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• PREFACE 
• 

This is the story of how a group of determined men seized 
p~er ~or themselves in Russia in 191 7, and kept others from 
sharii~ it; and of the consequences which ensued both for 
themselves and for their political rivals when it became evident 
toot they enjoyed but little popular support. These are the 

, bare bones. The flesh and blood of the story are to be found 
in the pas~ions 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 regime, but have confined myself to political oppo­
sition during the active years of Lenin's life after the revolution. 

The Btlsheviks believed passionately, though I think erron­
eously, Jhat they were carrying into effect a revolution of the 
kind which had been written of by Marx. The Mensheviks, 
ntarxists 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 !rue 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 
ofit, incident~! to more general histories of the Russian revolu­
tion and civil war. Perhapsthe reason lies in the fact that we 
have all been inclined •to accept the bofshevik revolution .:~.s a 
marxist revolution in character and pattern. Hence, those who 
accept marxist doctrine as true tend to dismiss the elimination • 

v • 
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of the Bolsheviks' political opponents as an inevi&ble step 
in the victory of the party of the proletari~t, and not therefore 
of outstanding interest. But even those who reje~ marxism, 
or keep an open mind about its dogmas, have tendedJtl believe, 
to accept, however much they may disapprove, the elimination 
of all political opponents as an inevitable conseqqence) of 
trying to put marxism into practice-and therefore one--again 
as not of particular interest. I think there are at least two 
very good reasons for trying to examine the story of politieal 
opposition to the Bolsheviks as far as possible eutside the frame- • 
work of marxist categories and terminology. Fifst, 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 estab,ish itself 
in sole power. Again (as Mr. John Plamenatz has .recently 
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 
ofhis 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 su;prising or novel about 
this. It is only one further demonstration of the chimaera 
of economic determinism ii;l 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 
yearw of communist ru1e in Russia unt;ammelled 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 applieQ. to Russian 
conditions, in accounts of the Russian Revolution. In what 
sense, for ~ample, ·were the Mensheviks a 'bourgeois' party, 
as, of cou~e, they are by definition in Leninist jargon? They 
drlw their support mainly from trade unionists, and not very 
pr~ps:ro.us trade unionists at that. There was nothing more 
'bourg~is' about their supporters than there was about their 
leaders, who were of the purest 'intelligentsia' -that peculiar 
Rt.fssian social phenomenon, which transcended all class 

• divisions, and pr~vided the leadership for all but the most 
right-wing political parties:- 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 the• 'kulaks'. Of course, these peasants disliked the 
communist regime. But to identity their political outlook with 
the clas:a background implied in the term 'kulak' (and even 
non-marxist writers occasionally sin in this respect) is to fly 
i~ 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 luc.ky); 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, ! 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 ip­
justice. This J have thought it right to assess and describe. 
Again, if a political pajty which does I}Ot enjoy the support 
of the majority of the population wishes to keep in po~er, 
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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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. OnQ.such 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 ~ ~is/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 fuy 
own selected subject more than was barely 'hecessary to make • 
my material intelligible. Economic and social h'istory of the 
period, foreign policy, nationality problems, or the develop­
ment of institutions are only tol).ched 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. ilust look 
elsewhere, in the several excellent works which have been 
devoted to them. My own Cinderella has not .hitherto 
occupied the stage by herself. She is entitled for once not 
to be crowded out by the other more familiar performer~. 

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 generation. 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 mo~e 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 regime 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 anti-communist dis"t;prtions which matter­
the' can usually be ·spotted and discounted by anyone at all 
familiar with the subject. More serious are the unconscious 

• effects which the emotional impact of Russian communism has 
• 
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had on quite a number of historians. I think four schools of 
v:riter>t on Soviet history (outside the Soviet Union, of course) 
can be dis1inguished. There is first the 'no alternative' school. 
This schdbl accepts as a fact that, however regrettable it may 
h1-ve been, there was no possible alternative to Lenin and the 
Bc:,\ls]J.ev.i.ks-except, perhaps chaos. (There was chaos enough 
undei'I'Lenin, in all truth!) This view is coloured by the 
realization that for centuries the Russians had lived under an 
a~tocracy and had had no experience offree government. It 

• may, for all I knt>w, be quite a correct view-my quarrel with 
it is that it rs 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 
revoluti~ has been accomplished? I have tried to make no 
such assumption. There are very good reasons why the Bol­
sheviks.,gucceeded, and I have tried to analyse them. But I do 
not think that either historical necessity, or some fatality which 
J!redestines Russians to live forever under totalitarian 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 

f:"';~,,; ,very far. But my ,c.onclusions must speak for themselv~s ~ 
,,., The third school, which owes much to the influence of marxism,\ 

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 l"ithout 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 ,;the old. 

Finally there . is the. school which s~s 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 • 

I . ' .. • 
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comes a time in the history of every dictatorship whe11 staying 
in power becomes so all absorbing a problem that it tends to 
colour or obscure every other motive or action. Possibly 
someihing 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 animatelt ·most 
if not all of the bolshevik leaders, is to do equal violenc~ to 
truth. I take the view that their passion for justice was bou:t\.d . 
to lead to disaster when once they failed to•see the need for • 
reconciling all the conflicting interests which will :!lways 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, a~d finally 
one generation to future generations. This is what Lenin 
and his successors seem to have done. But they a.cted 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 

· 1never 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 arid 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 contempora:rey historians, 
upon whom the han<J. of Hegel still lies sol!lewhat heavily, 
in f~our of the seemingly victorious side in history. Who 
are the victors, after all, and who the vanquished? Was 

• Cromwell victor or vanquished? Was Napoleon victor or 

• • 
• 
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vanquishl!d? It would perhaps be wiser for the present 
to suspend the verdict as between Lenin and say Martov, or 
Plekhanov,. or Chernov-or Struve, or even Stolypin. The 
only reall' vanquished in history are, perhaps, those who 
ca:q.not see anything beyond the apparent reality of immedi­
ate fact~. All I hope is that I have succeeded in my aim 
of ho18ing the balance equally between all the contending 
parties and factions, and not pleading the cause of any one 
.bf~hem. 

