in those parts
of the country which were food consuming and not food
produging. -~ Here food consumption was estimated at 41 per
cent of the pre-war level. Even among the peasantry of the
food-consuming areas, always better fed than the townsfolk,
the consumption of food was slightly lower than that enjoyed
by the state-assisted starving peasantry during periods of famine
before the war. In contrast, the peasantry in the food-
producing areas remained almost at their pre-war level of
consumption right up to the bad harvest of 1920.7 This
condition of affairs naturally exacerbated relations between
town and country, since to large sections of the town workers
(and to many within the communist party) it appeared that
the only class to have benefited by the revolution’ were the
peasants, The resuylts of starvation told on industry. Pro-
duction per worker fell drastically. The drain of industrial.
workers to the villages€in search of food had halved the
industrial proletariat by 1920 as compared with 1Q47.° Mos-

cow lost half its population,s Petrograd rather more. Produc- -

_tion in heavy industryfél\ to nearly a fifth of the pre-war

‘ ¢ Over 30,000 nationalized undertakings in 1920 were, according to Kritsman,
- pp- 1312, not even on the Jists of the central authorities,
* Kritsman, pp. 184-5,
« .
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figures. In light industry, less dependent on mechanical
power, and more able to supply itself with raw materials from
unofficial local sources and hence to short-circuft®the central
bureaucratic apparatus, the fall in production was only -
between a third and a half. Over seven million are estimated
to have died from malnutrition and epidemics between January
1918 and July 1920, and the general death rase more than
doubled.®  Moreover the civilian population had jo suffer from
the fact that the bulk of production, such as it was, went to
the army, though some of the army supplies found their way
back to the civilians through the illegal market.

The abundant evidence of the failure of ‘war communism’
still did not appear to shake the confidence of the thajority
of the communist leaders in the efficacy of the system. At
the end of 1918, at the Second Congress of Councils of National
Economy, Larin, in a very bold and critical spe&h, painted
a picture of the growing chaos (which Lozovsky described as
‘only a hundredth part of what each one of us knows’) and
advocated a transition to a modified form of free trading with
the villages. His views found lLttle support.® The final
argument, in which the great majority of the communist
leaders supported Lenin, was that any system not based on a
forcible campaign against the peasants would enable the latter
to hold up the régime to ransom, and starve it into submission.
By the beginning of 1920, however, free trade had found an
advocate in Trotsky. His proposals, which apparently differed
little from the New Economic Policy adopted the following
year, were rejected in February 1920 by the Central Committee
by eleven votes to four.1® With unimpaired confidence in its
policy the communist party, in a resolution of its Ninth Party
Congress ‘n the following month, noted ‘with satisfaction the
indisputable signs of a rise in productivity among the foremost
sections of the workers’.11 Even at the end of 1920 confidence
in yet further centralization and cobpulsion as the solution
for all fllseaems to have remained upshaken. On 29 November

8 Kritsman, p. 187 ¢ . % See Trudy II, pp. 140-1.
10 See Ma Vie, Vol. 111, pp. 179-80; Protok X!p 352, Trotsky’s own account
is largely confirmed by a note of the Marx-EAgelS-Lenin Institute in its annotated
edition of the Proceedings of the Tenth Party Congress, published in 1933.—See
ibid., p. 848,
iy II;KP(b) v1ez., pp. 386-98. This resolutign on economic policy, though critical
in detail, did not in any sense depart from th{ basic principles of war communism,

¥
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1920 the Supreme Council of National Economy, although
incapable of controlling the enterprises already nationalized,
proceeded td fationalize the smallest undertakings which still
remained in private ownership. At the end of the year,
Obolensky’s proposal for a system of centrally controlled and
planned sowing in the villages was adopted in ‘its essentials;
if it had not*been overtaken by the New Economic Policy,
which was ingroduced just in time for the spring sowing, this
plan wguld have entailed centralized management of no less
“than eighteen milliors farmsteads.’? The over-loading of an
already ineflicient bureaucratic machine, which, in comparison
with 1813, contained double the number of employees in
retation Yo workers engaged in productive tasks,'® was one of
the causes of the decline in production. But the majority of
the communist leaders seemed to have retained sufficient con-
fidence that %his machine could, in spite of all the evidence to
the contrary, be made to work. At the same time, the policy
of ‘war communism’ cannot be explained solely in terms of
over-confidence in socialist doctrine. 'To the Communists the
main opject during these years was at least as much to smash
the existing machinery of the state and of the national economy
~—the co-operatives, the owners of industry, and the civil
service—as to build the new economy. Though ‘war com-
- munisny’ failed as a system of organizing national economy,
it helped to lay the foundations for the dictatorship of the
~ communist bureaucracy which was designed to replace the
old machinery of the state,

In view of the widespread discontent caused by economic
hardship, the vital problem from the point of view of the
~communist leaders in 1920 was to ensure sufficient sypport in
the country to survive in power. In the army, centralized
political compulsion,exercised through the communist party
 had, at any rate, been successful in neutralizing c%position.“

12 Kritoman, p. 134.  For Obole'nsky’s scheme, which was adopted with modi-
fications, see his Gosudarstvennoe regulivovanie krestyanskogo khozyaysiva e Ybolensky,
one of the leading Left Communists 1918 and by this da{e one of the principal
advocates of ‘democratic centralism’, Fejected out of hand the proposal of some
to replace the monopoly of food W ppYes by a tax in kind’ (i.e, the basis of Lenin’s
New Heonomic Policy) as leading to flee trade and signifying a ‘pro-knlak policy’
{p. 16); and see on this question generally Farbman, Chaprer XVI,

13 The exact calculation is not easy in view of many factors involved which
make comparison diﬁipult, but this egnclusion seerns to ‘be well founded on the
figures analysed by Kritinian, pp. 197—!5. ' 14 See Cha}ater X,
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- The problem was more complicated in the country as a whole.
~'While the civil war lasted, the peasants for all their hostility
to a government which took (or tried to take)® all and gave

_virtually nothing in return, in the last resort preferred the
Bolsheviks, who did sot threaten their newly acquired land,
to the White generals who did. But this slender support
disappeared when at the end of 1920 victory in*the civil war
removed the threat of the White Armies. Thesdiscontent of
the peasants had no normal legal method of voicing itself.
Even the local soviets, in which they were nominally repre-
sented, were long atrophied by 1920. They were in any case
carefully packed and all critics of the régime were eliminated.
Within the communist party, members officially ;:Iassiﬁed as of
peasant origin formed a quarter in 1920.%5 But the reports
of the debates in the party congresses during the years of the
civil war nowhere voice the peasant point of viet. It seems
therefore that the figure of one quarter of party members of
peasant origin was inaccurate or it included peasants so-called,
who had long lost all contact with the land. No influential
opposition group within the communist party sponsoged any
policy for improving the lot of the peasantry and the advocacy
of their interests was left mainly to the stifled voices of the
Mensheviks and the Left Socialist Revolutionaries.?® Hence
peasant discontent expressed itself in other forms—sabotage
of the food requisitioning, desertion from the Red Army,
extensive murders of commissars and of other government

functionaries, and a wave of armed risings throughout the
country, mounting at times to guerrillawar. Some ten thousand
partisans were engaged in the Tambov peasant rising, which -
began in the sammer of 1920. In the Ukraine, during the
first three months of 1921, twenty-eight partisan detachments,

. :

15 Bubuor, pt615. The proportion of peasants in the party was beginning to
vise at the end of 1920, The official percentage for 1921 is 28:12 per cent, but
at the Tenth Party Congress in March Sosnovsky claimed that in some districts; -
e.g. inindugirial Ekaterinburg, the party organization was two thirds peasant
in composition—Protgholy X, p. 8. As WAl be seen in Chapter XV, by 1922
the influx of peasant elevnents into the party, was seriously disturbing Lenin, ‘

1% An exception should be made perhapgforgte Coromunist G. 1. Myasnikov, -
in 1920 and 1921 linked with the Workers Opposition, but always highly indi-

* vidualistic in his views.: Myasnikov advocated the formation of peasant uniqns .
% ju order to heal the growing breach between the peasantry and the proletariat
0 see €., bis article ‘Nereshennyy vopros’ }f Peirogradskaya Pravda of 19 November

1920,
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some of them a thousand and more strong, were operating
in eight gubernii. Though individual Socialist Revolutionaries
played som& part in these risings, there was little political
ideology behind them, beyond the simple slogan: ‘Down with
the Communists!” The peasants’ hostilities were directed
primarily against the commissars and the armed requisitioning
units, from whom they extracted a heavy toll of victims.'?
@he indusfrial workers, however, could voice their dis-
content. Outside the communist party it was reflected in the
.increasing influence of the Mensheviks, in spite of the efforts
of the authorities to repress them. - Within the party a serious
crisis was developing by the autumn of 1920, which threatened
‘the Central Committee with isolation. General weariness,
and discontent with rigid party dictatorship, were rallying
supporters to several opposition groups which were emerging
inside the party. The Central Committee was thus confronted
with the additional problem of retaining sufficient support
within its own party to maintain itself in power. Its task was
further complicated by the fact that it was itself rapidly
\*;becomi.ng disunited, torn asunder by rival factions. Nor did
- ‘there as yet exist, in 1920, either a fully centralized party
machine, such as Lenin had envisaged many years before, to
ensure the implicit support of party members and to direct all
their activities; or effective control by the party over the trade
unions.- The party statute, adopted in December 1919, had,
it is true, provided for a large measure of control by the
communist party over all organizations in which it was in a
majority. It provided for the setting up in every non-party
organization, such as a soviet or a trade union, of a cell, or
‘fraction’, which was to be ‘completely subordinate to the
party’. Every question on the agenda of the trade union or
~other organization cgncerned must be debated in preliminary .
discussion by the ‘fraction’, which was obliged to follow the
ruling of the local partyfcommittee. Above all, the statute
provided that ‘candidates for all the more importas posts in
the organization or body concerned in which the fraction works
are appointed by the frac&onyjointly with the appropriate party
17 See Revolyutsionnaya Rossiya; no. 6, April 1921, pp. 23-8 ’ (Tambov); no. 11,

August 1921, pp. 22-5 (Ukraine); cf. no. 14/15, Nov./Dec. 1921, pp. 33-6
(Tobol’sk). * ‘cf. the speech: of Skvortgov-Stepanov at the Tenth Party Congress,
Protokoly X, pp. 69-72. - : io :

. L e ¥



220 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY |

organization, Transfer from one post to another takes place
in the same manner’. The appropriate party committee was
also given the power to appoint or recall any pdrty member
to or from any ‘fraction’. Thus, in a trade union, for example,
a ‘fraction’ member need not necessarily have anything to do
with the trade concerned. The authority of the Central
Committee was ensured by the provisions enjoining implicit
obedience of local party committees to its dirgctives.’® But
in 1919 this extensive central power on paper did not yet
correspond to practice. It was in the struggles of 1920 and
1921 that this salient feature of the Soviet state became a
reality. A
The communist party had grown steadily in siz® in the
three years since the revolution. It numbered over 600,000
in March 1920 as compared with 200,000 in August 1917.
The main increase had taken place after 1919.8 Thus, the
party consisted of adherents of whom at most one member in
three had joined when the issue was still doubtful, and could
be reckoned among the ‘old guard’. Many of the new influx
joined for what they could get in the way of privile ‘%e and
power. The revolution had encouraged a system of unbridled
licence for Communistsin authority and this inevitably attracted
the careerist type of party candidates in whom a sense of duty
took second place. The percentage of workers was rapidly
sinking. Official figures show a decline to just ovew 40 per
centin 1920 as compared with 60 per cent in 1917. In fact,
the decline was a good deal more rapid, and there was much
truth in the allegation frequently made by Shlyapnikov, and
others, that many workers were leaving the party in 1920 and
1921. It is likely that the official figures give a misleading
picture By including as ‘workers’ many who had long ceased
to be anything but professional politicians or administrators.
For example, in 1922 the percentage of workers is given as
44-4 in a party then numbering 514,800, i.e. about 225,000.
Yet in the same year the official total ﬁgurc for all Com- -
munists in al/l workers’ groups and cells in all factories and
workshops was only 90,000.2 Thys, of all party members

18 VEP(b) v rez. 370-7. 19 Figures in Bubnov, p. 612.
20 ibid. ,( p? 615; y ";Phe Communist Internati nal between the Fifth -and Sixth World =
Congresses, p. 500 :
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classified as ‘workers’ fewer than half were in fact working in
factories or workshops,—since otherwise they must have been
included in*tle total figure for membership of factory groups
and cells, Similarly, in the Petrograd communist party in
1920, 60-4 per cent of the whole party were classified as
‘workers’, although only 20-2 per cent were in fact workers in
the sense thet they were employed at factory benches.?!
Besides in 1920, 30 per cent of the communist party were
classified as ‘employees, etc.’. In view of this social composi-
tion, it is easy to umderstand the growing rift in 1919 and
1920 between the minority of bench workers and the career’
politicians who were beginning to form the majority of the
party. *The Lentral Committee in its report to the Tenth
Party Congress in March 1921 analysed the various forms
which disunity assumed in the summer of 1920: in some cases
it took the form of the struggle of rival groups for influence,
in others of a struggle by local organizations against the -
discipline and authority of the guberniya committees, or of
discord between workers and intellectuals, or between peasant
and tgwn Communists. The Central Committee attributed
this disappearance of ‘the former unifying party solidarity’ to
exhaustion from war conditions, hunger, the over-rapid expan-
sion of the party, and to the ‘rift in the case of a significant
number of the party leaders in the centre and in the provinces
... between them and the broad working masses’. The

leaders; says this report, were gradually ceasing to attend
party meetings and were losing the confidence of the rank =

and file. Inequality of living conditions and privileges of
the higher party officials, which at first had been the excep-
tion, ‘were beginning to become widespread’ and jncreased
discontent. 22

Two opposiﬁon groups were ‘already discernible within the

communist party in 1920—the groups which were to become

- known as the Workers' Opposition and the Democratic =
~ Centralists. The Workers”, Opposition, which wae entirely
- » !

218ee A. S. Pukhov, ‘V Petgoglade nakanune kronshtadtskogo vosstania v “:

1921 g.’, in Krasnaya letopis’ No. 4 (37), 1930, at pp. 95-6,
-+ 32 Tzvestiya Ts. K., mo, 29, 7 March+1921. " Tt is a'melancholy reflection on the
- standards of “research into Soviet history in this country that this publication,
 essential for the study of the history of the party, was found by the present writer

n the British Museum in 1950 with ijs ‘pages still largely uncut, .
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proletarian in its following, grew up among the communist
trade unionists in the course of 1919. It developed out of the
discontent of the workers with the official policy®of employing
bourgeois specialists in responsible positions in industrial
undertakings. The leaders of this group of critics within the
party—for it was nothing more in 1919—were all prominent
trade unionists, notably Shlyapnikov and Lutovinov. In
addition to attacking the specialists in industry,the Workets’
Opposition in course of time began to complain of the diminish-
ing part played by the workers in the control of industry, and
deplored what they regarded as the tendency of the leading
Communists to become more bureaucratic and less proletarian
in their outlook, and to lose their contact “ritlx. the Sworking
masses. An observant visitor to Russia, who attended a
meeting of the Central Executive Committee on 26 February
1919, at which Glebov, also a trade unionist, spoke on the

- subject of the hated specialists, noted the ‘clear indication of

- the political undercurrent towards the Left which may shake

- the Bolshevik position’.?®* But there was no desire among
this group of critics to shake the position of the party digtator-
- ship. Not long after, at a meeting of the communist fraction

of the Central Trade Union Council, in the spring of 1919,
Shlyapnikov proposed a resolution that the unions should
assume the leadership of the growing mass dissatisfaction,

“and by directing it and endeavouring to remove the causes

of it, “fight with all our power against the tendency towards

‘the outbreak of strikes by explaining the disastrous nature of

this policy’.?*
In the course of 1920 the Workers’ Opposition, or, more

~accurately, those individuals who were later to become its

leaders, extended their criticism. At the Ninth Communist
Party Congress in March Kiselev was cogiplaining that there
existed ‘a great tendency at the centre to kill, diminish, and
weaken all party thought in the provinces’.??

23 Ransome, p. 107. . o
24 See Profokoly X, Bp. 869-70 for the text. cf. also Shlyapnikov’s article in |

Pravda of 27 March 1919, which complains tHat ghe recourse to the specialistsis a

desperate attempt to cure the rift betweensthe workers and industrial manage- /' -

ment.  Soviet historians (e.g. Yaroslavsky,~Vol. IV, p. 440) normally omit the

sentence ‘quoted, in an endeavour to display Shlyapnikov- as already embarked §

on a policy of ‘counter-revolution’.
25 Protokoly IX, p. 67. !
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In contrast to the Workers’ Opposition, the Democratic
Centralists ;were largely a group of intellectuals. Their
leaders, such® as Obolensky, Sapronov, and Maksimovsky
had all in their time played a prominent part in the left
communist opposition of 1918. Sapronov, however, was a
working man, one of the bolshevik ‘old guard’. Whereas the
Workers’ Opposition saw their aim as the defence of the rights
of*the workers against the state apparatus, the Democratic -
Centralists were concerned to restore the democratic provisions
embodied in the soviét and party constitutions, but which had
disappeared in practice almost from the first. They claimed
to voice the opinion, not of the army, nor of the trade unions,
but of c1whan soviet culture’.2® At a communist party
conference in December 1919, which dealt with state structure,
Sapronov was successful against the official party spokesman,
Vladimirsky; in securing the adoption of his draft resolution.
This provided for alterations in the composition of the Central
Executive Committee which aimed at making that body more
representative; and for reforms designed to restore real power
to thegexecutive committees of the local soviets. The drafts
of both Vladimirsky and Sapronov were debated at length
in a commission of the Seventh Congress of Soviets, which
followed immediately after this party conference, and the
final resolution adopted was based on Sapronov’s dra.ft and
“embodied most of his proposals.2” This resolution which, it
may be added, was the product of one of the very few instances
of constructive public debate in Soviet history, remained a
dead letter. The Democratic Centralists in the course of 1919
and 1920 also urged the need for greater freedom within the
party. They demanded that the Central Committee should
not manage the party, but guide it, giving it a general direc~
tion, but not 1nterfermg in details. They insisted that every
important question should be widely discussed among the .
party rank and file before a decision was taken on it. Central
Committee meetings, other than secret meetings, should be:
open to all party membe{s., In party electiohs representation

26 According to Obolensky at thé Ninth Party Congress in° March 1920
see Protokoly 1X, pp. 123-4

27 For the December confcrence, see Pravda, 4 December 1919; for ‘the debates

in the Congress see Vs. syezd VII, tp. 209-50; for the resolution adopted seef‘
Postanovlemya 780 vseromyskogo qyezda sovetou, PP 15—19 e 1
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of minority views should be assured, and such minorities should
be given facilities for publishing their views.?  ‘Comrade
Lenin says,” Obolensky said at the Ninth Party Congress in
March 1920, ‘that the essence of democratic centralism is
contained in the fact that the [party] Congress elects the
Central Committee, while the Central Committee manages
[the party]. We cannot agree with this someWhat fanciful -
- view. ... We believe that democratic centradism ... con-
sists in the putting into effect of the directives of the {lentral
Committee by the local organizations} in the responsible
autonomy of the latter, and in their responsibility for their
spheres of work.’?* ' ° ,
Neither of these groups was an opposition in gny real sense
of the term. They had no separate organization, no fixed
membership, no press or publications of their own, and no
platform or policy as an alternative to the official communist
programme. The very name of Workers’ Opposition was
apparently a nickname invented much later by Lenin, at the
end of 1920 or early in 1921. The members of these groups
were little more than the spokesmen for a somewhat wtopian
idealism. At the same time they were conscientious adherents
to what many believed were the true principles of their party
within an organization which seemed to them to be rapidly
degenerating. They accepted the policy laid down by the
party and voted, after discussion, for party resolutions, even
when they did not entirely agree with them. The two groups,
the Workers’ Opposition and the Democratic Centralist, only
became distinct opposition groups in 1921 and then only
because this was forced upon them by the Central Committee. 3¢
The pesition by 1920 was also becoming critical in the trade
unions. The unions could not be regarded as representative
of proletarian opinion as a whole. Their communist mem-

28 From Obolensky’s speech at a Crimea conference of party leaders (in 1919
ior early 1920), which is summarized by Smilga in Na povorote, pp. 21-2. i
29 Protokoly IX, p. 130. It is not clear to what precise statement by Lenin he
‘ was referring, but his summary was not far off Lenin’s view. Thus, cf. the
7191 conditions for communist parties adopted by the Second Congress of the
"/International, of which the original draft of Po#it no. 13 by Lenin, published in
July 1920, defines ‘democratic centralism’ as ‘iron discipline’ in each party, with -
.ithe ‘party centre as a mighty authoritative organ with full powers and widest
" rights of action, enjoying the universal confidence: of members of the party’—
i see Lenin, Vol. XXV, pp. 279-84. ! ’
' B0 Qe Cham:er XV, i
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bership formed a very small proportion of the total—some

500,000 out of seven million, by official reckoning in 1921.81 1
Nevertheless*they acted exclusively through communist officials
and councils. At all conferences Communists composed the

overwhelming majority: if, as frequently happened, even the
managed elections did not produce a sufficiently large com-
munist majdrity, force was used to produce the required result.
Non-communist trade union Central Committees, such as that

of thg Moscow printers, were disbanded by force. By the A

end of the civil war*even the government did not disguise the
fact that the Russian proletariat was in its majority anti-

communist. FEarly in 1921 Vyshinsky, a recent recruit from *

the Mgnsheyiks, who was exercising his talents in the organiza-
tion of ‘non-party’ discussion meetings of workers, could regard
it as a welcome sign of progress that a communist resolution
had securétl 760 votes as against 900 at one such meeting.??
As Lenin admitted to the Tenth Party Congress: ‘We have
failed to convince the broad masses.’33

It is, however, the ruling communist ‘fractions’ within the -

- tradegunions which must be examined, because it is here that
opposition to official party policy was fast gathering strength
in 1920. The trade union Communists had put up little
resistance in the early months after the revolution to the official

aim of making the unions executants of state policy rather than
defenders of workers’ rights. Logically, with the victory of
- the working class, it seemed to them that there could be no
more room for antagonism between the workers’ state and the
workers’ organizations, and at their first All-Russian Congress

in January 1918, the trade union Communists, who formed

66 per cent of the delegates, had approved this proposition '
in principle. = They also recognized that the factory committees
should become ingorporated into the central machinery as.

branches of the trade unions.3* There was little, if any,

31 Virtually the entire coramunist party membership was enrolled in the trade

unions. It follows that. of these 500,000 only a small proportion were workers

in the ordinary sense of the term. For example, at a vital meeting of the.com- 41 .
munist ‘fraction’ of the Metal-workers’ Union Congress in March 1922 there <
were present such distinguisheddmetal-workers as Lenin, Zinoviev, Stalin, Molotoy; -+

Kamenev, Cachin, Kolarov, and Clara Zetkin.
2 See his article in Pravda of 12 April 1921,
33 Protokoly X, p. 382, ; e

34 See’ the resolutions of the Fast All-Russian Congress ‘'of Trade Unions, §

+23 January 1918, reprinted in B. & F., pp. 639-41 and 642

nshevik oL
AT R
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sympathy at that date among the union Communists for the
opposition on union questions which existed outside the com-
munist party. Opposition to the communist policy of destroy-
ing all union independence was voiced in 1918 mainly by
Mensheviks, and by the ex-Communist Lozovsky.?s Even the
programme laid down by the Supreme Council of National
Economy at the end of 1918, which was designed to put an
end to the anarchical interference by the factory, committe®
of workers in the running of industry, did not arousg any
immediate opposition from the union Communists. They fully
accepted the principle that workers’ control must now be
‘ transferred to the state, which would henceforward exercise it
in co-operation with the unions at the top, through the Sl?preme
Council of National Economy, with the union management
acting in turn through partly appointed and partly elected
local committees—all strictly subordinate to the &entre. At
the Second Congress of Trade Unions early in 1919 the
“menshevik voices of warning were drowned in derision. The
communist resolution, adopted unanimously with only two
abstentions, (the Mensheviks had no vote), roundly condegnned
the slogan of trade union independence as a screen for what
was asserted to be in reality a struggle against Soviet power;
and recognised that the trade unions had now ‘passed from
‘the control over production to its organization, actively
participating both in management of individual enterprises
‘and in the economic life of the whole country’.®¢ This
~_congress also approved the concentration and centralization

. resolution’ will also be found there. And see ibid., pp. 644-5, for the resolution

of the Fifth Conference of Trade Union Leaders of 12-17 March 1518. Shlyap-
nikov, the future Workers’ Opposition leader, was fully behind this policy—
see his speech’of 19 May 1918 quoted in Bunyan, p. 384. o
85 Lozovsky, it will be recalled, the leading communist trade unionist in 1917,
had been expelled from the party early in 1918 for his edvocacy of trade union
' ‘independerice. He had gathered a number of other dissident trade union leaders
raround him, who resisted not only the communist policy of turning the unions
-into staté instruments, but also their methods of subjugating those unions which
“showed any signs of opposition. For Lozovsky’s expulsion from the party before
the First Trade Union Congress, see B. & F., pp. 63941, His group published

o ' for a short time a paper, Proletariy. It will also be recalled that Lozovsky had

I been one of the most forthright critics of the bolshewik refusal to form a coalition

|« with the socialists and  of repressions against freedom of speech and press in

2+ November, 1917.  See anie Chapter V.

-1 88 See Vs. syerd prof. 11, pp. 400-2; see also ibid., p. 82, for Martov’s speech and
. pp- 32-3 for Lozovsky’s criticism of the commaunist. trade union cells as organs of
“‘the Vecheka : :
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on functional lines of the trade union organization; which at

that date still presented a very variegated picture. (This cen-

tralization® was virtually achieved by 1921.)%7 If some un-

easiness was heginning to appear among the communist rank

and file workers over their decreasing say in the management

of industry (and Martov in his speech at the Congress certainly -
hinted at the existence of dissensions on this question), it did
wot appear ou the surface. The policy of centralization was

however tempered by an official promise. It was contained

in tht party programme, adopted in. March 1919: ‘Being .
already , . . participants in local and central organs of industrial
management, the unions must achieve the actual concentration

in theif hands of all management of the entire national economy
as a single ctonomic unit.’s8 ‘

As time went on, this promise became a source of acrimonious
debate. Bhe critics of the government among the trade union
Communists repeatedly argued that all that they were demand-

ing was that it should be honoured. It is true that the trade
unions were, in a sense, integrated into the central system of
control through the directorates set up by the Supreme Council

of National Economy. Trade union representatives sat on

the praesidium of the Supreme Council at the centre, and on

the praesidia of the subordinate councils in the gubernit.  The

unions were ailso given a voice in the composition of the

directorates of the branches of industry formed by the Supreme
Council of National Economy, and in the sub-directorates.

The percentage of members of factory managements in 1920

classified as ‘workers’ was 63, and in the management boards. 0
(or collegia) of the main industrial directorates it was 26.3

But the same process was taking place among the union Com-

munists as in the party as a whole—a rift between the

rank and file ang the trade-union officials. Participation

in the centralized machine satisfied the professional Com-
munists, who acquired with it the privileges and status of
government officials. It did not appease the ordinary worker
- Communists, who felt that they were being edged out of any

37 By the end of 1921 there were only 22 um'bhs, embracing 9,451 union | :

_organizations... Kritsman; p. 85.
58 VKP(b) vrez., p. 336.

39 Kritsman, pp. 93-7; quoting figgires from 2 report of the Supremerur;cil of

- National Economy.of December 1920,
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participation in management, and subjected to orders from

the party bosses. They not unnaturally longed for the early
days of the revolution, when the workers’ commitée? had been
a law unto itself in each factory. Many of the union Com-
munists had been .drawn from these factory committees,
which the Bo]sheviks had won over to their side by the promise
of workers’ control, and to them communism meant the power
which workers’ control had once seemed to offer, Now thes
were beginning to learn in the words of J. S. M1l that “The
“people” who exercise the power are not the same People
with those over whom it is exercised’. To quote an official
Soviet historian of the trade unions, ‘the transfer of the centre
of gravity of activity to the summits of the unions cr&ated a
whole row of abnormal and unhealthy results: Sstrangement

_ of the masses, insufficient sensitiveness to what was happening
- among the union members, and a formalistic attitiade towards
- members’. 40

The communist workers were also dissatisfied over the
leading positions in industry held by bourgeois experts, the
‘specialists’.  Early in 1919 this discontent had found a staunch
champion in Shlyapnikov, at that date chairman oF the

- Metal-workers” Union, and a member of the Gentral Council

of Trade Unions. His outspoken criticism, to which reference
has already been made, was, no doubt, a considerable source
of embarrassment to the communist leaders, and it was not

" unnatural that his dispatch on a long mission to Norway later
_in the year, and his replacement by Gol'tsman as chairman
of the Metal-workers’ Union should have given rise to suspicion

that he had been removed for his oppositional activities. The
accusation was indignantly denied by Lenin, and was probably

_jllfounded.** Repressions against critics within the com-

munist party were still the exception rathgr than the rule in
1919. * But, like Trotsky in the army, Lenin was fighting a
battle for the ‘specialists’. The problem was not only to force
the specialists on to the reluctant communist workers in the

'
40 Lozovsky, p. 197. (This was written in 1922, after Lozovsky had rejoined

- - the communist party.)

41 See on this incident Profokoly IX; pp. 62, 86, 93. = According to Lutovinov,
‘another trade unionist and a close collaborator of Shlyapnikov, he had not been
‘exiled.” But, in general, Lutovinov. maintajned’ that the method of exile was

ready being applied ‘on the widest scale’, . ‘




FARLY DISSENSIONS IN. THE COMMUNIST PARTY: 229
factories. It was also necessary to moderate the overzealous
~ attentions of their communist colleagues or of the Vecheka, for :
fear that peggecution might make their very existence intoler-
able, and their services accordingly of little productive value.*?
The Communists were on the whole successful in combining
the persecution of the class or party to which their specialists
belonged (many of them were Mensheviks) with the retention .
of their services until such time as they could replace them
with indoctitnated communist specialists. - ;
It #vas mainly over the question of one-man management
-in industry that the trade union opposition first came to a
head. A compromise system had been originally devised for
the management of branches of industry, and of industrial
undertaking®, to conciliate the opposition to the specialists.
This was the board, or collegiate, system, in which responsi-
bility was wested in a number of joint managers, one of whom
would in most cases be a non-communist specialist, and the
others party members. This system pacified the critics, but
did not lead to efficient management. By 1919 Lenin had
become impatiently disciplinarian in outlook. No more was
hear® from him of the assurances so frequent before, and for a
short time after, the revolution, that the talent of the masses for
organization could by itself achieve socialism, when once they
were freed from capitalist oppression. The failure of the rash
experiments of war communism had shattered this illusion. -
The resolution of the Ninth Party Congress in 1920, calling
for a struggle against ‘the ill-bred self-conceit of those. . .
demagogic elements . . . who think that the working class can
solve its problems without utilizing the bourgeois specialists
in the -most responsible posts’,*3 if not drafted by Lenin,
accurately reflects what he had been urging for ower a year.
His ceaseless cam‘paign for one-man management in the

42 For a picture of the life of a specialist in communist society see.a letter .
to Lenin by one of them, quoted by Lenin in Pradz on 28 March 1919, =
“A:specialist who only joins you to save his skin’ wrote this unknown correspondent, -
- ‘will not be of very great use to the country.’ . See Lening Vol, XXIV, pp. 184-7,
. where Lenin’s not very convincing reply will also he found, There seeris little :

reason to doubt the figures of a ‘gallup-poll” among specialists, quoted by Kritsman,”
pp. 148-9; which show that of engineers in Soviet cmployment, who had ‘held
responsible posts’ before. the ‘revolution; fewer than a. tenth were in sympathy
with the Soviet régime. oS ' s -

43 VEP(B) v rez., p. 394 ¢
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¢ interests of efficiency was bound to create opposition from
' many quarters, since it was obvious that the manager would
have to be, in most cases, a non-communist speeialist who
knew the work. This aroused the resentment of many of the
senior trade union officials, and of the members of ‘the local
councils of national economy, who saw in the proposal a threat
to their vestéd interest; of the ordinary worker Communists;
and of the intellectual Democratic Centralists, who oppose;i
one-man management as a system which facﬂltateﬂ centralized
control and thereby destroyed local initiative. *
~ Lenin’s efforts to persuade his party to adopt his policy met
with immediate serious resistance. On 12 January 1920 he
was outvoted in the All-Russian Central Council ofeTrade
Unions party “fraction’. At the end of January the Third All-
- Russian Congress of Councils of National Economy adopted
~a resolution in favour of board management., One-man
management was rejected at party conferences in Kharkov
and in Moscow guberniya. Theses in opposition to Lenin were
put forward by Tomsky, the most prominent trade union
“leader, and a member of the Central Committee; and by the
Democratic Centralists.4* On 15 March 1920, a fortnight
before the Ninth Party Congress, Lenin was opposed at the
Third All-Russian Congress of Water Transport Workers, and
~ on the same day, Bukharin, defending one-man management,
met with heated opposition in the party ‘fraction’ of the All-
Russian Central Council of Trade Unions.
The greatest potential obstacle to Lenin’s policy lay in the
- hostility shown towards it by the majority of the senior trade
union communist officials.  As the succeeding eighteen months
were to show, the discontent of the party rank and file could be
neutralized as a political factor by an adequate overhaul of
the central party organization. But the upper ranks of the
trade union hierarchy were an important force to be reckoned

 with, since on their co-operatlon and organizational talent

: depended the only hope of wmnmg control over the recalcitrant
_trade unions. Hgwever, in spite of their opposition to Lenin

on this issue, leaders like Tomsky, Andreev, Schmidt, and
© Rudzutak had already shown themselves quite accommodating

to party pohcy on other matters, even when it conflicted with
44 Lenm, Vol XXV pp' 54-3—8 593-4.
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trade union interests.*® Lozovsky, once a bitter opponent
of communist policy towards the trade unions, had capitulated
in December,1919, when he, at the head of his small Socialist
Labour Party of Internationalists, had fused with the com-
munist party. If they. were tactfully handled there was every
reason to hope that the trade union leaders, or the majority
of them, would throw in their weight with the official policy
rgther than with the discontented masses.

It was only at the Ninth Party Congress in March 1920
that I#nin finally sugceeded in overcoming all opposition and
in putting into effect one-man management from the top
downwards, from the directorates which managed the branches
of indwstry down to the individual factories.¢ The com-
munist part® accepted the unpopular policy after debate,
without a split or even a threat of a split. The opposition at
the congres came mainly from the Democratic Centralists,
who voiced the views of the restive local party and soviet
organizations, and from Lutovinov, as spokesman for a minority
group of trade union leaders. Lutovinov demanded a policy
which was completely irreconcilable with that of Lenin: a
form &f syndicalism in which the responsibility for, and control
of, each branch of industry should ultimately pass to the
appropriate trade union. This novel view, which developed
out of opposition to management by specialists, had first been
circulated by Shlyapnikov in a series of Theses in mid 1919.
These Theses have not been preserved (nor was their author
present at the congress), but their general purport emerges
from the speech of Shlyapnikov’s close supporter, Lutovinov.
But all opposition finally melted away. At the end of the
congress Lutovinov declared that he, and those of a like
opinion, though still convinced that their view was wight and
that of the Central Committee wrong, would henceforward
work loyally to put®through one-man management in accord-
ance with the decisions of the congress—and that ‘not out of
fear, but as a matter of conscience’.4” Most suprising of all,

.

45 They had not resisted, for instance, the forcible dispersal of properly elected
unions already during 1918—see the criticism levelled at Tomsky and Schmidt
at the Second Trade Union Congress, Vs. syezd prof. 11, pp. 28-30.

48 According to Kritsman, p. 206, of 2,000 large undertakings investigated at
the end of 1920, 1,720 were already under the management of a single individual.

47 Protokoly 1X, p. 257. ¢
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there was no serious opposition from Tomsky, and the trade
union leaders of like opinion. Tomsky contented himself with
a speech in defence of his own opposition theges, and with
a proposal for a compromise amendment to the official resolu-
tion, both so mild in tone as to give rise to the suspicion that
they were little more than face-savers and that he had already
been won over before the congress. Skilful compromise had
apparently played its part in Lenin’s victory. The resolutign
finally adopted made a number of concessions Which showed
that the vested interest of the senior tgade unionists®would
not be too seriously affected by the change over to one-man
management. Thus, in the various forms of one-man man-
agement proposed, trade unionists could still particépate as
assistants to the specialist manager, or as commiars attached
to him; or again the manager could be a trade unionist with
a specialist assistant attached to him. The right of the central
trade union organs to be consulted on appointments was
retained. Boards of management which had proved them-
selves capable of working in harmony could be preserved.4
Those senior trade unionists who were not in sympathy with
the discontented workers, nor finally edged out of any pBsition
of control over industry, had reason to be satisfied with Lenin’s
handling of the acute problem of management.4?

The putting through of this policy after so much initial
resistance was one of Lenin’s last major personal triumphs in
control of his party. But such party solidarity, the last of its
kind, owed its existence partly to the fact that the civil war
was not yet won. Nor had the personal rivalries, which a
few months later began to rend the Central Committee, come
into play. Above all, Lenin’s success in March 1920 was due
to the fatt that he had once again, as so often in the past,

" correctly assessed the forces arrayed agamst him at the time.
He also seized the chance to tighten up party control over the
unions. In contrast to the policy which the party programme
had proclaimed in 1919, the unions, it was now laid down, ‘in

- 48 For theresolution®adopted at the Ninth Congress, see VKP(4) vrez., pp. 391-92
(one-man management), pp. 3934 (specialists), and particularly pp. 400-2 (on
the current tasks of trade unions).