• ·~. I do not pret~d to conc.eal my own predilection for a 
soCiety 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 
COJJ!pulsion. Nor can I disguise the fact that I view much 
of Jh.e analysis of history and society, and all the messianic 
promises of marxism with very considerable scepticism. It is 
not th~' l~istorian'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 
y<m 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 eggs. It 
is all too easy a matter to accept with equanimity 'experi­
ments in social engineering' -especially if 6n:e is not oneself 
called upon to live through them. 'Nous avons tous asse~~~> 
de force pour supporter les maux d'autrui.' But the stuff ct. 
history in the end is not an abstraction called society, but 
living and suffering man. 
· The problem of the historian of Soviet society is further 
complicated by the s~ called 'cold war', in the course of 
which the somewhat belated discovery of some of the ele­
mentary 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 thm;ght that any w~rk on Soviet history 
might be pressed"into service by the politician for his munc.fane 
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 ancT by their 
opponents of their own and others' actions and motives is as 
much an historical fact as the size of Napoleo:r»s hat. To 
ignore the existence of such distortions by the Bol~eviks, for 
fear of talk of 'cold war', and not to attempt to probe for the 
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 hazard~us 
enough to select Soviet history as one's su~ject, 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, I 
find quite a few examples which served as a warning tt> me that 
he who has no stomach to probe the assertions :p:1adc 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 Rcvolutidh­
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 
~ill be able to assess the validity of these and similar assertions. 
•~ 1 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, esp~cially where they are 
new, or little known, as is consistent with clarity of narrative. 
Above all, I 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 chronolo!ical order seemeQ. at fir;.st sight the most 
logi!al, and the most economical of space. For example, if 
one were writing the history of the British Labour Party 

• before the First World War it would be the obvious order 
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• to choose. • But 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 b~!!hevik policy from the beginning to the end of my 
period, and showing at each stage the opposition, both within 
th!'! bolshevik party and by the sociaiist parties, to a particular 
policy-. ~But the attitude of the socialist parties to the Bol­
sheviks~ at any rate after 1918, was not opposition in the 
orqinary, Western political sense of that term at all; it was a 

• struggle for survi"al. These parties did not oppose the Bol­
sheviks mer&ly 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 invo.t.ed some, though I hope not very much, repetition 
and cross reference. But I trust that any inconvenience or 
lack of clarity that ~ay be caused by this method of treatment 
will be compensated by the greater historical accuracy which 
I ·am certain has resulted. 

There is no 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 fl:om 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. • • • • 

Translations, unless otherwise indicated, are my own, from 
the original languages. As regards the vexed question of , 
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•• transliteration ofRussian, I have followed the ~ystem 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 many,braries of 
Europe. It has not been possible for me to visit the rich 
collections in the libraries of the United States, but in solne 
instances I was fortunate in being able to obtain m~rofilm 
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 hav' worked for their • 
unfailing helpfulness, kindly interest, and assisiflnce. 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 cirdtmstances 
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. T;I. 
Carr read the manuscript at a very early 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. Davtd 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 expr~ss my gratitude to many 
friends, some of them participants in the events I have des­
cri~d, with whom r have been able•to dist:uss 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.the manuscript 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 ow~,udgment. I am conscious of the many faults of 
this book. But it would have been a great deal worse but 
for' my wife . . 
Highg"a-.e 

July, 1954 
• 

• 
• 

• 
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• PART I 
• 
THE BOLSiiEVIK COUP D'ETAT 

• 
CHAPTER I 

• 
-........ THE ~OLITICAL BACKGROUND 

• 
On 22 January 191 7 Lenin addressed a gathering of working 

youth in Zurich. Europe, he told them, was 'pregnant with 
revolution'. Popular risings, led by the proletariat and end­
ing with the ultimate victory of socialism, would come about 
in the 'next few years'. But 'we older men may not live to 
see the ~ecisive 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 
iu. 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 unity 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 t-Jf the peasants. Herzen, from his exile 
in London, had dominated progressive thought through the 
medium ofhis 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 t., the Russian peasant 
society in whicl::r he b•elieved the future salvation of Rcssia 
lay. He was convinced that the Russian village organization, 
unspoiled by the corruption of capitalism, and traditionally • ., •• • 

1 • • 

• • 
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• accustomed to communal life and work, would niake it possible 
for Russia to by-pass the capitalist phase of Western Europe. 
Russia, he believed, would follow a separate path, w~ich would 
lead it straight 'by way of socialism to freedom',•aided by 
this instinctive socialism of its vast peasantry, which did not 
exist in the Western countries. His personal influe:qce with 
the younger generation did not survive the disappo~fment 
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 ve"Y limited ben~ 
to the peasant. The first secret revolutionary o1'ganization, 
Zemlya i 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 ~nwilling 
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 revolutionaries which grew up after the 
liberation (the Narodniki) 1 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 generalfy 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 ~rder. He believed that a •better society 
wou+d 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 • 
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'Die Lu~ der -zerstorung ist zugleich eine schaffende Lust,' he • 
once wrote. The Russian people, which he believed was 
'socialist b: instinct and revolutionary by nature', would of 
itself cre<¥:e 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 
Bak~, 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 ter.-or, but by an immediate seizure of power by 

~mall, di«ciplined elite, 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
tionar. force. Supporting itself on this destructive force, the 
minonty 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 anc~ 

• resistance. Thereafter, using its strength and authority, the 
revolutionary minority introduces new progressive, 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 eighteen-eighties, Mikhailovsky and Lavrov, 
whose ideas were however far removed from those of Bakunin 
or Tkachev. Mikhailovsky, m.'uch more a sociologist and a 
publicist than a revo!utionary, provided a scientific basis for 
the faith in the 'separate path'. Russia, according to him, · 
belonged to a higher type of society, although it was on a lower 
phase of development than Western society. If these arrears 
of developm~nt were caught up with, Russia could pass straight 
to the higher type of society, without ~eing forced to borrow 
fi·om Western :l!urope• any of its less desirable features.• To 
give an impetus to this development, the intellectuals must 
accept it as their mission to educate the peasant for hi1; future • 

~I ... • 
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• role. More influential yet on his generation ;as Llvrov, an 

exile like Herzen, who had been forced to leave Russia (on 
very slender evidence) soon after the attempt on t~ life of the 
Emperor in 1866. Lavrov was in many ways typ~al of the 
'conscience-stricken nobleman' familiar in Russian late nine­
teenth-century society. The gist of his doctrine is t!J.at it is 
the duty of the 'critically thinking personality' to pay Q,is debt 
to the people, at whose expense he has gained his opportunity 
to think. Lavrov was influenced by marxism and accep~d 
much of its analysis of society. It is signifionnt, for exam~ 
that he developed the marxist theory of the origi1\ of society 
and of the state sixteen years before Engels' famous theory was 
first published. But Lavrov's emphasis on the role 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 thoulht 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 ay 
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 inhe:Pent 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. T.errorism had 
brought even less resuJt in spite of the fanatical heroism which 
inspired it. The assassination of the tmpe:l'or 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 

• 1L. 6• A ~. 



I .. T.HE POLITICAL BACKGROUND 5 

it brough) any reforms in its train. Outwardly, at all events, 
the Socialist Revolutionaries came into being in response to 
the aspirati~ns ·of the nineteenth-century narodnik revolu­
tionaries to•create a political party on Western European lines. 
The very choice of the European term Socialist in the name of 
the new party indicated as much, and in 1903 at the Amsterdam 
Congre~a. 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 
~what utopian• maximum programme envisaged a com­

pletely socia!ized 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 
appropriaJte 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 
lanl!l 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 11ew party did not renounce terrorism, 
believing 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 •whi~h the party would be unable 
to con~rol. The Congress recognized that a 'r:evolutionary 
dicta~orship' might prove necessary before the maximum pro­
gramme of full socialism could be realized. But it was careful 
to emphasize \hat this would be temporary only, and would 
be succeeded as soon as possible by a st:i\te founded on law. • • Even so, nearly one quarter of those present at the 1906 
Congress voted against this part of the Programme. 

The new Socialist Revolutionary party relied for its support 
~I •• J . 
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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 lanc4less peasants 
as well, the Socialist Revolutionary became the <!:lampion of 
their urgent land hunger. He got to know the peasant through 
the rapidly expanding agricultural co-operatives an$1 through 
the local government services, in which Socialist Revol~tionaries 
worked in large numbers. The Socialist Revolutionaries 
retained this support right up to 1917, as their outstan!ling 
victory in the elections to the Constituen• Assembly show~ 
But their following, though large, was politicalty immtfUre. 
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 so<iialist 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 succeedea 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 such• 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 i}le term to Russian conditions is fraught 
-Mth peculiar difficulty. There did, howe*r, 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 wh h looked to the constitutionalism of Western Europe • 
as the model for such reform. Had the autocracy possessed 
the politicjl wisdom to trust and support the reformers who 
abounde<! in nineteenth-century Russia, social progress might 
perhaps have taken place without violent upheaval. But 
would-9e reformers were often snubbed, ignored, or even exiled. 
Disapnpintment when the extensive reforms of Alexander II 
were halted drove many moderates into the revolutionary 
oPganizations. The violence and, be it said, the absurdity of 

-·.some of the nineteenth-century revolutionaries drove many 
m~e mod~rates 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 diJi 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 
iNostinctive socialism of the Russian peasant on which Herzen 
pinned his faith was a myth, that what the peasant wanted 
was to 1obtain 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 a~d of the landed pro­
prietors. The ttnost important of these were Osvobo;:;ltdenie 
(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. Wit in these 
groups, which included in their number almost the entire 
liberal professions, there could be discerned both a.-ight wing, 
whose demands , were limited in the main to rep~sentative 
government, ·political freedom and greater autonomy for the 
,Zemstva; 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 t!le 
reluctant autocracy, the party of National Freedom or Con-..-­
stitutional Democrats (abbreviated to Kadet) was 'formed"by 
Milyukov, Pctrunkevich, 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 S~cialists, 
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 h:iKI 
given whole-hearted support, their policy was more radical 
than it had been in 1902, when Osvobo;:;hdenie 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 Narodniki had re­
jected the Constitutionalists, the Constitutionalists did not 
reject the Narodniki. In fact, now that the Socialist Revolu­
tionaries 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 Kadety, 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 ~emanded a 
complete constitutioni!l, system safegu.arded by the rule of 
law:' a universal franchise, and freedom of s~eech and person 
guaranteed by an independent judiciary. The programme 

• also included abolition of the death penalty, cultural autonomy 
• \, .. , . 
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for natio:tfalities, home rule for Finland and Poland, liberal 
labour legislation including the eight hour day, full freedom 
for the form~on of trade unions, and a system of social security 
against illn~ss and old age, as well as universal compulsory 
primary education and the emancipation of education from 
both stat~ and church control. The Kadet agricultural policy 
was baseQ. on confiscation of private estates upon payment of 
fair compensation to the owners, and on a wide system of 
statf! aid to the peasants. · 

• The Kadety continued to attract and hold most· of the best 
intel~cts an~ leaders of the universities and liberal profes­
sions. But, in the absence 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 abov,, or the support of the socialist parties behind whom 
stood some of the peasantry and proletariat. The repeated 
failure of the Russian autocracy to support and make use of 
the many tens of thousands of moderate reformers who were 
lon~ing 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 1 77 of their 
party. Before long tbey 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 relationship between itruve and Stolypin 
during the period t>f the •Third Duma, as described by Stnfve 
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 infl~elce him to 
complement his important agrarian reforms by equally far~ 
reaching political reforms. The visits had to i'J.ke place in 
secret, and at dead of night-:-in the interests of ~th. Stoly­
pin's position with the Tsar and his circle would have been 
endangered had his contacts with the liberal, Struv~, become 
known. But Struve's reputation in the Kadet pa~y would 
equally have suffered had he been suspected of any friendly 
contacts with the Tsar's Minister. Yet for all this, the•last 
years before the outbreak of war in 191 ~ showed a marked. 
improvement on the political scene. In the Durrta, 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 ~ 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 Z,emstva were doing 
valuable work in the fields 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 oppo~ed the demarid 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 1\ot only on the 
issue of terror, but. because under the influence of marxism 
h~ rejected the doctrine that Russi; coull! follow a separate 
path of its own and avoid the stage of capitalist development 
which was taking place in Western Europe. It is significant 

• \, •· I \ . 



THE POLITICAL BACKGROUND 11 ' ... that it wa!> Engels, whom he knew personally, who was the 
main influence on Plekhanov. Marx had to some extent lent 
the weight cj his authority in support of the narodnik faith 
in Russia's ~parate path, both in 1875 in a letter to Mikhail­
ovsky, and in 1882 in the Preface to the Russian edition of 
the Com:rp.unist Manifesto, which Engels also signed. But 
Engels hid from the first taken a firm stand against a pre­
mature coup d'etat. In open dispute with Tkachev in 1875 
he h.ad ridiculed the theory expounded by ~enin's predecessor 

.that a well organ~ed party of professional revolutionaries 
shouRi seize•control and proceed to impose socialism from 

·above. Plekhanov's conversion to marxism was signalized by 
attacks o~ 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, 2 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, 

2 There is a luci<J 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 nfjt normally be used itf footnotes. They will be 
found in the Bibliograrlty (Appendix D, p. g6g). The abbreviation use~is 
either the author's name, as here, when only 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 alphabetical order in the Bibliography. 
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• • I including· particularly Plekhanov, accepted the n<!Cessity for 

the revolution. They had combined to oppose, at the end of 
the nineteenth century, the 'Legal Marxists', of 'fhom Struve, 
the future Kadet, was at the time the leadi~g 'lileorist, and 
the so-called 'Economists', of whom Kuskova was the intel­
lectual leader, who both opposed evolution to revolution. 
The programme of the Russian social democratic party, 
approved in. 1903 by Bolsheviks and Mensheviks •alike, en­
visaged as a first stage a bourgeois, democratic revolmion, 
but thereafter the 'dictatorship of the .proletariat' as tht>,. 
essential condition of the next stage, the soci:.l revoJ.fttion, 
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 tire 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 ~ver 
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 happdled, 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 revol~tion, bringing in its trai~ full political 
lil.erties and a Constituent Assem~ly oosed on universal 
suffrage. At no time before April 1917 did Lenin publicly 
envisage any other course for Russia. 