49 According to Kritsman, p. 206, a hlgh percentage of managers were “workers’.
This may well have been true in the sense that they were ex-workers who had
graduated from the bench to the more tergpting positions offered by the trade
union party machinery.
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no way managing the economy of the Soviet Republic either:
as a whole or to the exclusion of others’, participate in the
- organization of production, but no union organization ‘inter-
feres directly in the management of undertakings’: the factory
committee was to concern itself with labour discipline, with
propaganda, and with educational work. The party ‘frac-
tions’, obligatpry in each union, were to be strictly subordinate
tos the Central Committee of the party. The tasks of the
unions were ‘primarily educative, and they could best carry
them &ut as one of the ‘components of the apparatus of the
Soviet state’. All talk of the unions as something separate
from the economic organization of the working class was
denounted as a deviation from marxism. Finally the party
resolved that%he ‘personal composition’ of the unions must be
strengthened by the ‘pouring into them’ of the ‘most reliable
and hardies® Communists’ chosen as far as possible from those
with civilian experience.?®  Trotsky’s method, applied, as will
be seen, with such success in the army, was to be tried out in
the unions. e
 For a time after the Ninth Congress it seemed that Lenin’s
assessthent had been right. No dissensions of any kind
appeared in the debates on the relation of the trade unions to
he state at the Third Trade Union Congress which followed
hortly after the Ninth Party Congress, and Lozovsky was able
_to record with satisfaction that the hopes of those anti-com-
munists who expected that the discussions over one-man
management would lead to a split between the trade unions
and the party had been disappointed.’® On the communist
Central Committee elected by the Ninth Congress, Andreev
nd Rudzutak, both leading trade unionists, now served in
addition to Tomsky, who had been a member since the previous
year. The fact that men like Tomsky and Andreev, after some
hesitant opposition in 1921, and a number of other trade
unionists prominent in 1920, were to serve for years in posts -
{ great importance in the party machine (Andreev remained -
50 YKP(b) vrez., pp. 398-402, . i
51 Vs, syezd prof. I, p. 2. Tomsky was the main speaker, . From the fact that
otily Bukharin and two Mensheviks took part in the debate which followed, and’
om the general applause which apparently greeted the menshevik speakers’t
and for trade union independence, it seetns not-unreasonable to suppose that

debates at this' congress were “carcfully stage:managed, and that there was
uch dissatisfaction among the yank and file unionists. :
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~a member of the Politbureau until 1952) is evidence of the =
skill with which Lenin had won over to his side the all-
important senior trade union officials. .

- Thus, in March 1920, Lenin succeeded in preserving unity
in his party in spite of the opposition with which he was
confronted at the outset.  Little remained of this unity by the
end of the year. Although the Ninth Party Congress accepted
in principle centralized and disciplined control of industsy,
the carrying out of this policy proved no easy mitter. Mean-
while communist policy had been meeting with comfarable
difficulties in the Red Army.




° CHAPTER XIII

THE MILITARY OPPOSITION

Petrograd Soviet had already started the process, with its
famous Order No. 1. * The network of army committees which

grow. - It was not, apparently, the aim of the Bolsheviks ever
to use the exgstmg army as the basis for a new army. The
‘armed people’ of the future socialist state was identified with
‘the Red Guards, while the disintegrating army was looked
upon as a there reservoir of manpower on which the Red
Guards could draw.® But the destruction of the army and

tactical moves. The existence of a standing army was incon-
sistent _with socialist principles, which demanded an armed
people’s militia in its place. At a military conference of

everywhere and their replacement by a national militia and
the universal arming of the people’. Lenin had repeatedly
asserted that the replacement of the army by a militia was

ference demanded that election of officers, self-government,
nd initiative from below should replace appointment, dis-
ipline, and obedience, as the basis for the new militia. The
lection of all officers by the troops and the abolition of all

December, and put the finishing touches to the disorganized

new, Red Army from the ruins of the 8ld. As Trotsky

1 Fedotoff thte, p. 28; cf. Antonov-Ovseenko, p. 147, In fact it was only in a

nto formations of the new army.
2 Lenin, Vol XX, Pp- 121 139; cf Engels, Antz—Duhnng, p 192
235

rmy. However, election of officers was abolished within three
months, as soon as Trotsky, in March 1918, set about rebuilding =

ety

Before the seizure of power, the aim of the Bolsheviks had -
betn the destguction of the imperial army from within. The =

it set up in all military units enabled bolshevik influence to

the attempt to replace it by the Red Guard were not merely .

delegates from the front held in June 1917 the speakers |
‘demanded the ‘immediate destruction of standing armies

_bolshevik policy.? 'In June 1917 a bolshevik military con-

aluting and marks ef rank were duly decreed at the end of '

ew instances, notably the Lettish Rifle Regiment, one cavalry division, and some - B
rmotired car detachments, that the Bolshev:ks reorgamzed units-of the old army -
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.+ frankly explained to the Central Executive Committee, election

! had never been intended as ‘a method of appointing com-

- manders, but as a method of class struggle’. Hb realistic and -
determined policy to build up with little regard for socialist
theories an army which could fight aroused violent opposition
within the party from the start.® There were many Com-
munists who were not yet ready to jettison *their utopian
vision of the army of the socialist future, in which no disciplthe
was required, because comradeship and loyalty to the gevolu-
tion took its place. Such idealists tobk some time to be
persuaded.

An attempt had been made in January 1918 to cyeate the
new army on a volunteer basis. But, except for g short period
between the time when the Germans resumed their hostilities
in February, and the signing of the treaty of peace in the
following month, the attempt did not prove a success. The
Germans, in disregard of the treaty, were streaming across
“the new frontier. On 22 April compulsory military training
~was introduced. There was no opposition from the com-
‘munist members to this measure when the Central Exgcutive
Committee debated it.* But the building up of even some

‘measure of centralization inside the new army took many
months. The civil war was in full progress by the middle
of 1918, but until 1919, at least, the main brunt of the fighting

. was borne by improvised partisan or guerrilla detachments

- of the Red Guards operating each on its own, with no discipline,

and with supreme contempt for the military science of the

old order. ,

Trotsky rightly perceived that without a fully centralized
army the civil war could not be won. But he made many
enemies in breaking the opposition of the guerrilla leaders
to his attempt to mould their disjointed units of Red Guards,
and workers’ volunteers into a united army. The self-made.
 communist partisan leaders resented absorption into a cen-:
tralized machine. Nor was their resentment likely to be.
“allayed by the open contempt with which Trotsky treate

3 For Trotsky's speech and the debates in the Central Executive Committ
 on this question, see Protokoly VTSIK IV, pp. 169-93.
. & The main opposition came from the Mensheviks, whose spokesman, Marto,
rejected as a'danger 1o the revolution any fbrm of armed force which was distin
Protokoly VTSIE IV, pp. 180, 192
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them. His speech at the Fifth Soviet Congress on 10 July 1918
reveals his attitude: ‘Naturally, you have heard it asserted

here that wiat we need, if you please, is not an army con-
- structed on a military basis, but partisan detachments ... It

is essential for ue to introduce the strictest centralization. We .-

are meeting with opposition all over the country, and I am
afraid that we shall meet with it even from some of the com-
r&des who age present here today. Still, this is understand-
able. ¢The rule of the [old] centralized, bureaucratic régime
“created a state of mihd which makes them feel that now that
they are rid of this régime it is necessary for each to act
indepegdently on the principle “we can manage by ourselves,
don’t you kgow, we can do it all by ourselves without any
. threats or interference from the centre”.” Trotsky went on to -
describe as ‘utter childishness’ the local patriotism which
led each district to try to amass as much military material

as it could for itself.> It was plain that Stalin and Voro-

shilov (though not present) were among the comrades whom
Trotsky had in mind. His collisions with Stalin and Voro-
shiloyg who were at that date at Tsaritsyn in charge of a
- food collecting expedition which had grown into a military
operation, are sufficiently familiar from Trotsky’s writings.®
By the end of 1918, Trotsky had succeeded in acquiring some
of the powers necessary for centralized military command.
I. 1. Vatsetis, an ex-colonel of the imperial army, had been
appointed Commander-in-Chiefon 8 July, while on 2 September
1918 the Revolutionary: War Council was set up, of which
Trotsky became chairman, and in which the supreme command
was incorporated, to co-ordinate all operations of the Red -
Army throughout the country.” It was proof of  Trotsky’s
5 Vs. syezd V, pp. 169, 175. ' ‘

& The best documente® account is in his Staliz, Chapters IX and X. (These
chapters were completed posthumously by the editor of this work from Trotsky’s
rough outline.) :

7 Its powers at first extended to questions of military supply as well as to
operations. - But Trotsky’s-authority was curtailed to some extent by the setting
up on 30 November 1918 of the Council of Workers’ andsPeasants’ Defence with
full powers in all ‘matters relating to the organization of the resources of the

country in the interests of defence.  Lenin was its first.chairman and the council: -

consisted of Trotsky, Nevsky, Bryukhanov, Krasin, and Stalin, = (Fxcept for a
period of a few weeks, Stalin was never a member of the Revolutionary War
Council.) - For the text of the two, decrees see Bunyan, p..276. - An Operation’
Department had -already been formed by Trotsky in May, but it made fittle
headway against the aparchy of the ‘local patriots’—see Fedotoff White, pp. 36-8,
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growing authority that on 4 October 1918 he finally demanded
and obtained the recall of Stalin from Tsaritsyn.

The first problem in building a centralized arld disciplined
army was to ensure a supply of experienced officers. From
the start it was Trotsky’s policy to utilize the ex-officers of the
imperial army to help to build the Red Army. To soften the
blow of bringing back the unpopular ex-officets they were
invariably now called ‘military specialists’. A, number 3f
these officers (including the future Commander-in-Chief) S. S.
Kamenev)® had already joined the infafit Red Army before
the civil war began in order to help with the defence of their
country against the renewed German advance. Thjs may
have prepared them for co-operation with the Red Army for

-the defence of communist Russia in the ensuing civil war.
Many officers were persuaded to join as an alternative to

. : i . @
prison or death. - It is not surprising that during the three
years of fighting there should have been many instances of
desertion by the officers to the anti-communist forces. But
it is beyond doubt that without them the civil war could not
have been won, since it was only towards the end of i that
the newly-trained Red commanders were able to play even a
slight part in the control of military operations.® It was
inevitable that the throwing together of ex-officers and
Communists, should have caused friction, and resentment.!®
There had been opposition from the start in the communist
party to Trotsky’s policy of bringing the old officers in to
the new army and even Lenin had at first had some mis-
givings. But he did not interfere with Trotsky’s handling
of the problem. In March 1918 the Left Communists had

-8 Sergey ‘Sergeevich Kamenev: not to be confused with Lev. Borisovich
Kamenev, the communist leader. .
9In 1918 ex-officers and ex-non-commissioned offfcers numbered 7/8ths of
all commanders, and in 1919, 4/5ths.  Even then the new Red commanders were
necessarily in junior posts.  The increase of commanders under training, from
1,172 in 1918 to 11,000 in 1919 could not in essentials affect the balance before
the end of the civil war—see VEP(b) i voennoe delo, pp. 235-6. On 15 August 1920
" _the Red Army containesl a total of 314,180 ‘military specialists’, including 214,717
‘ensigns’ (junior lieutenants and non-commissioned officers), 48,409 officers of the
rank of leutenant and up, and the remainder doctors, etc.—Wollenberg, p. 73.
10 See Fedotoff White, pp. 59 et seq., for a discussion of this question. ~ The general
impression to be gleaned from descriptions - of the relations between these ill-
" assorted colleagues is that the comradeship of joint military service often overcame
" the friction—see e.g. an interesting account in Barmine, Chapters VIIL to XIII
o of the relations z)etween the young comgunist commanders ’and’ ih -oﬂicers.‘
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opposed this policy as part of their general charge that the
pure stream of socialist doctrine was being defiled. But it
was not socialist doctrine which caused most opposition to the
officers. Much of it came from the partisan detachment
~leaders of the early days of the revolution and the civil war,
who viewed with suspicion and contempt any return to the
despised milifary science of the old capitalist days.

We are slways being told [wrote one spokesman of the par-
tisams’ point of view] that conduct of a war is so delicate a matter
that we cannot hope to manage without the military specialists.
Well, maybe military matters are a delicate affair, but they
are np more than a component part of a much more delicate
business—the running of the whole state machine. We had the
audacity at the time of the October Revolution to take the run-
ning of this machine into our hands,—and somehow or other
we managed it!

The introduction into the Red Army of an increasing
number of officers whose loyalty to the new régime could not
be implicitly relied upon, accentuated an acute political
prob®m which already existed in the army. It was inevitable
.that any conscript army in Russia should be overwhelmingly
peasant in composition, and the loyalty of the peasants to
the new communist rulers was questionable. They showed a
natural reluctance to be once again uprooted from the land
and forced into uniform; their loyalty was to the land, and
not to any party or government. When faced with the choice
between the rule of the Communists and that of the White
Army generals, whose forces successively overran their farm-
steads, the peasants, for fear of losing their newly-acquired
land, on the whole preferred the Communists. Trotsky
attributed victory iP the civil war primarily to this factor,12

11 A, Kamensky, ‘Davno pora’, in Pravda, 25 Décember -1918. . This article |
was part of a whole series of articles on this and other questions, which appeared
in the months before the Eighth. Party Congress—see N. I. Podvoysky in Prevda
of 31 October 1918; V. Sorin, ‘Kommandiry i kommissary v deystvuyushchey
armii’, Pravda, 29 November 1918; G. Sokol'nikov, ‘Ms'ma s frontd’, Pravda,
31 January 1919; a directive of the Central Committee of the party ‘O politike
voennogo - vedomstva’, Pravda, 26 December 1918. For Trotsky’s ‘views see
‘Voennye spetsialisty 1 krasnaya armiya’, Izvestiya, 10 January 1919; cf. Trotsky,
KVR, Vol. 11, pp. 185, 142-5, 154-61. - His Theses for the Eighth Congress which
also dealt with the question were pyblished in Pravda on 25 February 1919.

2 Trotsky, KVR, Vol. 1, pp. 14-21. - »ef. ibid., Vol 1T (2), p. 7.

S | o
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But peasant support was nevertheless precarious, and liable,
after a communist victory, to turn into hostility.1* It was from
- the peasants that the astronomic total of deserters during the
civil war was drawn, and the numerous partisan bands operat-
ing on their own, many of them against the Soviet régime,
were replenjshed.1* Tt was inevitable that a coherent and
disciplined army could only be formed out of such material
if the peasant mass were leavened by a proportion of the mowe
politically malleable proletariat. As Lenin tld a secret
session on military questions of the Eighth Communisf Party
Congress in March 1919 ‘without iron discipline wielded by
the proletariat over the middle peasantry, nothing can be
achieved’.'® So far as general economic policy was corfcerned,
this congress decided on concessions to the ‘middf%’ peasantry,
that is to say the small-holders. But it was quite clear that
these concessions were not intended to apply inside the army.
The policy of subordinating peasant to worker in the army
was justified by results, which showed that the fighting value
of military units was directly related to the proportion of
proletarian elements in those units.?® The presence of a po-
tentially antagonistic officer class together with the nedd for
stiffening the morale of the unreliable peasants in the Red
Army thus raised very special problems of political organiza-
tion. Trotsky solved them with a ruthless disregard for the
susceptibilities of the party members, to the benefit of the Red

13 Their hostility to the Communists was not to be explained away by the
familiar communist argument that it was inspired by the well-to-do ‘kulaks’.
This class had by the end of 1918 virtually disappeared. The percentage of
peasants employing hired labour was on the average only 2 before the revolution,
and was ‘negligible’ in December 1918—see Larin’s speech at the Second Congress
of Councils of National Economy, Trudy VSNKR II, p. 99.

14 The total number of deserters recaplured during 1919 and 1920 was 2,846,000,
of whom abeut half surrendered voluntarily. The total strength of the Red Army
was 3,000,000 by the end of 1919 and 5,500,000 by the end of 1920. See
Grazhdanskaya voyna, Vol. 11, p. 83. Soviet writers clggm that the large number
of voluntarily returning deserters was due to the mild penal measures applied to
them as well as to the intensive propaganda in the villages. In the last eight
months of 1919 out of 1,500,000 deserters only 10,000 were imprisoned, and
600 shot. See A. Geronimus, Partiya i krasnaya armiya, p. 73.

15 Quoted from the archives of the congress in Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 414.
cf. Trotsky in secret se&ion at the Tenth Party Congress in 1921: ‘Do not forget
that our army consists in its overwhelming majority of young peasants. - It repre-
sents a bloc of the directing worker minority and the peasant majority directed
by it.”—Quoted in Antonor-Ouvseenko, pp. 185-6. .

18 The percentage of workers in crack divisions varied from 19-6 to 26-4, while
in divisions of low combat value it was 10-5—figures quoted from Voennyy vestnik in
Fedotoff-White, p. 105, S
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Army as a fighting machine, and to the detriment of his own
political future. ‘ “ :
The mainefeatures of the system of political control envisaged
by Trotsky were: complete centralization; freedom from control
by the civilian party machine; the resolute putting down of
the initiative of the local military party cells; and, above all, -
the organized shifting around of party members from one part

‘of the counfry to another, to meet emergencies as they arose

at different parts of the widely scattered front. To make the
emplayment of former officers less hazardous, he devised the
system of political commijssars. ‘Every specialist must have a
commissar on his right and on his left, each with a revolver

“in his*hand,” Trotsky told the Central Executive Committee

in July 19?8.17 The system of dual command, - with the
political commissar counter-signing every operation order, so
as to guatantee the absence of any counter-revolutionary
intention behind it, was obviously unsatisfactory from the
military point of view and it was never regarded as permanent..
The aim from the beginning was to develop as soon as possible
a system of unified command. ‘The more the commissar
begins to penetrate into combatant work, and the commander
to assimilate the political work, the nearer we are getting to
unified command, where the person placed at the head of a_
unit will be both commander and commissar,” Trotsky said
at the end of 1918.1% To some extent this process of fusion .
did in time take place. Many political commissars found -
that their appetite for the purely military duties grew, and
were in time transferred to positions of military command.
During 1920 some of the Red commanders had acquired the
necessary experience to be promoted to greater authority. =
Wherever the unification of command was achieved; efficiency
was increased and $riction avoided.'® But Trotsky was deter-
mined that the fusion of commissars and commanders should =
not take place any faster than efficiency warranted, and his
pace was too slow for some of the communist leaders. ‘

Y7 Protokoly VISIK V, pp. 78-80, 18 Trotsky., KVR, Vol. 1, p. 184.

12 See for exarple Putna; p. 15, for a description of the effect of the introduction
of unified command in his division at the Polish front, in March'1920. - According

to bim it both increased the authority of the commanders and improved political i

life in the division, since the former commissars became deputy commanders in
charge of political matters, and were able to devote their full time to political
activity: ‘

»
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Trotsky initiated his centralized system of control during
1918 by setting up a number of political departments. These
were attached to the revolutionary war coundls of fronts
and armies,—that is to say, to the subordinate military cum
political authorities framed on the model of the Revolutionary
War Council. of the R.S.F.S.R., of which Trotsky was chair-
man. In May 1918 the Political Administration of the
R.5.F.S.R. (known in its abbreviated form as P.U.R.) was
formed at the head of these political departments By the
spring of 1919 political departments were also formed In the
divisions. Their function, the co-ordination of all political
activity in the army along the lines laid down by the central
party authorities, * accorded ill with the spirit of mdependence
which was mamfestmg itself in the political life of the army.
During 1918 there had been an extensive and apparently quite
spontaneous growth of communist party cells thrdighout the
army. Unconnected from the beginning with any central
party authority, they had by 1919 grown very considerably in
power, interfering in army affairs and attempting to exercise
direct control over commanders. They were even building
up a party hierarchy of their own by electing divisional and
army bureaux. This local political enthusiasm was viewed
with great distrust by Trotsky since it cut right across his plan
for a centrally controlled party machine.

The partisan spirit [observes the leading historian of political
structure in the Red army] which the communist party was
burning out with a red hot iron in the army, was reappearing
in the peculiar guise of ‘army syndicalism’ within the [army]
party organization, thus thwarting the general policy of the
party of strengthening the centralization which was beginning
to take shape in the direction of military affairs,?

In January 1919 an ‘Instruction on Party® Cells’ in the army
issued by the Central Committee put a stop to the creation of
any kind of elected committees or bureaux in the army, and
provided for the apsorption of existing communist party com-
mittees into the centralized system of appointed political
departments. With the development of the centralized

20 But P.U.R. was not subordinated to: the Central Committee of the party
until 1925.
21 See Geronimus, pp. 39, 86-8.
[
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political administration (P.U.R.) and of the political depart-
ments, the commissars became an integral part of the new

machinery. « The Eighth Party Congress in - March 1919
empowexed the political departments, i.e. the branches of
P.U.R. in the field, to appoint the commissars, at the same
time ‘removing from their number all unreliable-and careerist
elements’. The political departments were to act under the
$mmediate direction of the Central Committee’.?? In this
way there grew up a fully centralized machine for all political
act1v1ty in the army,-namely, P.U.R., itself directed by, though
not subordinate to, the Central Comm1ttee, and in turn con-
trolling through the subordinate political departments of
divisions both the commissars and all political act1v1ty within
units.

The ‘Instruction on Party Cells’ of January 1919 made clear
what the function of army party cells in the new political
system was to be—not interference in the conduct of military

affairs, but the creation within units of a nucleus of shock

troops who by their example of self-sacrifice would strengthen
the morale ‘of the rest of the unit.?* Trotsky, intolerant from

the first of the tendency of party members to acquire privileges

for themselves on the strength of their pohtlcal posmon, had

made this function of Communists as a ‘ginger group’ his main

aim, with more regard for military efficiency than for his own

- popularity. To him belongs the credit of first defining and

developing in practice the nature and function of a communist

party member—that of an obedient spy and faithful agent of

the party hierarchy, with -no mind of his own, yet at the same

time fired by selfless and disinterested devotion to duty. “‘Send :
me Communists who know how to obey,” he had wired Lenin

when he first arrived to take charge of military opérations at

Sviyazhsk, near Kagan', in August, 1918, A year later, in an
~order of the day, he warned all Communists that their rights

were no greater than those of others, but that their penalties
for delinquency would be doubly severe.?* In an order of the
day in May 1920, issued to the Western Ftont, he defined in

clear terms his views of the function of the Communist i in each
32 VKP(b) 0 rez., p. 347, The All-Russian Bureau of Political Commissars was |

lisbanded on 18 April 1919,

23 Grazhdanskaya voyna, Vol. 11, pb. 119-22; Fedotoff-White, pp. 94.
¢ Trotsky, Ma Vie, Vol. 111, pp. 145-6.: 7 Pp:

, )
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unit. His duties were ‘to watch over the morale of his fellow-
soldiers’, to exhort them hour by héur, to ‘keep careful check
on their work’ and to inspire them by his example.  Political
departments in turn must keep a close watch over the behaviour
of all Communists, and ruthlessly eliminate or punish those
lacking in obedience, decision, or courage.??

A big drive for party members in the autumn of 1919 pro-
duced a further 35,000-40,000 Communists for the army,?¢ 2
mass which no doubt had the effect of swamping any intractable

*
elements among members of the old anarchical cells and com-
mittees, thus making the task of P.U.R. and its departments
easier. But the most powerful and effective weapon in the
hands of P.U.R. was the section which dealt with the tTansfer
of Communists from one part of the front to another. This
section enabled P.U.R. to keep complete control over the party
machine, to strengthen the front at any point as 1¥quired, to
eliminate obstreperous Communists from places. where their

- influence was likely to do most harm, and to break up undesir-
“able cliques or groups. Thousands of Communists were thus

drafted by this organ—over 24,000, for example, between April

~and November 1920.2? A further important stage in the

growth of centralized political control, was the decree of
21 February 1919, which removed the so called special branches
of the army, responsible for security inside the armed forces,
from the control of the Vecheka and placed them under the -
Revolutionary War Council.?®

It was inevitable that this policy should arouse fierce opposi-

tion. Not only did it put down local political initiative and

transform party cells into obedient tools of the central dis-
ciplinary machine, but it also struck a blow at the privileged
position td which many party members aspired. The opposi-
tion asserted itself at the Eighth Party Congress in March
1919. The main spokesmen for the opposition were the
former Left Communists, V. M. Smirnov, Sapronov, and
Yaroslavsky, as well as Voroshilov, who, with Stalin at

25 Trotsky, KVR, Vol. 11, (2), p. 126.

26 Grazhdanskaya voyna, Vol. 11, p. 123, . .

27 Frvestiya Ts. K. no, 29, 7 March 1921, p. 3. By the end of the civil war th
number of cells at the front and in the rear was 7,000, with a total of 280,000 part;
‘members—Grazhdanskaya voyna, Vol. II, p. 126, note. .

28 Sistematicheskiy sbornik, p. 55.

.
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Tsaritsyn, had presented a solid front of obstruction to Trotsky.
The deliberations of the congress were held mainly in secret
and the mintites were never published, but the salient lines of
the ‘military opposition’ (as it became known) are clear enough
from the speech of V. M. Smirnov in open session. The
opposition complained of the growing power of the ‘specialists’,
and demanded increased influence in military affairs for the
&mmissars. , It also complained of excessive discipline and
of the, bureaucratic methods of the new centralized political
machine, and urged greater participation in army affairs by
the local party organizations ‘on the basis of the comradely
welding together of Communists by combining appointment
from abovegwith spontaneous initiative’.?® Trotsky was at
- the time of this congress engaged at the front, though he had
prepared a series of Theses for it embodying the Central
Committee’ views in defence of centralization.  This official
view was supported by Lenin, Pozern, Zinoviev, Sokol'nikov,
and Stalin.

Stalin’s position at the congress is of interest. There is
littlegdoubt that he was the main inspiration behind Voro-
shilov’s opposition, and he had certainly fomented insubordina-
tion to Trotsky. He supported the official Theses, but as he
himself later explained, ‘I did not attack the military opposition
with quite so much hostility as perhaps Comrade Trotsky
might have wished, because I considered that among the
military oppositionists there were many splendid workers
~without whom we could not manage at the front.” At the
same time he appears to have urged the need for a strictly
disciplined army.?® The military question was discussed in a
commission of the congress, in which the opposition secured
a majority against the official policy. A conciliation commis-
sion was thereupos appointed in an endeavour to reach
agreement. Stalin, with Pozern and Zinoviev, was a member
of this conciliation commission. Thus he was already showing
the political skill which enabled him, without coming out
- openly against the Central Committee, to refain the support of
the friends in the Red Army whom he was gathering up on the

22 Protokoly VIIT, pp. 159~60. :

30.Stalin,” 0 oppozitsii, pp. 668-9, where. a paragraph from his speech ‘(not.

apparently published elsewhere) is reprinted. - cf. Istoriya VEKP(b), pp. 224-5. i
: ‘ .
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"wave of discontent caused by Trotsky’s unpopular measures.
In the end Trotsky’s Theses were adopted in the form of a
resolution, with no more than editorial changes, a# Yaroslavsky
said in his report. The resolution approved the principles of
political organization in force in the Red Army, and made a
number of reeommendations as a result of which the centralized
political machine was further strengthened in the course of
1919.3t  The military opposition did not recover from its defes®
in March 1919. Moreover, the critical eighteen months of
fighting which followed helped to relegate*inner party dlsputes
to the background. With the end of the civil war in sight
the old discontent flared up again in a somewhat new form.
In the spring of 1920, at the Ninth Party Congregs, a number
of local civilian party organizations demanded that control
over political activity in the army should be handed over to
them. In view of the scattered nature of operafions in the
civil war during which many sections of the widely extended
front were quiescent for long periods, this was a natural enough
demand. But it was just such interference that the army
system of political control was designed to avoid. (The
Central Committee did not succeed before 1921 in gaining
complete control over the local civilian party organizations,
and in 1920 these still retained a measure of autonomy. Any
form of subordination of army political work to local organiza-
tions in 1920 would have destroyed the centralized system of
control regarded as essential for discipline, and for Trotsky’s
policy. The demands of the local civilian organizations made
little headway at the congress.’? But the rivalry between them
and the centre grew to more formidable proportions later in
the year, particularly after the extension of the military model
of party drganization to spheres other than the army. By the
time of the Tenth Party Congress in Masch 1921, when all-
round opposition to the Central Committee’s dictatorship had
reached fever heat, there was a considerable movement for a
revision of the whole system of political control in the army.
Podvoysky, the nfost radical of the leading Communists on
military questions, included in the Theses he submitted to the
congress a demand for the reform of political activity in the

31 For the full text of the resolution ste VEP(b) v rez., pp. 344-51.

32 Geronimus, p. 115. ;
. .
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army ‘flyjy’li‘/‘nklng mlhtary pélitical'work as closely as possible

- with civilian party organizations—a suggestion obviously aimed

 at some formeof decentralization. Delegates from the political

k o departments of the Ukraine, of the South-West Frogt and
of Kharkov Province, presented Theses which contained a

demand not only for closer links between military and civilian
_party organiaations, but also for reforms designed to make the
party cell of each military unit the basis of all political work,
 and for a sys‘em of elected commissars.?? However, the con-
- gress, which was inesession during the Kronstadt revolt, re-
~affirmed the existing political system of control in the army and

 navy. Its resolution on military questions branded as ‘politic-
<« ally da‘ngero‘us and capable of evoking and strengthening the

. disintegration of the Red Army and therefore completely in-
admissible’ the demand of certain groups and individuals that
the political organization of the Red Army should be changed
by introducing elected commissars subordinated to the party
. cells. The resolution proposed that the Central Committee
should take ‘definite steps to ensure the complete elimination
of such disorganizing agitation’.3¢ Experience had proved in
1917 and 1918 with what rapidity the system of elected officers
led to disintegration of army discipline.

Thus, the military opposition had made little headway by
1921, so far as influencing party congress decisions was con-
cerned. Its importance lay in the fact that it united a powerful
 group of antagonists inside the Red Army against Trotsky.
~ This in turn enabled Trotsky’s enemies in the Central Com-
mittee; Zinoviev and Stalin, to build up support for themselves
inside the army. Stalin’s skill at the Eighth Party Congress -
has already been referred to. Zinoviev’s campaign in the
Baltic Fleet, in 1920 and early 1921, against the political
directorate of the flect is described later.?® By his conduct
_in the direction of the army, Trotsky had to some extent given
his enemies the opportunity which they sought. Intolerant
and often, tactless and domineering, he had no time for the
theorists, the caréerists, or the second rat®. = A latecomer to

32 Protokoly X, pp. 6746, 682-4, These Theses were apparently also supporteil
by the Workers' Opposition. :

34 Protokoly X, p. 620. This resolution was kept secret and not published until
1938—ibid,, p. 617, note. . b published unti
28 Sec Chapter X1V,
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the party, lacking the bond of the early days of struggle to
link him with the old Bolsheviks, he always tended to maintain
the distance of authority between himself and them. At all

times, and above all throughout the civil war, he regarded

the building up of the army and the winning of the war as a

job to be done. It absorbed all his cnergies, and left o time

for the consolidation of his own political positiors The result
was that, at the end of the civil war, it was among the young®r
party members within the army and the Red ‘commgnders,
the newcomers who perhaps instinctively recognized that the
building of the Red Army had been accomplished by him
almost single-handed, that his supporters were mostly num-
bered.2¢ - But by the time Trotsky’s position in thg army came
to be seriously threatened by his rivals for political power,
personal popularity with the party rank and file was of little
importance. The political machine within the army, which
he had himself created, ensured that those who now controlled
it at the top could easily neutralize any mass support on which
he might have relied. When once the control of the army
party machinery had slipped from his grasp, his positign in
the army was doomed.

There were also during the years of the civil war discussions
on military doctrine between Trotsky and the communist
military theorists which were of importance in that they

alienated from Trotsky the men who were later, under Stalin, -

to oust him and to become the main leaders of the Red Army
—men like Gusev, Frunze, and Voroshilov.?? In the war-

time debates on military doctrine Trotsky brushed aside the

new theories with contempt and impatience. Again and
again in his speeches of those years the refrain was the same:
this was ho time for theories, the practical problem was to
train an army of largely illiterate peasanss to handle a rifle,
to grease their boots, and to keep themselves free from vermin.

But in defending this practical point of view he placed himself
on the side of the conservatives and reactionaries—the side, °

incidentally, of tHe ex-officers—and became an opponent of

the more revolutionary elements of the party who wanted - -

38 Geronimus, p. 167. ]
37 Frunze was appointed Commissar for War. in' January 1925, but in fact
became the effective head of the army when he was appointed deputy to. Trotsky

in February 1924, -~ ~ S :
: (3
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For the time being Trotsky could be sure of his majority. The
disastrous failure of the Polish campaign not long before had

- been in part due to a mistaken confidence, which Lenin shared,

that the advance of the Red Army would start a revolution
in Poland. Lenin, who had profited by this experience and
who regarded the Frunze doctrine as right from the long-term
point of view, but wrong at the moment,*? was still there to
lemd his weight to Trotsky’s authority.

At the sam®time Trotsky’s defence of caution and conserva-
tism and his spirited attacks on a doctrine dear to all full-blooded
revolutionaries within the party and to many of the communist
Red Army commanders, inevitably lost him support. The
election® at the Tenth Congress of Frunze, Voroshilov, and
Gusev (the latter as a candidate) to the Central Committee
indicated their growing authority within the party. Frunze’s
views grew ®in popularity. Although his doctrine did not
officially prevail the following year at the Eleventh Party Con-
gress, yet he won a considerable measure of support shortly
before at a conference of Ukrainian army commanders, which
adopted a resolution on training in the Red Army based on his
princfples of the revolutionary offensive.® The time was not
yet ripe at the Eleventh Congress for the adoption of any
resolution in open opposition to Trotsky, but the ground was
already well prepared for the attack on his position in the

~army. It was not, however, by doctrines of world revolution

nor by ‘marxist principles’ that the Red Army was built up
into the outstandingly efficient machine it eventually became,
but by the more orthodox methods of intensive training and
stern discipline. 'When most of the old commanding caste of
ex-officers was eventually eliminated, it was not in accordance
with any revolutionary doctrine, but in pursuance of & general
policy of eliminating potentially hostile elements. But the
debates on military doctrine in 1920 and 1921 were much

more than mere academic discussions. They concealed a

struggle which was going on within the communist leadership
for the control of the army. The men whd were hoping to
displace Trotsky used the debates to rally supporters under the

42 According to Frunze himself,—see. quotation by A. S. Bubnov, the editor,

~in his Sochineniya, Vol. I, p. xxvi, ~ *

43 Trotsky, KVR, Vol. 111 (2) pp. 242 et seq.
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banner of an attractive revolutionary military doctrine.
Trotsky’s failure to realize this, or his inability to counter the
move against him, helped to bring about his eventual downfall.

The relevance of these disputes on military questions to the -

political history of 1920 and 1921 is threefold. In the first
place, the model of centralized political control in the army
was at the end of the civil war adapted to civilian life, with
momentous results. This, in turn, enabled Zinoviev aed
Stalin, by attacking an unpopular pohcy ausomated with
Trotsky, both to discredit him and to win support inSide the
party for themselves. Most important of all, the disturbance
caused in the party by the adaptation of the mlhtary pattern
of political direction to civilian conditions, gave ZinoViev and
Stalin their opportunity to undermine and then capture the

party apparatus
L]

‘s



. CHAPTER XIV
THE BEGINNING OF THE CRISIS

Lenin had succeeded in March 1920 in reconciling the many
teends of opposition inside the trade unions, at any rate to the
extent_of pefbuading the unions to approve his policy. But
the pr:acarious balance of forces which he had achieved was
disturbed by the intervention of Trotsky. In 1920, though

still retaining command of the army, Trotsky had turned his

, indefat?gable. energies to the critical situation on the domestic - |

front. With the rejection in February of his proposals for the
abolition of war communism, he seems to have drawn on his
army experfence and to have turned his thoughts not only to
increased discipline and improved methods of central control |
of industry, but also to the construction of some system by
which the hegemony of the proletariat over the peasants might
be made to work as successfully in civil matters as it had worked
in th® army. According to a scheme for a gradual transition
to a militia system which he put forward to the Ninth Party
Congress in March 1920, the territorial army was to be
co-ordinated with industrial centres in such a way ‘as to ensure
that the industrial nuclei, with their agricultural peripheries
drawn into their orbits, should become the basis for military "
units’, consisting of proletarian cadres whose military tasks
‘would be closely co-ordinated with the industrial life of their -
district. This system, though fully approved by the congress, |
was not, however, put into operation. By the following year,
. the majority of the party, including Trotsky, had cofe to the
conclusion that transition to a militia would be both ‘incorrect
and dangerous in practice’.? But Trotsky succeeded in 1920
in putting through an idea to which he attached great impor-
~ tance, the conversion of certain of the ‘military formations
into labour armies for industrial tasks. This involved more
than merely putting the soldiers to civilian tasks, since his
‘scheme in fact amounted to the total militarization of whole
. areas, with wide administratjve authority vested in each labour

YVEP(E) v rezi, pp.407-9; 465-7.
: 253 .-
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army command. The First Revolutionary Labour Army,
formed in the Urals by a decree of 15 January 1920, was given
limited authority over local administrative organs.® More-
over, as in the Red Army, the entire political direction was to
be concentrated at the top, cutting right across the existing
party organizations within the area controlled by the labour
army. It was an ambitious, though not a very successful
plan. Although the scheme never got so far, it was apparentby
envisaged by Trotsky as a part of the militariz8tion of entire
civilian life, with strict centralization of both political and
practical work within a series of large areas, each controlled
by the revolutionary council of the appropriate labour army.?
That such a project should have aroused opposition is hot sur-
prising, nor did the First Labour Army with its headquarters

‘in Ekaterinburg in fact ever succeed in capturing political

control from the existing party organizations.t Sthlin was put
in charge of the labour army formed for industrial recon-
struction in the Ukraine in February 1920. He followed -
exactly the same pattern of subordination of all political
activity to his central political department as did Trotsky in
the Urals.® This fact did not prevent him later from pSuring
contempt on the whole plan, in retrospect.

The labour armies were not a successful economic experi-
ment. From a vast apparatus there emerged a very small

“return. Trotsky, however, did not lose his conviction that the

methods which had proved their value in the army could be
successfully translated into economic life. His speeches and

writings during 1920 urge incessantly the need for strict military -

discipline in industry, for one-man management, for planned
control from the centre, and at the same time for development
of initiative, not in the form of interference by the ignorant

worker in management, but by easier premotion of the ablest

workers from the ranks into the administrative hierarchy.