• \.., ... I ~. 
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democracy did not thus lie in questions of theory. The fact 
alone that the same Programme served until 1919 as the 
accepted .p1an 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 view.' The most significant dissensions followed upon the 
revoluti~m of 1905, which took the leaders of the Russian 
SQCial Democratic party, engaged in interminable arguments 

• in exile, by surprise. The only outstanding Social Democrat 
to ~e pari in the short-lived Petersburg Soviet which emerged 
after the revolution was Trotsky, then, as until 1917, neither 
of the bolshevik nQr the menshevik faction. From the in­
terpretation of the revolution of 1905 there emerged three 
fairly distinct political theories. The Mensheviks were re­
inforced in their conviction that the first phase of the revolution, 
the de~ocratic 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 
th\1; 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 h<fnd, Lenin in opposi­
tion to the Mensheviks•urged that participation of the Social 
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 wa<! ~e;,c:k clearly 
defined, 'revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the pro­
letariat and the peasantry,'. How little these• theoretical 
debates of 1905 really mattered was revealed in 1.917 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, w'ho had 
urged such participation, now resolutely rejected it and !Jid 
their best to wreck the democratic goveinJllent. Lenin now • 
accepted Trotsky's view that the socialist revoluticen couljlt 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 f>olshevik 
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 ~ut 
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 elite 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 Engtls, 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 ~enshevik wing. Like Plek.hanov, they 
primarily saw in marxism a way to Ieatl Rustia along Western 
lines of democratic development. True, somewhere iri the 

• remote future, a social revoluti"on would, as theory demanded, . \., .. , '· 
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succeed th; ~~mocratic revolution, which the middle-class 
parties would achieve. But it was upon political freedom, 
trade-union jreedom, and the development of legal activity 
that their _I¥actical attention was mainly fixed. They believed 
with Lavrov and Plefhanov 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 kept Bolsheviks and Mensheviks apart were differences 
of t~mperament much more than of theory. 3 

• This difference c{)f temperament was particularly evident 
in t.hc 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 paM, 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 t,lle Duma and in the trade unions, believed. that the time 
had come to' disba11d 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 support,ed in his struggle by agents of the Tsarist 

3 Professor G. J. Renier in his analysis of the division of the seventeenth~. 
century Dutch Calvinists into remonstrants and counter-remonstrants comes to 
a conclWJion which offers a striking historical parallel to the Bolshevik-Menshevik 

. ..split. The differet'tce · •·. . between the groups was slight, yet 'it marked 
>;·the ·difference · .te~peraments, and temi'erament is the mother 
· · conviction'. ·of temperament produced, as in Russia, 'the -~-•--·· 

of the ways for that were, hertcetortJil. 
.• mastery in l)utch Nati£n,1an HiJ:tori'calStu,rJv .. x'""'" .... "~ 
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• police who had penetrated the social democr:ti'c ·organiza­
tions. Nevertheless, the combined efforts of Lenin and of 
the Tsar's police agents came very near to failu.e. In 1912 
Lenin executed a coup d'etat. He convened a6 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 Bolshevlk Central 
Committee, and proceeded to expel the great m~ority of 
Social Democrats, as 'liquidators'. Tlfe existence of .th.e 
Bolsheviks as a separate party, as distinct fr~m a wing or group, • 
can be dated from this Conference. The effect 4Vf this #flOVe 
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 effort to unite among themselves. On the eve 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 an<;! 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. 

• 

• 



• CHAPTER II 

• THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION 

In 19r4 the great majority of the socialist parties of the 
belligereftt countries, faced , with actual hostilities, proved 
inc~pable of putting into practice the resolutiQns against war 
which they had a~opted while war still remained a question 

• of tf.,ory. jVhen 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 sdf-defence, to support their governments' war measures. 
Iq. Russi<f, 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 ~ussian 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 (Gardenin). 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 Russia». 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 1 

1 Plekhanov's ~!ude was not a change of front as the result of patriotic 
fervour. As far back' as 1893 he had opposed in the Second International, as 
entirely contrary to marxism, ~e proposal of the aftarcho-syndicalist Domela 
Nieuwenhuis that the so.-alists should, in the event of war, declare a general sttlfke 
and practise fraternization. Then, as now, he argued that fraternization at the 
front, and demoralization of the army by the advocacy of steps purporting to lead 
to an immediate peace, merely played into the hands of Jess scrupulous aggressors. • • • 
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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 li~ the leader 
of the party, Julius Martov, went furthest in thei111opposition 
to the war, found themselves, though not without misgivings, 
closer to the Bolsheviks, usually the most resolute o.Pponents 
of the war, than to their fellow Mensheviks who had become 
'defensists'. In the same way, the small left wing ofth!Socialist 
Revolutionaries grew closer to the Bolsheviks on the isSUi of 
the war, and more estranged from the maj~rity of their party .• 
The war also destroyed the incipient co-operation bejrveen 
liberals and socialists. The Kadery 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, Zinov~ev arrived in 
Switzerland from Austria in September 1914 there was virtu­
ally no bolshevik party organization in existence inside Ruisia. 
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, 2 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 
Zinoviev, 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. th.e most radical 
of the Mensheviks, JJ.is refusal to break with the 'defensists' 

• • • 2 Years later, Lenin claimed that the war-time disputes, which had appeared 
to the short-sighted as chaotic, had in reality weaned the 'real socialists' from the 
'bourgeois lackeys', such as Lieber, Dan, and Martov. Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 530 . 

. '· .. ' '· • • 
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and his continuous efforts to achie\;e unity of all elements • 
of Russian social democracy kept him and Lenin wide 
apart. 3 

' 

For thr~ years Lenin pursued a ceaseless struggle simul­
taneously with his own party colleagues and with international 
socialism, Yet in spite of the bitter terms which characterized 
Lenin wJlen engaged in party disputes, both in Switzerland 
and later he remained as anxious to avoid a break with 
Bultharin as Bukharin was to avoid a break with him. 4 His 

• quarrels with the secialist parties ove~ the policy to be adopted 
tow~s theewar led hirn t<;> 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, which 
beoome 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
mentsin order to seize 'that politicalpower which is necessary 
for a socialist organization of society'. By the time of the 

3 On 10 February 1916, Lenin 'ATote to Safarov: 'The helpless diplomats, 
or the "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 inteifering with the fully matured and urgent 
unification of the oppositions iiJeall countries. and with the creation of the "Third 
International" ' (G. & F., p. 5 73). 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). 

4 His controversies with Bukharin 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 became the leader. In one sense the differ­
ences between Le~ · ., and Bukharin in Switzerland were the result of a collision 
between Lenin's r• ... ,hitionary tactics, to which he "as at all times prepared to 
subordinate theory, an,.d Buklto!trin's more exact interpretation of the canoi of 
Marx and Engels. Se~Lenin's letter to Shlyapnikov before Bukharin's departure 
for U.S.A. in 1916 (Lenin, Vol. XIX, pp. 273-6) ; and Bukharin's letter to Lenin 
(Bol'sheuik, no. 22, 30 November 1932, p. 88), both quoted in G. & F., pp. 253, 
217. The co,rover~ies with Bukharin are dealt with in G. & F. passim. 