No social organization [he wrote] except the Army has ever

f 4

~considered itself justified in subordinating citizens to itgelf in

2 For the text of this decree see Sist. sbornik, pp. 97-9. L :
3 See, e.g., some theses of the Central Committee on militarization of the

natiorial economy, reprinted from Pravda of 22 January 1920 in Protokoly IX, pp. 525
¢t seq., S 3

4qSee Dan, Doa goda skitaniy, pp. 45-6 (Wan was in Ekaterinburg at th
$ See Proletarskaya revolyuisiya, no. 3 (1940), pp- 169~-70. ,

in which it is not difficult to detect Trotsky’s inspiration, if not his hantjl ,
e time).

i
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such a measure and to control them by its will on all sides to
such a degree as the state of the proletarian dictatorship con-
siders itself justified in doing and does. . .. The young
Socialist state requires trade unions, not for a struggle for better
conditions of labour—that is the task of the social and state
organizations as a whole—but to organize the working class for
the task of production, io educate, discipline, distribute, groups

. . in a word, hand in hand with the state to exercise their

~ ®authority in order to lead the workers into the framework of a

singl«: econotnic plan.®

He was closely supported in his ideas by Gol'tsman, a prominent
trade union leader, who developed his proposals for the
emergeqce of a ‘workers’ aristocracy’, the creation in industry
of an officersclass composed of managers trained up from the
ranks. Gol'tsman’s idea was for a time also supported by
Lenin, as an,alternative much to be preferred to board manage-
‘ment. It was indeed a system which would have enabled
workers to have a stake in industrial management, without
endangering efficiency by dividing responsibility for manage-
ment between an expert and untrained workers sitting together
on asmanagement board. The main opposition to the idea
of the ‘workers’ aristocracy’ came from the senior trade union
officials, who possibly saw in it a threat to their own positions;
and also, to a certain extent, from the communist workers,
because it did not go far enough to satisfy their aspirations
for an immediate large measure of control over industry.
Zinoviev attacked the idea in the columns of the organ of the
International.?

During part of 1920 Trotsky also occupied the position of

People’s Commissar for Transport, and it was in the organiza-

tion of transport that a policy of militarization was most '
B . - - . - W
_ thoroughly applied in practice, and aroused most opposition,

the main odium for’ which fell on Trotsky. The critical con-

dition of this service by 1920 certainly called for stern measures.

8 See his Terrorism and Communism (published in May 1920), where these ideas
are fully developed, especially at pp. 130~2, 152. :

7 See his Sockineniya, Vol. VI, p. 344.. “The task of cdtnmunist workers in the
trade union movement’, he wrote, ‘cannot consist in the separating out and group-

‘ing apart of the qualified workers, who represent a minority in the working class,

For Gol’tsman’s views_see Pravda, 26 March 1920; on the ‘bloc’ between Gol’tsman
and Trotsky at the Ninth Party Congress and for Lenin’s views on the question,

. see Protokolp IX, pp. 164 (Lenin), 243 (Ryazanov), 210-12 (Trotsky). An extract
i from (}ol'tsmar;’s Pravda article i at p( 121‘1 ‘abid. » L (Trest) S

3
L)
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The inability of the railway shops to keep up with current
- repairs had drastically reduced the replacement of stock upon
which continued service depended. Over half the engines
were out of commission, compared with 17 per cent in 1913,
The railways had already since 1919 been organized quite
distinctly fram the rest of industry, and on a military pattern:
—the various departments under the People’s Commissar of
Transport were headed by single managers, with politicgl
commissars attached to them, though in many®instances the
commissar and the manager were, as in the army, fllsed in
one person. As in the army, all political activity was organ-
ized centrally, under a directorate (known as Glavpolitput'),
which cut across both the local and the trade unioft party
organizations. Early in 1920 water transport %as removed
from the control of the Supreme Council of National Economy,
and also placed under the People’s Commissar &f Transport
and under Glavpolitput’. Thousands of Communists were
drafted into the party structure subordinate to Glavpolitput’.?
This system of wholesale appointments from the centre, with
disregard in most cases for the views of local and trade union
party organizations, gave rise to considerable resen®ment
inside the party, which the assurance of the Ninth Party
Congress that Glavpoelitput’ was a temporary emergency organ,
and would in time fuse with the normal union communist
organizations and disappear,!® did little to allay., To many
members of the party the military pattern of political con-
trol adopted in the railways may have appeared as the thin
end of the wedge, the forerunner of the end of all independence
of local party organizations. Indeed Obolensky expressly
charged Trotsky (who did not refute the charge) with har-
bouring s secretly prepared plan to extend this system of

centralized political control to all the, main branches of

industry.!* The antagonism of both the union and the local
communist party organizations was further aroused by the
setting up in August 1920 (in spite of the protests of Tomsky

in the Central Gommittee of the party) of a Joint Central

‘Transport Committee (known as Tsektran) consisting ‘princi-

8 Evitsman, pp. 183-4. .
93,000 aﬁgx%y by the middle of May 1920—Ouhety, p. 29. This tendency

‘ increased as the demand of the army for poktical manpower decreased.

18 YVEP(b) vrez., pp- 3945, 11 Protokoly 1X, pp. 132-3. ’

L .
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pally’ of the members of the Central Committee of the Rallway
and Water Transport Workers’ Unions. The proposal to
create Tisekixan was adopted by a majority of the Central Gom-
mittee including Lenin, Zinoviev, and Stalin. The latter was
charged, jointly with Bukbarin and Krestinsky, with putting
the scheme through the communist ‘fraction’ of the All-Russian
Central Council of Trade Unions—no easy task.?* Tsekiran
eonsisted of twenty members, including Gol’tsman, and Trotsky
became its Bhairman. ,

It 3s not difficult to understand the union opposition to
this new committee: it cut across the authority of the All-
Russian Central Council ¢f Trade Unions and substituted
a LCHﬁ'&hZﬁd government control over the unions, in practice
exercised by Trotsky, for that hitherto exercised by the central
authorities of the unions concerned. There is little doubt
that TsektPan was rough in its methods and intolerant of
opposition. Above all, Trotsky made no attempt in his
administration of transport to win over the trade union leaders.
He made no secret of the fact that he intended as chairman
of Tsektran to use his full powers of redistributing officials
witllin the unions, even to the extent of threatening the re-
calcitrant with imprisonment.'* On the other hand, the
policy of dictatorial control of transport was the policy of
the Central Committee, and had been first put into effect
before Trotsky became People’s Commissar of Transport.
The political commissars appointed by Tsektran held office
with the authority of the government as a whole, and were

therefore entitled to the support of the government in their
‘actions. For one member of the Central Committee to
- exploit the unpopularity of Tsektran in order to discredit

another member of the Central Committee, primarily associ-

ated with 1t in thg popular view, was nothing but political ==

chicanery. Yet this was the pohcy openly pursued by Zinoviev
towards the end of 1920 and in the beginning of 1921, In
the pages of the Petrograd Pravda (which he edited) vitriolic =
articles attacked the system of compulsion over the workers
practised by Tsektran, such as its “police methods of dragooning

: 12Protoko!y L P 872, SR , 12 {bid,, pp. 372-3.
' ' | . :

- the workers from above with the’ help of specialists’. The - ‘
- same line of attack was used in speeches up and down the
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~country. Trotsky was not far wrong when later at the Tenth
Party Congress he characterized Zinoviev’s campaign as |
‘hypocrisy’: ‘It is not to be tolerated that one,man should
preach democracy among the workers and when it leads to
complications, say to another on the telephone “now, the stick
if you pleas¢, that is your speciality”.’ The commissars
working under Tsektran, Trotsky argued, were only carrying
out the will of the Central Committee, and Lenin himsel§ 3
had insisted on placing none but ‘tsektranists’ €n the Rail- E
ways Commissariat. Trotsky’s speech was punctuatdd by
applause.’* Among the ‘complications’ to which he referred
was the wave of industrial strikes at the end of February 1921
in Petrograd, which immediately preceded the Krénstadt
sailors’ revolt. ; ¢

Another aspect of Zinoviev’s campaign against Trotsky was
his attack on the political direction of the Baltic® Fleet, As
head of the Petrograd communist organization, he exploited
the dislike of the sailor Communists for the centralized political
structure in the fleet, which left no initiative to their local
political cells. A revealing account of this campaign was later |
published by A. S. Pukhov, based on archival records o? the
‘party organizations. It developed in the form of a conflict

" between the Petrograd Communist Party Committee, of which

Zinoviev was the head, and the political department of the
Baltic Fleet, Pubalt (which was subordinate to P.U.R., the
overall military political administration which Trotsky con-
trolled). Zinoviev was eventually successful in persuading the
sailors of the Baltic Fleet that they would gain by exchanging
one master for another or, at any rate, that the master they
did not know could- hardly be worse, and might be better,
than the. one they did—Pubalt and its commissars. The
conflict appears to have started at least yas early as March
1920, at which date the Petrograd committee was openly
urging the party organizations controlled by Pubalt to dis-
regard the latter’s authority. In November 1920 a formal .
demand that polisical direction over the Baltic Fleet should

be transferred to the Petrograd party was adopted in the
. Petrograd committee. The ‘abnormal relations’ between the
“Trotskyist direction of the fleet’ and the Petrograd com-

14 Protokoly X, p. 395.
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mittee, observes Pukhov, led to ‘loss of authority by Pubalt’
and encouraged the growth of ‘unhealthy tendencies among
the commutist masses’> On 15 February 1921 at a stormy '
meeting of party organizations of the Baltic Fleet, a resolution
was passed condemmning Pubalt and accepting the Petrograd
committee’s demand. A number of delegates also ‘demanded
abolition of all political departments in the fleet’. A fortnight
%ater the Kronstadt sailors revolted against the communist
party, Their revolt was not, of course, against Pubalt in
favour of the Petrograd committee, but against the -efitire
communist party. But the spectacle of open conflict in the
party leadership for twelve months before had beyond doubt
~played its part in encouraging the revolt. As in the case of
Tsektran, centralized political control in the fleet, independent
of the civilian party organization, had been introduced with
the full authority of the Central Committee of the party and
approved at successive party congresses. ‘This campaign, and
other similar campaigns dealt with below, can only be under-
stood as part of an attempt to break Trotsky’s authority, a
facg, which Pukhov (writing in 1930) no longer bothers to
conceal.’® Lenin did not in any way publicly dissociate him- -
self from Zinoviev’s campaigns against either Tsektran or Puball,
He may, however, have been instrumental in procuring the
passing of a resolution by the Central Committee on 12 January
1921 condemning the campaign against Tsekiran.'® But the
resolution does not in any case appear to have had much
effect. , ;
The charge against Trotsky that he wanted to ‘militarize’
industry in 1920, and that his policy in this respect differed
radically from Lenin’s, has been reiterated so often, not only =
by Soviet authors but by many who have written on the dis- =
putes of 1920 and 1921, that it is necessary to examine it with
some care. ‘The individual proposals and even methods that
he advocated or put through during his administration of trans- Sl
port undoubtedly represented the official policy of the party. =
‘The unpopular Tsektran had been officially set up by the
~Central Committee. If it was true that Trotsky wanted to

,‘.

. ¥%8ee Al S. Pukhov, ‘Kronshtads 1 baltiyskiy flot pered myatezhem 1921 goda" :
. in-Krasnaya letopis’, no. 6 (39), 1930, pp. 174-97. .
18:See Trotsky’s article “Tsektran’ in Pravda, 14 January 1921.
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incorporate the unions in the state machine, that was no more
than a resolution of the Ninth Party Congress in March
1920 had declared: ‘the trade unions . . . must graeually trans-
form themselves into auxiliary organs of the proletarian state’.*?
Again, while it was the case that Trotsky was ready to nullify
the machinery of electing union officials by the wholesale
infusion of reliable Communists, this too had consistently been
the policy of the Central Committee, reaffirmed at the Nintl®
Party Congress. His introduction of military Ihethodg into
the 'political organization of transport was also carried out
with the full approval of the Central Committee, and was a
continuation of the policy initiated in 1919. Nor is, there
anything to show that Lenin was not fully bghind these
decisions. On the other hand, as he had already shown in
his administration of the army, Trotsky was intolerant, devoid
of political tact, and careless of the repercussions of a policy
on his own political position or upon the stability of the party
dictatorship. Lenin early in 1920 had triumphantly steered
the unpopular one-man management through the party con-
- gress, and had yet at the same time retained the suppoyt of
the administrative talent of the trade unions. Trotsky in a
short time undid most of Lenin’s work. But the fault for this
ley not only with him, but with the faction within the Central
Committee, including Zinoviev and Stalin, who set out in the

course of 1920 to bring about his downfall.  They succeeded in

1920 to the extent that by the end of the year he was replaced
as Commissar for Transport by Emshanov. For this some of
the responsibility must attach to Lenin who at the critical
moment was either unable or unwilling to rescue him. Per-
haps in his heart Lenin in 1920 felt a closer kinship with the
political ctinning of the supporters of his policy like Stalin and
Zinoviev, than with the more brilliant, butttactless, outspoken
and politically inept Trotsky, and he may have been right,
from his own point of view. It was a critical time, and a false
step might have meant the end of communist power in Russia.

~ “Trotsky’, Lenin wrote later in his Testament, with express -

reference to 1920 and 1921, ‘is distinguished not only by his
" exceptional abilities . . . but also by his too far-reaching self-

confidence, and a disposition to be-too much attracted by =~ -

17 YKP(b) o rez., pp. 398-9.
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the purely administrative side of affairs.’® Trotsky himself
admitted that the criticism was fair.?®

‘But the attack on Trotsky for his policy towards the trade
unions was only one part of the struggle for power which was
taking place inside the Central Committee during 1920 and
1921. This struggle was waged primarily around the whole
question of the centralization of authority within the party,
®nd those who professed to oppose centralization emerged
victorjous, ohly to introduce a greater degree of centraliza-
tion than had existed before. \

By the end of 1919 virtually all authority in the Soviet state
was cqueentrated at the centre.  Not only had the local soviets
ceased to hgve any importance, but the local executive com-
mittees had become little more than officials under the orders
of the centre. Even at the' centre, the representative Central
Executive Committee, originally . intended to be the main -
legislative body to which the Council of People’s Commissars
should be responsible for its policy, had lost most, if not all,
of its importance. At the Seventh All-Russian Congress of
Sovjets in December 1919, the Mensheviks alleged, with
justification, that the Soviet constitution had completely
degenerated: the All-Russian Soviet Congress had not met
for over a year, instead of meeting once every six months; the
Central Executive Committee had scarcely met at all and had
barely debated or voted a single decree; all legislation was
conducted either by the Praesidium of the Central Executive
Committee, or by the Council of People’s' Commissars (the
two bodies were largely identical in composition) while in the
provinces there was the same atrophy in the local soviets.20

As the party extended its influence over the entire life of
the country and the central party authorities tendedd increas-
ingly to subordinate all local party activities to their control,
real power became concentrated in the Central Committee

- of the party. The Central Committee was elected at the party

18 Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia, p. 321. P

% See Trotsky, Stalinskaya shkola, pp. 40-1; ‘I think that these words correctly
characterize the very root of the dispute at that peried.’

20 See Vs. syezd. VII, pp. 23-4, 60-2,  Certain recommendations were made
at this congress with the object of improving the working of the machinery, but
they ‘were not in fact carried out and the position remained very similar at the

next Congress of ‘Soviets, in December 1920—see Vs. gyezd VIII, pp- 55-6, for | ol

. Dan’s proposed resolution in very much the same tefms as the year before.

' : . L]
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congresses, which during the early years were held annually,
‘Until 1922, at any rate, the Central Committee was forced,
to a varying extent, to moderate its policy to the temper of
the congress. The Central Committee elected at the Ninth
Congress in March 1920 consisted of the following: A. Andreev,
A. Sergeev (Artem), N. Bukharin, F. Dzerzhinsky, M. Kalinin,
L. Kamenev, N. Krestinsky, V. Lenin, E. Preobrazhensky,
K. Radek, Kh. Rakovsky, Ya. Rudzutak, A Rykov, I#
Serebryakov, I. N. Smirnov, 1. Stalin, M. Tomsk?, L. Tgotsky,
and G. Zinoviev, nineteen in all. In addition there were

twelve candidate members:—G. Petrovsky, E. Yaroslavsky,

M. Muranov, V. Milyutin, P. Stuchka, V. Nogin, S. Gusey,
1. Pyatnitsky, A. Beloborodov, P, Zalutsky, V. Molotov, and
I. Smilga. :
The Political Bureau (‘Politbureau’), destined before long
to become the main organ of party control, was ot in 1919
or 1920 independent of the Central Committee. Originally
set up in 1917, it had played no part as a formal organ of the
party, and was reconstituted by the Eighth Party Congress,
in March 1919, as a sub-committee of the Central Commjttee
consisting of five members with the responsibility of taking
urgent decisions which could not wait for the full committee
to meet. The members elected in 1919 were: Lenin, Trotsky,
Stalin, Kamenev, and Bukharin. Its resuscitation was greeted
with some suspicion in the party, especially by Obolensky.
But during 1919, 1920 and the first half of 1921, the Central
Committee still remained the main organ of party direction,
notwithstanding the fact that the influence of the Politbureau
necessarily increased during the absence on war duties of
many members of the Central Committee, which thus made
the frequent summoning of the full committee impossible.?!
The omission of Zinoviev from the PolitBureau in 1919 was
21 Thus, during the period March to September 1920, the Politbureau dealt
with 629 matters, as against only 99 dealt with by the Plesum; but between
September and December 1920 (i.e. when the civil war was almost over) the

Plenum was meeting fogr times a month and dealt with more than twice as many
matters as the Politbureau. After the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921

meetings of the Plenum became gradually less frequent. . In June-August the

Plenum met five times for 27 questions, the Politbureau 24 times for 264 questions, -
The figures for later months are similar—see Izvestiya T5.K., no. 22, 18 September -

1820; no. 26, 20 December 1921, ~During, 1922 the Politbureau became the
governing body, with the Central Committee meetings becoming more iofrequent
and dealing mainly with ratification of policy—see Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 402,
; . .
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not an indication that he lacked important influence. His
authority as virtual dictator of Petrograd was considerable.
Moreover, during 1919 and 1920 he was the main agent of
the Central Committee for questions of party organization,
and all important changes in this sphere were steered through
by him.

The concentration of political force at the top created fresh
fifficulties for the Central Committee. Its wide responsibili-
ties agd groxging appetite for power tended more and more to
make it interfere directly in the spheres of the local party
organizations. At the same time, in the absence of an adequate

‘appargtus, it lacked the means to quell the impatience and
opposition ghich its interference evoked. Until 1919 the
Central Committee had worked without a secretariat, and
without any personnel department to deal with party appoint-
ments. The death of Sverdlov, shortly before the Eighth
Party Congress in March 1919, upon whose memory and
organizational talent the Central Committee had been able to
rely, made a reconstruction imperative. - The congress accord-
ingly set up a Secretariat, with a single secretary, and an
Organizational Bureau of five (Orgbureau) to'deal with party
appointments, both to be responsible to the Central Com-
mittee. - The congress further declared the need for a deter-
mined struggle inside the party against bureaucratic methods,
so as to heal the rift between the communist masses and the
- party leaders, of which the first signs had appeared early in
1919.22  The implementation of the recommendations of this
congress and of succeeding party congresses and conferences
for remedying these ills became the responsibility of the @
Secretariat. But since the causes of these unhealthy signs in |
the party were deep rooted in a whole series of factors quite
beyond the control of any secretariat, its task of restoring .

. harmony in the party was far from casy. The Orgbureau, on

the other hand, as the department responsible for the moving

around of party members on an ever increasing scale, was
- bound to be unpopular.

Krestinsky was the first secretary appointed in March 1919.

- In the following year the number of secretaries was increased

to three. by the addition of. Preobrazhensky and Serebryakov.
o Ll %2 VEP(b) u rez; p. 352, :
' , :
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There was as yet no first or General Secretary, but owing to
‘the illness of both Krestinsky and Serebryakov during 1920,
much of the work fell on Preobrazhensky. The Orgburean,
as originally set up in March 1919, consisted of Stalin,
Krestinsky, Serebryakov, Beloborodov and Stasova. How-
ever, the composition of this body was variable and included
at different times Trotsky, Kamenev, Dzerzhinsky, and Rakov-
sky, until on 15 April 1920 its membership was ﬁ:éed as follows
Stalin, Rykov, Krestinsky, Sercbryakov, and Prcobrazhensky,
with Dzershinsky and Tomsky as candidates.?* All three
secretaries thus became members of the Orgbureau early in
1920. The interdependence of Orgbureau and Secrgtariat,
the absence of Stalin on war duties in the second half of 1920,
the weakness and insignificance of Rykov—alike contributed

to make the three, Krestinsky, Serebryakov, and Preobrazhen- k
sky, the real masters of the new apparatus. All were members
of the Central Committee.

In its power of making appointments within the party the
Orgbureau possessed what could be a most effective weapon for
dealing with discontent and unrest. By means of a systegatic
redistribution of party members throughout the country, it
could break up potential cliques before they had time to
gather strength, and exploit to the maximum, and on the
widest scale, the restorative influence of the more reliable
party members. It thus played in the civilian party organiza-
tion the part which corresponded to that of P.U.R. in the
army. The need for systematic redistribution of party strength
had already been laid down at the Eighth Party Congress in
‘March 1919.2¢ It was not, however, until the spring of 1920
that the Orgbureau had worked out a plan for such a redistribu-
tion involving 52 gubernii in all. Hitherto it had been carried
. out ‘as occasion demanded’. Moreover, it was only in March -

© 1920, at the Ninth Party Congress, that the Orgbureau had

been given the power to make all transfers and appointments-

in the party without reference to the Politbureau, except for
~appointments within the central apparatus.?® But a planned

redistribution of party strength depended upon an efficient
23 Otchety, pp. 27-8. 24 PEP(b) » rez., p. 354.

25 Protokoly IX, p. 330; Otchety, pp. 30,.31. The increased activity of the .-

Orgbureau at this period is shown by the fact that it was now meeting twice’ . .
daily on an average. ; -
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card index of all available members, the responsibility for

‘which rested with a special section of the Secretariat. Some

reorganization had taken place in this section during 1920, in
preparation for the major operation. But it had far from
completed its vital work of card-indexing. Only in September
1920 had a card index of party members been instituted

~grading members as: (1) most active and reliable; (2) promis-

ifig; (3) the rank and file,?¢ and even this remained incomplete.
According t?n Molotov (not an impartial witness on this
question since it was he who replaced Preobrazhensky in 1921),
the indexing up to 1 July 1921 was only planned to cover
30,000432,000 party members,2? nor was it until the autumn
of 1920 thatgthe first attempt had been made, at a conference
of guberniya party secretaries, to introduce a uniform system of
records in Igcal party organizations. Indexes of members in
the provincial party organizations, on which the central index
must necessarily have depended, were only instituted in January

- 192]1.%8

By September 1920 the Orgbureau had dt‘éalt with transfers

“of oyer 25,000 party members. It was an unpopular opera-

tion, in spite of the Central Committee’s assurances that trans-
fers of party members were ‘as a general rule’ devoid of any
punitive character, and intended merely to implement the
party congress resolutions.? This major redistribution aroused
much antagonism in the provinces. The comparatively mild
and conciliatory Krestinsky attempted to meet this opposition
by carrying out his transfers in consultation with, and on the
recommendation of, the local organizations.3® He claimed
that his policy had been successful. But the Orgbureau, by
1921, had probably hardly scratched the surface of a task
which the more energetic successors of Krestinsky ahd Preo-
brazhensky were evehtually to complete. ‘
During the same period the Secretariat, under Krestinsky
and Preobrazhensky (Serebryakov was absent through illness)
was vainly endeavouring to deal with discontent in the party.
In 1921 the problem would be tackled with.more ruthlessness
and thoroughness than these men, both of a comparatively -

26 Jzvestiya 75.K., 1o, 22, 18 September 1920. L 27 Pravda, 21 July 1921
28 Spravochnik I, p. 54, pret \ 29 Otchety, p. ‘Ita.y '
.. *® Otehety, p. 66; and see Spravochnik, I, p. 79, for }ghe instructions signed by
920. ‘
. ' T,\\ b4
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tolerant and compromising temperament, were either able or:

willing to bring to it. They saw the solution in terms of

discussion, persuasion, exhortation, compromise,®and concilia-

tion. Preobrazhensky made no secret of the fact that he -

regarded freedom of discussion as one of the prizes of victory

in the civil war. ‘This possibility of greater freedom of .-

criticism represents one of the conquests of the revolution,’
he wrote in Pravda on 22 January 1921, in an article in which
he reprimanded some organizations, and especiilly the Petro-
grad organization, for their ‘exaggerated’ tone of criticism.
Nor was he alone in his view, since until the end of 1920, at
any rate, many members of the Central Committee gaw the
solution of the crisis in the party in terms of incregsed freedom
of discussion.

The Secretariat grew rapidly in 1920. Its staff increased
from 30 in 1919, to 602 by February 1921. In the autumn
of 1920 a secret cipher department was set up, to enable it to

maintain direct contact with the local party organizations.?! . k

The Ninth Party Congress in March 1920, when it increased
the number of secretaries to three, laid down a policy of gloser
contact between the centre and the local organizations, of
increased propaganda, and encouragement of independent
local party activity.®? Judging by its reports for 1920, there
is little doubt that the Secretariat fully shared the opinion that
more discussion, more guidance, more contacts with local
workers would cure the discontent of the rank and file. But

-

the directives of the party congress were easier to lay down

than to implement: for one thing, communist practice, what-
ever its theory, did not conduce to free discussion in the party,

and there were constant complaints in the provinces during

1920 of*victimization of those who were inclined to criticize
official policy.3® Moreover, there is an®unreality about the
reports prepared periodically by the Secretariat which suggests
that it had failed to grasp the magnitude of the problem
with which it was confronted. On the very eve of the trade
union discussion which at the end of 1920 and early in 1921
split the party into many hostile groups, it reports in the name

of the Central Committee: ‘Thus none of those ideological -

31 Lzuestipa Ts. K., no. 22, 18 September 1920. 32 VEKP(b) v rez., pp. 404-7.

33 Izoestiya Ts. I{., no.t29, 7 March 1921. ’ B ‘
. P :
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. rifts between party and trade unions now exist, the dissensions
‘on ther management of industry have «disappeared as well as

the dissensions in the sphere of central and local administra-
tion.”’3* It was in fact already apparent by July 1920 that

-the problem of discontent inside the party was far from solved.

~~The situation was not made any easier by the antagonism

~ which had grown up between Zinoviev and Preobrazhensky.

e The whole question of healing party discontent was discussed
at a special Party conference in September 1920, at which
both the Democratic Centralists and the Workers’ Opposition
were strongly represented. In addition to the official report
presented by Zinoviev on behalf of the Central Committee,

“Sapronrov, on behalf of the Democratic Centralists presented

a minority report. He demanded freedom of discussion within
party organs as the only means of uniting the sundered ranks.
On behalf of the Worker’s Opposition Lutovinov called for the

immediate putting into practice of the widest possible workers’ .

democracy, complete abolition of the system of making appoint-
ments (to posts supposed to be filled by election), the strictest
purge of the party and, above all, the emancipation of the
high®t Soviet and trade union organs from excessive inter-
ference by the Central Committee of the party. Zinoviev

~did not apparently oppose these suggestions.?® The party

conference in the end worked out a new charter for party
democracy which, on the face of it, completely accepted the

#

demands of the opposition. It represented a continuation of

the policy of conciliation and compromise which Krestinsky
and Preobrazhensky had been pursuing. Its resolution called
for equality for all within the party and an end to the system
under which privileged bureaucrats ruled over the rank and
file by edict. ‘Inner party discussion was to be developed to

~ a much wider extens than hitherto, both locally and centrally.

Though recognizing the necessity in ‘exceptional cases’ for
appointments by the centre to be made to posts required to

- be filled by election, the resolution enjoined the Central
- Committee to use the method of recommendation, rather than

appointment.  In no circumstances should transfers of party

:: Otchety, p. 45:a report for the period up to 15 September 1920.
See. Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p, 494. cf Aleksandrov, pp.:29-30, for an account

~ based ‘on-the official record of the proceedings of this Conference. This record,

(:,’h‘ is very rare, has not been available.
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workers take place as a punitive measure ‘against comrades

on the grounds that,they hold different opinions en. one -

question or another.’3® .

The report of the Central Commiitee prepared by the
Secretariat for the Tenth Party Congress the following March
claimed considerable success in the carrying out of the direc-
tives of the September conference. The practice of appoint-
ments to posts supposed to be filled by election, declarad
the report, had been reduced, repressions agains®oppositionists
inside the party had ceased, party officials had beend ‘com-
pulsorily returned to work among the masses’. There had
been a ‘sharp change’ after September, in that complaints of
victimization against oppositionists had become ‘cimpara-
tively rare’. Above all, success was claimed for the policy
- of permitting free inner party discussion and criticism, which
it stated had been put into practice on a very wide scale.
These discussions had led to a reduction of the strength of
the opposition, said the Secretariat in the name of the Central
Committee. Moscow was characteristic in this respect. The

Moscow Guberniya Party Conference in November 1920 had

included a very significant and ‘extremely hostile’ oppotition
group consisting of three-fifths of the delegates.. Three months
later this same organization was ‘healthy and united’, with
an opposition forming no more than one-sixth of its members.?

It is not easy to assess the weight to be attached to this
- report as evidence of the value of free discussion, since the
policy towards party opposition was radically changed after
the Tenth Party Congress, and the system of free discussion

was therefore never given a fair trial. It is true that the

secretaries responsible for this report had in the past shown a

tendency to view the state of the party in a more favourable -

light than the facts warranted. On the other hand, experience
had hitherto shown that the most bitter opposition within the
party could in the end be ironed out by full and free discussion
of the issues concerned—the case of the Left Communists in
1918 was one inStance, and, more recently, Lenin’s tactical

36 See VEP(b) v rez., pp. 411-16; for the published resolution. Inan account

of this conference Preobrazhensky stresses that, in spite of criticism, it was charac-

terized by its complete unity and solidarity—see Izvestiya T5. K., no. 24, 12 Octoker

1920, r

37 Izvestiva Ts. K., no. 29, 7 March 1921.
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triumph on the issue of one-man management. More recently
still, at the Moscow Guberniya Party Conference, at the end of
November 1920, Lenin had succeeded in smoothing over an
actual split, when the Workers’ Opposition group broke away
and held its meeting separately from the rest of the conference.
The committee newly elected at this Moscow conference
included members of the opposition group, yet it ultimately
passed a resolution condemning separate groups and cliques.

At the padty conference in September, Zinoviev, as spokes-
man Of the Central Committee, had not opposed the sugges-

-tions of Sapronov. He was, however, successful in accomplish-

ing the main task with which he had been charged, the setting
up of Control Commissions, which were eventually to prove
an effective’remedy against opposition within the party after
the policy of permitting free discussion had been abandoned.

“The centrfl and local Control Commissions, composed of

the ‘most impartial comrades enjoying universal confidence’
were instructed to examine all complaints and to deal with
them, however trivial. Nothing was laid down about their
legal powers. Dzerzhinsky was appointed to the Central
Corftrol Commission, but left it after a very short time.
Preobrazhensky also became a member, though he was
replaced within a few months by Sol'ts. - The third member
was Muranov. A separate Control Commission was set up
for Moscow. Owing to the shortage of living accommodation,
the privileges which leading party members had acquired for
themselves had created special circumstances in the capital.
An instruction on the Control Commissions issued by the
Central Committee emphasized that they had been set up for
the sole purpose of dealing with questions of breaches of party

- ethics, and to help to heal the unhealthy state of thg party.s

‘Throughout 1920, Zinoviev constantly strove to exhibit him-
self as the champion of party democracy against every form
of tyranny. His campaign in Petrograd against the political
direction of the Baltic Fleet, and his attacks on Tsektran were
a part of this activity. At a Petrograd Party Conference on
4 October 1920 he welcomed ‘healthy criticism’ in the party,
which could only help to keep it ‘absolutely pure’. At the

38.-Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 642. i
9. VEP(b) vrez., pp. 415-16; Izvestiya Ts. K.; no. 26, 20 December 1920.

.



270 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

same time he blamed the military authorities, ‘especially
certain ones at the top’ (i.e. Trotsky) for the discontent in the
party. By the end of the year Zinoviev was holding out
promises of a new era of freedom in the All-Russian Congress
of Soviets.

We will set up a more intimate contact with the working
masses, we will organize meetings in barracks and camps and
factories, and the working masses will then . . . immediatelp
understand that it is not just a joke when we say #hat a new era
is about to dawn, that at the first opportunity of drawing.breath
freely we will transfer our political meetings to the factories. . . .
We are asked, what do we understand by worker-peasant democ-
racy, and I reply: nothing more nor less than what was®under-
stood by it in 1917. We must restore the principffe of election
to worker and peasant democracy. It must be understood that

new times call for new songs. It must be madeglear that if

hitherto we have been repressing our organizations, if we have
all been denying ourselves what should be the most elementary
democratic rights of the workers and the peasants, the time for
this has come to an end.*?

It would have been understandable had the concilistory
policy of the three secretaries, in the face of growing unrest
within the party, exasperated the more determined members
of the Central Committee, such as Tomsky, Stalin, or Zinoviev,
whose views on opposition within the party were perhaps of a
less tolerant nature, whatever Zinoviev may have said. But
it was not for its inefliciency, or tolerance, or inaction that the
Secretariat, or rather the Orgbureau, was eventually attacked.
Tt was attacked for what were said to be its dictatorial methods
and its self-seeking lust for power. Moreover, the division in
the Central Committee on the question of the Orgbureau was
now openly advertised to the entire party—with Tomsky,
Zinoviev, and Stalin shown to be on the side of those who
opposed the secretaries’ tyrannical methods. In December
1920, Zinoviev had said in the communist fraction meeting of
the Eighth Congsess of Soviets, “There are a few individuals
among our .comrades who sometimes imagine that all our

40 For the Petrograd Conference see Perogradskaya Pravda, 5 October 1920;
for Zinoviev’s speech at the Soviet. Congress in December, see Vs. yezd VIII,

p- 324. For a forceful attack on this speech see Smilga, Na povoroie, a pamphlet
written for the Tenth-Party Congress. . - .

o ‘o . : i : 8
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institutions might, if you please, be replaced by the Orgbureau.
Then, don’t you know, all would go smoothly and quickly,
everybody would just have to obey their masters’ orders . .
and government work would be very simply distributed: the
Orgbureau decides and all other institutions just carry out its
orders. We will not stand for this?’#* The Central Com-
mittee at the instance of the three secretaries discussed this
attack on 30 December. The result of the voting, which was
published in&he party organ, disclosed a clear alignment within
the Central Committee which had, beyond doubt, been form-
ing for some time past. For one resolution, fully supporting
the Orgbureau, and ‘accepting full responsibility for it’ there
voted? Andreev, Bukharin, Preobrazhensky, I. N. Smirnov,
Trotsky, Rykov, Serebryakov, Krestinsky, Rakovsky, and
Dzerzhinsky. For the second resolution, in more frigid terms
of approvalyet ‘seeing no need to reconstitute the Orgbureau’
there voted: Tomsky, Zinoviev, Stalin, Petrovsky, Kalinin,
and Rudzutak.4? Lenin was apparently not present at the
meeting. '

A campaign for democracy, emanating from Zinoviev, was
notYikely to carry conviction with the shrewder party members
who saw through it without difficulty—the wittier speakers
could always raise a laugh by quoting some of Zinoviev’s
~ choicer utterances in the defence of freedom. But the cam-
- paign served its purposes. First, it discredited Trotsky and
- his dictatorial methods. Next, it helped to win support for
. the faction within the Central Committee which had ranged
~ itself against the alleged dictatorship of the Orgbureau—~Stalin,
- Zinoviev, Kalinin, and the trade unionists Tomsky and
- Rudzutak. = Above all, by undermining the authority of the
- three men who controlled the unpopular party apparatus—
' Preobrazhensky, Krestinsky, and Serebryakov—it paved the
.~ 'way for the capture of this apparatus by new men at the next .
- Party ‘Congress. But while Zinoviev thus held out these

" promises of party freedom, Lenin dropped a strong hint of the

. _course which the future was to take. In Jne of his speeches
at the Moscow Guberniya Party Conference in November 1920
he formulated his views on opposition, and sounded a note of

41 Zinoviev, Partiya i soptizy, pp- 106-7.
"? Lzvestiya Ts. K, no, 27, of 27 January 1921.
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warning. There was much that is justified and healthy in
the opposition, he told the conference. At the same time,

when opposition becomes opposition for opposition’s$ake the time
has come to put an end toit. . . . It is not only freedom of
criticism that must be considered, but also its content. It is
time to say that, having regard to our experience, we must make
a whole list of concessions, but we must also tell ourselves that in
future we will not tolerate the slightest deviation in the directione

of cliques. 42 )

\J

But when does opposition become ‘epposition for opposition’s
sake’ or a ‘clique’® The new party leaders; who with Lenin’s
help were to rise to power a few months after these wbrdg were
spoken, had no difficulty in answering that question. The
men whom they displaced were none of them of the calibre
or temperament to carry out the ruthless measures gvhich were
now considered necessary to put an end to opposition. Their
downfall in March 1921, and the rise of the men who replaced
them, heralded a new era in the political history of Russia.
But before these changes took place a revolt at a plenary
meeting of Tsektran at the end of 1920 led to an open spli in
the Central Committee of the communist party.

48 Lenin, Vol. XXV, pp. 493-6.



. CHAPTER XV

OPEN DISSENSION
IN THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE

® The trade, union Communists had never accepted the deci-

sion tp orgaflize transport on military lines. The unpopularity
of Tsektran was only equalled by that of Glaspolitput’, with its
rough and ready methods of moving around any Communist
it chgse as occasion demanded. However, the new system
“did bring about some slight improvement in the catastrophic
transport situation which had been reached by spring 1920.
Aware of jhe unpopularity of its policy among the union
Communists, the Central Committee of the party at. first
attempted to placate them with resolutions. ~One such resolu-
tion, passed in September 1920, stressed that the Central
‘Committee rejected any ‘petty interference’ in the internal life
~of ghe unions, and that Tsektran and Glavpolitput’ were to be
regarded as temporary organs, destined to fuse with the normal

" union machinery and to disappear.? It is unlikely that the
~union Communists found this very convincing, though it was
.“true that in some instances this fusion of the Glavpolitput’,

Tsektran, and normal trade-union officials was beginning to
take place both at the centre and in the provinces.? But it
was not an easy task to put through a policy of the most
determined dictatorship, while at the same time keeping up the
“appearance of avoiding undue interference in union affairs.
It was a diplomatic game quite beyond the impatient directness
of Trotsky, who was mainly responsible for the® relations
between the Central Committee and the railway-workers’ and
water transport unions. Zinoviev’s campaign for party demo-

cracy and the knowledge in party circles that he could be

2 The percentage of locomotives out of repair fell from 60 per cent in the

‘ :‘ spring to 58 per cent in the early autumn and the repair programme was carried
. outin the early autumn in excess of the number planned. See E. Preobrazhensky, -
. Trekhietie okiyabr'skoy revolyutsii, pp. 10-11.