. ' .,. • I • • • • • 
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Kienthal Conference tqe majority of the socialist delegates 
present had moved to the left, and were prepared to call for 
more concrete action: the workers were now• enjoined to 
demand immediate opening of peace negotiatioJ!s; while a 
lasting 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 demanded 
an even more radical call to the ~orkers, incidentally one much 
more radical in its terms than Lenin ever raised in Ru~a 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 S1J"ikes and 
bread riots began in Petro grad which culmina ted within a 
few days in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty and in the 
victory of the unplanned and anonymous February revolution. 6 

No political party could claim credit for its success. 7 But tlhey 
all, fi·om right to left, rallied immediately to its support. The 
Kadety, hitherto constitutional monarchists, became republicans 
overnight. They joined with the progressive right-wing Duma 
members to form a Provisional Government. For the socialist 
parties, somewhat stunned by these unexpected events, it 
seemed the dawn of a new cra.8 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. For to the middle-class parties, including the now 

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

6 All dates are given in the current calendar, which was not introduced ip 
Russia until February 1918. Where necessary, the 'old style' date, which 1s 
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 a.'>St non-existent'-
see Grave, pp. 136-9. • . 'I 

8 The early reactions both of the Kade!J! and 8f the two socialist parties can 
bes~be studied in the flood of pamphlets on every conte,vable 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 
Institute of So:ial History in Amsterdam\ ~ .. I ' • 

• • • 
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republican Kadety, the revolution meant an end to the cor- • 
ruption and muddle which had hindered the efficient conduct 
of the war. 1 Now that the autocracy had failen, they looked 
forward te a renewal of Russia's military strength and will 
to win. But to the mass of the peasants in soldier's uniforms 
and to p1any of the workers the revolution symbolized the 
very re~erse-an end to the war, to discipline, law, and 
order. The socialist parties, whatever their particular theories, 
bet:ame to a greater or lesser extent, willingly or unwillingly, 
the spokesmen ofethese passions of the crowd. This circum­
star~e alon~ doomed any prospect of coalition between liberals 
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 scrupulous1 in its promises of an 
immedi<a.te 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 
th~ 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. 
Its. predominant political composition 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.9 For the time 
being the Bolsheviks shared with the Mensheviks the view that 
it was not the functio!t. 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 combi~ed pressure of the proletariat and the peasantry 
was a middle-class democratic revolution and that such it 
would have to fontin~e for a long time to come. During 
this, the first stage, the function of the socialist parties was to 

9 Shlyapnikov, Vol. I, ·p. 119. ' , .. .. f ' • • 
• • 
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' help to consolidate the middle~class revolution; !a • defend the 
rights of the workers and peasantry, and also to prepare for 
the ne~t stage, the dictatorship of the proletariat, .,-hich would 
herald the transition to socialism. Some hotheads ~ the rank 
and file of the bolshevik party, possibly less troubled with 
questions of marxist orthodoxy than their leaders, wert~ already 
on 14 March advocating seizure of power by the Petrograd 
Soviet, but they found little support from their party l~aders. 10 

A small minority of the Mensheviks in the Soviet, in comm.on 
with some of the Socialist Revolutionaries, fa.voured a coalition 
with the middlc~class parties. It soon became apparen1,that 
effective power, both in the capital and in the provinces, rested 
with the Soviets, and that the Provisional Government was 
in the position of enjoying responsibilhy without authority.U 
The mass of the population seemed ready to support the rapidly 
and roughly composed Soviets. The army, though weary of 
the war, was still willing to contain itself in patienct 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 leading Menshevik who in 191 7 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 lflajority of their party, 
while avoiding both a split from their own party and defection 

10 See for example a resolution of the Vyborg Bolsheviks in Shlyapnikov, Vol. I, 
p. 186. 

11 On 22 March already, the Minister of War, Guchkov. -.yrote to General 
Alekseev: 'I beg you to believe that the true position is the•iu1lowing: the Pro-

, visional Government has n~ real power at its di~osal, and its ordinances are 
carri!d out only to such extent as the Soviet of Workers' lnd Soldiers' Deputies 
permits. The Soviet controls the most important elements of real power such 
as the troops, the railways, the posts, and the telegraph.' Quoted in Shlyapnikov, 

• 'Vol. II, p. 236, 

' • • t • 
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to the Bols~:viks. 12 The larger party in the Soviet, the ' 
Socialist Revolutionaries, were still in favour of prosecuting 
the war to vi<l:ory, though a small anti-war and internaJionalist 
wing, the t;erm of the future Left Socialist Revolutionary 
Party, was beginning to form around N atanson. Thus out­
wardly il\ March 1917 a coalition did not seem impossible, 
if once tije Mensheviks overcame their scruples as orthodox 
marxists against a coalition with the government of the demo­
cratic phase. With the exception of small minorities in each,. 
the major socialist ~arties agreed with the middle-Class parties 

tlc needt 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 abou~until the last months of the Provisional 
Government, under the influence of bolshevik propaganda. 
But the Bolsheviks only helped on a process which began long 
before their influence became effective. 

12 Sukhanov, VoL"fi"~, pp. 22-38; Trotsky, History, J, pp. 241-42. Trotsky's 
remark that Martov opposed a f'approchement between the left Mensheviks ::wd 
the Bolsheviks is a misle,ding half-truth. It is true that Martov was unwillmg 
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 coalition 
on terms of equjlity, Is distinct from jbsorption. . .. . . 

• • • 



' 
24 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY 

' . . . ' 

This disintegration 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 grom'=l from under 
the Provisional Government. For it antagonizt!d the only 
element in the country upon which they could ultimately hope 
to rely to keep order-the officers, and the few tr.oops who 
retained their discipline amidst the growing chaos_ It also 
made the successive attempts at coalition between the Kadety 
and the Socialists, after the latter had accepted the prin~iple 
of coalition, more and more unlikely to sucteed. The growing'~L 
disorder in the country alarmed the Kadety ancP they leered 2~~· 
away from the Socialists whom they blamed for it. The , 
Socialists in turn veered to the left and their opposition 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 ~olsheviks, 
who alone had the resolution to carry their policy to its logical 
conclusion, and did uot hesitate either to encourage popular 
anarchy or to make bold promises. The Provisional Govern­
men.: might have saved the country from chaos by calling 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 191 7 when he first opened negotiations with General 
Korni1ov, 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 
191 7 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, ha<f 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 tl-.A Rnlsheviks and the collapse of the Provisional Govern­
ment. There is nothing to suggest that KornilrJ,v had anything 
more in mind in Au~ust 1917 than a Dlilitary ~tatorship which' 
~uld save something of the revolution fro~ the wreckage and 
put an end to the menace of a Bolshevik coup d'etat. When ' 
his attempt failed the Provisio~al Governnrut fas doomed. . , "" . ' 

• • • 



• THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION 25 • • • The bolshevik· party had little influence in March 1917. 
During the war its leadership inside Russia had been seriously 
impaired b)l the banishment of such figures as Ka111enev, 
Sverdlov, !{ykov, and Stalin. The most prominent of the 
three Bolsheviks who in March 1917 formed the Petrograd 
Bureau uf the Bolshevik Central Committee was Shlyapnikov, 
an hone~, 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 41)f little significance. The revolution had 
taker• theq11 by surprise. 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 ~ore extreme followers to immediate disorganized 
violence, but they had no ready policy and no plan for the 
future. 13 Shlyapnikov had been able to maintain periodic 
contact with Lenin during the war, but had not received from 
himo 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 191 7 Bolsheviks and Mensheviks still retained joint 

. organizations in a number of important industrial centres.14 

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 under• 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 

13 A. Shlyapnikov, 'Fevral'skie dni v Peterburge', in Proletarskaya revolyutsfya, 
no, 13 (1923), at<[ /}2. cf. Antonov-Saratovsky, p. 88; and Shlyapnikov, Vol. I, 
pp. 56-7. Shlyapr'· · IV had, however, in a letter to ;he Central Committee on 
24 February 1917, ror·eseen tha~a 'revolutionary hurricane' might spring up 'illY 

iil;,,day'-ibid., p. 52. I 
· u e.g., in Baku, the Urals, the Donets Basin, and irt Siberia-Proletarskqya 
revo~IUtsfya, no. 4 (63), 1927, p. 17. 