2 Spravochnik, 1, p. 120; cf. a circular letter on the same lines isstied by the

¢ ¥ Secretariat; quoted in Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. VI, p. 601.

/. ®Report-of the Central Committee for period ending 15 September. 1920,
- Otchety, pp. 40-1." F periog ending eptember ,
: S ,’,273‘ : 4
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relied on to champion an attack on Trotsky in general, and

on Tsektran in particular, could not have rendered Trotsky’s
problems much easier. By November the situasion in the
trade unions had become explosive.

Matters came to a head at an All-Russian Trade Union
Conference, which opened on 2 November 1920. Trotsky
bluntly disclosed his intentions. His speech emphasized the
need for a wholesale reorganization of the unions by appoint-®
ment, and not by election. “We have built and r@built Soviet
state economic organs,” he said, ‘smashed them, and then
rebuilt them once again, carefully selecting and checking the
various workers, and their various posts. It is quite obvious
that it is necessary now to set about the reorganizgtion of the
unions, that is to say, first of all, to pick the directing personnel
of the unions.’*

Trotsky’s speech evoked immediate protest from Tomsky,
then chairman of the All-Russian Central Council of Trade
Unions and a member of the Central Committee of the party.
Tomsky was no doubt aware that in an attempt to overthrow
Tsektran he could count on support from at any rate some
members of the Central Committee. He was also sure of
backing from the spokesmen of the rank and file, who were dis-
contented with the ‘bureaucratic bosses’. Though little inter-
ested in the personal conflict between Trotsky and Zinoviev,
they were only too ready to join in condemning ‘bureaucracy
in the guise of Tsektranism’.® As a result, a collision between
Tsekiran and the union Communists became inevitable, On
8 November Tomsky decided to raise the question of the rela-

- tions between the two at a meeting of the Central Committee,

and attacked Tsekiran. He was supported by Lenin, who
blamed Tsekiran for having alienated the trade union Commun-

"ists.  Lenin’s speech in the Central Committee is not preserved,

but his views appear from what he wrote a short time later: ‘if

the party quarrels with the trade unions, then it is the party’s

fault, and this is certainly the end of Soviet power’.® He at
[ ]

¢ For tizis extract from Trotsky’s speech see' Tomsky’s speech at the Tenth
Party Congress, Protokaly X, p. 372; for Lenin’s views, see Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII (1},
pp. 22-5. ’

5 See e.g. an article by Lutovinov on this Trade Union Conference in Vestnik -

truda, no. 2, December 1920, pp. 11-14,
§ Lenin, Vol. XXVT, p. 100.
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once drafted 2 report in strong terms for adoption by the -
communist ‘fraction’ of the All-Russian Trade Union Con-
ference, which was still in session. This report, as Lenin later
admitted, was too violent in the terms in which it attacked
Tsekiran, and it caused a sharp difference of opinion in the
Central Committee. In an attempt to overcome this disagree-
ment, in which Trotsky ard Lenin were ranged on opposite
sides, a group consisting of Kamenev, Tomsky, Bukharin,
Serebryakoi';, Sergeev, Dzerzhinsky, Radek, Krestinsky, Rykov,
‘and Zinoviev met together to work out a compromise. They -
prepared by a majority a draft resolution which proposed
that Zinoviev should replace Lenin as the Central Committee
speaker atghe Trade Union Conference; that he should present
a ‘businesslike and not a polemical report’; and that the dis-
agreement within the Central Committee should not be openly
discussed in the party. Trotsky inquired whether the members
of the Central Committee who held a minority view could
express their opinion in the ‘fraction’ meeting of the Trade
Union Conference. He was told by the Central Committee
that this would be ‘undesirable’. The proposal of the Zinoviev
_group was then adopted by the Central Committee against
- the votes of Trotsky, Andreev, Rykov, and Krestinsky; Preo-
brazhensky abstained.? Zinoviev was thus put in charge of -
the difficult situation which had arisen at the Trade Union
Conference, and he alone was to be permitted to speak at
this conference in the name of the Central Committee. If
the solution adopted was intended to heal the breach which
had arisen between Trotsky and Lenin in the Central Com-
mittee, it is difficult to think of a less suitable candidate than
- Zinoviev for the handling of the thorny question of Tsektran.
On the following day the Central Committee met again,
It now had before it rival theses on the whole trade union
question, prepared by Lenin and Trotsky. The Central
Committee was fairly evenly divided on these: eight voted
for Lenin’s, and four against. Seven voted for Trotsky’s,

; '*g‘ and eight against. Sixteen members of the Central Com-

_ mittee were present.® - A draft resolution intended for adop-

. tion by the communist ‘fraction’ at the All-Russian Trade

Union Conference was then passed, by eight votes to six.

7 Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII%(i), p. 28. 8 Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 624.
e B .
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Since it was designed to placate the umion Communists, its
terms contained a concession to their point of view.

It is necessary to wage a most energetic and systerfatic struggle
in order to eradicate the degeneration of centralization and of
militarized forms of work into bureaucracy, self-conceit, and
petty officialdom and interference with the trade unions, Healthy
forms of militarization of labour will be crowned with success
only if the party, the soviets, and the trade unions succeed in®
explaining the necessity of these methods, if the 'Qountry_ is to
be saved, to the widest masses of the workers. . . . :

The draft resolution went on to recommend that Tsektran
should ‘increase and strengthen the normal methods of prole-
tarian democracy within the unions’.? A commissien was also
set up by the Central Committee, under the chairmanship of
Zinoviey, charged with the duty of working out means for the
wider application of democratic practice in the unions; for the
encouragement of their participation in the control of produc-
tion; and for a re-examination of the whole question of the
employment of specialists. No member of the Central Com-
mittee, except Zinoviev as the chairman of this commissign,
was to be allowed to publish or to speak at any party meetings
on the question of the trade unions.’® Apart from Zinoviev,
the commission as appointed included Tomsky, Rudzutak,
Rykov, and Trotsky. Trotsky refused to serve on it. He
Jjustified his refusal on the grounds that the question of trade
unions was one of long-term importance and could only be
solved by way of ‘ideological work on a mass scale’, and also
because he would not serve unless he was given equal oppor-
tunity with others, i.e. Zinoviev, to voice his views in the
press.1* It is understandable that Trotsky should have
declined t& leave his reputation in the trade unions in the
hands of a commission of which the chairman had not
hesitated to attack him publicly in the past. Morcover, he
could neither control what the chairman might say outside -
the commission, nog would he be allowed to contradict him. .
But Trotsky’s refusal to co-operate on the commission did help
to precipitate an open split in the Central Committee.

10 gﬁ?ﬁ%&"éﬂg‘&i{z% Vol. VI, p. 606; Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII (1), p. 419.

" 1Y Tyotsky, O zadachakl profsoyuzov, pp. 15-21. *

.
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The Central Committee had thus on 9 November expressed
no decided preference between the views of Lenin and Trotsky - -
on the funstion of the trade unions. Indeed, although these
views as formulated in their respective theses subsequently
gave rise to much controversy, there was not in reality very -
much difference between them on basic principles. Neither
for a moment contemplated control of industry by the trade

“®unions, independently of the party, or any relaxation of party

contipl ove? the unions. Both emphasized the need for the
strictest discipline and for the application of methods of com-

pulsion. But where Lenin’s theses are a masterpiece of diplo- .
matig understatement, Trotsky’s are a defiant challenge: this
is what prgletarian goverment means, he scems to be saying;
it is not particularly pleasant, but it is the only way to win
through. Lenin’s theses are an appeal to the trade union

masses, by a half-promise of freedom: Trotsky’s appeal is to . ‘

robuster instincts, by teliing the union Communists the worst,
A fewcontrasting passages may serve to illustrate this difference.

In the workers’ state . . . [says Trotsky] the parallel exist-

&nce of economic organs and of trade union organizations can
only be tolerated as a temporary phenomenon:. . .. The
thoughts and energies of the communist party, of the unions,
and of the government organs must be directed towards fusing
in the more or less near future economic organs and trade
unions. . . .

In Lenin’s formulation the idea was expressed as follows:
“The rapid fusion of the trade unions in the state would be a
great political mistake. . . . The trade unions are already
at present carrying out certain state functions’, and ‘these
state functions will gradually increase’. But he rejected ‘any
artificial speeding up of the tempo of fusion of state and
unions’. The difference between the two men is particularly
apparent in their respective treatment of the question of
compulsory methods. As he had often done in the past,
Trotsky quite openly urged militarization®and compulsion as
the normal methods of the proletarian state. Even to differen-
tiate between so-called military methods, and so-called trade
union methods such as propaganda or the teaching of
self-reliance, was nothing but ‘a Kautskyite-Menshevik-S-R

Ty ;
. . i
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prejudice’.  In Trotsky’s view, in a workers® state there could
be no better method for inculcating self-reliance in industry
than militarization. The same vexed question is tseated much
more cautiously by Lenin: “The principal method of the trade-
unions is not compulsion, but persuasion—though this in no
way prevents the unions, where necessary, from successfully
applying the method of proletarian compulsion. . . .> Finally
Trotsky had openly urged the need for central party controle

o

over union appointments, but Lenin now seeme® to promise

some freedom to the union Communists in this matter.

It is necessary to put into practice in the unions, before all
else, election on a wide scale of the members of all organs®f the
trade union movement, and to eliminate the method® of appoint-
ment . . . Theselection of the directing personnel of the trade
union movement must, of course, take place unders the overall
control of the party.12

The theses did not define ‘control of the party’. To Lenin
this undoubtedly meant the Central Committee; the union
Communists may have been led to hope that it meant their own
party cells inside the unions.

Trotsky both in his theses and in his speeches and articles
at this time made much use of the phrase ‘productive
democracy’. This had little to do with democracy in the sense
of self-government, but meant at most ampler discussion by the

- communist workers without any interference in actual manage-
ment; and, as in the army, an opportunity for all to rise by their
merits in a strictly disciplined organization. His lavish use of
this term, ‘democracy’, has however given rise to the completely
unfounded view that he was at this period advocating some
form of figedom for the workers from the dictatorship of the
party.’® What he did advocate was something more on the

12 Lenin’s original theses have not been preserved, but they were the founda-
tion for the ‘Platform of the Ten’, as it became known, the official programme at
the Tenth Party Congress, from which the quotations are drawn. This is re-
printed in Zinoviev, Parfiya i sopuzy, pp. 9-32.  Trotsky’s original theses are

to be found bid., pp. 354-60. .

13 Thus, e.g., Rosenberg at p. 153: ‘Although Trotsky showed great caution
in formulating his proposals in detail, his purpose was clear: the restoration .in
Russia_of working-class democracy by means' of the trade unions. If a million
trade unionists seized control of production and economic life in general (the
idea of productive democracy here makes its appearance) there would be an ng
to the dictatorship of the communist party.’ But Trotsky advocated nothingJof
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Tines of the “Workers® Aristocracy’ of his friend and colleague

Gol'tsman during 1919, in an attempt to outbid the senior
trade union efficials. Thus, in a further set of theses prepared
some time after, Trotsky urged the ‘flow of fresh creative
power from below . . . the flowering of the most gifted sons”
of the proletariat. The obstacle to this he saw not in the
masses, ‘but .in the more conservative sections of the trade
#tinion  bureaycracy’.** In the army Trotsky had once, by
the regruitmeht of Communists on a mass scale from among the
more promising soldiers, swamped the opposition of the army
party bureaucracy. He no doubt hoped now, by encouraging

- a flow of new Communists from the ranks of the workers, to

. -
replace the gecalcitrant trade union leaders by more malleable

men. His principal anxiety was summed up in his conclusion
that discontgnt would continue so long as industrial production
was not increased, and to this end steps must be taken to ensure

_that ‘comrades Tomsky and Lutovinov and the comrades who

are used to working by military methods should find a common
language’.15  Past experience had, however, shown that what
Trofsky meant by this ‘common language’ was that the trade
union leaders should learn to submit to military methods.
The Zinoviev Commission on the trade unions, without
Trotsky, but enlarged by the addition of four trade unionists,

. Andreev, Lozovsky, Shlyapnikov, and Lutovinov, immediately

set to work. At the meeting of the communist ‘fraction’ of
the All-Russian Trade Union Conference on 9 November,
the Central Committee’s conciliatory resolution was adopted,
after heated discussion, by a majority of two hundred, with
twelve abstentions.*® It was Zinoviev’s first, and last, success
at conciliation. Hatred of Tsektran was too strong for any
freely negotiated compromise with it to last. - In the first week
of December at a meeting of the enlarged plenum of Tsektran,
the communist representatives of the water transport workers
together with a large number of communist railwaymen left
the conference room as a protest. On 7 December in the

the sort. It was the Workers’ Opposition which advocated control of production

" by the trade unions, and there is certainly no evidence of any sympathy with their

views on Trotsky’s part at any time,
14 From Trotsky’s theses for the Tenth Party Congress; see Zinoviev Partiya i

- soyuzy, pp. 249-50.

18" Trotsky, O zadachakh profsoyuzos, pp. 21-2,
16 Zinovievy Sochineniya; Vol. VI, 1’).p6%6. :
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Central Committee Zinoviev now demanded that Tsekéran

should be abolished, that the political directorate of transport

(Glavpolitput’) should be disbanded, and that the orgamzatlon
of transport should be assmulated to normal trade union
organization. Faced squarely with the question of the imme-
diate dissolution of Tsekiran, it was inevitable that the Central
Committee should split into the two factions which had been
forming within it for some time past. Lenin, bagked by Stalit:
and Tomsky, supported Zinoviev, and together they urged the
immediate abolition of Tsekfran. By a vote of eight to seven
the Central Committee refused to adopt this drastic course,
and accepted instead a compromise resolution propgsed by
Bukharin. This advocated the immediate abodition of the
unpopular political directorates, but proposed to leave Tsektran
in power until February, when a new Tsekiran woyld be elected
at a congress of railway and water transport workers. Bukh-
arin’s proposal also included an important concession to the
union rank and file. It insisted that all candidates for union
positions should be selected ‘not only for their political reli~
ability, but also for their industrial talents, their administrgtive
experience, organizational ability, and practical proof of their
interest in the material and spiritual welfare of the masses’.?
The hand of Trotsky, who supported this resolution, is clearly
to be seen in this sentence. Lenin’s characterization of the
compromise as a ‘scrap of paper’ was not far wrong, since it
was immediately rejected by the dissident water transport

Communists, who now defied the communist party by resigning’

from Tsektran on 9 December.18

Lenin laid the blame for the deadlock between the trade 7

union Communists and the Central Committee, and for the
consequent split in the Central Committee, squarely on Trotsky.
He maintained that Trotsky’s refusal to serve on the trade union
commission headed by Zinoviev had made the split inevitable. *?
He also repeatedly reproached Trotsky for having unneces-
sarily antagonized the trade union leaders, such as Tomsky
and Lozovsky, by his attitude on the trade union question.2°
Lenin still believed that not all the ground gained by him at the

17 Otchety, pp- 47-9; Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII (1), p. 29.

18 iid,, p. 28. 19'ibid.
2 See €. g a specch at the end of January 1921 Lenin, Vol XXVI, pp 97-108.
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Ninth Party Congress in March 1920 had been lost, and that
the trade unionists, if properly handled, would still be prepared
to co-operate with the Clentral Committee. He was never
“tired of emphasizing that the party had not paid enough
" attention to some theses which Rudzutak, a leading trade
unionist, had proposed to, and which were in the end accepted
by, the All-Russian Trade Union Conference in November.
"Phese theses had emphasized the need for the strictest work
disciplige, and for the closest co-operation by the unions with
the central organs. They had also dwelt on the educational
mission of the unions, both in the improvement of work disci-
pline apd in the struggle against bureaucratic methods—all
matters neargto Lenin’s heart.2! But in his praise for Rud-
zutak’s theses, Lenin omitted to mention that at the very same
conference the same Rudzutak was also demanding that the
unions should take ‘at any rate a part of the control ofindustry

- directly into their own hands’.?? This was suspiciously
“close to the demand of the Workers’ Opposition,  which
Lenin was always the first to condemn in the most stringent
termg as ‘anarcho-syndicalism’.  Evidently, the trade union
. leaders were not all quite so ready to accept the surrender

- of trade union independence as Lenin hoped.

Trotsky in turn blamed the deadlock between the unions
- and the Central Committee on Zinoviev’s immoderate attacks
~on Tsektran.*® That Trotsky’s lack of tact in handling the
‘unions had contributed to the crisis is clear. On the other
hand, had the Central Committee, and in particular Lenin,
given their own creature, Tsektran, honest backing, the crisis
could perhaps have been overcome. What made any com-
 promise solution impossible was the knowledge inside the trade

. unions that the Central Committee was not united+on the

- question of Tsektran, Zinoviev’s well-known hostility against

- this body and his general championship of democratic methods
' had made it clear that some members of the Central Committee
- would back the unions against Trotsky in a demand for the

. immediate abolition of Tsektran. '

-~ Bukharin’s compromise move to save Tsekiran had thus
failed, and the Central Committee was therefore divided on

21 Rudzutak’s theses are printed in Lenin (1), Vol. XVIIT (1 4

22 Quoted by Larin in Diskussionnyy listoF, !(10).’2, p3 (), pp. 234,
3-See Zinoviev’s speech on the subject, Partiva ¢ sgyuzy, p. 88,
; : L . : | y D
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the question of the immediate abolition of Tisekfran. On
Trotsky’s side were ranged the three secretaries, as well as
Andreev, Bukharin, and Dzerzhinsky—exactlysas they were
to be three weeks later in the vote on 30 December on the’
subject of the Orgbureau, to which reference has been made
in the last chapter. That Trotsky and the three secretaries
were thus aligned together was probably due less to ideological
affinity, than to the fact that they were the objects of two
aspects of the same campaign. (Even the profecutiog at the
trials of Trotsky’s former supporters in 1937 and 1938 did
not allege any bloc between Trotsky and the three secretaries
at this early date.)?* Zinoviev’s attack on Tsektran Aand his
championship of democratic methods against Trqtsky had pro-
ceeded side by side with his intrigues against the masters
of the party apparatus, Krestinsky, Preobraghensky, and
Serebryakov. '
The split in the Central Committee made an open discus-
sion in the party of the issues involved inevitable, in the
absence of any other method for determining which faction
was to have the upper hand in the Central Committee Jo be
~elected at the forthcoming Tenth Party Congress, in March'
- 1921. The debate lasted in full vigour for two months.
During this time the question of the policy to be pursued
towards the trade unions filled the press and formed the main
subject at innumerable party rallies, conferences, and meetings
As shown above, the dissensions which led to the great debat
~ arose partly as a result of a difference of opinion between
~Trotsky and Lenin on the best tactics to be adopted in putting
through a policy of strict control of industry, on which in
principle they were both agreed; and .partly as the result of
' personal conflicts within the Central Committee. It soon
became apparent that there were wide sections of the party
to whom the trade union question was one of subordinate: =
interest only. They welcomed the opportunity for free debate,
and used it to ventilate deeper grievances: the dictatorship = -
of the Central Committee and the stifling of local initiative.

24 The accusation of forming such a bloc in October 1921 for treasonable
activities, which was also said to include Radek, was only made against Krestinsky
in 1938, but not against either Serebryakov or Radek at their trial in 1937. Nor

. was Preobrazhensky who in 1938 (if still alive) had been in prison for y
either brought to trial or called as a witness to support the accusation.
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Taced with this menace to their authority, the members of the

Central Committee became more united, more ready to sink
their differenges and to join to eliminate the common danger;
while their opponents, aware of the solid front against them
in spite of personal dlsagreé*ment in the Central Committee,
developed their criticism with increasing bitterness.
The ground for free party discussion had to some extent
adready been prepared by the Secretariat’s policy of allowing
debate on thesVexed question of the relations between the rank
. and file and the party leaders. Lenin was, however, reluctant
to allow an open ventilation of the question of Tsekiran and the
trade unions. Nevertheless, in spite of the fact that the Central
‘Commlttee iny resolved to permit free discussion on the
trade union issue on 24 December, it had already been widely
debated in party circles since 9 December, when the breach
which had atisen inside Tsekiran was revealed by the resigna~
~ tion of the water transport workers. According to his own
= account, which was corroborated by Zinoviev, Trotsky suc-
. ceeded in persuading Lenin that an officially sponsored discus-
~sion rmght have the effect of drawing away support inside the
trad® unions from the Workers’ Opposition. He maintained
that by laying stress on the vital réle of the trade unions in
production, the best €lements in the party could be attracted

of a political opposition. The demand of the Workers” Oppo-
sition for the control of all industry by the unions was a
powerful magnet to the dissatisfied union Communists. Lenin
rightly appreciated that the possible loss of some of his sup-
porters in the party to Trotsky was a far less serious threat to -
the authority of the Central Committee than that presented
by the Workers’ Opposition. Trotsky’s theses were,accord-
ingly published in pamphlet form and the party discussion
officially opened.?® Trotsky is apparently right in his assertion
that he did not, before this decision of the Central Commxttee
openly voice his views.

. The great debate began with a meetin in Moscow on
30 December in the Bolshoy Theatre.  The trade union Com-
munists were represented in strength, and the entire communist

25 Protal:ob: X g 396 ihid., p. 872; for Trotsky’s theses see Zmov:ev, Partwa
929, pp. 354+

‘away from the temptation to use the trade unions as the fulecrum =
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‘fraction’ of the Eighth All-Russian Congress of Soviets, then
in session, was also present, The main feature of the meeting
was the debate between Zinoviev and Lenin on ghe one hand,
and Trotsky on the other. But other trends of opinion were
also revealed at this meeting. Bukharin and Shlyapnikov
produced theses of their own on the question of the trade
unions, and Nogin and Ryazanov also presented joint minority
reports, expressing their views on the question.?6 All these
theses and ‘platforms’ and some others were sfon afterwards
printed in the pages of Pravda. After opening in Mésc%w, the
discussion passed to Petrograd and to the provinces.

In all eight ‘platforms’ appeared in the course of the debate.
In addition to Trotsky’s theses and those of Lenjn and Zino-
viev, which became known as the Platform of the Ten (the
other signatories were Tomsky, Rudzutak, Kalinin, Kamenev,
Lozovsky, Petrovsky, Artem (Sergeev), and Staltn),?” no less
than six other ‘platforms’ were made public in the first weeks
of January 1921: those of Bukharin, of the Workers’ Opposition,
of the Democratic Centralists, and of small groups formed
around Nogin, Ryazanov, and Ignatov.?®  Only three survived
to be discussed at the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921 the
Platform of the Ten, the theses of Trotsky, and the theses
of the Workers® Opposition.  The views of Nogin, Ignatov, and -
Ryazanov were little more than personal opinions. The Demo-
cratic Centralists also did not represent any wide sections of
opinion, and they were anxious at all costs to prevent a split. -
in the party. Their leading spokesmen in this debate were
Obolensky, Sapronov, and Bubnov—all former Left Com-
munists, (Bubnov was a candidate member of the Central

28 A verbatim account of this debate was printed early in 1921 in a pamphlet -
entitled ‘O roli professional’nykh soyuzov v proizvodstve—doklady tt. Zinovieva
i Trotskogd, rech’ tov. Lenina, sodoklady tt. Bukharina, Nogina, Shlyapnikova
i zaklyuchitel’nye slova tt. Trotskogo i Zinovieva na soyedinennom zasedanii :
delegatov VIII Syezda Sovetov, V.Ts. B.P.S. i M.G.S.P.S.—chlenov RKP,
30 dekabrya 1920 g’ A selection of articles, theses, speeches etc. on the subject.
of the trade unions also appeared early in 1921, edited by Zinoviev (Partipa
Sopuzy). .

yg"'ys)cq Zinoviev Partiya i sgyuzy, pp. 9-32, for the text. . )

28 For Bukharin's theses, which were also signed by Larin, Preobrazhensky,
Serebryakov, Sokol'nikov, and Yakovleva, see Partiya i sgpuzy, pp. 371~7; for
those of the Workers’ Opposition see ibid., pp. 361-70; for 'the theses of th
Demaocratic Centralists, see Lenin, Vol XX V], pp. 373~6; for those of lgnatov
see ibid., pp. 576-8. Nogin's views will be found i an article “Dolzhny li profes
sional’nye soyuzy byt’ neytral'nymi po otnosheniyu k sovetam?’ reprinted in
~Partiya i soyuzy, pp. 50416, , :
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" Committee). The Democratic Centralists regarded the trade
union crisis as only an aspect of the general crisis within the
party caused by over-centralization. In their opinion there
was little difference between the views of Trotsky and Lenin,
which they regarded as merely ‘two tendencies of one and the
same group of militarizers of the national economy’. They
considered that party discontent could be obviated by com-~
promise and by more respect for the principle of party
democracy. But at the Tenth Congress in March they refused
to be s&parately represented on the praesidium, and withdrew
their platform, leaving their supporters (who were only a
handful) to vote as they thought fit.?* The Democratic -
Centrafists had no sympathy with the Workers’ Opposition.

e In spite of some identity of views on over-centralization in

the party between the two groups, the Democratic Centralists
were essentidlly intellectuals, whereas the Workers” Opposition
was entirely proletarian. The Democratic Centralists were
. therefore perhaps more ready to be appeased by promises
contained in party resolutions. The Workers’ Opposition
was more interested in practical results. i
THhe theses of the Workers® Opposition carried the signatures

' of leading Communists in the Metal-workers’ Union, headed

* by Shlyapnikov; of the Miners’ Union, headed by Kiselev;
- of some other trade unionists and industrial officials; and of
~Chelyshev, a member of the Central Control Commission.
They recalled that the programme of the party enjoined that -

the trade unions ‘must achieve actual concentration in their * =

i - hands of all management of the entire national economy’.
. They accordingly now demanded that control over industry
_should pass to the trade unions, and that it should be exer-
~cised by a central organ specially elected by the_ unions,
grouped according to branches of production. Within indi-
vidual undertakings, control should be vested in an elected
workers’ ‘committee, subordinated only to the trade union
organization next in the hierarchy. Inside the unions, the
principle of the election of officers must in®all cases prevail.
- Clearly, therefore, this policy was aimed at breaking the power
of the Central Committee of the party and even of the local
party organizations over the unions. If once it lost its pewer
29 Protokoly X, pp. 7,-370. ‘ k
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of appointing union officials and the members of union com-
mitfges Fhe central apparatus would not be able to put its
policies into practice through the agency of suitably selected
obedient party members, irrespective of the views of the union
‘fractions’. There was, however, nothing in the theses of the
Workers” Opposition to suggest that, within the all-powerful
unions envisaged by them (in which the Communists in 1921
formed a small and unpopular minority), anyone other thag
members of the communist party was to have %ny influence.
They did not propose that the workers should be giVen an
opportunity by free elections to choose their representatives
from other parties if they so desired.

Bukharin’s theses, which were published in Pra%da on |
16 January 1921, justly earned Lenin’s taunt that they had »
been written without any thought. Somewhat inaccurately
known as the ‘buffer’ or ‘compromise’ theses, the views of
Bukharin and his co-signatories went a long way towards
advocating a system which would ultimately have left little
room for the central party organs in the control of the trade
unions.  They rejected any form of party appointments to the
~ trade unions, and demanded that all union nominatior® to

- posts on the economic directorates of the Supreme Council of
National Economy should be binding on the party. It is
plain that this did not represent the real convictions of the
signatories. For within a few weeks of the publication of
their theses they were won over by Trotsky, whose ideas
on the question of party control were of a different order.
Trotsky’s theses, prepared for the Tenth Congress, which were
fundamentally the same as his earlier theses, were now also =
signed by Bukharin, Andreev, Dzerzhinksy, Krestinsky, Preo-
brazhensky, Rakovsky, and Serebryakov—all members of the ..
Central ‘Committee; by Pyatakov and Kon, both prominent
members of the Ukrainian Communist Central Committee;
by a number of leading trade unionists, including Kossior and
Gol'tsman; and by a few well-known Moscow Communists,
such as Larin, Sekol'nikov, and Yakovleva. Bukharin now
_threw union independence overboard. He and his co-signa
. tories fully endorsed Trotsky’s views that the solution to the
trade union question lay in the combination of two methods:
fusing the unions as soon as possible in the state apparatus on
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the one hand; and developing what Trotsky called “productive
democracy’ on the other, i.e., encouraging the emergence in
the militarized industry of an aristocracy of the most talented
workers to replace the existing party bureaucracy of officials.
Thus, as had happened in the army, both central control by the
party and work discipline would be strengthened, but prospects

- would be opened up to the more talented rank and file to rise

én the hierarchy.3® The proposals were designed to steal some
of the thundsr from the Workers’ Opposition, against which
Bukharin and Trotsky were now firmly united. Indeed, in
view of the zeal with which Bukharin attacked the Workers’
Opposition in debate at the Tenth Party Congress it would
seem that hie was anxious to disclaim any sympathy with
_their policy, which his original theses may perhaps have
suggested. ;

Thus, at®the beginning of 1921, the Central Committee
was united against the Workers” Opposition (which no single
‘member supported) but at the same time divided into two
factions, the formation of which had already begun in 1920.

" Lenin and Zinoviev headed the supporters of the Platform of
~ the®Ten. The Platform of the Ten started with the over-
 whelming advantage of carrying Lenin’s approval. In the

many public meetings organized at the end of December 1920
and early in January 1921 it soon became evident that Lenin’s
views were quite sure of a majority in the party in any
representative vote taken on the subject. In some instances
meetings, after voting by a large majority in favour of
Lenin’s policy, nonetheless also passed a vote of confi-
dence in Trotsky.®!  But though Trotsky could still command
a good deal of personal support, the prestige of Lenin made -

a' majority vote against him at any party meeting yirtually

- *unthinkable.

But the dispute on the trade unions was of secondary import-
ance compared with the personal struggle, aimed at the control

- of the party apparatus, which was in progress at the same time.

- Zinoviev now made an important move in this struggle, which.

was fully endorsed by Lenin,?2 and was crowned with success. - £

30 Text in VKP(b) v rez., pp. 800~10, Ve
#1 See e.g. Pravda, 4 February 1921. : :
82 Protokoly X, p. 546. -
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On 3 January 1921 the Petrograd party organization which
he headed, took it upon itself to issue an appeal to all party
organizations. This appeal called for electionssto the forth-
coming Tenth Congress to be conducted on the basis of the
various platforms on the trade union question. It drew sharp
public protests both from Trotsky and from the Moscow party
organization, which resented this attempt by Zinoviev to take
upon himself the leadership in what was supposed to be a free
debate. An even sharper rejoinder followed fitym the Petro-
grad Communists. There was, however, more behind this move
than appeared at first sight. By forcing the election of delegates
committed in-advance to the support of this or that programme,
the signatories of the Platform of the Ten con;pellea their
adversaries to crystallize into open opposition groups, and
also, incidentally, in the absence of secret voting at party
meetings and conferences, forced all party members to reveal
their affiliations. On 12 January 1921, the Central Com-
mittee by eight votes to seven approved the election of delegates
to the congress by platforms. Trotsky, Bukharin, Krestinsky,

Dzerzhinsky, Serebryakov, Preobrazhensky, and Andreev ™

voted against. The resolution adopted also stressed ®the
importance of the fullest freedom of discussion.

The first fortnight of open discussion had revealed the
cleavage in the Central Committee, and the personal anta-

gonisms behind it which extended beyond the issue of the

trade unions. The Central Control Commission, appalled
by the relations between members of the Central Gommittee
disclosed by the incident, decided to intervene. This Com-
mission (first set up in September 1920) retained, during the
early period of its existence, a certain degree of independence
and coyld not, in January 1921, be manipulated by rival
factions of party intrigue. In an appeal to the Central Com-*

 mittee, the Control Commission deplored the fact that the

discussion had been taking the form of personal conflict and
attacks, and of ‘irresponsible criticism’; it went on to say that
‘the impression wds being created that even within the Central

Committee itself there was no unanimous opinion on such
exhibitions’. The Control Commission accordingly proposed .
' that*the Central Committee should: take the discussion in i
| hand, rather than leave it to the Pet

ad party organization, .
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and try to lead it along more dignified lines.?* Lenin’s public -
participation in the discussion had hitherto been confined to
one speech, on 30 December, at the meeting in the Bolshoy
Theatre. Although it was generally known that he had not
wanted a public discussion, and viewed its progress with alarm
and distaste, he does not appear to have attempted to restrain
the form which his supporter Zinoviev had chosen to give to it, .
sany more than he attempted to restrain the attacks on Tsektran
and the Orglfireau. Now, probably as the result of the Control
Commission’s intervention, and its rebuke to Zinoviev, he
once more entered the discussion. In an article and a pamph-
let he called for more conciliation and more tact. With more
regard for jprecept than for practice, he once again rated
Trotsky soundly for antagonizing the union leaders, and
blamed him for starting the discussion by refusing to serve on
the Zinoviev conciliation commission. 34
But although Lenin had not wanted the discussion, and
- took comparatively little part in it, he was, at any rate, deter-
mined to utilize it to the utmost to create a unified party at the
: engl of it. To Zinoviev the discussion was a welcome oppor-
tunity to continue the campaign against Tsektran and Trotsky
‘which he had been waging for some time. As Trotsky said
- later: ‘Every village now knows what Tsekiran is. It is a kind
of animal which takes away the grain, it has a stick in its hand,
and does not allow the workers to breathe freely. And then,
when the worker is tired out, Tsekiran offers him vinegar in
place of the milk which comrade Zinoviev has at his disposal.’3s
The part played by Zinoviev during these months was not an
attractive one. But he was a weak man, and a demagogue’
liable to be carried away by his own oratory. It may be that
much of the responsibility for his conduct must fall onshrewder:
men, who did not hesitate to use him as a cat’s-paw. Stalin,
on the winning side from the first, took little public part in the

83 Texts of the Petrograd resolution, with replies and rejoinders’ and the -
account of the -Control Commission’s. intervention are geprinted in Protokoly. X
pp. 777-83, 847-8. . ‘ v

81 See ‘Krizis partii’ published in Pravda on 21 January 1921; and ‘Eshche raz

o profsoyuzakh, o tekushchem momente, i ob oshibkakh tovarishchey Trotskogo .

"1 Bukharina’ on 25 January—Lenin, Vol. XXVI, pp. - 113-45. " For Trotsky’s "

§c211y ‘Est” raznoglasiya;’ no k- ‘chemu - putanitsa?’ see Pravda -of 29 January |

25 Protokoly X, p. 358.
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campaign beyond one modest article.?® But he was active
behind the scenes. ‘Not only in Petersburg under comrade
Zinoviev,’ said Rafail, a Democratic Centralist, at the Tenth
Party Congress, ‘but also here, in Moscow, instead of military
communiqués . . . we have communiqués of the party front
under the supervision of that military strategist and arch-
democrat, comrade Stalin.’*? Trotsky campaigned with the
vigour which always characterized him in debate. Tos
Zinoviev he showed no mercy. But a personhl loyalty, in
which he had not wavered since 1917, restrained him fom
any attacks on Lenin. Besides, he fully identified himself
with the hostility of the entire Central Committee to the
Workers” Opposition and other critics of centralizationin the
party. Indeed, at the first opportunity, he readily joined with
Lenin in attacking them in public.3® To the members of the
Workers® Opposition in turn, the policies of Lenin and Trotsky
with regard to the trade unions had always appeared as a dis-
tinction without a difference.®® But, though far from united
among themselves, the leaders of the communist party were
“induced by the threat to their own position, to accept in the
spring of 1921 the new policy of the party—the creation of
unanimity by the forcible elimination of critics.

Indeed early in 1921 the need for unity in the Central .
Committee, if it was to survive in power, was grave. Its
precarious position was further shaken by a rather dramatic
development in the Workers’ Opposition, which had been until
now a somewhat colourless trade union movement. None of
the signatories of the theses in January had either the per-
sonality or the ability for national leadership, or any particular
talent in debate. They were an easy prey to the combined skill
of Lenin, Trotsky, and Bukharin. But in the course of the
‘debates in January and February 1921 a forceful and colourful
‘personality, Alexandra Kollontay, joined the Workers’ Oppo-
‘sition and the movement became transformed. Kollontay,
"who since her excursion into left communism in 1918 had

3¢ ‘Nashi raznoglasiy;’, Stalin, Vol. V, pp. 4-14.

37 Protokoly X, p. 101, -
38 AftotheySec,ogd Miners’ Congress on.22-24 January 1921—see Protokoly X,
125, 854. Over a quarter of the communist.delegates to this congress voted

‘ fxf faveur of Shiyapnikov’s resolution—61 out of 229; 137 voted for Lenin, 8 for

‘| Trotsky. . See Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 636.
gt };&Y Kollontay, The Workers® bppmtwn,’ pp. 37, 48.
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been devoting her energies to the harmless subjects of free .
love and communist family life, now threw herself whole-
heartedly into the discussion. Although hardly cast for the
réle-of a national leader, she was a brilliant speaker and a
‘debater of considerable force, and her personal charm added to
her powers of persuasion. Her close friendship with Shlyap-
nikov gave extra zest to her advocacy of his views. In her
ohands the somewhat dry doctrine contained in the Workers’
Oppogsition gheses (of which she had not been a signatory)
was transmuted into a general criticism of the communist
régime, with a potentially much wider appeal than the theses,
which were addressed mainly to communist trade unionists.
Hatréd of the privileged commissar, anger at the suppression
of initiative by the party hierarchy, and dislike of the bureau- -
cracy, were all issues which were troubling much wider sections.
of the parfy. In January and February many Communists

were leaving the party in disgust, according to the Control

Commission.® Kollontay’s views were expressed in innumer- .

able speeches up and down the country, and in a vigorous

pamphlet which she was allowed to publish early in March
19%1 just before the Tenth Congress.# - That her agitation

was effective is evident from the tone of the attacks on her

writings and speeches delivered at the Tenth Congress by

Lenin and Bukharin, when compared with their milder and

more academic strictures on the doctrine propounded in the

original theses. Proletarian in outlook and origin and Bol-

sheviks of old standing, the Workers’ Opposition leaders now
heard with genuine dismay and astonishment the accusation
made against them by Lenin and other members of the Central
Committee, both shortly before and at the Tenth Party Con-
gress, that their criticisms of the party’s shortcomings were.

a compound of menshevism and of petty bourgeois ideas.