1 Shlyapnikov'f Vol.fii, p. 193. 1 
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' party and of the party organ, Pravda, by virtue of~=ir s~niority. 
(Pravda, which had been suppressed during the war, had 
reappeared immediately after the February rev&lution under 
the editorship of the young Molotov.) The fri~ion 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, in~ a right 
wing coup d'etat.l 6 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, especitdly on the question • 
of war. The Petrograd Bolshevik Bureau had •in thw first 
weeks after the revolution shown itself rather more determined 
in its attitude against the war. On 23 March, before the 
arrival of Kamcnev and Stalin, it had passed a resolution 
demanding fraternization and negotiations between the pro­
letariat of the warring countries for immediate cessa~on of the 
war, in order to turn the imperialist war against the capitalist 
oppressors. 1 7 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 Provisi'l!>nal 
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.' 18 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.' 19 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. 17 With regard 
to other questions of bolshevi~ policy, an article by Stalin in 
Pravda on 31 March which foreshadowed the transformation 
'at the necessary moment' ofthe Soviets as a~an of struggle 
into the Soviets as :tn organ of powe; refleci'Ccl the generally 

Ps Trotsky, History, V gl. I, pp. 302-5; Shlyapnikov, \\l1. II, pp. 179-85. 
17 Quoted in Proletarskaya revolyutsrya, no. 4 (63), 1927, pp. 5Q-2, from Pravda. 
18 Pravda, 28 March, quoted in Chamberlin, I, p. 115. 
1 9 Pravda, 29 March; Stalin, Vol. IILt.pp. 4-8. 1 • . , ,. . 
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• • accepted view'at the time, 20 while Stalin's opinion that unifica-
tion was desirable between the Bolsheviks and those Mensheviks 
who acceptef. the Zimmerwald and Kienthal programmes 
also corresponded to the · view widely expressed among the 

· Bolsheviks in Russia.21 
For three weeks before Lenin's arrival in Petrograd Stalin 

rather than Kamenev was the leader of the party-leading it, 
as he lat~r admitted, along the wrong lines. 22 During his 
sholit reign two bolshevik party conferences were held, the 

• first between 11 a11d 14 April, a conference of the Petrograd 
party~ the ilther 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 Milyuti'n in a provincial 
party paper. 23 The All Russian Conference Protocols were 
destroyed during the street disturbances in July 1917 (not 
suppresse~ 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. 24 In so far 
as it 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 
Bureau of the Bolshevtk Central Committee to form a left 
wing. It was reinforced by Alexandra Kollontay, lately 

B0 ibid., Vol. III, pp. 11-15. 
B1 See for example the views of the Petrograd Bolshevik Committee in Pervyy 

Leg. Komitet., p. 55. 
22 In 1924, in ~e 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 actie'ely upheld the Lenint!;t line against Shlyapnikov 
and Kamenev-see e.g,Moskalev, pp. 233, 242-3, where, however, no evido«:tce 
is adduced. · 

2 3 Shlyapnikov, Vol. III, pp. 206-10. 
u Trotsky, Sfalinskra shkola, pp. 2i5-90. 
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• • • returned from Norway (bombarded before her rAurn by Lenin 

with letters and telegrams cif advice on tactics). No doubt 
she and Shlyapnikov were urging what they ~lieved to be 
Lenin's views. It does not, however, appear th:.t 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 Voytinski, Avilov, 
and Gol' den berg were the spokesmen, which was mainly 
anxious for organizational union with the Mensheviks. • 

On the question of relations with the Ji!rovisional Govern- • 
ment, Stalin's proposals, after initial opposition,. won jlmost 
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 s~okesman, 
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 questi~ned 
Nogin's ruling. The resolution accepted at both conferences 
(unanimously at the Petrograd Conference) called for 'vigilant 
control over the activities 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 qown 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 au.y 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 uossible on the 
basis of acceptance ·of the Zi~merwald-Kientha1lines; it was, 
ho~ever, unanimously agreed at the ~ll Rttssian Conference 
to take part in an informal joint meeting bl'tween representa­
tives of b. oth paFties which had been arralli"ed, provided it . . ' ' ' 
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• • was understoofl. that the meeting was for the purpose ofinforma- • 

tion and exploration only. Stalin's more concrete proposal, 
that the Bolflevik Central Committee should approach the 
leaders of tJae 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 concl-ete for the left wing, which did not strongly favour 
uniqp. with the Mensheviks, it was suspect to the right-wing 

• Bolsheviks, who hQped that the Russian social democr~tic 
party .woulcJ. 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. 
The FeblL.ary 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 
characteristic 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 proye 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: 
'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 hav~ been grasped by the Bols~eviks before Lenin's 
arrival in Petrograjl. H is true that during the war his idt¥ls 
could hardly havefcome to the knowledge of exiles in Siberia 
]ike Stalin.. But even Shlyapnikov, who had last been in ' . . .. 
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.. contact with Lenin towards the end of 1916 anJ :r9n;st have been • 
better informed than others of the new policy, had maintained 
desultory (and abortive) conversations on unificttion with the 
Mensheviks for some months before the February R•vo1ution. 25 

Nor does Pravda during the short period of its existence under 
his direction appear to have so much as mentioned the 
Zimmerwald Left. • 

Lenin had never openly rejected the orthodox m<!rxist law ' 
of revolution-from autocracy to middle-class democracy,.and 
only thereafter to the next stage, the woletarian, socialist • 
revolution. But the possibility that a party, if su~cient!Y 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 refusc!I to give 
battle. 26 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 every"tring 
would depend on whether it proved possible 'to back the 
Proletarian Revolution by some second edition ofthe Peasants' 
War'. 27 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-

• 
2 5 Shlyapnikov, Vol. I, I'- 43. • 
6 6 Lenin, Vol.. XVIII, pp, 30-1. ' 
27 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 398-401 ; Der Briefwechse~zwischen Friedrich Engels 

und Karl Marx, Vol. II, pp. 106-8~ The sentence quotc:d is in English in the 
original. • t ' . , -
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ment. Keren~.q particularly suspect; to arm proletariat only 
guarantee; ... no rapprochement with other parties. The last is a 
conditio sine qia non. Vve do not trust Chkheidze.' 28 On 
16 March 1ft: had written to Alexandra Kollontay, then still 
in Norway: 

This first stage of the first of the revolutions (brought about by 
the war)t 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 ~st we again tread the path of the Second 
InteJ¥latiol}al. 29 

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 ~ase. On the contrary, on the very eve of his 
departure for Petro grad he wrote: 

Russia is a peasant country, one of the most backward coun­
tri~ in Europe. 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 landed 
nobility, lend formidable dimensions to the bourgeois demo­
cratic revolution in Russia and make of our revolution the 
prologue ·to the Socialist Revolution, a little step towards it. 30 

But in his Letters from Ajar, written between 20 and 26 March, 31 

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. 32 Thus what 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. XXIX, p. 343, quoted in a letter of25 March 1917. Emphasis 
here (and throughout in quotaA;ions from Lenin) as fn the original. 