40 See two articles by Sol’ts in Pravda of 6 and 21 February 1921.
4 Entitled Rabochaya -oppozitsive. - According ‘to’ Kollontay' it was officially

- ‘published, ostensibly in an edition of one and a half million copies; according A,
~ to a staterent printed on the cover:  But only 1500 coples were in fact published” - -

‘and that with difficulty’—Protokoly X, p. 103. The rarity of this work in ‘the

Russian version rather supports Kollontay’s statement.. The pamphlet is freely

available in’the English and Geérman versions published abroad in 1922, afier

the condemnation of the Workers’ Opposition at the ‘Eleventh Party Congress

. in March, ' (Kollontay maintained ‘that these foreign translations and publica-
tions took place against her will.) , : i
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Bukharin even discovered in Kollontay traces of ‘disgusting,
sentimental Catholic beastliness’.*?
Nothing could have been less ‘petty bourgeqis’ than the
views of Kollontay, as expressed in her pamphlet. The kin-
ship of her views with menshevism (she had been a Menshevik
.until 1916) was limited to the fact that the Mensheviks, until
their voices were stifled, likewise criticized the dictatorship
of the communist party. But the Mensheviks, unlike thee
Workers’ - Opposition, supported the participSion in the
government and in industrial management of all W(;I‘keI‘S,
and not merely of the minority who were members of the
communist party. Kollontay emphasized that the trade
union dispute was only one aspect of a much gravgr préblem, o
the loss of faith by the communist party in the mission of the o
working class. Bourgeois principles were beginning to soil
party policy as set out in the programme, and she saw the
beginning of this process in the rejection of collective industrial
management in favour of one-man management by specialists.
Organization of industry by the workers was the ‘essence of
Communism’. The party, she asserted, was dominated by
middle-class elements and by the peasants. The percentag®of =
workers in vital posts scarcely exceeded seventeen.?® No one
had gained from the revolution except the peasants, and the
party leaders were becoming estranged from the masses.
“The workers ask—who are we? Are we really the prop of the
class dictatorship,-or are we just an obedient flock that serves
as a support for those who, having severed all ties with the
masses, carry out their own policy and build up industry with-
out any regard to our opinions and creative abilities under the
~reliable cover of the party label?’#* Kollontay demanded, as
did the Workers’ Opposition theses, control of industry by the
unions. and local administration by the workers. But she
~added an important new point. She attributed the origin of
* the stranglehold of the bureaucracy on the life of the country

42 Protokoly X, p. 327. i o
48 This figurc was Dased on an analysis by Tsyurupa. cf. Shlyapnikov’s

detailed analysis of figures for 1922 which gives a very similar result, in an article
: puiblished on 18 Japuary 1924, reprinted in M. Zorky, (ed.) Rabachaya oppozitsiya,
v at po 149, - X :

L ate ollontay, The Workers® Opgosition, p. 23: The quotations in the text are
takenlérom the rather inadequate English translation. - ‘The Russian original has -

not peen avaﬂab}c,
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‘to the party s fear of criticism, its ‘heresy hunting’, its stifling
of initiative and of discussion. “There can be no self-activity .

manifests itself not only in initiative, action, and work, but in -
" independent thought as well.’¢® The only way of curing
 bureaucracy was by reverting ‘to that state of things, where
_all cardinal questions of party activity and soviet policy are
"o submitted to the consideration of the rank and file and only
after that ay? supervised by the leaders. . . . There is nothing
more. frightful and harmful than sterility of thought and
standards of routine.’4®
The charge was to be made later that Kollontay, and the
. Workers’ Qpposmon genel ally, were at this date openly aiming
. at a split in the party, i.ec., the settmg-up of a new party in
opposmon to the (Jommumsts There is not a word in her
- pamphlet,’or for that matter in any of the Workers’ Opposition
. speeches at the Tenth Party Congress or elsewhere, to support
~this view. The emphasis throughout is that the party as a
whole will ultimately see the justice of the criticism of the
Workers’ Opposition, and that through such criticism it will in
tfe end be saved from degeneration. ‘The Workers’ Opposi-
tion alone’, Kollontay wrote, ‘will not and must not com-
promise. - This does not, however, mean that it drives to a
~ split. Even in the event of defeat at the Congress, it must
- remain in the party and step by step stubbornly defend its
point of view, save the party, and clarify its class lines.’47
> 2And again, only those will fall out who attempt to evolve
L “into principles our temporary deviation from the spirit of the
_ Communist Programme, which was forced upon the party by
~the prolonged Civil War, . . . All that part of the party
which has been accustomed to reflect the class point of view

- without fr«;edom of thought and opinion, for self—act1v1ty

- of the evergrowmg giant proletariat will absorb and digest
everything that is wholesome, pract1ca1 and sound in the

Workers’ Opposition.’48 e
In preparation for the forthcommg congress the Workers’

Opposmon now put forward, in addition t their theses on the
‘trade unions, a draft resolution embodying its somewhat drastic =

- ; rccommenddtxons for restoring the party to health This called

48 3bid.; pp. 59, Y61,
4 zbzd: Pp- 62—3

2 48:4bid.; pp, 54-5,
LA ibia’., B 48.
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for a radical purge in order to eliminate all the careerists and
those who, without being either proletarians or poor peasants,
had Jomed the party after the October Revolutign for what
they could get out of it.  The resolution demanded that manual
work should be made compulsory for all party members,
irrespective of their offices. Unless medically exempt, every
party member should spend three months in each year at such
work. Finally, it called on the party to recognize the righty
of party members to complete freedom of criticigm and dis-
cussion ‘upon the compulsory condition that the directiVes of
all higher party authorities are carried into effect’.®

The arguments of Kollontay were thus strictly limited in
their appeal to the communist party. For instance, they nade
no demands for any relief to the peasants; on the coﬁtrary they -
voiced the hostility of the town proletariat towards the com-
paratively more prosperous peasantry. Nor did they in any"
form criticize the domination by the communist minority over
the majority of the proletariat. 'The fundamental weakness of
the case of the Workers’ Opposition was that, while demanding
more freedom of initiative for the workers, it was quite content
to leave untouched the state of affairs in which a few hundr®d
thousand imposed their will on many millions. ‘And since
when have we [the Workers’ Opposition] been enemies of
komitetchina [manipulation and control by communist party -
committees], I should like to know?’ Shlyapnikov asked at the
Tenth Party Congress. He went on to explain that the trade
union congress in which, as he and his followers proposed all’
control of industry should be vested would ‘of course’ be com-
posed of delegates nommated and elected ‘through the party
cells, as we always do it.” But he argued that the local trade
" union cells would ensure the election of men qualified by
expenence and ability in place of those who are ‘imposed on us
‘at present’ by the centre.®® Kollontay and her supporters had
no wish to disturb the communist party’s monopoly of poli-
tical power. But they did not admit the necessity of adopting
the Central Comméitee’s methods of preserving it.  In spite =
of the popular appeal of many of their points, there was never
a time when the Workers’ Opposition was anywhere near win-
ning a,majority in the party W1th more susceptible aud1ences,

42 Text in Jorky, pp. 244-50. 50 Protokoly X, p. 391.
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- such as the young officer cadets at the army schools, Alexandra
Kollontay could occasionally gather a large following.’* But
in the numgrous party meetings the votes for the Workers’
Opposition platform were almost invariably a long way behind -
the votes secured by the Platform of the Ten.®2 Lenin’s:
prestige was still too high to be shaken by criticism of the
Central Committee, however telling.

o There was nothing in the aim which the Workers’ Opposi-
tion set itselfyWhich was inconsistent with what had been party
policy‘hitherto. In the past, ventilation of differences inside
the party had helped to preserve unity. No one early in 1921

" denied that the party was far from healthy. Bureaucracy,

~abuse®of pgwer and privilege, and the indifference of some

 leaders to the masses were only too obvious. There was

- therefore nothing in any way improper or inconsistent with the

~party rules’in the fact that the Workers’ Opposition sought

to play the part of a critical group within the communist
party. But before the Tenth Party Congress concluded its
deliberations on 16 March, two events happened which sealed

- the fate of free opposition and criticism within the Russian

- cofimunist party: the revolt of the Kronstadt sailors against
. party dictatorship, and the launching of the New Economic
Policy. Both these developments decided Lenin to pursue the
course which he had already hinted at in November 1920:—"
concessions, but -no ‘opposition for opposition’s sake’, or
‘cliques’. The carrying out of this policy involved the reshaping

of the central political machinery and the removal of those '

members of the Central Committee, such as Preobrazhensky -
and Krestinsky, who stood for a policy of freedom of party
~criticism and conciliation of opposition. ‘

51 See Barmine, p. 92. . i
- *%e.g. in the Moscow Gubernipa Party Conference on 19-21 February the voting' .-
. was: Platform of the Ten 217; Shlyapnikov and Ignatov 45; Trotsky-Bukharin 52
Democratic-Centralists 13, see Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. VI, p-623. In the
- Sverdlov University at the end of January out of 1200, 115 voted for Trotsky, ‘
81 for'the Workers’ Opposition, the rest for Lenin—Pravda, 29 January 1921,



CHAPTER XVI

THE KRONSTADT REVOLT AND THE
NEW ECONOMIC POLICY

The wave of strikes and workers’ demonstrations in Petroyg
grad at the end of February 1921 and the revolt 4f the popula_
tion and sailors of the naval base of Kronstadt against the
dictatorship of the communist party have been much distorted
in the telling by many Soviet, and some other historians. Most
of them labour to demonstrate; with scant regard for the
facts, that these events were inspired and directed from outside
Ru551a by enemies of the Sovietstate. The allegatmn is unsup-~ -
ported by evidence, and has been rejected by évery serious
historian of the period. The opponents of Trotsky—and their
number naturally increased after his fall in 1927—strive to
show that in Petrograd, where Zinoviev was in control of the

party organization, order was much more easily restored and

the threat much Iess serious than in Kronstadt, where, so*far
as the fleet was concerned, the party organization was sub-
ordinated to the military machine, and therefore to Trotsky.
~ Trotsky and his supporters, on the other hand, are concerned
- to establish that the sailors’ revolt was only possible in 1921
because of the change in their social origins as compared with

1917. Although there appears to be some truth in each of |

these contentions, neither of them gives by any means the whole
explanation of events which were due to much more complex
causes. »

The sjrikes and industrial unrest which began in Petrograd
in the last week of February and extended to practically
the entire city, were only in part a political manifestation.
There was enough to explain them in the hardships caused

by the collapse of the industrial life of the c¢ity, without .

lookmg for a political motive. The situation was aggravated

in February by a fuel crisis which led to the closing of many i

factories. Moreover, in Petrograd, the heaviest category of
‘workers, the transport workers, were receiving only 700 to
1,000 calones of food a day The Petrograd workers attem ted
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-ollecting expeditions in the neighbouring
tryside, ance of the prohibition of free trading. The
overnments action in suppressing these expeditions raised
iscontent to fever heat. That this question of food collection
as uppermost in the minds of the demonstrators and strikers
is evident from the fact that all the resolutions passed at the
‘numerous strikers’ meetings demanded the right to trade freely
ith the villages, and the abolition of the punitive detachments
which existgfl to suppress such trading as was carried on
‘illegaﬁy. Nevertheless, a political undercurrent was. also re-
flected in some of the resolutions passed, in which menshevik ‘
_and socialist revolutionary influence was apparent.?
The Megsheviks were certainly active at the time of the
Petrograd strikes. They had a large following among the.
workers of the city, and they endeavoured, in accordance
‘with their policy of open opposition by all legal means, to
wurge the demand, not merely for piecemeal concessions, but
for a radical reform of the whole government structure—
freely elected soviets, freedom of expression for all workers,
release of socialists under arrest, and an end to the terror.
He Mensheviks mostly conducted their propaganda in small -
groups inside the factories, so as to avoid arrest for as long
s possible, and they also distributed leaflets. Individual right
wing Mensheviks went so far as to urge open revolt against
the government, but this did not represent either the views
or the policy of the Menshevik Central Committee.? The
Socialist Revolutionaries mainly urged the convocation of the
Constituent Assembly. : ‘

"The strikes and demonstrations, which were assuming the
character of a general strike, were quickly and effectively
suppressed by the Petrograd Committee of the communist
party, by the combined methods of force and concessions.
There is no evidence that any section of the communist
party organization in Petrograd supported the strikers. On
24 February the Petrograd Guberniya Communist Committee
declared a state of emergency, mobilized tfe whole party for
dealing with the situation, and among other measures of

?See‘_A. S. Pukhov, V. Petrograde nakanune kronshtadtskogo vosstaniya v
21 g.> in Krasnapa Letopis’, no. 4°(37), 1930, pp. 107 fL,, for these resolwtions,
ted from-the archives of the Petrograd communist party. ‘

skitaniy, pp. 105-14. ~ ‘

d
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wholesale repression, erested all the members of menshevik
and social revolutionary organizations still at liberty.? Bu
at the same time an important concession was made to publi
feeling: food-finding expeditions by the workers were sanc
tioned, and a large quantity of food was hastily rushed to
Petrograd. Thus in Petrograd the incipient revolt soon’
collapsed, partly owing to the discipline of the communis
party, and partly because hunger outweighed political dis:
content as a motive force. ‘e .

The circumstances were very different in the isolated naval |
base of Kronstadt, which is situated on an island in the
Finnish Gulf, about seventeen miles west of Petrograd.t The
sailor Communists of Kronstadt, the ‘pride of the revolution’;
had been from the earliest days the most unruly element in the
party. In the disturbances of July 1917 it was only with the
greatest difficulty that they had been dissuaded from attempting
an immediate seizure of power in defiance of the Central
Committee. When in January 1918 two sick ministers of the
Provisional Government, Shingarev and Kokoshkin, were -
murdered in a Petrograd hospital, an inquiry ordered by Lenin
clearly fixed the guilt on certain sailors of the Baltic FlRet
When the fleet refused to hand them over, Lenin preferred to
drop the inquiry rather than to defy the sailors.5 There were
other later instances which showed that the sailors with whom
Lenin was wont to threaten his recalcitrant Central Com-
mittee were well beyond his own control. The Mensheviks-
had no influence whatever in the Baltic Fleet, and no evidence

3 Pukhov, loc. cit., pp. 105-6; Dan, o. cit., pp. 114 ff. ‘

4 The Kronstadt Revolt has been closely studied in a number of well docu-
mented anarchist publications, notably Ida Mett, La Commune de Cronstadt; Voline,
pp. 409-506; E. Yarchuk, Kronshehad v ruskata revolyutisiya, Sofia, 1923. The most
important $ource of information is the file of the daily paper (Jzvestiya) published
by the Provisional Revelutionary Committee of the Sailors, Soldiers, and Workers

cof the City of Kronstadt, reprinted in 1921 in Prague by the Socialist Revolu:
tionaries, in a publication called Pravda o Kronshtadte. Fourteen issues in -all
appeared, between 3 and 16 March 1921, There is also much valuable material
quoted in a series of articles published in the historical journal of the Leningrad
party Krasnaya letopis’, f which use has been made in the account of the events
given here. The best Soviet account is A, S. Pukhov, Kronshtadiskiy myatech o
1g2r g, See also a recent article, Robert V. Daniels, “The Kronstadt Revolt of
1921: A Study in the Tyrannies of Revolution’ in American Slavic and East European
Review, 1951, p. 241. The best account published in English and the most de;
tailedy is Fedotoff-White, Chapter V. T have also had the advantage of seeing in
manuscript Dr. G. Katkov’s forthcoming study of the Kronstadi Revolt.
& Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, pp. 139-63. ‘
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of any participation by them im the revolt.has ever been
adduced by Soviet writers, though assertions to this effect are
frequent. Lhere is even some evidence to show that the Petro~
grad Mensheviks, so far from supporting the revolt, refused to
have anything to do with it." On the other hand, the an-
archist influence in the fleet was fairly strong, and the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries also had some following. Moreover,
ewhereas in Petrograd the relations between townsfolk and
peasagtry hgd been exacerbated through the extortionate
barter prices which the peasant exacted on the black market
for his food, in Kronstadt many, if not the majority, of the
sailors were of peasant origin and consequently felt more
sympathy than townsfolk with the hardships which the forcible
state food collection inflicted on the peasantry. The political
~ picture in jhe two towns was thercfore entirely different.
Again, the communist party organization in the fleet differed
not only from the political organization in Petrograd, but also
from the army political organization. Whereas in the army
- the authority of the commissars had grown with the progressive
fusion of commissars and commanders, there were no Red
cofamanders in the fleet, and the commissars normally sided
~ with the ratings against the imperial ex-officers.” The authority
of the commissars and the authority over them of the higher
- command had also suffered cousiderably as the result of
 Zinoviev’s campaign against the political direction of the fleet.
 The opportunities presented by the debate on the trade
. unions had also been exploited by Zinoviev to undermine
Trotsky’s position. Raskol'nikov, the Political Commissar of the
Baltic Fleet, and Batis, the director of Pubalt (the Political
Directorate of the Fleet) accused Zinoviev, in a complaint
ddressed to the Central Committee, of conducting a campaign
which Trotsky was being portrayed as the main advocate of
mpulsion, in contrast with Zinoviev who was portrayed as
champion of the revival of full democracy.® It is not
icult to imagine the effect of this campaign on discipline,
only among the political commissars, who were subordinate
‘Trotsky, but among the ratings as well.
See P. Bogomil, “Pis’mo iz Rossii’, in Zarye; no, 1, ,» Pp. 215,
. i‘fd”s“fifi"{;‘é;” renhtad | b;m i{yﬂ; 1 1&1922 o il 5 crasnava
#is', no. 6 (39), 1930, at pp. 188-9, (And see Chapter :?gfft;z e Rranam
: . B . .
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The contrast between the atmosphére in the communist
parties in Petrograd and in Kronstadt was immediately
apparent. When a state of emergency was declared by the
communist party in Petrograd, the political commissar in
Kronstadt refused to take similar steps, though advised
to do so from Petrograd.® Yet discontent in the naval base
had for many months past been assuming proportions as
menacing as in the capital. Dissatisfaction with materiale
conditions as well as political unrest had been “giving Jise. to
serious apprehension in the party.’® No less than 22-7 per
cent of the Communists in the fleet had been purged in-
September 1920, and an equal number had at the same time
resigned. There have been many attempts toy pi‘ox’e the
assertion, primarily originating from Trotsky, that the com-
munist party both in Kronstadt and in the Baltig Fleet con-
tained a much higher proportion of peasants than elsewhere.
They are not, however, convincing. Thus, peasants formed
66-7 per cent of the Communists in the Baltic Fleet in 1921.
But this was not a higher percentage of peasants than in the
communist cells in the Red Army, where in 1921 _peasants
formed the majority.?* Similarly, in the civilian party in the
town of Kronstadt, peasants formed 30-9 per cent in 1921.
Again, this scarcely differs from the percentage in the civilian.
party throughout Russia in 1921, which was 28-2 accord-
ing to official figures, and probably in fact higher.2? Tt was,
however, true that a large number of the older Bolsheviks
had been drafted out of the fleet, largely no doubt because
they were required for service in other fields, particularly in -
transport,1® but also in some instances with the additional

¥ A. S. Pukhov, °V Petrograde nakanune kronshtadtskogo myatezha’, ibid

no. 4 (37),)1930, at pp. 117-18.
18 Pykhov, ‘Kronshtadt i baltiyskiy flot’, etc. pp. 149 ff. .
11 fn 1925 the percentage of peasants in army communist cells was still 5
and it would have been higher in 1921—see Jvanovich, p. 174.
12 See Pukhov, ‘Kronshtadt i baltiyskiy flot’, etc., pp. 176-7, for figures o1
Krore ~narty. . The percentage of peasant Communists may have been
ooas * examdle, with the Petrograd party.
ST pesrat-€Ommission was st up after-the revelt to carry out the dra
-~ Back into the fleet of old Bolsheviks who had been drafted away, principally
*duties in ‘transport—see Jzzestiya Ts. K., no. 31, 20 July 192} cf. a resolv
of the Tenth Party Congress, VEP(b) v rez., p. 468, 'This resolution wat
* coursh, a reflection on Trotsky who would have been mainly responsible
‘the -unwise drafting away of reliable sailor Communists for- transport duties

1920
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object of breaking up any growing centres of discontent among
the sailors by removing the ringleaders. ‘

The unress in Petrograd at the end of February was the spark
which set off the explosion in Kronstadt. The sailors had
made some contact with the Petrograd strikers, and con-
fidently expected that their own demands would be supported
by the discontented workers in Petrograd, On 28 February

“ethe crew of the battleship Peiropavlovsk voted the resolution
which, becagl ‘the charter of the revolt. The main demands
- of this resolution were: The immediate re-election of the
soviets by secret ballot and upon the basis of free political
agitation, ‘in view of the fact that the existing soviets do not
express thg will of the workers and peasants’; freedom of
speech and press for ‘workers, peasants, and for the Anarchists
and the left socialist parties’; freedom of meeting, and free
“trade unions and the formation of peasants’ unions; liberation

~ of all socialist political prisoners and of all workers, peasants,
. soldiers, and sailors imprisoned in ‘connection with workers’

and peasants’ movements’; the setting up of a commission to
o reziew’ the cases of all who were detained in prisons and con-
centration camps; abolition of all special political departments
. (in the army, navy, and transport) ‘since no one party can
- enjoy privileges for the propaganda of its ideas and receive
. money from the state for this purpose’; equal rations for all,
~ except those engaged in work detrimental to health; abolition,
_of all special communist detachments; full rights for the
. peasants to ‘do as they please with all the land’ and to keep
" their own cattle, ‘provided that they use no hired labour’;
~and the right of individual small scale manufacture, again
without the employment of hired labour.»t 1t was a popular
-esolution. Not even the ingenuity of communist Listorians
'n easily bring it within the frame of any of the non-com-

nist opposition parties. The omission of any reference to

> Constituent Assembly, for example, which the Krounstadt
els rejected, proves that socialist revolutionary influence

* Pravds o Kronshtadte, pp: 46-7. . The main points of the Kronstadt programme F

» Httle different from the demands which were being voiced in the coutitry

wth workers and peasants who were desperate or courageous enough' to open. .

~»mouths. - See for example a resolution passed at a protest meeting of Moscow

‘kers‘on 23 February 1921 demanding a coalition government; freedom of

seting and of the press; and the release of all political prisoners, printed -
mnaya Rosstya, o, 5, April 1921, pp. 234 i Ve
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did not predominate in it, since the recall of the Assembly
was fundamental to socialist revolutionary policy. The
stress on the rights of the peasants is sufficient o dispose o
any suggestion that the resolution was menshevik inspired.
But the sailors’ political programme may well have derived
some of its home-made qualities from anarchist contacts of
the sailor leaders. It is no doubt because of its obviously
popular character that this resolution, which is very rarely
reprinted or even quoted in Soviet sources, 5 is offen deseribed
by communist writers as a ‘disguised’ demand for the restora-
tion of capitalism.1®

The news of this openly anti-communist resolution sent
Kalinin, the chairman of the Central Executive,(lqmﬁﬁttee
of the All-Russian Congress of Soviets, hurrying to Kronstadt
the following day, 1 March 1921. He was accoppanied by
Kuz'min, one of the two political commissars attached to the
Revolutionary War Council of the Baltic Fleet. A mass meet-
ing was held in the Anchor Square, long famous as a revolu-
tionary forum. The two officials were received with military
honours. It was a turbulent meeting. When Kalinin began
to speak, the crowd at first calmed down, but soon an@ry
voices were to be heard from all sides. ‘Drop it, Kalinin,
you manage to keep warm enough! Look at all the jobs
you've got, and I expect you draw a ration for each of them!”
shouted a bearded sailor. Kuz’min, who endeavoured to
remind the sailors that they were the ‘pride of the revolution’
was met with a sharp retort from the crowd: ‘Have you for-
gotten how you had every tenth man shot on the Northern
 Front? Kick him outP’?” The most serious aspect of this
meeting from the communist point of view was that the
Kronstagt and Baltic Fleet Communists either supported or dic
not openly oppose the critical crowd. When the Petropavlor
resolution was put to the vote of the meeting it was adopt
against the sole dissenting votes of Kalinin and Vasiliev, t
chairman of the local Soviet Executive Committee. T
181t is, however, re;rinted in full in A. S. Pukhov’s detailed history of

revolt. . L. .
16 The most recent example of this type of assertion is to be found in A. R
stein, 4 History of the U.S.5.R., London, 1950, p. 145, “The leaders of the rebe.
did net come out openly for capitalist restoration. .., . - But the true significa
~f the rising was w%lé “ugxgderstood abroad. :
=i, 6286,
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Communists, present in strength in the vast crowd (about
twelve thousand people in all were present at this meeting)
either voted for the resolution or abstained. This feature dis-
tinguished the Kronstadt revolt from all disturbances which
* bad hitherto taken place in Soviet Russia. The number of
Communists who actively supported the insurgents was at the
lowest estimate 30 per cent of the local party; 40 per cent were
o nelitral’3®  During the short period in which the Kronstadt
garrison remained in the hands of the insurgents, of the total
commilnist sfrength of two thousand, civilian and naval, about a
‘quarter resigned.
The communist Central Committee, in the persons of
Zinovtev and Trotsky, immediately branded the sailors’ revolt
as a counter-revolutionary attempt organized from abroad by

the White Guards and led by imperial ex-officers. Lenin, in
~an incautios moment, admitted that in Kronstadt ‘they do not -

want the White Guards, and they do not want our power
- either’.*®  But in general he fully associated himself with the
party line—to the bitter disappointment of the sailors, who

“had never believed a word that Zinoviev or Trotsky uttered’,

b did not expect Lenin to associate himself with the general

‘hypocrisy” in the party.?* On 2 March 1921 a Provisionall

- Revolutionary Committee was set up by the insurgents. It
consisted entirely of peasant and proletarian ratings, headed by
Petrichenko, a naval clerk on the battleship Petropaviovsk.?*
Far from leading the revolt, the few imperial ex-officers who

supported it and were involved in it were at loggerheads with

the Provisional Committee. The officers wanted to seize a

bridgehead on the mainland immediately with the object of =

giving the revolt every chance of spreading to the capital.

The committee, naively confident that the justice of their
~ause would prevail, rejected their advice and refused %o resort |
» arms, except in self-defence in the event of an attack on the |
rtress.?? The Soviet government immediately demanded |

S,Accordix}g to ‘Trotsky's view, as quoted by Smilga, 30 per cent actively
~commimist, 40 per cent neutral, 30 per cent pro-comguunist~-see Projokoly X,
25; and see A. 8, Pukhov, in ‘Kronshtadt ve viasti vragov revolyutsii’, &7 rasnaya

s’y no. 1 (40), 1931, pp. 5-80, and Kornatousky, pp. 13-15; on’ communist -, Lo

port for-the revolt. *
9 At the Tenth Party Congress—see Lenin, Vol. XX VI, p. 248,
¥Quoted from the insurgents’ Jzvestiys in Prasda o Kronshtadte, pp. 150-%
21 List in Pravda o Kronshtadle; p. 131; Mett, p. 36.
#2'See AL 5. Pukhov, ‘Kronshtadt vo vlasti vragov revolyutsii’, foc. cit., Pp. 36-9.
Gl e En LR
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-the surrender of the Kronstadt Provisional Committee, a
demand which the insurgents rejected on 2 March. Military
operations led by Tukhachevsky were started on 7 March
and the fortress was finally stormed across the ice on the
Finnish Gulf on 18 March. It was not an easy task to drive
the Red Army, stiffened by young communist cadets from the
-army schools, against the sailors.?* Two hundred delegates
to the Tenth Party Congress (which met during the rising,
on 8 March) were mobilized to the Kronstads front. The "
victims of the reprisals after the fall of Kronstadt nuntbered
hundreds, if not thousands. From these many victims the
Soviet government selected for publication a list of thirteen
alleged ringleaders, among whom were five ex-officers, one
former priest, and seven peasants.?* No public trfal was ever
held in connexion with the Kronstadt revolt. -

The revolt of the Baltic sailors was welcoméd by non-
communists both inside and outside Russia, from the An-
archists to the Kadety. The Socialist Revolutionaries, whose
headquarters were then at Reval, offered military aid to the
insurgents, but this offer was rejected by an overwhelming
majority of the insurgents at a meeting held to discuss it#2®
Milyukov, in an article in Posledniya Novesti in Paris, of

11 March 1921, invented for the benefit of the insurgents the
slogan ‘Soviets without the Communists’ which has been foisted
on them ever since, but which they in fact never used.?¢

. Outside Kronstadt, the communist party leadership was

- unanimously behind the Central Committee and approved
the forcible suppression of the revolt. Some foreign anarchists

‘then in Moscow endeavoured to mediate between the Com-

~munists and the Kronstadt sailors so as to stop bloodshed, but

- could find no one in the communist party prepared to raise

25 KuyznetSon, pp. 75-6, admits that the soldiers were driven into battle at the
. point of the revolver, but says this was due to their fear of going onto the ice
Fhere is no doubt that there was a certain amount of unrest among the arme
I ‘forces on the mainland inspired by the sailors’ revolt. The seamen of the Nav
1" Aviation Detachment at Oranienbaum voted in support of the Petropavio
" resolution on 3 March. Although they did not take up armos against the gove
. ment, forty-five were ex®uted—see P. E. Dybenko, Iz nedr tsarskogo flota k velik
. oktyabryu, Moscow, 1928, pp. 199200, quoted in Fedotgff-White, p. 156. -For ot.
i instances of army unrest see Fedoigff-White, pp. 153-4.
‘ 24 Prapda o Kronshtadte, pp. 38-9: . : o :
25 See an article by Vardin in Pravda of 7 April 1921, based on the interrogati
of capttired Kronstadt insurgents; and see Pravda of 13 July 1922, p. 2. .
28 A quotation from Milyukov’s article is printed in Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 4%
e :
S i
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the question in the party leadership. The delegates from the
Tenth Party Congress to the Kronstadt front included both
Democratic {lentralists and members of the Workers’ Opposi-
tion. The very same army cadets who had voted so enthusias-
tically not many weeks before for Kollontay’s fiery resolutions
were the most reliable fighters against the insurgents.??
~ During the rising Lutovinov, then in Berlin, publicly associated
ehimself with the military action in progress. He explained
 that the liquj®ation of the revolt was taking some time because
the Soviet government was anxious to ‘spare the population
of Kronstadt’.?® Trotsky was not only fully behind the
suppression of the Kronstadt revolt at the time, but caused
« somewhat ¢f a stir in anti-Stalinist left wing circles many
.~ years later by reiterating that the forcible suppression had been
o fully justiﬁegi, and that the rising was in essence bourgeois in
character and therefore counter-revolutionary.  Although he
accepted full responsibility for the military action, as Com-
missar for War, he did not himself participate in the operations,
in view, so he says, of the personal conflict between him and
Zinoviev. The sailors of the Baltic Fleet had voted in favour
of ®*political direction by the Petrograd Party Committee,
headed by Zinoviev, and against the political directorate of
the Fleet, Pubalt, controlled by Trotsky.?® He therefore feared
~as he says, that his presence might have been interpreted as a
- political manceuvre to discredit Zinoviev. However, in 1938
- Trotsky no longer attempted to maintain the view immediately
+ broadeast by him in 1921 that the Kronstadt rising was
- organized by the White Guards.?® ‘ .
On the face of it, therefore, Lenin and the Central Com-
mittee had little reason to fear that any of the oppositionists,
and in particular the leaders of the Workers’ Opposition, were
ikely to harbour secret sympathies for the Kronstadt Yebels in
Tarch 1921. The hostility . which the supporters of the
‘orkers” Opposition felt for the peasantry in general made it

" Barmine, p. 95. . o
* Humanité of 18 March 1921, quoted in Mett, p. 78." There is no authority |
he statement in Deutscher, p. 220, that ‘some of the leaders’ of the Kronstadt
irolt were Left Communists’, and it is-extremely improbable,
129 See Chapter XIV, ' RNy
i §ee two articles by him in Byulleten’ oppozitsis, Shurmikha vokrug K;onsh-‘ Al
(fa’; nos. 66-7 (1938), pp. 22~6; and. ‘Eshche ob usmirenii Kronshtadta’, | '
.70 (1938), pp. 10 1. : :
‘ , L
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even less likely that this group would approve of a programme
which was markedly peasant in character. Why then should
it have been necessary to silence the Workers’ Qpposition at
the Tenth Party Congress, and to justify this step in part, at
any rate, by the allegation that the Kronstadt revolt had been
facilitated by the existence of opposition within the party?3t
One obvious answer is that criticism within the party had
proved embarrassing in the past and was likely to prove evene
more embarrassing in the future; and that the réyolt provided
a convenient pretext to silence it. There were other reasons
too. Around the outer fringe of the Workers’ Opposition
there were some elements who were prepared to espouse the
cause of the peasantry—dangerous elements from he pdint of
view of the Central Committee, as Kronstadt had revealed.
Such was G. I. Myasnikov,®? a stormy individual opposi-
tionist who, though not a signatory of the Workers” Opposition
platform, was at times prepared to support this group.
Myasnikov had been urging since 1920 the need for the creation
of peasant unions to heal the breach between the proletariat
and the peasantry.??® Similarly, the history of the small group
headed by Panyushkin, although it belongs to the period after
the Tenth Party Congress, nevertheless shows that the Com-
munists may have had reason to suspect at the time of the
congress that there were elements in the communist party
outside Kronstadt whose sympathies with the peasantry were
strong. Panyushkin, a sailor Bolshevik, who had distinguished

himself in the early days of the revolution by particularly I

atrocious murders, formed soon after the Tenth Party Congress
a group which called itself the ‘Workers’ and Peasants’ Socialist
Party’. This group presented a petition to the Moscow
Soviet in the summer of 1921 calling for ‘All power to the
Soviets, and not to parties’, and was promptly arrested. Before
- arrest Panyushkin and his supporters did succeed in organizin

8L VEP(b) » rez., p- 430. And see the next chapter. . .

32 Not to be confuseg with A. Myasnikov, who was not associated with -
opposition activity.
PR See his artictl)c; ‘Nereshennyy vopros’ in Petrogradskaya Pravda, of 19 Noven.
1920, - And of, for a fuller exposition of his views on this question VIII Sy,
sovetov, ézhednevnyy byulleten” syezda, no. 6, 26 December 1920, p. 10, which embodi
the prgposals prepared by him for the Eighth Congress of Soviets. Shiyapnik
' was quite right in his denial in 1924 that Myasnikov had ever been representati
" of the opinion of the Workers’ Opposition-—see Zorky, p. 154. '

¢
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one public meeting.?* The Panyushkinites made some tenta-
tive overtures to the Workers’ Opposition in the early summer
of 1921, butwere treated by them with considerable suspicion,
and there is no evidence of any formal link between them.3%
But apart from these minor danger signals, there was good
reason for silencing the Workers’ Opposition, when once
Lenin had decided on the reversal of war communism in
efavour of a new policy of concession to private enterprise.
In its full fp¥m, this New Economic Policy (N.E.P.), as it
became known, consisted of three elements: the.substitution
of a tax in kind for the exaction from the peasants of arbitrary
quotas of food, so as to increase their incentive to produce;
the legalizagion of a wide measure of freedom of internal trade;
and the granting of concessions to private capitalists for the
running of jndustrial enterprises. Lenin’s original decision to
make this fundamental change in policy could not, it would
seem, have been directly connected with the Kronstadt revolt.
In the first place this reversal of policy, if it was to have imme-
diate effect in encouraging greater food production by -the
peasants, had in any case to be introduced in time to precede
the spring sowing. On 14 February, Lenin had had a discus-
sion with a delegation of peasants from Tambov guberniya,
where at the time peasant disturbances amounting to a guer-
rilla war were raging. It is at the least likely that his conver-
sations with emissaries from the principal centre of peasant
discontent were in some way connected with the decision on a
question of policy of such vital importance to the peasantry.
Moreover, the question of a change in economic policy was
first raised in the Political Bureau as early as 8 February 1921,
and Lenin’s draft of a resolution on the subject was completed
\before 18 February.®® All this took place some weeks before
he sailors’ revolt. In accordance with a decision of the
olitical Bureau, two articles appeared modestly in Pravda, on

4 See Sosnovsky in Pravda of 17 December 1921. cf. Molotov’s account at
Eleventh Party Congress, Protokoly X1, p. 49; cf. ibid., p. 652. See also Dan,
. goda skitaniy, pp. 209-10. Panyushkin recanted his errors at the end of 1921
was re-admitted to the party.
5 See Zorky, p. 52, where an intercepted letter from a member of the Workers’
position with a contemptuous reference to Panyushkin is reprinted. For a
er lame attempt to prove a link between Panyushkin and the Workers’
pposition on the basis of Panyushkin’s evidence after his recantatign, see
tokoly XI, p. 698.
8 Lenin, Vol. XXVI, pp. 651-2, 728.
.
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17 February and on 26 February, and attracted little attention.
They discussed the question of increasing the peasants’ incen-
tive to sow more by introducing a tax in kind in place of forcible
requisitions. They did not, however, deal with the second
and equally important element of the proposed policy—the
legalization of free trading in the surplus produce which would
remain to the peasant after he had met his new obligations.
On the contrary, the articles assumed that these surpluseso
would be exchanged by the peasants for manufdgtured,goods
with the state alone.

When the question of the New Economic Policy was raised
by Lenin at the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921 it had
not therefore as yet been discussed in the party Even at
the congress the vital proposal was not introduced by Lenin
until the very end of the session when many delegates had
already left, and it was hardly -debated—the discussion of
Lenin’s resolution on this momentous reversal of policy occu-
pies some twenty pages in the three hundred and thirty pages
of the original edition of the stenogram of the congress pro-
ceedings. The debate was speedily cut short after four ten-
minute speeches had followed the official proposals made %y
Lenin and Tsyurupa One comparatively obscure delegate
did succeed in drawing attention to the fact that to leave what
is not taken away from the peasants to be sold on the free
market was'in effect a return to capitalism, and thirty delegates
voted against the resolution.?” Moreover, the resolution
passed at this congress was confined to replacement of con-
fiscation of food quotas by a tax in kind, and to the exchange
‘on a local scale’ of the surplus products which would remain
in the peasants’ hands. No mention was made of the intended
state concession to private capital, which formed an equally
important element in the new policy, and which, if not alread
decided on in the Politbureau, was certainly in contempl
tion. However, if the decision on the New Economic Poli
was not ,dictated by the .Kronstadt revolt, the ‘timing of
introduction probably was. When the delegates from
Tenth Party Congress were sent to the Kronstadt front, it w,
not for their military experience alone. The significance
their journey was that ‘they brought to the hesitant soldie

37 Protokoly X, pp. 40649.
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peasants [of the Red Army] the news of the new turn in party
policy in relation to the peasantry, of the replacement of the
forcible grain collection by a tax in kind, and of the increase
of free market exchange of goods’.38
The reason for Lenin’s caution in introducing the new
policy to his party is not far to seek. It was obvious that a
change which involved the reversal of the basic socialist
principles on which the Russian state was ostensibly founded
would be om)osed from the start. The party, committed to the
plan of exacting produce from the peasantry by compulsion,
was slow to accept any modification which in any degree
recogpized the individual peasant producer as a free partici-
pant in Sawiet economy. In Decémber 1920, at the Eighth
Congress of Soviets, when Obolensky’s plan for increasing the
spring sowig during 1921 by a method of universal compul-
sion was adopted, Lenin had suggested a modification, pro-
viding for the award of premiums to efficient farmers. Reluc-
tant at that date to accept even so moderate a concession to
the free enterprise of the peasants, the party ‘fraction’ rejected
thjs proposal and was only with difliculty persuaded to reverse
its decision.®® Yet what was now contemplated was a far
more radical change in the social structure of the country.
For many years after 1921 the interpretation of the New
Economic Policy and its relation to the ultimate aims of the
communist party was to be the kernel of the party controver-
sies and conflicts. But the study of these disputes belongs to a
later period of Soviet political history. For the moment it is
only necessary to consider the effect on Lenin’s tactics of the
intention to put through a policy which he anticipated would
meet with opposition.
The immediate result of the decision to launch the New
Economic Policy was the final elimination of the Mensheviks
rom the political scene. This was dictated not by the danger
their opposition to this policy, but by the fact that they were
ely to support it and welcome it, and had indeed for some
e past been advocating it. To them it was a proof of their
38 8. E. Rabinovich, ‘Delegaty 10-go syezda RKP(b) pod Kronshtadtom v
1 godu’ in Krasnaya letopzs no. 2 (41), 1931, p. 32. According to this author,
o was well informed on army questions, it was ‘solely’ this information which

ught a ‘radical change in the mood of the Red Army men’.
® Popov, 11, pp. 113—14
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contention that the October Revolution, in spite of appearances
to the contrary, had in reality been a bourgeois, middle:class
revolution, destined to continue as such for somestime. The
existence at liberty of a non-communist party which had been
proved right by events was too dangerous a menace to com-
munist prestige, and even power, to be tolerated. The
Mensheviks were therefore now crushed for ever for having
committed the offence of being right, when thc Communists
had been proved wrong. But within the comTgunist jparty
the Workers’ Opposition, already severely critical of what it
regarded as bourgeois deviations in communist policy, was
likely to become even more critical after the introduction of the
New Economic Policy. Moreover, the obvious cqncessmn to
private capitalism implicit in the New Economic Policy was
likely to add considerable weight to their argumegts. If this
group was not to gather strength in the party, it had to be
finally discredited before the New Economic Policy was
embarked on. Lenin explained his decision to silence oppo-
smon inside as well as outside the party by contending that the
argument of the communist critics to the effect that the N%w
Economic Policy was a ‘radical break in policy’ fully coincided
with the menshevik and socialist revolutionary points of view.
In spite of the fact that the reactions of the socialist parties
and of the Workers’ Opposition to the New Economic Policy
were diametrically opposed, their assessment of it in Marxist
terms was the same. "Hence Lenin now argued that since the
main enemy which the revolution faced was the forces of
reaction grouped around the (ostensibly) socialist parties, the
silencing of communist critics inside the party who subscribed
to the socialists’ analysis was equally justified.®® In other
words, since both the Mensheviks and the Workers’ Opposi-
tion argued that N.E.P. was a bourgeois and not a socialist
policy; and since the Mensheviks were ‘counter-revolutio
aries’ it therefore followed that the Workers’ Oppositio
were ‘counter-revolutionaries’. Thus there came into bei
in communist logic the form of syllogism which has so fr
quently been pressed into service ever since. If A oppos

40 Seg his speech of 26 May 1921 at a party conference, in Lenin, Vol. XX
at p. 387. cf. his speech to the Third Congress of the Third Internation
ibid., pp. 463-4.
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C, and B opposes G, it follows that A supports B, and that the
aims of A and B are in every way identical. For example,
since both d¢he Kronstadt sailors and the ‘counter-revolu-
tionaries’ were opposed to the communist dictatorship, it
followed that the Kronstadt sailors were counter-revolu-
tionaries. To the mind trained in the crude antitheses of the
marxist dialectic the obvious fallacy of these arguments-is not

~ercadily apparent. Sonow the Communists were for the most

part gasily epersuaded that the critics from the Workers’
Opposition were on the side of counter-revolution, whether
they knew it or not, because, though they disapproved of
NEP, they agreed with the Mensheviks that it was a ‘radical
break in pelicy’. :

- Lenin did not view the New Economic Policy entirely as a
short-term gmeasure. As he explained to the Tenth Party
Congress, it was not surprising that experiments in collectivi-
zation had failed, ‘since the task of reconstructing small scale
agriculture, transforming all its psychology and habits, is a
task demanding generations’. Only large scale industrializa-
tign, electrification, and the use of tractors and other technical

~developments on a mass scale could achieve this. ‘When I

say that generations are necessary, I do not mean that centuries
will be needed’. But the ‘task of industrialization envisaged
would in any case require a period of time ‘which cannot be
calculated 'in less than decades’.’? Two months later he
expanded his explanation. ‘The proletariat directs the

peasantry, but this class cannot be driven out of existence as the

landlords and capitalists were driven out of existence.” It
must be re-fashioned over a long petiod, with great effort and |
great privations.’4? _4 .
Three and a half years of revolution, with its gttendant
wisery and catastrophe, had thus brought Lenin at long last
1y close to the view which nearly every marxist had held in
position to him in 1917: that socialism should only be
tempted after a long preparatory stage Qf evolution. This
age of evolution, according to marxism, must necessarily be -

>th economic and political.  Since the political form of the 1

ite is an expression of the economic realities, or its ‘super-
ucture’, it followed that, so long as any economic power was
#1 Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 239, - O S%ibid p 400,
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retained by private capitalists, the form of the state must be at
least in some respects middle-class and democratic. In this
state the conflicting interests between different classes would be
“represented by political parties, expressing these interests.
During the stage of evolution the proletariat would, moreover,
acquire the political experience to administer the state when the
time was ripe for it to seize all economic power. Lenin, in
1917, had discarded this stage of evolution. Economic realities ®
now compelled him to admit the need for ‘gegeratians’ of
economic evolution. Logically, therefore, if marxist theory
was right, there arose at the same time the necessity for a
period of -political evolution, involving the co-existence of
contending political parties. For over three years a small
but resolute communist party had dictated its will to both
the workers and the peasants. It had succeeged in this
formidable task by forcibly silencing its political rivals. To
re-admit them now might conform to logic and marxism,
but it would mean the end of communist monopoly of power.
But it was not only political rivals, the Mensheviks and the

Socialist Revolutionaries, who constituted the danger. The
New Economic Policy created a challenge to Lenin and the
Central Committee from within the communist party. Hither-
to, in spite of disagreements and dissensions, the party had
preserved unity in face of the common peril. The belief that
it was building socialism had been strong enough to hold it
together. The New Economic Policy would now shatter
that belief not only in the minds of the Workers’ Opposition,
but in the minds of many more, who might think that the
criticism by the Workers’ Opposition of bourgeois deviations
in party policy, and of pampering of the peasants had not been
exaggerated. Lenin had to envisage the possibility that a
dissident movement might arise within his own party whicl
could in time grow powerful enough to dislodge him fro’
power. Engels had foreseen that the leader of an extrem
party who seized power prematurely would find himself .
a ‘crooked position’, and something of the kind had no
happened to Lenin. In order to retain power the forcib
methods applied to the socialist partics were now to be applic
withift the communist party. Thus, compulsion must ta.
the place of discussion, and the unity whic.h ‘hitherto h
[ 2 . . . .

*
3.
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sprung from faith in a common purpose must now be created
by force. As Lenin explained some months after the Tenth
Party Congsess, ‘it is necessary to ram home again and again
that, after all, the character of meetings, congresses, con:
ferences, and consultations in the communist party and in.
Soviet Russia cannot be such as it was in the old days, and
such as it still is with us, when speeches are exchanged in the -
spirit of a p.arliamentary opposition, and then after that a
resolytion j§ written down. We must spend our time on
business, and not on resolutions’.** But if resolutions are not
to be prepared after discussions, then an obedient and uncritical
party, must be created, which will accept implicitly whatever its
Central Cemmittee orders. For the creation of such a party
a new central apparatus was required, ruthless enough to
reshape thg organization of the party by force. Zinoviev’s
attack on the men who controlled the party apparatus had
started well before the Tenth Party Congress. The danger
signal from Kronstadt, one week before the congress opened,
gave Lenin the opportunity to ensure, if for different reasons,
th.at this attack should be crowned with success. '

43 At the Tenth Party Conference, on 26 May 1921, Lenin, Vol XXVI, p. 408, .




CHAPTER XVII o

‘PUTTING THE LID ON OPPOSITION’

The congress which laid the foundations of the Russian
communist party organization as it still remains in essentials

. today was the Tenth Party Congress, which met th, Moscgw on

8 March 1921.  Asthe resultof Zinoviev’s successful manceuvre,
its membership reflected the election by ‘platforms’ put
forward in the trade union discussions. Out of a total of
six hundred and ninety-four delegates with a right §o vote, the
Workers’ Opposition was represented by some forty-five or at -
most fifty delegates.? The congress was the gulminating
moment of the dispute on the trade unions. Yet by the time
it met this problem had been eclipsed by more important
questions. The victory of the Platform of the Ten was a fore-
gone conclusion.? There was not very much difference in
substance between the two platforms put forward by members
of the Central Committee, so far as future freedom of activily
for the trade unions was concerned. But Trotsky’s name was,
in the eyes of the rank and file, associated with militarization,
Lenin’s was not. Many may have believed that the adoption
of the Platform of Ten would assure some independence to the
trade union Communists. The resolution adopted certainly
scemed calculated to give this impression. “The reconstruc-
tion of the trade unions from the top’, it ran, ‘is quite inadmis-
sible. . . . It is above all necessary to put into practice in

i Thirty-seven supporters of the Workers’ Opposition attended a private
meeting summoned by Lenin towards the end of the Congress, but by that time
many of the delegates had lefi, including some two hundred for Kromstadt.
Armong those who had left were the Samara and Saratov delegations, which had
been hurriedly spirited away by Dzerzhinsky on the ground that their presence

‘ . ‘was required at home owing to local disturbances (Profokoly X, pp. 337-8).

S meeting.

Samara was a stronghold of the Workers’ Opposition. - Thus the total of their
supporters must have been higher at the start of the Congress.

2 The voting figures as published are puzzling. - The total of votes cast w
336 for the Platform of the Ten, 50 for the Trotsky-Bukharin Platform, and 18 f
the Workers’ Opposition. Even allowing for about 200 delegates at the Kronste
front, there must have beea a good few abstentions among those of the 694-de

gates syl present at the Congress. - The figure of 18 for the ‘Workers® Oppositi

supporters is also odd since there were still 37 of them left at the time of Leni
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the trade unions on a wide scale the principle of election to all
organs of the trade union movement, and to do away with the
method of ,appointment from the top.”® 'The promise of
greater demovracy was equally prominent in another long
resolution on party structure which was adopted.* Proposed
by Bukharin, it seemed to meet many of the criticisms of the
Workers’ Opposition. It stressed that the military form of

o centralization in the party, dictated by civil war conditions, was
no lopger applicable. ‘

Inner party workers’ democracy {ran the resolution] means
such a form of organization as ensures to all members of the party,
including the most backward, an active part in the life of the
party, inethe discussion of all questions arising in the party, and
in their solution. . . . The nature of workers’ democracy
excludes gvery form of appomtment in’ place of election as a
system, and finds expression in a widespread practice of electlon i
in all organizations from top to bottom. . . . '

Among the most important methods of party work were listed
‘extended discussion of all the most important questions, and
pablic debates on them, with complete freedom of criticism
inside the party . . . until such time as a decision binding on
all the party has been reached on any such question’. The
“resolution also reiterated the familiar recommendations for
restoring the party to health,—the drafting of party officials
~ back to factory benches, the struggle against those party

members who abused their positions for their own selfish ends,
- and so forth.

.. for dealing with criticism within the party, and in particular
o - with criticism by the Workers’ Opposition. = The panic cr eated

progress when the congress met on 8 March) as well as the
personal form which the publi¢ discussion of the trade union
question had taken, had both created a strong desire at the
“ongress for party unity. The supporters of the Workers®
‘pposition were in a difficult position. By the Central Com-
ittee ruling on election of delegates they had been forced,

* the first time, to appear at the congress as a separate g,roup :

S VEP(b) v rez., p. 439, : : S8, pp 419~29
. ‘ , , B

In spite of these resolutions, a very different plan was afoot

by the alarming news from Kronstadt (the revolt was still in"
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Both the Central Committee factions, that of Lenin and
Zinoviev on the one hand, and of Trotsky and Bukharin on
the other, were openly ranged against them. Although no
resolution condemning their policy had been tabled at the
beginning of the congress, it was evident right from the start
that something of the kind was in the air, and that before the
congress ended something was going to happen to put a stop
to their embarrassing criticism. Lenin had said so on the
second day: “We do not need any opposition ndw, comrades,
it’s not the time for it. Either here, or over th‘ere, with a
rifle, but not with the opposition. It is no good reproaching
me, it follows from the state of affairs. No more opposition

' now, comrades. And, in my view, the congress wjll ha%e to

draw the conclusion that the time has come to put an end to

- opposition, to put the lid on it, we have had enough opposi-
" tion.’8  Shlyapnikov in his reply offered full co-operation in

any measures designed to restore the party to health. ‘But
do not’, he said, addressing himself to Lenin, ‘pick up the
stick for a struggle against us. Here you will perhaps crush
and break us, but in the result-you will only lose.’® In spite
of Lenin’s threat to ‘put the lid’ on opposition, no resoluti®n
condemning it had been tabled by him up to the last day
scheduled for the congress, 15 March. Bukharin, however,
on 11 March announced his intention of proposing some form
of resolution on party unity. Shlyapnikov and Medvedev
thereupon immediately filed a declaration that until the inten-
tion to put forward such a resolution had been abandoned,
the delegates supporting the Workers” Opposition would refuse
to nominate any candidates for the Central Committee.” The
tone of Bukharin’s speeches had already made it clear enough
that any resolution proposed by him on party unity would be
aimed at%ilencing the Workers’ Opposition. ~ Lenin was, how-

ever, determined that Shlyapnikov, at any rate, should be-
elected to the Central Committee, and Shlyapnikov was no -

match for his tactics. At a private meeting of supporters of
the Workers’ Oppbsition (which Lenin convened before th™
end of the congress) he was successful in conciliating tk
Waorkers’ Opposition to the extent of persuading them to ad

5 Lefin; Vol. XXVI, pp. 227-8. 8 Protakoly X, p: 78.
% ibid., pp. 337, 805, o R
. . e
.
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" several of their representatives to the official list of candidates
for election to the Central Committee.? Shlyapnikov and
Kutuzov were duly elected members, while Kiselev was elected
a candidate® member. In viéw of the declaration which
Shlyapnikov and Medvedev had filed in response to Bukharin’s
threat, Lenin must either have been successful at this meeting -
in allaying their fears, or have won them over by some promise
or reassurance. On 15 March the chairman of the congress,

.Rakovsky, anmounced that it was essential to close it by mid-
night, *but tH congress later voted to meet again the following
day to discuss the fuel situation.® The day came to an end
without a mention of any resolution on opposition. At least
two lundred delegates had already left. The elections to
the Central Committee had been held. The main business
of the congress had to all appearances been concluded.

On 16 M&rch the congress met again. ~Lenin meanwhile had
produced a bombshell, in the form of two resolutions, directed

- against the Workers’ Opposition: the first on ‘Party Unity’
and the second on ‘The Syndicalist and Anarchist Deviation
in our Party’.’® The first resolution drew attention to the
faet that there were signs in the party of the formation of
‘groups with separate platforms and with the determination,
t0 a certain:extent, to become self-contained and to create
their own group discipline’. It went on to hint that the
existence of the opposition had given encouragement to the
‘enemies of the revolution, as the Kronstadt revolt had shown,
and laid down the limits of criticism within the party: ‘Every-
one who criticizes in public must bear in mind the situation
of the party in the midst of the enemies by which it is sur-
rounded, and is also bound by his direct participation in soviet

-~ and party work to strive for the improvement in practice of

.. the party’s mistakes.” The resolution finally called® for the

- immediate dissolution of all groups with separate platforms,

_on pain of immediate expulsion from the party. An un-
published article of the resolution, which remained secret until

-+ October 1928, conferred on the Central Cothmittet the power

“expulsion from the party. In the case of members of the .
'ntral Committee (a provision of particular interest to

* For this meeting see a note of the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, iid., p. 891-2. i ‘l i’
ibid.; pp. 453, 496. 10 VEP(b) vrez.,; pp. 429-34. :
: ® : , b
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Shlyapnikov) a two-thirds vote of all members and candidates
of the full Central Committee was required.

It may be observed that the emergence of the Workers’
Opposition as a group on its own was solely the “result of the
Central Committee’s decisions to allow public discussion of
the trade union question and to elect delegates to the congress
by ‘platforms’. The Workers’ Opposition had no press of its
own, and there is no evidence of any kind that it had any |
separate organization or discipline. Nothing ire the speeches
of its representatives at the party congress could Be conftrued
either as proof of an intention to create such a separate
organization, or as anything more than the wish to stimulate
by their criticism within the party the reforms whlc}f they -
" considered necessary. The charge contained in thi$ resolution
and aimed at the Workers’ Opposition was manifestly false,
and everyone present at the congress must have been aware
of this. The resolution moreover imposed a very serious
- limitation on the principle laid down in the party statute,
adopted in 1919, that all party questions were open to ‘com-
pletely free’ discussion until such time as a decision had been
reached.* Nor does the congress seemn to have been disturbed
by the fact that it was quite inconsistent with Bukharin’s
resolution on ‘Workers” Democracy’ which had been adopted
only a few days before. Subsequent months were to prove
to what abuse the appeal to alleged dahgers from external
enemies was open as a method of stopping any criticism
- unwelcome to the party leadership.

The second resolution condemned the views of the ‘so-called
-~ Workers” Opposition’.

Marxism teaches us [it ran] that only the political party of the
working class, i.e. the communist party, is capable of uniting,
educating, and organizing such a vanguard of the proletariat
and of the working masses as is capable of resisting the inevitable
petty bourgeois waverings of these masses . . . [and] their trade-

union prejudices. . .
Thus the novel views on the réle of the communist party

' which Lenin had first developed in 1902 were now establishe

' in Russian communist doctrine as a part of marxism. Tl

' 11TRe Statute had been adopted in December 1919. See VEP() v
. pp. 870-7, Article 50.

. ¥
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resolution went on to condemn the propagation of the view:
of the Workers’ Opposition on the réle of the trade union:
in the congrol of industry as ‘inconsistent with member-
ship’ of the Russian communist party, since they offended
against marxism. It should be noted that, whether or not
they offended against marxism, the views of the Workers’
Opposition on this question do not seem to have been very
different from the programme adopted in 1919 by the Russian
comrgunist pﬁrty which declared that the ‘unions must achieve
the concentration in their hands of all management of the
entire national economy’.'? Shlyapnikov, outmanceuvred by
these surprise resolutions and outwitted by Lenin, announced
his resignagion from the Central Committee. This resignation
was rejected by the congress, on Lenin’s proposal.'? The
momentoug resolutions were duly passed, with twenty-five and
thirty dissenting votes respectively. Lenin gave no explana-
tion of his last-minute move. His speech introducing the
first of the two resolutions occupies eighteen lines in the
stenogram. ‘I do not think it will be necessary for me to say
much on this subject’, was his characteristic introduction to a
decision which was a turning point in communist party
history.1* Apart from the Workers’ Opposition speakers, no
one, not even the Democratic Centralists, opposed the resolu-
tions. The attitude of the Workers’ Opposition was that they
had no wish to exist as a separate group, but did demand the
right freely to criticize party policy. Medvedev, in a resolu-
tion which claimed the right of free criticism, expressly proposed
to condemn all separate groups with their own group dis-
cipline.’® But neither his speech, nor that of Shlyapnikov,
suggests that either of them fully realized that the two resolu-
tions now before the congress would be used to silence them
for ever. To judge by the voting figures, the effect of surprise
was such that the supporters of the Workers’ Opposition did
not vote up to their full strength against both the resolutions.1¢
12 VKP(b) v rez., p. 336. 13 Prodokoly X, pp. 538, 545.
14 4bid., pp. 523—4. 15 Protokoly X, pp. 535-6.
16 Twenty-five voted against the party unity resolution; 30 against the anarcho-
dicalist deviation resolution. Yet 37 oppositionists had attended Lenin’s
ting a few days before, and on 9 March Medvedev collected 45 votes for a
lution condemning the Central Committee for failing to carry out the gesolu-
of the Ninth Congress—~Protokoly X, p. 141. Even allowing for departures,

e figures are low.
v .
-

|
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The rest of the members of the congress, in spite of the mis-~
givings of some speakers, were solidly behind Lenin. Perhaps
the attitude of the party was best summed up in the prophetic
words of Radek: “In voting for this resolution, I feel that it
can well be turned against us, and nevertheless I support it .

Let the Central Committee in a moment of danger take the
severest measures against the best party comrades, if it finds
this necessary ... Let the Central Committee Jeven be mis-e
taken! That is less dangerous than the waverlpg which is
now observable.’?” Many of those present at this congress,
like Radek himself, would one day become victims of the new
system of communist party organization which Lenin that day
inaugurated. Their loyalty and their fear of the C(msequences
of disunity led them to support Lenin, possibly in some cases
against their better judgment. When, as Radek fresaw, the
principle of these resolutions was turned against them, they
discovered that by supporting it in the past they had cut the
ground from under their feet.

The new Central Committee elected by the congress
reflected the change of policy, as well as the ascendancy of
many who were to prove themselves loyally on Stalin’s side
- for many years to come. Of the old members of the Central

© Gommittee the three secretaries, Krestinsky, Preobrazhensky,
and Serebryakov were not re-elected. Neither was Andreev,
- who had backed the wrong side in the trade umnion dis-

e pute, nor I. N. Smirnov. Among the newly-elected members

were a number whose names were already closely associated
with Stalin,—Komarov, Molotov, Mikhaylov, Yaroslavsky,
Ordzhonikidze, Petrovsky, Frunze, Voroshilov, and Tuntul.
' Among the new candidate members were Chubar’, Kirov,
Kuybyshev, and Gusev,—all known supporters of Stalin.
Kutuzov and Shiyapnikov were retained on the Central Com-
mittee against their will. The control of the party apparatus
now also passed to the new men.  The full Central Committee
met on 22 March fo elect its officials. It decided that:

the only official of the Central Committee is its secretary, ther
. being no chairman. To the Politbureau are elected: comrad
~ Lenjn, Trowsky, Zinoviev, Stalin, and Kamenev. The fi

17 Protokoly X, p. 540.
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replacement meraber is Molotov, the second Kalinin, the third
Bukharin. The secretary has a consultative voice at all meetings
of the Political Burcau. Molotov to be appointed the responsible:
secretary of the Central Corumittée.  Yaroslavsky and Mikhaylov.
to be appointed to the Secretariat. The Orgbureau to be com-
posed of Molotov, Yaroslavsky, Mikhaylov, Komarov, Stalin,
Rykov, and Tomsky. Comrades Dzerzhingky, Rudzutak, and
Kalinin to be appointed replacement members.'s

~Thusgot onl$ was the importance of the Secretariat augmented,

to him, was well assured. The three former secretaries were
removed from all positions of influence in the party. Zinoviev -
was ‘rewagded by elevation to the Politburean in place of
Bukharin. There is nothing to indicate that these changes in

approval and support. The official list for the elections to

to the Tenth Party Congress, was prepared by him at a private
“meeting during the congress.*? : g
- The Control Commission was also reorganized by the Tenth
Party Congress. Neither Preobrazhensky nor Dzerzhinsky
-had stayed long on the Control Commission after their appoint-
ment in September 1920. By November they had both left®®
~and Sol’ts (who like Molotov had worked with Stalin on Pravda
before the revolution) had replaced Preobrazhensky. By the
time of the congtess it was apparent, if only from the fact
that he presented the report on its activities, that he was now
its leading personality. Although originally set up solely to
safeguard the standards of behaviour of party members, the !
Control Commission discovered before long that ‘it was impos-
sible for it not to take an interest in party unity’.?! TIts inter-
rention in January 1921 in the affairs of the Central Committee
‘has already been noted, and thereafter it demanded and

vh’(istory, is reprinted by Zinoviev, in his Sockineniya, Vol. VI, p. 626. .
;yllzg’rotokmjy X, p. 891 (note of the Marx-Engels-Let¥in Institute). cf. Jorky,

20 As Sol’ts said at the Tenth Congress: ‘Comrades Preobrazhensky and:

zerzhinsky have now completely left. This is the result of the fact that the

ections - to_ the Control Comirnission " at the September conference were rather

wried?, Protokoly' X, p, 67 It was in fact the case that the. elections at- this

. :gtember conference were expressly stated to be temporary—VEP(b) yrez., p. 416,
Sol'ts’s report to the Tenth Congress, Prolokoly X, p. 62, e

\.

but Stalin’s influence on it through Molotov, who stood close '

leading pgrty personalities took place without Lenin’s full E

the Central Commiitee, which was approved by the delegates o

18 This minute, of considerable importance in Russian communist party ‘

i
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obtained the right to be represented at -all meetings of the
Central Committee.2? This increase in influence was further
marked by changes made at the Tenth Congress.  The purpose
of the Control Commission was now openly recognized as ‘the
consolidation of unity and authority in the party’. Both the
central and local commissions were given the power to
participate in all mectings of both party and soviet com-
mittees, to make use of the apparatus of the appropriate party e
committee, and ‘to give instructions to all party c‘o‘nrades and
party organizations’.? Nevertheless, the members of the
Central Control Commission appointed at the congress
included Chelyshev, one of the signatories of the Workers’
~Opposition theses on the trade unions. o
. Thus the Tenth Party Congress marked the end of an
important phase in the history of the Russian gommunist
party. The personal struggle within the Central Committee
had ended with a complete victory for Lenin, Zinoviev, and
Stalin. In the case of the trade unions, Trotsky’s blunt policy

 liberal policy, which rejected both the immediate incorporation
of the unions in the state and the reconstruction of trade union
organs by wholesale appointments from the centre. A policy
of extensive ‘workers’ democracy’ had been laid down for
party life, ostensibly permitting wide discussion and freedom.
But at the same time there were indications that the resolu-
tions on party democracy were not likely to get much further
than the paper on which they were printed. In the first
place, the control of the all-important party apparatus had
passed to new men. The men whose policy had been com-
promise, conciliation, and the encouragement of democratic’
methods in the party, Krestinsky, Preobrazhensky and Sere-
bryakov, had not only been removed from the Secretariat and
from the Orgbureau, but had even been ousted from the
- Central Committee. Secondly, the resolution directed agains
the Workers” Oppogition did not augur well for the future o
democracy in the party. The demand of the Workers :
Opposition that the trade unions should control all industry
had been condemned as an anarcho-syndicalist deviation fron
marxism; and the existence within the party of groups wit
2 Protakoly X, pp. 65-6. : L 5 ibid, pp. 621-2.
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separate discipline and organization of their own had been
forbidden. But, most important of all, a new and very .
serious limitation had been laid down on the freedom of
criticism within the party which alone cast considerable doubt
on the value of the other resolutions of the congress. Two.
diametrically opposed policies thus emerged. Events very
soon showed which of the two was going to be put into
effect. :
Lenm, Zimoviev, and Stalin had in December 1920, urged

the Tmmediate abolition of Tsektmn against a bare majority

of the Central Committee, and the deadlock in the Central
Committee over this issue had led to the trade union discussion.

It wWould e natural to suppose that with the victory of Lenin’s “; P |

view at the Tenth Party Congress, the policy, on which
ostensibly he and his supporters had broken with the majority
of the Central Committee, would be implemented.  Yet,
immediately after this party congress, Tsektran was fully restored
at a Congress of Transport Workers. It was a carefully
packed congress. No word of opposition to Tsekiran was

heard except from an ‘insignificant handful’ of Mensheviks A

#nd Socialist Revolutionaries who were alleged to have gate- ¢
crashed disguised as ‘non-party members’.?*  The unpopular
-transport political directorates, which had been fused with the
union party organizations in December 1920, were restored
in October 1921 in the form of a special section of the Central
Committee for the ‘direction and control of party work in
transport’, with a network of subordinate sections.?” The

" iron hand of the Central Committee was soon in evidence in

its relations with the trade unions, “The reconstruction of.
trade-union organization from the top is completely inadmis-
sible’, ran the resolution adopted by the Tenth Congress i in
March 1921, In May 1921, with the ink on it scan:ely dry, a’

conflict arose with the Metai-workers Union. This union (the
oldest bolshevik trade union) was largely in sympathy with
the Workers’ Opposition. When the communist “fraction’ of
the union rejected the Central Committet’s list of candidates
for the controlling committee of the union by 120 votes to 40, -
the Central Committee ignored this vote, and appointed ‘a .
24 Pragda, 24 and 31 March 1921, d

%5 Spravochnik, 1, p. 122; 11, pp. 68-9.
° ;
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metal-workers’ committee consisting entirely of “its own
nominees. Shlyapnikov attempted to resign from the Central
Committee in protest. His resignation was not accepted.?®
The Central Committee’s policy was also revelled at the
Fourth All-Russian Trade Union Congress, which met between
17 and 25 May 1921. The main business of this congress
was to consider the tasks of the trade unions in relation to
the revival of private capitalist enterprises which was shortly
to be put into effect.?” It was soon made plin that no
relaxation of the strictly centralized party control®was & be
allowed. Tomsky, as chairman of the All-Russian Central
Trade Union Council was, together with Tsyperovich, made
responsible for the preparation of theses on the new tfade
union functions, and charged by the Central Committee to
ensure their acceptance by the communist ‘fraction’ in the
- congress and subsequently by the full congress. The theses
- were duly adopted by the ‘fraction’. However, on 17 May
‘this “fraction’ also accepted. by a vote of 1500 to 30 a resolution
_proposed by Ryazanov. The essence of this resolution was
- contained in the following: ‘The selection of directing per-
'sonnel for the trade union movement must take place unde#
the over-all control of the party, but the party must make a
special effort to put into practice the normal methods of
proletarian democracy, and this particularly in the trade
‘unions, where, above all, the selection of leaders should be
 made by the organized party masses themselves.’?® This
. proposal was even milder in its terms than Bukharin’s resolution
“on the same question accepted at the Tenth Party Congress
- two months before. But the passing of Ryazanov’s resolution
~ infuriated the Central Committee. On the following day
~ Tomsky, who had not himself supported it, was replaced as
the Central Committee’s representative at the congress by
Bukharin, Lenin, and Stalin, who were charged by the Central -
Committee to ensure its reversal in the unruly ‘fraction’ of
the congress. Ryazanov was banned from all further work:
*

26 Toestipa Ts. K., no. 32, 1921, pp. 3~4.  This union, which had led the strike
wave in 1905 and had won a majority from the Mensheviks as early as 1913
* represented the foremost elements of the bolshevik trade union movement—se
Milonov, pp, 109-19.  See also Popos, I, pp. 155, 164,
27 Forsdetails of these new tasks, see V3. gyezd prof. IV., pp. 66-8.
28 Quoted by Ryazanov at the Eleventh Party Congress, Protokoly XI, pp. 277-8
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“in the trade union movement. A special commission, headed
by Stalin, was set up to investigate the conduct of Tomsky.
- This commission found that, although Tomsky had not sup-

~ ported the 8ffending resolution, he had not shown sufficient
zeal in ensuring its rejection. It severely reprimanded him

“for his ‘criminal indifference’ and relieved him of all work in#

“the Central Council of Trade Unions. The ‘fraction’ was
duly persuaded to revoke its resolution of the day before,
though it dide demand, without success, that the decision with
regard to T®msky should be reversed.?

It proved only a temporary eclipse so far as Tomsky was
concerned. Ryazanov, who had not endeared himself by his
bittep' and witty attacks on Zinoviev’s tactics, both before and

_at the Teflth Party Congress, was never allowed to return to -
political work in the trade unions. As the result of this
rebellion, on 30 July 1921 new instructions on party ‘fractions’
in the trade unions were issued by Molotov, the responsible

secretary of the party, and Andreev. (The latter had by .

- now been restored to favour after his short period of very
moderate opposition, and had become secretary of the Central

- (@ouncil of Trade Unions.) The new instructions enjoined -
- complete obedience of ‘“fractions’ to directives of the party on
pain of expulsion, and prohibited any member of a ‘“fraction’
- from speaking at any'meeting without leave of the ‘fraction’.3® .
- During 1921 and 1922 control of the Central Committee over
all trade union appointments became firmly established. In
- December 1921 a party conference laid down that only ‘old -
. experienced party members’ who had not been members of
- any other party should be drafted to the trade unions, but that

“this ‘renovation’ of the directing organs of the unions should
| take place gradually. A special commission for this purpose =
(which included Tomsky, restored to favour by this date)

© was set up in January 1922, Its work had not yet been com-
‘pleted by March 1922 when the Eleventh Party Congress
met,al ' '
Victimization of supporters. of the Workers’ Opposition

egan immediately after the Tenth Party Congress. ‘The L

22 Jzvestiya T5..K., no. 32, of 6 August 1921 . 2-3.
30 See Pravda, 30 July 1991, PP .
2 VEP(b) v rez., p. 488; and se¢ Andreev’s speech at the Eleventh Party Con- .
255, Protokoly XI,'pp. 260 et seq. : ‘

e
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struggle’, as Shlyapnikov later recounted, ‘took place not along v
ideological lines but by means . . . of edging out from appoint-
ments, of systematic transfers fmm one district to another and

even of expulsion from the party.’ The party®’would have

been within its rights in suppressing the propagation of the
demand that the unions should control industry, since this

had been declared an anarcho-syndicalist deviation from =

marxism. But the attack was levelled not for heretical
opinions, but for criticism of any kind of the partyshortcommgs

‘Every member of the party who spoke in defnce Sf the
resolution on workers” democracy passed at the Tenth Congress
was declared a supporter of the Workers’ Opposition and
guilty of disintegrating the party’, and was accordingly
victimized.?? The resolution on workers’ democracy to which
Shlyapnikov was referring, was not, be it noted, an opposmon
resolution, but the official resolution adopted at the congress,

on the proposal of Bukharin. Comparison of the lists of
delegates to the Tenth and Eleventh Congresses shows that of
the thirty-seven oppositionists who attended the private meet-
ing convened by Lenin during the Tenth Congress, with the
object of persuading Shlyapnikov to serve on the Centrsl
Committee, only four reappeared as delegates with a vote at
the Eleventh Congress the following year.

An incident in August 1921 illustrates what Zinoviev and
Lenin meant by the professions of party democracy which had
ensured their victory at the Tenth Party Congress. At a
private meeting of a party cell Shlyapnikov criticized in biting
terms a decree of the Praesidium of the Supreme Council of
National Economy. On 9 August in the Central Committee,
Lenin demanded his expulsion from the Central Committee.
- He was, however, unable to secure the necessary two-thirds
majority *required for this step, as laid down by the Tenth
Party Congress. But the Central Committee decided (in a
resolution which was only made known in higher party
circles) that Shlyapnikov’s criticism was ‘quite inadmissible’
and that further utterances might lead to his expulsion. H
was also relieved of his duties in connection with the part
purge, then in progress. The text of an official report of th
party cell meeting, possibly compiled by someone acting a

32 2orky, pp. 146-7.
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an informer for the central apparatus, was quoted some years
later by Rykov.?® No ingenuity can turn Shlyapnikov’s words
either into advocacy of anarcho-syndicalism, or into an attempt
to set up a separate group or ‘clique’ in the party. At the
Tenth Congress Lenin had persuaded him to serve on the
Central Committee. Now, five months later, Lenin was
demanding his expulsion for a few sharp words of criticism of
the bureaucracy, uttered at a private meeting of a local party
cell. If he was looking for a pretext, he could scarcely have
picked a Weaker one.