29 
Lenin, Vol. XX, r· • 30 ibid., pp. 65-70, 'F ewell Letter to the Swiss Workers', written on 8 April 

1917. • 
11 ibid., pp. lj-47. . • 32 ibid., pp. 9-12 . 

. ' D • ~ • 
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suggest that the Soviets as opposed to the ar!ed proletariat 
should seize power. In one of his Letters from 

6
Afar he writes 

that what he had written of the Soviets in 190• as 'organs of 
revolutionary power' now requires reconsidera11l.on. Power 
must be conquered by the armed people 'fusing the police, 
the army and the bureaucracy with the people armed to a 
man'. 33 In contrast, perhaps, in this respect t~ 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 •revolution signified. 
seizure of power by the Soviets-bodies in whi11h, as Jt hap­
pened, the Bolsheviks had secured majorities by November 
1917, but which nevertheless comprised substantial representa­
tion of the other socialist parties. This was to be the issue 
on which the first major crisis in the party arose. 

Lenin arrived in Petrograd on 16 April 191 7 in the middle 
of the All Russian Party Conference. He was ~et 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, emphasize.I 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 th~ 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 wear~ in a minority,' 
he told the All Rt¥>sian Party Conference that evening, 'our 
"ork must consist in criticizing and e~posi~ mistakes, preach-

33 Lenin, Vol. XX, pp. 34-5. And see Chapter IL note 38, for Lenin's 
views on the 1905 Soviet. • t ' . ,, ... . 
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ing at the sarfte time the necessity for the passing of all state • 
power to thejSoviet of Workers' Deputies.' 34 There was no 
discussion ofllis speech tha~ night. But the following day it 
became ap!Jarent that Le:oin's ideas had found very little 
support in his startled party. 

Lenin :;).ttended and addressed the joint meeting of bolshevik 
and men~evik represe~tatives which had been convened, on 
.Stalin's proposal, as a part of the All Russian Bolshevik Party 
Conference. He was received sceptically, even with hostility. 

• His closest followe:rw, with the notable exception of Alexandra 
Kolloij.tay, r.esitated 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 ... 
amountetl to a first class funeral of the whole idea of unifica­
tion'. 35 The meeting decided, in spite of Lenin and against 
the opposition of the Bolshevik Central Committee representa­
tives, to set up a joint Bolshevik-Mensheyik Bureau to prepare 
for :. 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. 86 

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 i!l. 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 Pravda within a day or two of his 
arrival. The~ called for 'No support for the Provisional 

8 ' Lenin, Vol. XX,~-9. The speech is lost and o~ly a short note of the viry 
similar speech delivere the following day is printed in Lenin's works. 

n See Sukharwv, Vol II, pp. 14-50, for the account of Lenin's arrival and its 
im~act: and cf. To!s ' in Krasnaya letopis', no. 3 (18), 1926, pp. 70-5. 

• 6 Avdeev, Vot II, p. 10-ll. 
11 . .. ' . 
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Government' ... and demanded 'not a parliameltary republic, 
but a republic of soviets of workers' soldiers' fnd peasants' 
deputies in the whole country ... confiscation o:flalllandlords' 
estates, nationalization of all land ... a single, n~onal bank 
... elimination of the army and police'. They also stated 
that 'the war cannot be ended in a genuinely dtmocratic 
peace ... without the overthrow of capitalism', and urged 
'the widest propaganda of this view in the ar~y in the 
field' and 'fraternization'. 37 Kamenev immediately disowned 
Lenin's view in Pravda as 'unacceptable i:a that it starts from • 
the assumption that the bourgeois democratic •evolujion is 
ended, and counts upon an immediate transform!..tion of this 
revolution into a socialist revolution'. 38 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 ou1 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 strlJ€gles 
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. A•bolshevik party without 
Lenin's leadership was at that date unthinkable. Moreover, 
there were few among the leading Bolshevik~ who had the 
political education or training which would have enabled them 

, to meet the formidable arguments from the cantjns of marxism 
with which Lenin. invariably bolstered proposals which 

~ 7 Pravda, 20 April 191 7; Lenin, Vol. XX, p .. 88. . ~ 
38 Quoted in Trotsky, History, I, p. 325. And cf. a si ilar article by him on 

25 April in Pravda. • t • . , 
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appeared to rfn directly counter to marxism. The indecision • 
which had pl)vailed in the party before Lenin's arrival made 
the Bolshevikl all the readier to follow a firm lead. Perhaps 
the most id!portant single factor was his skill, after the shock 
caused by the April Theses, in unfolding his plan with a 
sufficient .gradualness, a suffie,ient 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 ba yielding to the doubts or scruples of his followers. Hence, 

• the results of a p~licy seemed to them to flow more from 
circu~stanc<e<> beyond control than from that policy. It is for 
this reason that the more seri011s 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 wh~ 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 
mosle 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 itselfwith the satisitction of immediate, 
secondary demand/- T; him it seemed incontrovertible tl:fat 
the bolshevik par,, as the vanguard of the proletariat, should 
have the rigjt tOfact in the Il~.me of the proletariat, without . ' . 
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' the formal support of an electoral mandatet a majority. 
Writing over two years after the October Rrvolution, he 
summed up his tactics for seizing power in •he following 
~~= • 

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 ii; side the 
majority of the population. But to limit this winning over of 
the population to, or to make it conditional on, 'acquiri11.g' 'a 
majority of votes in an election, while the .bourgeoisie is in power. 
is impracticable imbecility, or simply cheating the. workers. In 
order to win over the majority of the population d> its ~de 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 bourgeoisie 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 fulfilmoot of 
their economic needs, at the expense of the exploiters. 39 

Commonplace by the time they were written, these ideas were 
not yet obvious in 1917. To many of Len,in'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 J.\ussia of 1917 in a quasi­
parliamentary regime, backed by a 'popular front' of the main 
socialist parties, governing through the Soviets. In November 
191 7 there were still many leading Bolsheviks who believed 
that Lenin's aim in seizing power had been to create just such 
a regime. • 

• 
"""""' Vol. ~IV,~- 641\ 
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' CHAPTER III 

• 
THE BOLSHEVIKS IN ACTION 

On his ·arrival in Russia, Lenin adopted, for tactical reasons, 
the doctrrne that it was the Soviets which must seize power. 
To .iave acted otherwise would have been to risk alienating 

• mass support, since .the confidence of the masses in the Soviets 
grew daily. _:But, Lenin had at the same time to curb the grow­
ing impulse'Which his own rank and file was showing, against 
the views ofits 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 
demQnstrations 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. 1 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. 2 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 • the early part of May achieved the double 
purpose of allaying the fears of the upper r<1tnks of the Bolsheviks 

• 1 Protokoly VII Konf.,Jp· 56, 97. Cf. the Moscow City Committee which ~m 
5 May pased a resoluft?,on which included the slogan 'Down with the Govern­
ment'. Avdeev, Vol. I pp. 60-1. 