That there was still at this date some reluctance to take dis-
ciplinary action against known Bolsheviks of long standing in
the party s illustrated by the case of that rare individualist,
G. Myasmkov, perhaps the only Russian Communist after
1917 to advocate freedom of speech for parties other than his
own. An old worker-Bolshevik, and a party member since
1906, he had been responsible for the killing of the Grand
Duke Michael in 1917. He had been transferred in 1920 from
his native Urals to Petrograd where, at the end of 1920, he
made full use of the opportunities for free criticism still existing
#& that period for members of the communist party, to lash
the bureaucracy and the shortcomings of the leading party
officials in vigorous, if somewhat illiterate, articles and speeches.
He went much further than the Workers’ Opposition, not
only by his advocacy of peasant unions to which reference

33 The report, as quoted by Rykov, is given in full in this note, in order to illus-
trate the kind of criticism which in Lenin’s view justified the expulsion of an old
Bolshevik, his principal lieutenant between 1915 and 1917, from the Central
Committee: ‘In the party cell the former People’s Commissar presented a report,
—or rather did not so much present a report, as launch into criticism of govern-
ment decrees. As the basis of his criticism he took the resolution of the Praesidium
of the Supreme Council of National Economy on the granting of concessions of
industrial enterprises to private capitalists. He began with the paragraph which
says “It must be admitted, that national economy has been managed without any
organization’’. Comrade Shlyapmkov, burst out laughing over this sentence.
“What does this mean? Four years’ management, and no organization—it doesn’t
make sense!!”’ The second point of his criticism was the part of the resolution
which reads: “In spite of the fact that the workers were supplied with clothes and

ovisions, production dropped to 2 minimum.’”’ This sentence was much criti-

ed by comrade Shlyapnikov, who said that the workegs were given pretty well
mn all, whereas production at some factories was even higher than before the

r. The third point which he criticized was the passage about pilfering at

ork. Comrade Shlyapnikov said that it was not the fault of the workers, but
the economic departments: they have reduced the workers to thieving. At the

d of his criticism he announced that the whole resolution stank of prejudice

ainst the workers, and that the workers should be on their guard.’  S& Zorky,

. 48-9. cf. Izvestiya Ts. K., no. 33, October 1921.

.
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has already been made,3¢ but also in his demands for freedom
of spcech for all parties without excep‘tion as the only method
of ensuring efﬁcwncy and problty in the communlst party.
“The Soviet power’, he wrote, ‘must maintain at its Swn expense
a body of detractors as did once the Roman Emperors.’3s
Writing years later, in exile, he attributed the decline in the
party to the decisions of the Tenth Party Congress which made
free criticism impossible.?® He did not hesitate to express his
views forcibly, not only in Petrograd but in a report to the
Central Committee. Lenin, in a private letter, eideavdured
to convince him that greater freedom of speech and press
meant in effect, freedom for the forces of counter-revolu-
tion.3? In his reply to Lenin, Myasnikov reminded hinf that
the only reason why he, Myasnikov, was not in jail was because
he was an old Bolshevik, and that thousands of ordlnary work-
men were in jail for saying exactly the ‘same thlngs as he did.
Even after the Orgbureau had condemned his views, through
a special commission appointed for the purpose, Myasnikov
succeeded in winning over to his side, against the Orgbureau,
the whole of the local party organization of Motovilikhin
(in his native Urals). The Orgbureau commission (which
included Bukharin and Sol’ts) thereupon voted to expel him
from the party and this decision was referred for confirmation
to the Politbureau on 20 February 1922. The Politbureau
confirmed it, subject to a proviso that he should be readmitted
within a year if he mended his ways.38

The tolerance shown to Myasnikov was however exceptional.
For the great majority of the party, the ‘workers’ democracy’

3¢ See Chapter XVI. -

35 Quoted in Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, no..6 (113), 1931, at p. 93.

38 See his Ocherednoy obman, Paris, 1931, p. 40.

87 See Lepin, Vol. XXVI, pp. 683, 473. A selection of Myasnikov’s speeches
and articles'and Lenin’s letter and Myasmkov s reply were reprinted ‘for party
members only’ in a vety rare pamphlet entitled Diskussionnyy material (Tezisy tov.
Mpyasnikova,, pis'mo tov. Lenina, otvet emu, postanovlenie byuro Ts. K. i rezolyutsiya
motovilikhintsev) tol’ko dlya chlenov partii. Moscow, 1921. It was printed in
500 copies only. It has not been obtainable (a copy in Paris was accidentall
destroyed by fire) but a gummary of its contents will be found in Sotsialistiches
vesémk 23 February 1925 pp. 24. cf. Izvestiva Ts. K. no. 34, of 15 Novemb
1921

38 Myasnikov’s name recurred for some years as an active oppositioni:
Banished and imprisoned after 1928, he eventually escaped to Paris, ‘Where
remained until after the war, In 1945 apparently in the belief that the Russi
victory tvould herald an era of pohtlcal tolerance in which he could once aga
play a part, he returned to the U.S.S.R.; he has not been heard of since.

°
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" which the Tenth Party Congress had decided on in theory.

- soon proved of little value in practice, in the light of the new
limitation on criticism introduced at the last minute. ~Although
some discussidn was at first encouraged, partly perhaps as a -
convenient method of forcing opposition into the open, it soon

“led to the silencing of any outspoken criticism. In the summer

of 1921 a discussion club was set up in Samara, a stronghold
©of opposition, to debate the policy of granting concessions to
private capitaists® and, in the second half of 1921, such clubs -
sprang up alPover the country. But they did not survive many
months. In the case of the Moscow club, for example, the

Control Commission, having noticed that its discussions had

been %aking on a demagogic non-party character which had

~a demoralizing effect on its members’, decided to ‘liquidate’

it after six rgmnths’ existence.*  The resolutions of the Tenth
“Congress disapproving of central appointments to elective posts
“in the party were likewise disregarded. In the case of the
Samara party organization, for instance, the Central Com-
mittee was ‘forced’ to remove a number of workers from
responsible positions and transfer them to other regions, and
to®send to Samara a strong group of ‘new workers’. There

were expulsions and transfers from the party organs in Sim-.

“birsk and Archangel. In Vologda, after a conflict lasting for
two months, the difficulty was solved by the ‘drafting of several
new workers, unconnected with local groupings’.  Of nine

party oblast’ (provincial) organizations; each controlling a

number of gubernii, six in 1921 consisted of persons appointed
by the Central Committee, and only three, including the

. Central Committee of the Ukraine, were elected by the local

party organizations.! S
When it became evident that they were being victimized, |

supporters of the Workers" Opposition appealed to the Cen-

tral Committee. Their complaints were investigated and

3% For a report of this see Pravda, 14 J anuar§ 1822, which ascribeé ihe setting

of the Samara club to the desire to ‘liquidate’ oppositipn tendencies; but does 3 .

- state whether this meant liquidation of the critics, or the resolving of doubts in
: discussion. ) .

10 Lonin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 536~7. The closing d £ ihis club was fully
lorsed by Lenin—ibid., 5." 267, ‘ SEG down of Bas club was Pully

1 8ee the Gentral Committee’s report for the period between the Tcnfh and E

enth Party Congresses, reptinted in Protokoly X1, pp.-637-64, £ i
Ko no. 4, o 1925, ‘> P 5 PP 2/-0%, rom  I2vestiya
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rejected as untrue.?? Instructions were however issued that
the extensive purge, then in progress in the party under the
direction of the Control Commission, should not be used as
~cover for expelling sympathisers with the oppositfon.  Indeed,
it does not appear that the purge was much abused in this
manner, possibly in view of the presence on the Control
Commission during 1921 of an oppositionist, Chelyshev. In
practice repressions against the opposition were more often
carried out directly by the central party apparatus, by re-
moving an elected organization, as in the case of Samara, or
by the transfer of too outspoken critics to the most remote
regions of the country, as well as by dismissals from official
appointments. *
Thwarted inside Russia, some of the leaders of the Workers’
Opposmon eventually endeavoured to make their criticism
heard in the arena of international communism and to warn
foreign Gommunists of the decline of proletarian influence in
the Russian party and of what they regarded as a dangerous
tendency towards bourgeois degeneration. They were assured
of some sympathy from the left wings of 2 number of the foreign
communist parties. These left wings had been growinge®in
strength in the course of 1920, mainly under the influence of
. the Dutch Communists, Gorter and Pannekoek. The left
wings criticized the Russians for attaching too much import-
ance to the party, and too little to the function of the working
masses. The result was, argued the ‘left’ Communists, that the
International tended to see its tasks in terms of the interests of
the Russian communist party, and not in terms of the interests
of the working masses. ‘For the International the masses of
Western Europe are merely a means to an end. For the left,
 they are in themselves the end,” wrote Gorter in the summer of
1920, i1t reply to Lenin’s Left Communism—an Infantile Disease.*®
The most important left wing was the German Kommunistische
Arbeiter Partei (K.A.P.D.), which in the spring of 1920 split off
from the German communist party and soon captured ‘the
" majority of the party in many important centres, includi
Berlin and Hamburg. In April 1922 the K.A.P.D. forme
together with the Dutch and Bulgarian opposition grbups, t
so-called Communist Labour International, as a co-ordinat’

42 Protokoly XI, p. 652. 43 Offener Brief an Lenin, p. 87.
L I L e '
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body for all lefi-wing communist parties in sympathy with
the K.AP.D.#¢ It is this body which was at times, somewhat
ambitiously, geferred to as the Fourth International.
' There was clearly something in common between these left
‘wings and the Workers’ Opposition, in particular the stress
which they all laid on greater confidence in the masses and on
their spontaneous participation in the business of socialism.
¢ They all shared, moreover, a hostility to the New Economic
Policy, if for different reasons: the Workers’ Opposition because
they regarded it as a betrayal of proletarian interests, the
K.A.P.D. because they saw in it a brake on revolution in
Westgrn Europe. When Lutovinov, and later Shlyapnikov,
visited Berlin after the Tenth Party Congress,*S they naturally -
enough established contact with the left wing of the German
communist eparty, including its leader Maslow. Rumours of
Maslow’s meetings with Lutovinov or Shlyapnikov presumably
reached Lenin., In the conditions of open party opposition
. still prevailing in 1921 it is hardly surprising that these contacts
' should not have been kept secret from the Russian Central
~ Committee,*® “The indiscretion, to use a mild term, in the
* cOnduct of this Maslow has had its repercussions even here in
. “Moscow,’*? Lenin wrote in the summer of 1921, But it is
 probable that the enthusiasm for the identification of the two
~groups of dissidents came more from the side of the Western
~ left Communists than from the Workers® Oppgsjtigg. To the
- Western European opposition the existence of a group of old
- Bolsheviks inside Russia who shared their view was valuable
. support, . But for the Workers’ Oppositior, which had through-~
‘out shown no inclination to split off fom the Russian com-
_Iunist party, to be identified with gissident groups no longer
.represented in the Third Internajonal was a very doubtful
political advantage. To the Rugsian Central Comimittee the
identification of the Workers” Opposition with groups which
‘they were seeking to discredit in the International was no
‘dqubt Wﬁl@om}@» - Shlyapniksy later accused, the Central Com~
Mittee of having attempted by the use of agents provocateurs to
s g;;ilchmch}z, po139. R
1%, yapnikov apparently at:, visited England in 1920—see Vs. syezd prof. I,

»

% See Ruth Fischer, Siy : : 4
7 Lenin, Vol, XX“:{: pazzlg(ﬂ)i.wf gfrrl?qn Co7fzmzfmsm, pp. 181-2.
T TR R e o
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provoke the Workers’ Opposition into forming a group of the
‘Fourth International’.4s
So far from abandoning the communist Third Jpternational,
the Workers’ Opposition made a rather naive attempt’ in
1921 to enlist the support of this body against the Central
Committee, when the latter rejected their protest against
victimization of oppositionists. At the Third Congress of
- the  International, in June 1921, Kollontay, speaking ‘nots
in the name of the Russian delegation’, buf for ‘aesmall
s minority’ of the Russian party offered some mild criticism
of the decline in Russia of confidence in the masses, and of
the loss of initiative by the proletariat. She was attackeq with
venom by Trotsky and Bukharin, and found no support in the
congress, except from the delegates of the K.A.P.D. In spite
of her criticism, she did not vote against the resolution approv-
ing the policy of the Russian communist party.4® The dis-
agreements inside the Russian party were at that date scarcely
known outside Russia, except'in left wing groups, and there
was clearly no desire on Kollontay’s part to disclose their
seriousness at this congress. But in February of the followir.xg
year, twenty-two prominent supporters of the Workers’ Opposi~
tion decided to appeal to the International against the Russian
Central Committee, In a declaration addressed to the Execu~
tive Committee of the Communist International they com-
plained of the_ decline in the Russian party of proletarian
initiative, and oi the methods now being adopted to stifle
criticism and to swpress democracy in the trade unions and
in the party. The dgnatories of this declaration, of which a
copy was sent to the Ceatral Committee, included Shlyapnikov,
Medvedev, and Kuznetsov, as well as Chelyshev, the men}ber :
of the Central Control Commission. Kollontay, not an original
G signatorgr, appended her signature later. "The Decla'ration of o
Ll the Twenty-Two, as it becamg known, was also signed by .
ik Myasnikov, who had been expelled from the party a fe-w days .
before the declaration reached fae Executive Committee 0{
the International. One notable omission from the list ™
signatories was Kiselev. - He had, since the Tenth me
Congress, become chairman of the ‘.esser S:ovna,rko%n s
co-ordinating office within the Council of People’s Commissa

38 Protokoly X1, p. 697, - N : 48 Com}%%z I, pp. 367-8
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and had broken with the opposition, of which he had been a
leading member.

The decison of the Executive Committee of the Inter-
aational was a foregone conclusion. It was hardly con-
ceivable that in 1922 the Communist International should
side with an opposition of the serious nature of which it was.
probably unaware, and which was making accusations against
the first socialist state which ran directly counter to every-
thing gwhichy all had been led to believe. A ‘commissign was
appointed under the chairmaunship of Kolarov to examine the
complaints of the Twenty-Two; it included Clara Zetkin,
Cachjn, Kreibich, and MacManus. The inclusion of Cachin
on the cogmission was interpreted by the oppositionists as a
special insult.® The commission heard the statements of
Shlyapnikow, Kollontay, and Pravdin at one session; and of
_ Zinoviev, Trotsky, and Rudzutak at another. The complaints
~ presented by Shlyapnikov have been summarized in Soviet
 sources, presumably from the archives of the International.
. The summary does not appear particularly exaggerated or
 inaccurate, though Shlyapnikov later asserted that what he
- h%d said had been distorted. He told the commission about
. the complete party domination over trade umions and over
' the workers generally, about the flouting of the party congress
* resolutions on workers’ democracy, and criticized the growing
_ petty-bourgeois and non-proletarian composition of the Russian

_party. As an example, he alleged that of thirty-five guberniya
. party secretaries only three were workers. The Central Com-

‘mittee’s methods were driving workers to leave the party.

Shlyapnikov also complained of house searches, interception

of correspondence, the employment of agents provocateurs against.

yppositionists in the party, and the constant stifling of all
riticism. The Kolarov commission duly reported to the
xecutive Committee of the International condemning the

- pposition: the Russian party, it found, was fully aware of

me of the defects complained of by the opposition, and was
king energetic ‘steps to combat them, while the cond+-

f the opposition merely provided " °°

*
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Mensheviks and ‘counter-revolutionaries’ generally. Its report .
was unanimously accepted by the Executive Committee; but
four members, two Swiss and two Czech, abstained. 5!

No one could deny the right of the opposition to appeal to
the highest instance of the communist hierarchy, the Inter-
national. But the reaction of the Russian Central Committee,
and particularly of Lenin, to this incident is not difficult to
imagine. The blow to the prestige of the Russian communist °
party caused by this action of the Twenty-Two was cogsider~
able. Their step was understandable as a la% desperate
attempt to obtain a hearing. But, as Communists of long
experience, they must have known that they had committed
an unpardonable sin against the party. The Cegtral Tom-
mittee proceeded to exploit its victory in the International in
order finally to discredit the opposition inside Russia. The

measures adopted to silence opposition after the Tenth Party

Congress had apparently not yet been successful by 1922, In
the first week of March an Extraordinary Congress of the
Metal-workers’ Union was summoned. In spite of the care
with which this very union had been packed by the Central =
Committee the previous year, and in spite of the participati®n -
in the meeting of the communist ‘fraction’ of this congress of -
Lenin, Zinoviev, Stalin, Molotov, Kamenev, Clara Zetkin,
Cachin, Kolarov, Tomsky, Rudzutak, and Andreev, there were -
five abstentions in the voting in the ‘fraction’ on a resolution
condemning the Declaration of the Twenty-Two, %2 .
A much more serious state of affairs was disclosed at the
Eleventh Communist Party Congress which opened on 27 March
1922, In the country as a whole, as Zinoviev’s guarded report.
on the state of the party indicated, critical opposition (now’
invariably described as ‘cliques’ and ‘group struggles’) wa:
widespread.®® What was more alarming to the Central Com
mittee, the unrest in party life in the country was reflecte
in the congress proceedings. Lenin’s health was already fail
ing. He had ceased regular work in December. He attende
~~lv the opening of the Eleventh Congress, to present tk
" e to this incident have been published, b

~ o, 5963, and Prowkoly X
odielipskiy Inte
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nt can do everything except change a man = ‘
a WO Our Central Committee is-far more power- !
1 than that. It has already changed more than one not
ery réVQlilion'ary man into an old woman, and the number
of these eld women is increasing daily.’®® He argued that
0 long as government took the form of the issuing of orders
without previous - discussion, chaos, bureaucracy, and cor-
ruption would be the inevitable results. Yet, like the Tenth
Congress before it, this congress too surrendered, in spite of
misgivings? to the policy of the Central Committee. The
opposition was unorganized, and lacked influential leaders.
No single member of the Central Committee (other than
ShiYapnikov and Kutuzov, retained there against their wills)
had lifted a finger during 1921 in an endeavour to stop or
modify the new policy of building unanimity by force.
Trotsky, for example, was stoutly against the opposition  in
spite of the fact that according to one of his former support
Kossior, there had been some victimization of supporters’
the Trotsky-Bukharin platform.* His temporary rift with
Lenin had been completely healed. Zinoviev’s campaign
®gainst Trotsky had lost its force, and Trotsky was not anxious
to jeopardize his own position by defending his past supporters.
For the Workers’ Opposition it was the end, though it was
to take some years before their spokesmen had all either
capitulated, or been effectively silenced. /
But although the Central Committee once again emerged
victorious, the Eleventh Congress revealed that the party ap-
paratus, under the management of Molotov, was as yet far
from equal to its tasks of exposing and silencing opposition, -
and’ of ensuring implicit obedience to its orders. The fact
alone that the Central Committee had been defeated in a
vote showed serious mismanagement of the electibn of the’
lelegates to the congress. The Secretariat, in particular, had
reen lagging behind. It was only as late as September 1921
that a full system of returns was initiated on the basis of which
the centre could inform itself in detail Sn party activity in
local organizations.®> The indexing of all party officials had
not yét been completed by the Eleventh Party Congress.$®

oly. X1, p. 83. . 81 3pid,, pp. 1934,
0 , %8 Protokoly X1, p. 52.
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Although in the summer of 1921 the Secretariat was already
despatching an average of a hundred telegrams a day through
its secret cipher department,®* it does not appear to have
made anything like sufficient progress in the badlc card in-
dexing of all party members—the foundation for all effective
manipulation.®3 :
The new Central Committee elected by the Eleventh
Congress on 2 April 1922 once again showed the ascendancy
of Stalin. Andreev and Kuybyshev were now atlded to the
Central Committee as members, while, among the c‘andid%tes,
Stalin’s future supporters were increased by the addition of
Manuilsky and Mikoyan. The Central Committee proceeded
to make some changes in the party apparatus. It elelted
Stalin as General Secretary, in place of Molotov, whose designa-
tion had been that of ‘Responsible Secretary’; Mojotov and
Kuybyshev were elected as his assistants.®® According to
Trotsky, Lenin expressed some misgivings about Stalin’s fitness
to prepare anything but ‘peppery dishes’.8? But some doubt
is cast on Trotsky’s recollection by the fact that he places this
story around the Tenth Congress, in 1921.  Moreover if Lenin,
or for that matter Trotsky, had opposed Stalin’s election as
Secretary in the Central Committee, one would expect Trotsky
to have recorded this fact. Stalin was clearly the best man
for the new functions which in the past year had become
the peculiar province of the party apparatus. There is nothing =
to indicate that Lenin, in April 1922, thought otherwise.
The congress also reorganized and strengthened the Control
Commissions. Of the seven members elected to the central
Control Commission the year before, only one, Sol'ts, was
reappointed. Both the local and the central commissions
were equipped with ‘a small apparatus for investigations’.
Thus, the ‘workers’ democracy’ proclaimed at the Tenth
Party Congress had proved a sham, no less than the trade

82 Izvestiya Ts. K., no. 34, 15 November 1921, p. 6.

85 See a report on thisaspect of the organization of the Secretariat by the
Central Revision Committee appointed at the Tenth Congress, reprinted in
Protokoly XI, pp. 75-6. L

88 According to Pravda of 4 April 1922.  According to a note of thg Marx-
Engels-Lenin Institute the election only took place in"May—Protokoly X1, p. 758,
" If the latter date is correct, the election may have taken place in Lenin’s absence,
since by fhat date he was already incapacitated by illness. ‘ :

87 Trotsky, Ma Vie, Vol. 111, p. 183,
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union programme. No attempt was ever made to imple-
ment either. The real policy of the Central Committee was
contained in the resolutions directed against the Workers’ Op-
position. For this an effective apparatus at the centre was
‘vital. The apparatus developed by Stalin after 1922 was no
more than the perfection of the apparatus which Molotov had
tried, and failed, to create during 1921. It was a necessary
consequence, of Lenin’s policy of eliminating criti(.:ism from

. the sparty, and of ruling it by decree. There is nothing
to show that the routing of the Workers’ Opposition at
the Eleventh Congress did not correspond to Lenin’s views,
although it took place in his absence. It was, after all, Lenin
‘who ha@ proposed the expulsion of Shlyapnikov from the
Central Committee for a few hard words about the bureaucracy.
Yet, befose a stroke in May 1922 virtually eliminated Lenin
from political life, there were already signs of discord between
him and the new masters of Russia. Lenin apparently retained
his faith that, side by side with his system of rigid, centralized

~ party dictatorship, the standards of the party could be raised,

- bureaucracy and careerism checked, and the efficiency and
%elf-reliance of the proletariat developed. During the first few

months of 1922 he was bombarding the commuuist leaders
with advice on improvement of the state machine, advice
which was consistently disregarded by his successors. On

21 February he wrote to Tsyurupa, the Commissar for Supply:

There is still, I think a fundamental disagreement between us.
The main thing in my view, is to transfer the centre of gravity
from the writing of decrees and orders (and we are guilty of
stupidity in this matter to the point of idiocy) to the selection of
men and to the checking of the carrying out of orders; . .

All of us have been drowned in a putrid bureaucratic swamp of
‘departments’.® o :

Lenin also had misgivings -about the increasing influence of
‘he Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection (Rabkrin), though they
did not go so far on this subject as Trotsky’s.® Rabkrin was
a vast, burcaucratic engine for control over the administration
of economic life, which Stalin had headed since 1919. A

8 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 163, ;

8% For Lenin’s plan for, and difference of view with Trotsky over, Rgbkrin see
Lenin, Vol XXVIII, pp. 285-9, and 547~3, where Trotsky’s private letter on the
ubject is quoted. o : .

.
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letter from Lenin to Stalin of 29 September 1921, at a time
when Stalin was still head of this institution, perhaps illustrates
more than anything the contrast between the two men. ‘The
task of Rabkrin’, wrote Lenin ‘is not only, indeed dot as much
as at present, to “catch” and “expose” people . . . as o know
how to improve them.’™® ‘Catching’ and ‘exposing’ were however ®
fast becoming the keynote of Soviet government, and proving
an effective alternative to ‘improvement’. But it was over the o °
vital question of the social composition of the pefr thag the ek
decline of Lenin’s influence was most evident by the time of =~
the Eleventh Party Congress. In the second half of 1921 an
extensive purge of the party had been carried out. More than

a fifth were expelled, two and a half per cent left vdunta;ily.
Nearly half of the members expelled were said to have been =
peasants.” In spite of this drastic measure the pargy did not -
become more proletarian in character, and the percentage of
actual workers in the party remained very low. Very many,
of the best worker Communists continued to leave in dis-
illusionment. Lenin, still unable or unwilling to admit that = .
it was in the nature of the machine he had created to attract

the worst and repel the best, was early in 1922 seriously®
concerned at the decline in the proletarian element in the
party. The New Economic Policy made it more likely that ~
the party would now be assailed by applicants from among

the wealthier peasants anxious to secure the privileges which
party membership offered. 1In a series of letters to the Central
Committee early in 1922 Lenin severely criticized Zinoviev’s
“proposal that new members should be accepted into the party

after only six months’ probation for workers, and twelve months’
probation for others. Lenin’s view was that the probation
periods should be six months for those workers who had had

ten years” actual experience in heavy industry, and eighteen
months for other workers. For peasants, and for Red Army-

men he proposed a probation period of two years, and for al’
others of three years. The Central Committee refused to
accept this suggestion, but finally agreed to increase the
probation period in the case of peasants to eighteen mor.1ths.""

0 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 14,

71 Detgils given at the Eleventh Congress by Shkiryatov, of the Central Gontrol
Commission, Protokoly XI, pp. 392-400.

72 See Lenin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 209-12, and 528-9.
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At the Eleventh Party Congress it became evident that the
views of the new party rulers, Stalin and Zinoviev, did not
coincide with Lenin’s. Lenin himself was not present when
this questioh was debated and the resolution on the admission -
of new members to the party adopted. Zinoviev’s speech on
the question of party composition mainly stressed the import-
anee of increasing the representation of the peasantry in the
party. No reference was made by anyone in the course of
debate to L&nin’s strong views on this question. ' The agree-
ment whih the Central Committee had reached with Lenin

- was disregarded.  The probation period for peasants was now
fixed at only twelve months, while the period for ‘workers and
" Red Armgymen of worker and peasant origin® was fixed at six-
months.”® The new leaders were apparently determined to
facilitate ghe influx of peasants into the party and did not
share Lenin’s views on the need to increase its proletarian
composition.  Such disregard of Lenin’s view on so vital a
- question of policy would have been unthinkable while Lenin
~ was still at work. There are also some pointers which suggest -
that in 1922 the method of compulsion and dictatorship, of -
*catching’ and ‘exposing’, was in Lenin’s view going too far.
A comparison, for example, of Lenin’s draft resolution on
trade unions prepared by him for the Eleventh Congress, with
the resolution which was adopted at the congress in Lenin’s

absence discloses a vital addition: ‘The immediate practical 7

_task of the guberniya committees and of the central committee
. of the party is the renovation of the composition of the govern-

ing organs of the trade unions at the centre and in the
gubernii.’™* "There was, of course, nothing inconsistent in this =

proposal with Lenin’s policy in the past year.  ‘Renovation’
of trade union organs had taken place often enough in 1921,
and there is nothing to suggest that it took place without his
‘approval. Still, the omission from his draft of all reference
. to this policy in 1922 and its addition at the congress by the
- men who were beginning to replace him, Zinoviev and Stalin,

* raises the question whether at this date Lénin may have begun

ahreac.ly to fear that the policy which he had laboured for the
‘gngP(b) vrez., p. 313.  These periods were reaffirmed in August: 1922-ibid.,
p.542. ,

- T4ibid., p. 502. For Lenin’s draft, see Lenin, Vol, XX L 147 :
also iid., p. 515. ‘ b, see Lenin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 147-56. - See . | .
. ® B



342 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY

past year to put into effect was leading to results which he
had not anticipated. Certainly, as his “Testament’ showed,
by the end of 1922 he had decided that Stalin was too ‘crude’
to occupy the post of Secretary, and should be r#placed. It
is no more than a speculation, but if in 1922 Lenin was
beginning to have misgivings, it was already too late. He
had conjured up a monster which he no longer had dhe
strength to control.




PART IV
CONCLUSIONS

CHAPTER XVIII '
s . LENINISM TRIUMPHANT

" Lenin had first formulated his doctrine on the organization
of the social democratic party in 1902. This is what he wrote
~ in September of that year to a party worker in a letter which
was reprod.uced and widely circulated:

 While in the matter of ideology and of practical control of the
movement and of the revolutionary struggle we need the maximum
“possible centralization for the proletariat, so far as concerns informa-
tior on the movement the centre needs the maximum possible
decentralization. . ... We must centralize control over the move-
- ement.~ We must likewise . .. decentralize as much as possible
the responsibility before the party of each individual member. . ..
We must particularly bear in mind , .. the centre will be powerless
if we do not at the same time put into effect the maximum decen-
tralization both as regards responsibility to the centre, and as
regards information -at the cenire on all the wheels and little
cogs of the party machine; . ... In order that the centre should
be able not only to advise, to persuade, and to argue (as we have
“been doing up tll now) but really to direct the orchestra, it is
‘essential for it to know in detail who plays what fiddle and where,
what instrument he has studied and is studying, and where,
who is playing out of tune, and where, and why (when thé music-
begins to grate on the ear), and who should be transfefred; and
how and whither he should be transferred in order to get rid of the
i discord, and so forth,?

T his plan, though designed for the purpgses of revolution,
vas not substantially altered after the revolution had been

‘1'ckcomp1ished. It was not, however, until 1921, with the :

* Lenin, Vol.'V, pp. 179-92. of, his ‘Chto delat?;> Lenin, Vol. iV, Pp- 359—508.‘
1¢ first edition of this work carried as its epigraph a quotation from Lassallé:
he party strengthe.ns itself by purging itself.’ : ~
343
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development of the party Secretariat and Orgbureau, that it
began to be put into practice. Nor was it until 1921 that
Lenin was able to achieve the other fundamental principle of &
his scheme of party organization, the monopoly of control
over proletariat and peasantry. The latter was only accom-
plished with the elimination from the political scene of socialist
opponents, and especially of the Mensheviks, whose influence
in the trade unions presented the most serious competition to o
the Communists. . * .
Before the revolution the conflict between the® two wings
of Russian social democracy had centred much more on ques-
tions of organization and method than on questions of theory.
With the coming of the February Revolution, Bolshevikg and
Mensheviks alike did not scruple to jettison theoretical prin-
ciples to which each had previously adhered.  Thg¢ same pro-
cess can be observed after the October Revolution, during the
years of the civil war. Once again, it was much less dispute
over the theory of marxism which divided Bolsheviks and
Mensheviks than questions of organization and method. The
Mensheviks, in particular, had in practice abandoned, within
~ a year of the revolution, the most cherished tenet of orthoddx
Russian marxists, that a socialist revolution should only take
place after a long period of ‘bourgeois’ democracy, by con-
ceding the ‘historical necessity’ of the October Revolution.
In introducing his New Economic Policy Lenin did little
more than take over and put into practice a doctrine evolved
by the Mensheviks—after first removing the Mensheviks
from the political scene. Even in the case of relations between
the Bolsheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries, it was to
some extent true that what divided the two parties was mo
often disagreement over methods of government than wide
divergelt theoretical beliefs. The left wing of the Sociali
Revolutionaries immediately accepted the Bolshevik revol
tion, and only broke with the Bolsheviks on the questio
of the tactics to be adopted in preserving the revolution-
ary government in power. But even the rest of the party
who at first repudiated the Bolshevik revolution, accepted i
in the end when they found that their struggle against tt
' revolutionary government was helping a counter-revolutiona
government to power. The capitulation of many of the




LENINISM TRIUMPHANT 345

~

number to the Communists, and the hesitations of those who
did not capitulate, proved this beyond doubt. Lenin had in
turn accepted, at any rate temporarily, the socialist revolu- -

~ tionary theofly of land distribution to the peasantry, and had

abandoned the bolshevik programme of immediate nationali-
zation. Once again, as before the revolution, the main source
of conflict between Lenin and Russian socialism proved to be
questions of organization and method—such as the Vecheka,
the uncontroﬁed bureaucracy, or the subordination of the

“trade unionf to centralized party control. ~Above all, the great -

majority of socialists were not prepared to tolerate the suppres-
sion of democratic liberties. The victory of the Bolsheviks
over the sqeialists can of course in Jarge measure be explained
by the constant use of force. But there were other causes at
work whick were also of importance in helping to assure
this victory. . P

The first reason was the war with Germany. The efforts
of the Second International had not yet: by the summer of
1914 produced unity in the ranks of the great majority of

- Russian social democrats who rejected Lenin’s authoritarian

tdctics. But on the eve of the war it seemed as if Lenin’s
tactics ‘were at last going to bring about in Russian social
democracy the cohesion which it had hitherto lacked. The

'war put an end to this movement, which, had it succeeded, -

might well have left Lenin and his followers by the wayside
as an offshoot of the main trend of Russian politics, of little
more historical importance than Tkachev before him. For
the division caused by the war brought the internationalist

wings of both Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries much -

nearer to Lenin’s group of extremists in the Second Inter-
national than to their own ‘defensist’ colleagues, who appeared
to them to be betrayers of socialist principles. In®Russia,
during the critical and chaotic months between March and
November 1917, large sections of both the Socialist Revolution-
aries and of the Mensheviks, namely, the Left Socialist Revo-
utionaries and Martov’s Internationalists, occupied positions

1ch (gloser to the. Bolsheviks than to the ‘defensists’ in

1e§r respective parties. When they realized that Lenin’s

dlicy had led not to the promised revolutionary war, but to

est-Litovsk, they broke with the Bolsheviks, but it was by
K B R L » :
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~ then too late.” Moreover, even among the ‘defensist’ socialists,
if one excepts a few realists like Plekhanov, or romantic
patriots like Savinkov, there were many whose outward
support of national defence was nevertheless dqualified by
demands for such action as made effective defence impossible.
Their attitude only served to strengthen the hands of the
Bolsheviks. .

Equally important for the victory of bolshevism was the o
advantage which the Bolsheviks derived from the emoral
scruples of their socialist opponents. Itisnow a csmmonplace
to argue that the Provisional Government, headed by the
socialist Kerensky, could easily have prevented the bolshevik
revolution by taking effective and timely actions agamst a
mere handful of men and their skeleton organization. But,
to argue thus is to look at the Bolsheviks throughethe eyes of
1921, or 1951, and not of 1917.  In August or September 1917
the Provisional Government, largely composed of socialists
and headed by a socialist prime minister, was understandably
reluctant to use the methods of the overthrown autocracy
agamst ostensibly socialist opponents, however extremist thelr

' views or actions. When it was goaded into takmg some steDs
against the Bolsheviks after the abortive rising of July 1917,
its measures were half-hearted and quite ineffective. It was
not for nothing that the bolshevik leaders subsequently main-
tained that their coup d’état in November 1917 had proved
easy beyond expectation.

The hesitation of their political opponents to take up arms
against the Bolsheviks played as great a part in their retention
of power after 1917. The Mensheviks rejected armed opposi-
tion from the first, though a minority of the party was for a
short time in favour of it, and a few individuals broke with
‘their prty and Jomed one or other of the anti-bolshevik
forces or conspiracies. As regards the party as a whole,
such a course was foreign to their tradition, their tempera-
ment, and be it said their capabilities. The case of the
Socialist Revolutionaries was different. They were neithe
a marxist not a proletanan party and the peasants whor
they represented had given them an ostensible mandate in t}
elections to the .Constituent Assembly against the bolshev
usurpation of power. Unlike the Mensheviks, many of ths
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number were in November 1917 anxious to fight to victory
against Germany and the Central Powers, and the bolshevik
surrender outraged their patriotic sentiments. Even the
internationalit Left Socialist Revolutionaries were not devoid
of such sentiment. Their indignation at the treaty of Brest-
Litovsk, though primarily duc to what they regarded as the
betrayal of the cause of world revolution, was not untinged
 with the romantic notions harboured by their intelligentsia
*of the enraged Slav masses rising against the invading West,
Moreo.ver, ¢iolence had always been an influential factor
in socialist revolutionary tradition. Yet, the story of the
Socialist Revolutionaries’ struggle against the Bolsheviks is-
~one & ind’ecision, hesitation, disunity, and divided - loyalty.
The refusal of the Central Committee of the main party to
take up argns in defence of the Constituent Assembly, at
'a time when there were still armed forces available to support
the attempt, lost them an opportunity which never recurred,
and dealt a great blow to their prestige. The treaty of
Brest-Litovsk goaded them at last into co-operation with "
the forces of the Western Allies and into an armed struggle
against the Bolsheviks. But the weak governments which the
Socialist Revolutionaries set up fell, and were replaced by
military dictatorships. By November 1918 the ill-assorted
~partnership of inexperienced and doctrinaire socialists on the
. -one hand, and politically illiterate and reactionary army
- officers on the other, had come to an end. The Socialist
. Revolutionaries’ insistence on the adoption of a full socialist
. policy in the midst of a civil war had contributed not a little "
to the debacle. Moreover, in November 1918 the defeat of
Germany removed the circumstance which in the eyes of
° many Socialist Revolutionaries had alone justified armed
. :struggle against the Bolsheviks. The fight againsteLenin’s
. government could now no longer be viewed as a means of
_restoring the Eastern front against Germany, but became open
civil war. A number of the party capitulated to the Bolshe~
iks, preferring political extinction to a strudgle which, though
might defeat the Bolsheviks, would do so at the cost of
itting ‘reactionary monarchists into power. Within Russia
e remnants of the party organization renounced recougse to

ms for the duration of the civil war. ~ From the end of 1918
8 * ! :
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onwards the armed activity against the Communists by Socialist
Revolutionaries inside Russia was limited to the participation
of individuals in the fighting in the civil war and in a few
conspiratorial organizations, while abroad groups of émigrés
endeavoured to enlist the support of the Western Allies for
more effective intervention. The party organization waited
“to lead a popular rising on a national scale, which never game.
Thus, of the opponents of the Bolsheviks during the years of
the civil war, those who had moral authority %o justify their *
resistance, the socialists, hesitated to use the me®thod of the
coup d’état. The reactionary White Armies, which remained
~in the field against the Bolsheviks, had no such scruples. But
they, in turn, lacked the moral authority which could hav® won
them popular support, and might have ensured their success.
These were the negative reasons for the Bolsheyjks’ success.
There were positive reasons as well. In contrast to their
socialist opponents, the Bolsheviks were resolute, and bold in
decision. Under Lenin’s leadership, and because of it, they
"were not afraid to jettison their doctrine where the all-im-
portant question of power was involved—not afraid, in fact,
of that ‘opportunism’ for which Lenin so frequently reviled leis
socialist opponents. Besides this, the personality of Lenin,
his political skill as well as his clarity of thought and incisiveness
in the analysis of a situation, were without rival anywhere on
the Russian political scene. Among social democrats, cer-
tainly Plekhanov, perhaps Martov, were his equals as theorists.
Neither of them even approximated to Lenin as a political
leader. Among the Socialist Revolutionaries there is no single
name that even invites comparison with Lenin, whether as a-
theorist or as a political leader. But perhaps Lenin’s greatest
achievement for bolshevism was his success in harnessing to.
marxism the smouldering passions of the Russian people
which centuries of autocracy had engendered. It is true tha
in the last few years before the war it was marxism in its.
moderate, Western form of trade unionism and parliamentary’
democracy that semed at long last to be taking some root i
Russia. But this was only the beginning of a new process in
country in which habits of constitutionalism and legdlity st
remajned to be formed. The more traditional instinctive for

of Russian socialism was not menshevik marxism, but t}
)
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. Narodnik mystique of the Socialist Revolutionaries, with its
belief that it was Russia’s destiny to follow a path quite distinct
from that of capitalist Europe, and its faith in the natural
socialism of ghe Russian peasant; and with its sense of the dark
forces of anarchy which could so easily be conjured up.

In Russia [wrote Bakunin] the robber is the only true revolu-
tionary. . . . The robbers in the woods, in the cities and in

®  the villages,srobbers all over Russia, and robbérs imprisoned in
the®innurgerable jails throughout the country make up one,
indivisible, closely linked world,~—the world of the Russian revo-
tution. . . . He who wishes to plot revolution in earnest in
Rygsia, he who desires a popular revolution, must enter this
world. e

There was not a Russian socialist, Bolshevik, Menshevik, or .
Narodnik, who did know the significance of this world. But
_whereas all Mensheviks and the majority of Socialist Revolu-
tionaries recoiled from it in horror, hoping to exorcise it in
he end from Russian society, Lenin was not afraid of alliance -
with it. \ «
& The victory of the Bolsheviks in November 1917 did not,
owever, mean the victory of a united party. The struggles
which reached their culmination at the Tenth Party Congress
n March 1921 need have caused no surprise. Lenin’s rapid
nd sudden switches of doctrine in response to the exigencies of
policy placed considerable strain on the loyalty of his bewildered
ollowers. . One need only recall as instances the sudden
abandonment in April 1917 of the two orthodox phases of
volution; the repeated promise of revolutionary war jettisoned
in favour of an immediate peace on any terms in March 1918;
he rapid ending of workers’ control; and the sudden and.
unheralded switch from war communism to the New Bconomic
Policy. To anyone who based his conduct on a political
theory it was no easy matter to follow Lenin through the many
mutations of his policy. Yet for all this, it was not solely or
primarily from the failure of Lenin’s folldwers to realize as
apidly as Lenin the practical reasons for his switches of theory, -
~ bat te most serious opposition arose inside the Russian
;ommunist party. ‘ :
 There was nothing peculiar to Russia in the fact that a
L : , S :
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revolutionary theory should have undergone a change when
once the attempt had been made to put it into practice. Nor
1s the difference between political programmes before and
after the coming into office of the party which sponsors them
confined to revolutionary parties. Lenin’s departures from his
promises, or from marxist doctrine, could not by themselves
have engendered the feverish excitement which characterjzed
the Russian communist party during 1921. Indeed, some of
the most fundamental departures both from orfhodox theory
and from party promises took place without ax'ousin§ any
serious opposition within the communist party at all.  Perhaps
this ready acceptance by the Russian Communists of the need
to subordinate theory to keeping in power is best illystratéd by
their attitude to that all important question, the state in a
socialist society. It will be recalled that the Rugsian social
democrats, alone of all European marxists, had accepted as an
~item of their programme the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’.
Marx had used this phrase almost casually, on isolated occa-
sions, to designate the temporary form which the struggle of
the proletariat with its opponents would take immediately
after its seizure of power. He had never defined or elaboratesl.
the shape which he thought a revolutionary government would-
assume in practice. But, since in Marx’s conception the
proletarian revolution was to take place at a moment when the:
vast exploited majority finally rose against a small minority
of exploiters, it was plain that this dictatorship would be
temnporary and short-lived. Moreover, since the seizure of
power by the proletariat would inaugurate the advent of the
~ classless society, and since the state existed only as a device:
for preventing class conflict from erupting into violence, it
followed, in marxist analysis, that the state must begin to
wither away progressively from the moment that the proletariat
had seized and consolidated its power. On the very eve of the
bolshevik revolution Lenin still fully accepted this analysis..
In his State and Revolution, written in August and September.
1917 while he was in hiding—a work written with care and
much thought, and a statement of principles to which h

attached the utmost importance—Lenin fully accepted th

classical marxist analysis. ‘The proletarian state’, he wrote

‘will begin to wither awav immediately after its victory, sinc
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in a society without class contradictions, the state is unneces-
sary and impossible” True, it would not, as the anarchists
demanded, simply be abolished overnight. But neither,
according togLenin, would it resemble, while it lasted, the state
which it had overthrown, with its police and other machinery
of repression. Supported as it would be by the overwhelming
" masg of the population, it would enforce its will ‘almost with-
out ‘any special machinery’.? These words, it should be
emph.asized, were not part of the demagogy with which the
Bolsheviks eaptured the support of the masses between March
and November 1917, since State and Revolution was not published
until the spring of 1918. By the time Lenin’s words were
publtshed, the Vesheka had been active for several months, and
not even e most sanguine marxist could have discerned any
signs of the state beginning to wither away. When the
question of ‘withering away’ came up in March 1918, at the
Seventh Party Congress, Lenin now impatiently brushed it
aside. ‘One may well wonder when the state will begin to
. wither away. . .. To proclaim this withering away in
. advance is to violate historical perspective.” It was Bukharin,

. the Left Communist, who had raised the question. Many

. years passed before the question was raised again. The Left
- Communists, the Democratic Centralists, the Workers® Oppo-
sition,—all accepted the need for the terror, the Vecheka, the

~unbridled powers of the executive. The reason was not,
. perhaps, far to seek. The Bolsheviks, so far from winning
' .over the great majority of the country after they had seized

‘k' ' power, as doctrine demanded, remained a small, unpopular
. minority, ruling by force. Their survival in sole power
- depended upon the state and the apparatus which they had

. created, and few Communists were prepared to question the

- necessity for this survival. .
Thus, so far as one of the most fundamental departures
' from marxist theory was concerned, the realities of power
- operated to dictate its acceptance, and without much discus-
ion at that. The same proved to be the cde with some other
rucial questions of marxist theory which did cause some divi-
ton within the communist party during the civil war. The
«eft Communists were opposed to Lenin not only opn the

2 Lenin, Vol. XX1I, pp. 388, 4312, S
AA L] )
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question of peace, but also on fundamental questions of eco-
nomics and politics. But, when once Lenin’s peace policy
appeared to be justified in practice, their opposition on ques-
tions of theory faded away. The Democratiq Centralists,
who opposed a fairly reasoned alternative to Lenin’s doctrine
of party organization, capitulated at the Tenth Party Congress
in March 1921 without firing a shot. Yet both these groups
included some of the best intellectuals in the party. The
main struggles on questions of theory—on the Mew Ecogomic '
Policy, on socialism in one country, on the nature afd meaning
of the October Revolution, on the withering away of the state,
on dialectical materialism—all lay ahead. But by the time
these debates began to develop, in 1923 and in the gucce8ding
years, questions of theory had largely become a screen or an
instrument for a struggle to capture, or resist, the pagty appara-
tus among the men who had in 1921 helped to create it.
Indeed, so little did questions of doctrine animate the
Russian Communists for some time after the October Revolu-

tion, that the biggest departure from marxism of all passed

unnoticed. The main opposition within the communist party,
the Workers’ Opposition and the general discontent looseM
linked with it, only came to a head at the end of 1920, with the
virtual end of the civil war. This was not surprising. Until
then the Soviet régime had been engaged in a life and death
struggle for survival, of which the issue was at no time certain. -
The common danger created unity, and discontent with such
matters as over-centralization, or interference in trade union

- affairs was assuaged by the faith that these were temporary, if

necessary evils, which would be put right when the danger had
been averted. The failure to analyse the theoretical implica- -
tions of policy was understandable during the civil war, while
the existence of the new state was in danger. But the blindness
to questions of theory continued after the civil war, when the

 Soviet state was 10 longer in peril from outside attack, but the

communist monopoly of power was threatened from the inside.
When in March 1821 the foundation of the future state struc-
ture was laid, it became apparent that no one within the
communist party had grasped the theoretical issues whith were
at stake, perhaps not even Lenin.  For what now took place wa
no less than a reversal in practice of the very l.aasis of marxis
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teaching, that the political machine is the mere reflection
or superstructure of the economic structure, Henceforward,
political power was to control the economic form of society.
The coupgd’état of November 1917 had been accepted as a
proletarian revolution, cutting short the democratic phase—
that is, accepted as such by the Communists; the Mensheviks,
whq continued to believe that the October Revolution, in spite
of appearances, remained in essence a bourgeois, democratic
revolytion, nénetheless accepted its ‘historical necessity’. The
first impac? of Lenin’s unorthodox decision to seize power had
thrown his followers into confusion. But the confusion did not
last long. The unexpected failure of their opponents to rally
and %overthirow the new communist government was probably
as powerful an advocate for the correctness of Lenin’s
decision ag any theoretical doctrine. So long as war commu-
nism remained the official policy, the virtual one party state
which existed in the country after the peace of Brest-Litovsk
might have appeared to many to be justified as the correct
political super-structure for the putting into effect of extreme
socialist policies. But by the spring of 1921 war communism
Rad failed. It was now to be replaced by an economic system
in which there would be room for private capitalist enterprise
and interests. Marxist logic therefore demanded that the
political machine corresponding to such an economic system
should be composed of parties representing the interests of the
various classes which were now to be tolerated, in a state which
was no longer regarded even in theory as a one class state.
Lenin himself had conceded this theoretical necessity in 1905,
when he had argued that so long as the revolution had not
emerged from the democratic, and therefore multi-class stage,
government should take the form of a coalition dictatorship
of the peasantry and the proletariat. Yet, in 1921 mo serious -
opinion within the communist party was prepared to challenge
the monopoly of all political power by their own proletarian
party, though many Communists were ready to criticize the
abuses which proceeded from the monopoly. In this respect
the simple mutineers at Kronstadt, who at all events demanded
olitical freedom for all workers’ and peasants’ parties, may
e said to have proved themselves better marxists than the

ommunists.
o L]
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The question can be looked at from another aspect in which
marxist theory plays no part. The Bolsheviks had never pro-
claimed the one party state as their avowed policy before the
revolution. The seizure of power had been ostengibly accom-
plished in the name of the soviets in which several parties were
" represented. When Lenin’s decision to govern alone became

apparent immediately after the October Revolution it gven
provoked a short-lived crisis inside the bolshevik ranks. For
some years to come the fiction that the Commutists were but
one party among many was maintained. The suppression of
the socialists was, with the exception of the short period between
June and November 1918, invariably bolstered by charges
such as ‘counter-revolution’, or speculation: it was got altion
openly taken against political opponents. The communist
policy of defaming the political integrity of all socialists dates
from this time. Up to 1921 it was not difficult for the Com-
munists to justify to themselves their decision to take, and keep,
power alone. “The socialists had after all failed to achieve
between March and November 1917 a solid and efficient
government, and had then repudiated the Bolsheviks, who were
at any rate prepared to take the responsibility for decisive
action. The peace with Germany had been bitterly opposed
by Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries alike. Was it
not logical that the Communists should take upon themselves
the burden of government alone? The Socialist Revolution-
aries had for a time even sided with the anti-bolshevik forces in
the civil war. But all these factors had ceased to exist in 1921,
The socialist parties inside Russia, or those of them who still
had an opportunity of voicing their views, were vying with one
.another in their loyalty to the ideals of the revolution as such,
while condemning the excesses of the Communists. There
was notethe remotest threat of any right wing or counter-
revolutionary restoration. Long after 1921, though deprived
of all political power and though many of their number were
in prison or exiled, the intelligentsia and the middle-class con-
tinued to serve tht Soviet state. The emigré socialists and’
Kadety even developed a whole philosophy of collaboration
with the Communists in order to build up Russia, an8 man
“of them returned to implement what they considered to b

their duty. There was opposition inside Russia, to be sur
. ]
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But as the programme of the Kronstadt insurgents, which was
typical of this opposition, shows, it was opposition not to Soviet
government but to the Communists’ monopoly of power, and
to their pagy’s illegal methods of preserving it. Those, and
there are many,® who justify the Communists’ elimination of
their socialist opponents in 1921 by the necessity of safeguarding
_thee ‘revolution’ from its enemies ignore two essential facts:
first, that exzmity against the Communists was not enmity
agaipst the revolution, i.e., the Soviet form of government,
but againft the methods of communist rule in the name of
“that revolution. It was therefore not only an enmity of the
Communists’ own creation, but one which it was in their power
" to temowe without danger to the revolution, though with
undoubted risk to their own monopoly of power. To be sure,
Lenin ang the Communists identified ‘the revolution’ with
themselves.  But it was an identification made by them alone,
which did not correspond to facts. Secondly, that a large -
number, perhaps even the majority, of the.conscious prole-
tariat, were in early 1921 menshevik or menshevik sympathizers.
The revolutionary nature of this party’s policy, which accorded
Yolitical freedom to workers and peasants alone, and advocated
large scale nationalization of industry and state control of
foreign trade, cannot be conjured away, as is normally done-
by apologists of Lenin’s policy, by describing it as ‘bourgeois’.
The socialists were not eliminated in 1921 because they were
counter-revolutionary. They . were described as counter-
revolutionary in order to justify their elimination.
'The fate of the socialists was sealed when it became apparent
that in their criticism of communist methods they were

3 See e.g. Deutscher, p. 226, ‘It was true enough that concern for the revolution
compelled Bolshevism to take the road chosen by the tenth congress ., °; Garr,
1, p. 183. . The latter concludes that the demise of the legal opposition ‘cannot
fairly be laid at the daor of ane party. If it was true that the BolsBevik régime
was not. prepared after the first few months to tolerate an organized opposition,
it was equally true that no opposition party was prepared to remain within
legal limits. - The premise of dictatorship was common .to both sides of the argu-
ment.” This judgment ignores not only the Mensheviks, but most of the Socialist
Revolutionaries as well. - The premise of dictatorshipewas certainly common to
both sides in Lenin’s ‘argument’ with Denikin, But what relation to fact does
such an assertion bear in the case of Martov and the Mensheviks, whose policy
was foumded upon the need to ‘remain within legal limits’®  Or in the case of
the Samara Socialist Revolutionaries, who gave up the fight for fear it might
assist the victory of a right wing dictatorship?. The charge that the Mensheviks
were not prepared to remain within legal limits is part of the Bolsheviks’ case;
it does not survive an examination of the facts,
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speaking much the same language as the many malcontents
inside the communist party. The realization of the extent of
the support which the Kronstadt mutineers could muster,
even inside the communist party within the nayal garrison,
had come as a grave shock. But different considerations
applied to the Workers’ Opposition. There was no vestige
in their programme of any quarrel with the communist
leaders for their treatment of socialist opponents, or of the
peasantry. It was a mixture of the early syndftalism yhich
the Communists had abandoned, utopianism, an# nostalgia
for the lost enthusiasm of the first months. They combined
with it some well-founded criticism of the abuses of bureau-
cracy and of excessive party discipline and contgol. *The
communist leaders may have been right in seeing in the exist-
ence of this critical group a potential party split. Jhe moral
case for the Workers’ Opposition was perhaps not very strong.
They demanded freedom for themselves, but had no thought
of conceding it to others. When they complained of control
by the centre over the communist committees in the trade-
unions, they did not pause to think that those same communist
commiittees for which they demanded more freedom of actioft
did not hesitate to impose their will on a trade union member-
ship, some fourteen times their number, which was bitterly
opposed to them. They accepted the state of affairs in which
a party of a few hundred thousand could impose its will by
force on millions of workers who did not support them. But
‘they did not realize that if a minority party is to survive in
sole power against the will of the great majority, it can only do
so if it maintains the strictest discipline and control by its
leaders over its own members. Once again the Kronstadt
mutineers proved themselves more mature politicians than the
Workers’s Opposition.

But if the communist leaders were right in sensing in the
Workers’ Opposition a danger of a party split, they were wrong
in attempting to identify the views of this opposition with
menshevism. It is true that one of the fundamental differences
between bolshevism and menshevism, which had even preceded
the formal split in 1903, had been disagreement on the value
of the, spontaneous effort of the*masses. The Mensheviks,
following Plekhanov, and Lavrov before him, be.lieved that the

LJ
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revolution must be the work of the masses themselves. Lenin
had replaced this view by the doctrine that, left to themselves,
the masses will be content with palliative reforms, and must
therefore bg led on to revolution by a party of professional
revolutionaries.  This difference of view was reflected in the
rival formulas put forward for incorporation in the party
stafute by Lenin and Martov at the Second Congress in 1903
—Lenin’s, confining membership to those who ‘personally
partjcipate it one of the party organizations’, i.e. put themselves
under parey discipline; and Martov’s, extending it much more -
widely to all who ‘co-operate’ with the party “under the direc-
tion of one of its organizations’. The Mensheviks were con-
cerfied vith the relations between the social democratic party

*_and the proletariat as a whole, or, in other words, with the

‘nature of and, more important, the degree of leadership which
the party of the proletariat should exercise over that prole-
tariat. It was in this context that, in opposition to Lenin,
~they claimed that a greater degree of initiative should be left
to the workers themselves as distinct from: the party which
claimed to speak in their name. But the Workers’ Opposition
$were concerned with an entirely different question, the relation
~of'the party at a low level to the party at a higher level. They
were not concerned with the workers outside that party, who

-+ formed the majority. It is true that in their demands for less

restriction on the freedom of local party and trade union com-
mittees, for example, the Workers’ Opposition may have
appeared at times to be speaking the same language as the
Mensheviks.  But the Mensheviks wanted free’ elections in the
trade unions, which would have put socialist, but not com-
munist majorities into power. The Workers’ Opposition did
not seek to alter the rigged elections which ensured communist
majorities, but merely sought to safeguard the lqcal trade
union committee or cell from being replaced by central
nominees. It was also true that Mensheviks and Workers’
Opposition shared in common a somewhat romantic faith in
the superiority of the proletariat actually®*engaged in manual
labour over the professional party bureaucrat, or the intel-
lectual.  But in basic political aims the two were poles apart.

The balance sheet of political support was not an encopraging
one for the Eommunist party in March 1921. Among the
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peasantry it had lost most, if not all, the support or at least
neutrality which had once played an important, part in
achieving victory both in November 1917 and in the civil
war. Even among the proletariat dislike of the Hommunists
- bad grown. With it grew the popularity of the socialist parties,
notably of the Mensheviks. No communist leader could have
had any doubt, and some, such as Zinoviev, openly admitjed,
that in any free election to any soviet, or trade union committee,
in March 1921 the number of communist candtdates elgcted
would have been small. It was true that much ®f this un-
popularity was due to privations brought about by the civil
war. But it was also true that much of it was due to the revolt
of the Russian people against the unfairness, the violgnce, ®and
the illegality with which the Communists suppressed all who
did not accept their rule without question. The Kronstadt
revolt proved this beyond any doubt. In these circumstances
there were only two policies open to Lenin. Either to resign
himself to his failure to win over the majority, to moderate the
policy by which his monopoly of power had been secured and
to accept the consequent loss of that monopoly. Or, to pre-
serve his monopoly of political power at all costs, and at the same®
time make the task of preserving it easier by removing, at the
price of sacrificing communist doctrine, some of the economic
causes of discontent. He chose the second course. But it was
plain that this policy could only be successfully achieved by a
disciplined party, united, if necessary by force, for the difficult
- task which now confronted it. There could be no room for
party democracy. The trade union discussion, which had
revealed the personal rivalries dividing the party as well as the
wide divergence of view on fundamental questions of policy,
had proved that. The views of the Democratic Centralists, of
~ Preobrazhensky or Krestinsky, of Shlyapnikov or Kollontay,
- suffered from the contradiction that they stood for two incom-
patible aims: both a democratic communist party, and the
exclusion of all other parties from power. It was this circum-
stance more than %ny other which determined their quick
collapse at the Tenth Party Congress.

Lenin easily steered his policy to victory at this cohgress.
He was still the outstanding figure in the party, much as he
had been in 1917. There was no rival Ieade:' within sight
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who could have succeeded in rallying the discontented inside
the party around himself and in raising a revolt against Lenin,
even if there had been anyone, which there was not; who
had the cqurage to assume such a réle. The only possible
candidate would have been Trotsky. But Trotsky was much
too close in outlook to Lenin on the vital question of com-
~ munist monopoly of power to have thought of such a course.
Moreover, his personal popularity was already seriously im-
pairgd in 19%1 by policies associated with his name. Nor is
‘there the #lightest reason to suppose that he ever contemplated
such a move for a moment. The Workers” Opposition lacked
any leaders of note, the intellectual Democratic Centralists
had no thought of struggle, and certainly no stomach for it.
It was therefore easy for Lenin to carry the leaders of his party -
with him,gin spite of the misgivings which some of them uttered,
and perhaps many more felt. It is plain that in 1921, as in
1917, many followed Lenin without completely realizing where
he was leading them. The full significance of his policy then
may have been no more apparent than had been the full
- significance of the seizure of power. In November 1917 a
Sumber of bolshevik leaders cavilled when they discovered

; " - ‘that what they had believed to be seizure of power by the

- soviets was in reality seizure of power by the bolshevik party.
~In 1921 those who followed Lenin believed that what was
being achieved was the consolidation of the power of the
communist party. Many of them were to rebel once again,

' in 1923, when they discovered that what had really taken place

- was the consolidation in power of the central party apparatus.

" But it was then too late. .

Thus once again, in 1921 as in 1917, the personal qualities
and influence of Lenin proved the decisive factor. In 1917
‘the political immaturity and inexperience of thes Russian
parties had played into the hands of anyone both resolute
enough to seize power, and untroubled by the doubts and
hesitancies which beset the more scrupulous. After 1918
Lenin’s democratic opponents had no armed forces at their
- disposal. Their sole hope of overthrowing the Communists
might*have been in alliance with the White Armies. The
overwhelming majority of them had not been prepared to
accept such an alliance for fear that the only outcome would
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be the downfall of the revolution, and the restoration of the
monarchy. The population, distracted by hardships, of every
kind, was able to achieve no more than a peasant guerrilla
war and the Kronstadt revolt. In 1921 the fate of the country
lay in the hands of Lenin. He had a chance of burying past
enmities and of carrying the vast majority of the country with
him in an attempt to build up ruined Russia on the basis of
co-operation and legal order, and not of the dictatorship of*an
unpopular minority. It is difficult to escape tBe conclgsion
that a greater man than Lenin would have seized this chance.
But Lenin’s genius lay in the technique of grasping and
holding power. He was a great revolutionary, but not a
statesman. His conviction that he and his followgrs alone
held the secret of successful rule in their hands was, to a large
extent, the product of the struggle by which he had aghieved his
position. But from his fateful decision in the spring of 1921
flowed all the consequences of the one party dictatorship which
became apparent in the subsequent years of Soviet history.
Two main consequences derived from Lenin’s political policy
of 1921, both of enormous importance for the future history
of Soviet Russia. The first was the emergence of wha#
Engels has so well described as the ‘conventional hypocrisy’.
During the civil war there was at any rate some justification
for the view that ‘he who is not with us is against us’. In the
heat of battle it was possible for the Communists to see in those
“socialists who were fighting against them enemies of the
revolution, without seeming to do undue violence to truth.
After 1921, the lumping together of Mensheviks, Workers’
Opposition, serious theoretical critics, and malcontents inside
the communist party as counter-revolutionaries was a falsi-
fication, and everyone knew it. The acceptance of this official
lie by abmost the entire leadership of the communist party
inevitably led to the result that whoever among them was
strong enough to exploit it in his own interest had the rest of
‘them at his mercy. What is the difference between the
attempt by Lenin to expel Shlyapnikov, in 1921, and the
* expulsion of Trotsky six years later, if both can be justified by
' the same argument—that the stability of the dictatorshib is the
suprerae law? But this, in turn, leads to the second main
- consequence of Lenin’s policy. For, who has. the power to

N
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decide by what faction the stability of the régime is to be best
served? , Clearly, he who manipulates the apparatus of the
party, and can thercby ensure both the necessary majorities
at the centrg and implicit obedience to central orders through-
out the country. The malignant figure of the General
Secretary, Stalin, has become only too familiar in its portrayal
by, disappeinted oppositionists, defeated by the apparatus
which he controlled. But it was Lenin, with their support,
who, equipp&d him with the weapons, and started him upon
his path . :



i5 March.

11-14 April,  *
15-18 Aprily

16 April,

3-5 May.

7-1% May.
»

17 May.

18 May:

16 June.
16-18 July.
8-16 August.

6 September.
10 September.
K7 September—
5 October.
20 October.
23 October.

7 November.

19-28 November.

25 November.
3 Dg:cember.

15 December,
19 December.

7-14 January.
18 January.
19 January.
23-31 January.
-3 February.

10 February.
18 Febmary.
23 Fcbruary

3 Maroh.
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SOME USEFUL DATES

1917

Abdication of Nicholas II.

Provisional Government formed.
Petrograd Bolshevik Party Conference,
All-Russian Bolshevik Party Conference.
Lenin arrives in Petrograd

Demonstrations in Petrograd agamst the Provisional

Government.
Seventh All-Russian Conference of the Russxan Social-
Democratic Labour Party (Bolsheviks).
Trotsky arrives in Russia.
First coalition government formed.
Opening of First All-Russian Congress of Soviets.
Attempted rising in Petrograd.

Sixth Congress of the Russian Social Democratic )

Labour Party (Bolsheviks).

General Kornilov : starts movement . of troops on
Petrograd. -

Collapse of Kornilov’s movement.

- Democratic Conference in Petrograd,

Council of the Republic (Pre-Parliament) opens in
Petrograd.

Bolshevik Central Commlttee votes for armed

insurrection.

Provisional Government arrested. - Second All-Russian
Congress of Soviets opens in Petrograd,

First Conference of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries.

Elections to the Constituent Assembly, -

Preliminary armistice negotiations with the Central
Powers.

Armistice signed with Central Powers.

Vecheka setup.

1918 ‘ .

First All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions.
Opening of Constituent Assembly.
Closing of the Constituent Assembly.
Third All-Russian Congress ohSoviets.
Special Bolshevik Party Conferenice.
Negotiations broken off with Central Powers.
German advance resumed.
Bolshevik Central Conimittee votes acceptancc of

German proposed peace terms.
Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk sxgned
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6-8 March.

14-18 March.,
21-27 May.

25 May-4 June.
26 May.

26 May.

8 June.

4-10 July.

6 July.

10 July.

2 August,

30 August.

8~23 September.

6--9 November.
18 November,

27 December—

1 January 1919,

16-25 January.
2-7 March.
18-23 March.
18-20 June.
2-4 December.

5-9 December.

29 March-

4 April.
6-15 April.
21 July- |

6 August.

8 September.

22-25 September.

2-9 November.
14 November.

7 December.

9 December.
2229 December.
30 December. -

Seventh Congress of the Russian Social Democratic
Labour Party (Bolsheviks),
Fourth Al-Russian Congress of Soviets, .+
All-Russian Menshevik Conference in Moscow.
First Congress of Councils of National Economy.
Eighth Conference of the Socialist Revofitionaries.
Czechoslovaks seize a number of towns in Siberia.
Start of Civil War.
Samara captured by Czechs. Anti-bolshevik govgrn-
ments set up in Samara and in QOmsk, .
Fifth All-Russian Congress of Soviets.
Assassination of von Mirbach. e
Revolt of the Left Socialist Revolutionarie.
Constitution of the R.S.F.S.R. adopted.
Anti-bolshevik government set up in Archangel.
Attempt on Lenin’s life,
Uritsky assassinated.
Anti-bolshevik State Conference at Ufa.  *
All-Russian Provisional Government formed.
Sixth All-Russian Congress of Soviets. .
All-Russian Provisional Government overthrown.
Admiral Kolchak becomes Supreme Ruler,
All-Russian Menshevik Conference in Moscow.

1919

Second All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions.

First Congress of the Third (Communist) International,

Eighth Communist Party Congress.

Ninth Socialist Revolutionary Conference in Moscow.

Eighth All-Russian Conference of the Communist
Party.

Seventh All-Russian Congress of Soviets.

1920
Ninth Communist Party Congress.

Third All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions.

Second < Congress of the Third (Communist)
International.

Tenth Socialist Revolutionary Conference.

Ninth All-Russian. Communist Party Conference.

All-Russian Trade Union Conference.

Wrgrngel evacuates Crimea.

Virtual end of Civil War, )

Split in Communist Central Committee on question
of Tisektran, .

Water Transport representatives resign from - Tsektran,

Eighth All-Russian Congress of Soviets.

‘Trade union discussion opens. .




12 January.

13 February.
1-17 March, &
8-16 March.
16 March.

172925 May.
26-2§ May.
22 June~ o
12 July.
19-22 December.

27 March~
2 April. - 4
4 April.

26 May.
8 June.
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1921

Communist Central Committee votes on the election
of delegates to the Tenth Congress by ‘Platforms’.

Kropotkin's funeral.

Kronstadt Revolt.

Tenth Commuuist Party Congress.

Central Executive Committee decrees replacement of
requisitioning of food by a tax in kind (N.E.P.).

Anglo-Soviet Trade Agreement signed.

Fourth All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions.

Tenth All-Russian Communist Party Conference.

Third Congress of the Third (Communist) Inter-
national. :

Eleventh All-Russian Communist Party Conference.

1922
Eleventh Communist Party Congress.
Stalin’s election as General Secretary to.'the party
announced in Pravda.

Lenin’s first stroke. :
Trial of Secialist Revolutionary leaders opens.
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LIST OF THE MORE IMPORTANT LEFT COMMUNISTS

IN 1918
Abramovich, R. Osinsky, V. (Obolensky) .
Antonov, N. (Luikn) Pokrovsky, M. .
Arkady, (Krumin) Precbrazhensky, E. ¢
Baryshnikov, V. Pyatakov, G. °
Bela-Kun, K. Radek, K. L
Bobinsky, S. 1. Ravich, S.
Bogolepov, D. Safarov, G.
Boky, G. Sapronov, T. .
Bronsky, M. Saveliev, M. (I. Vetrov)g
Bubnov, A. Shternberg, P.
Bukharin, N. 1. Skvortsov-Stepanov, I. 1.
Fenigshtein, Ya. Smirnov, V. M. .
(Doletsky) Sol’ts, A.
Inessa (Armand) Sorin, VL
Ivanov, Vladimir. Spunde, A.
Kossior, S. ' Stukov, In.
Kollontay, A. Unshlikht, 1.
Kritsman, L. Uritsky, M.
Kuybyshey, V. Usievich;, G.
Lensky, Yu. ' Vardin-Mgeladze, I.
Lomov, A. (Oppokov) Vyborgskaya, A.
Lukina N. (Bukharina) Vasiliev, M. (Saratov)
Min'kov, 1. Yakovleva, V. N.
Muralov, N. Yaroslavsky, Em.
Myasnikov, V. G. Zul’, B. G:
%
[
*
*
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* APPENDIX C

\(EMBERS CF CENTRAL ORGANS OF
THE RUSSIAN COMMUNIST PARTY 1917-22

* CENTRAL COMMITTER

zThc order @f names up to the Eighth Congress is in accordance with
‘the gumber of votes cast for the éandidates.)

Elected a‘t the Seventh All-Russian Conference, 7-12 May 1917:
V. Lenin, G. Zinoviev, J. Stalin, L. Kamenev, P. Milyutin, V. Nogin, -
Ya. Sverdlov; I. Smilga, G. Fedorov.
: ® .

- Candid#te members: I. Teodorovich, A. Bubnov, N. Glebov-Avilov,
¢ A. Pravdin. : : :

Elected 4% the Sixth Congress, 8-16 August 1917:
V. Lenin, G. Zinoviev, L. Kamenev, L. Trotsky, V. Nogin, A. Kollontay,
- J. Stalin, Ya. Sverdlov, A. Rykov, N. Bukharin, A. Sergeev. (Artem),
M. Uritsky, V. Milyutin, Ya. Berzin, A. Bubnov, F. Dzerzhinsky, N.
- Krestinsky, Mi Muranoy, 1, Smilga, G. Sokol’nikov, S. Shaumyan. '

7% Candidate members: G. Lomov, A. Yoffe, E. Precbrazhensky, N.
L Skrypnik. ~
', " Elected at the Seventh Congress, 6-8 March 1918:
V. Lenin, L. Trotsky, Ya. Sverdlov, G. Zinoviev, N. Bukharin, G.

. Sokol’nikov, J. Stalin, N. Krestinsky, 1. Smilga, E. Stasova, M. Lashevich,
V. Schmidt, F. Dzerzhinsky, M. Viadimirsky, A, Sergeev (Artem). :

G "Candidate members: A. Ioffe, A. Kiselev, Ya. Berzin, M. Uritsky,
P Stuchka, G. Petrovsky, G. Lomov, A. Shlyapnikov.

. Elected at the Eighth Congress, 18-23 March 1918: : :
. A, Beloborodov, N. Bukharin, ¥F. Dzerzhinsky,  G. Evdokimov; G.:
o Zinoviev, M. Kalinin, L. Kamenev, N. Krestinsky, V. Lenin, M. Muranov,

-~ K. Radek, Ch, Rakovsky, L. Serebryakov, I.,Smilga, J. Stalin, E. Stasova,

. P Stuchka, M. Tomsky, L. Trotsky.

- Candidate members: A. Sergeev (Artem), A, Bubnov, M. Viadimirsky, =

K, Danishevsky, A. Mitskevich, I, N. Smirnov, V. Schmidt, E. Yaroslavsky.

Elected at the Ninth Cohgress, 29 March~5 April, 1920:
A, Andreev, A, Sergeev (Artem), N. Bukharin, F. Dazerzhinsky,” G,
Zinoviev, M., -Kalinin, L. Kamenev, N. Krestinsky, V. Lenin, E. Preo-.
brazhensky, K. Radek, Ch. Rakovsky, Ya. Rudzutsk, A. Rykov, L. Sere-
bryakov; 1. Smirnov, J. Stalin, M. Tomsky, L. Trotsky.

Mgl]anc}ida;e Smcrﬁgers‘{f GD:I Petrovsky, E. Yaroslavsky, M. Muranov, V.’
Milyatin, P, Stuchka, V. Nogin, 8. Gusev, L Pyatnitsky, A. Beloborod
P, Zalutsky, V. Molotov, 1. Smiiga. 1By 4 R
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Elected at the Tenth Congress, 8-16 March 1921:

A. Sergeev (Artem), N. Bukharin, K. Voroshilov, F. Dzerzhinsky,
G. Zinoviev, M. Kalinin, L. Kamenev,N Komarov, I. KutuzovsV. Lenin,
V. M. Mikhaylov, V. Molotov, G. Ordzhonikidze, G. Petrovsky, K Radek,
Ch. Rakovsky, Ya. Rudzutak, A. Rykov, J. Stalin, M. Tomsky, L. Trotsky,
I. Tuntul, M. Frunze, A. Shlyapnikov, E. Yaroslavsky.

Candidate members: V. Chubar’, S. Kirov, V. Schmidt, I. Zelensky,
N. Uglanov, G. Pyatakov, G. Safarov, P. Zalutsky, V. Mxlyutm, V.
- Kuybyshev, S. Gusev, V. Obolensky (Osinsky), I. Smirnov, A. Klsolcv,
D. Sulimov.

Elected at the Eleventh Congress, 27 March-2 April, 1922:

A. Andreev, N. Bukharin, K. Voroshilov, F. Dzerzhinsky,el. Zelensky,
G. Zinoviev, M. Kalinin, L. Kamenev, I. Korotkov, V. Kuybyshev,
V. Lenin, V. Molotov, G. Ordzhonikidze, G. Petrovsky, K. Radek, Ch.
Rakovsky, Ya. Rudzutak, A. Rykov, T. Sapronov, A. Smirnov, G. Sokol’-
nikov, J. Stalin, M. Tomsky, L. Trotsky, M. Frunze, V. Chubar®, E.
Yaroslavsky. °

Candidate members: A. Bubnov, A. Badaev, S. Gusev, S. Kirov,
N. Komarov, A. Kiselev, T. Krivoy, N. Lebedev, I. Peps® S. Labov,
D. Manmlsky, V. Mikhaylov, A. Mikoyan, A. Rakhimbaev, G. Pyatakov,
G. Safarov, I. Smilga, D. Sulimov, V. Schmidt.

SECRETARIAT
1919: Krestinsky.
1920: Krestinsky, Preobrazherisky, Serebryakov.
1921: Molotov, Yaroslavsky, Mikhaylov.
1922: Stalin, Molotov, Kuybyshev.

ORGANIZATION BUREAU

1919: Stalin, Krestinsky, Serebryakov, Beloborodov, Stasova.

1920: Stalin, Rykov, Krestinsky, Serebryakov, Preobrazhensky.
Candidates: Dzerzhinsky, Tomsky.-

1921: Molotov, Yaroslavsky, Mikhaylov, Komarov, Stalin, Rykov,
Tomsky.
Candidates: Dzerzhinsky, Rudzutak, Kalinin.

POLITICAL BUREAU

1919: Lenin, Stalin, Trotsky, Kamenev, Bukharin.

1921: Lenin, Stalin, Trotsky, Kamenev, Zinoviev.

Of this total of 82:—

3 are sti]l active in politics.

4 are believed to be retired, but not disgraced.

14 died a natural death, so far as is known,

14 were sentenced to death, or to long terms of imprisonment, and have
not been heard of since. (Among them one executed by anti-bolsheviks
during the civil war). o

3 committed suicide.

3 were assassinated (of them one by anti-bolsheviks).

The remainder, forming exactly half of the total, have not be@ heard
of for many years and when last heard of were engaged in, or suspected o
being emgaged in, oppositionist activity. They must be presumed dead,
imprisoned, or disgraced.
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National Economy. Moscow, 1918~
Novaya zerpa. (Weekly);  Organ komitela  isentral’ngy oblasti R.S~D.R.P.
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" lewykh s-r petrogradskomu sovetu na zapros ot 14-go fevralya. - Leaflet, n.d.
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Trutovskiy, O. L. Chizhikov, I. Z. Shteinberg. (Two issues.early :' : ‘

1919. Reappeared in April 1920, for a few issues.)
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