2 5ukhanou, V 11. II pp. 293-5. t 
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that Lenin intended to seize power by hook oiy crook, and 
of moderating the dangerous enthusiasm of the i petuous rank 
and file in the factories. The slogan 'Down th the Provi­
sional Government' was wrong, according to one oi them, until 
a bolshevik majority had been won in the Soviets; and power 
must only pass to the Soviets when 'they come o~er to our 
political view and wish to take power themselves'. 3 Party 
agitators must everywhere denounce the 'vile lie' or the capi­
talists that the bolshevik party was threatening civil war11 ran. 
another. 4 Before power could pass to tpe Soviets, stated a • 
third, 'prolonged work' inside the Soviets woul~ be required 
in order to strengthen them and in order to 'clarify th! prole­
tarian class consciousness'. 5 

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. 6 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; 7 while a carefully worded 
but at the same time vigorous resolution against the war 
conciliated the left wing. Kamcnev 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 the Bolsheviks on 5 May 1917; 
reprinted in Protokoly VII Konf., p. 258. 

'Resolution of the Central Committee of 4 May 1917, ibid., pp. 256-7. 
6 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. 
6 There was most opposition on the general resolution 'On the current 

moment', which, while rejecting the immediate realization of.socialism as impos­
sible, called for nationali:7;1ttion of the land and fop various forms of state control 
over undertakings, Thirfy-nine voted against it,seven~one in favour, and eight 
a~stained. See VKP(b) v re;:;., pp. 256-8; and Proto ly VII Korif., pp. 52-98, 
for the debates on Lenin's proposed resolution. 

7 VKP(b) v rez., pp. 259-60. It was :;tdopted with o three dissenting votes 
and eight abstentions, by some 130 delef!Jtes, representin 0,0~ party members . . , . . 
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who otherwif' took little part in the conference, except for • 
a report on the nationalities question, his special subject. 
The partners_ ip between Stalin and Kamenev was at an end. 
Kamenev ~as by now in open disagreement with Lenin;8 

but Stalin fully accepted his leadership. In an article pub­
lished in. Soldatskaya Pravda, he ranged himself behind Lenin 
and emphasized the importance of unity in the party, since 
'only a Jnited party can lead the people to victory'. 9 The 
Sev~nth All Russian Conference proved less tractable on the 

• question of coalitil;m with the Mensheviks. The resolution 
on coalition. which was adopted unanimously (though with 
ten a~stent~ns), rejected as impossible union with parties 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' .10 

But the conference refused to follow a proposal by Lenin 
which w~uld 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
walc;l 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.11 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' aJtd bound to the Central Committee 
by strong ties. 12 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, wal'iling against the slogan 'Down with the Government', as one 
which could 'hamper the lengthy task of educating jlnd organizing the masses, 
at present the funda~me··· tal aim of the Party'. Protiikoly VII Konf., pp. 29 and 
64-73. • 

9 Reprinted ibid., p, ix-x. 10 VKP(b) v m;., p. 262. 
11 Protokoly VII Kofi. ,, p. 215; rarosl'fskJ', Vol. IV, p. 251. 
12 'NeumnOeflora · tvo', Lenin, Vo,XX; p. 234. 
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" Conference show, what was already uppermost i~'his mind was 
not action through, or in, the Soviets, but dire y among his 
followers, 'to ·prepare for a revolution a th usand times 
stronger than that of February' .13 The party re!olutions of 
this period invariably called for the transfer of all power to the 
Soviets. But Lenin was preparing the means by whis;h power 
could be seized independently of the Soviets. By) une the 
factory and shop committees 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 hjve re~arded 
these committees as possible organs of power in p,.eference to 
the Soviets.14 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 mainl;: 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 .\lave 
forgotten their resolution. By July the Red Guard in Petro­
grad numbered some ten thousand. 15 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. 16 In the 
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 Bolshl:vik Central Committee 
which appeared to control the demonstrators. The bolshevik 
party leaders had decided to call a demonstration for 23 June1 

13 Leninskry sbornik, Vol. IV, p. 290. 
14 Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 168-to the consternation of Orilzhonikidze, when 

Lenin first told him of his~dea-/zbrannye stat'i i rechi, p. 214. , 
15 Fedotolf- White, p. 17. About twenty thousa.J.d Re~uards were available 

on•the eve of the seizure of power-see Chamberlin, I, p. 07. 
16 At a conference of bolshevik military organizatio held from 29 June to 

6 July ov. er a hundred delegates represtpted 26,000 b hevik party members 
from sixty army organizations. VKP(b) Jrez;., p. 274. t . , . 
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in spite oft~ opposition of some of them, notably Zinoviev, • 
Kamenev, a Nogin. Lenin himself was uncertain about the 
wisdom of call ng the demonstration, but yielded to the insistent 
demand fr~ the rank and file, especially from the party's 
military and factory organizations. On 22 June the First All 
Russian Qongress of Soviets, then in session, passed a resolution 
forbiddini the demonstration. This caused hesitation among 
the bolshevik members of the Petrograd Soviet; they demanded 
the .abandonment of the demonstration, and the Bolshevik 

• Central Committe~ acceded to this view at the last minute, 
and called it off. With some difficulty party emissaries per­
suade<! the tWorkers and soldiers to go back. Thus, this time 
it was not the Soviet, but the Bolshevik Central Committee 
which had stopped the crowds, 17 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' .18 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 ofthe mood of the soldiers and the masses 'the moment 
is disadvantageous for accepting battle' .19 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 bf the Bolshevik Central and Petrograd 
Committees proclaimed tliis as the object. It was with the 
promise that this would remain the bolshevik slogan that the 

1 7 For the June demonstration see Chamberlin, Vol. I, pp. 160-2; Trotsky, 
History, Vol. I, p~. 450-4; Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, pp. 139-41. The agitation 
was particularly strong in the bolshevik army orga~zation; on 29 June at a 
conference of the bolshe.::ik pallty military organization a part of the Petrograd 
garrison agitated loudhP that the conference should lead a rising-see N.•I. 
Podvoysky, in Krasn opis', no. 6, 1923, p. 77. 

IS Pervyy Leg. Kom p. 154. \ 
19 Proletarskay.revo(J tsrya, no. 5(17) 923, p. Ill. . . ' • 
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" demonstrators were urged to return to their posts~. According 
to Zinoviev, Lenin, at the height of the distu ances, toyed 
with the idea of seizing power immediately. B t he decided 
against this course, fearing that the Provisional 8overnment 
still retained sufficient support in the army outside the capital 
to overthrow the Bolsheviks. 2 1 • 

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 durin~ the 
July demonstrations and the Provisional Government decided • 
at last to take steps to repress the Bolsheviks. ln this move 
they had the support of the great majority of the•memters 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 r:easures 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 .were 
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. 22 

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, 23 the factory 

20 Vladimiroua, Vol. III, 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, yousoJfof a bitch, when it's given you!' 

31 Zinoviev, Lenin, p. 39. cf. also Taroslavsk_y, 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. I, 
pp. 178--9,for the weak response evoked in the provinces by the outbreak in the 
capital. 

22 The slender evidence of the charge that Lenin was finaniCd by the German 
General Staff has recently .been reinvestigated by S. P. Mel'gunov, who considers 
thi-t it was not entirely urirounded. See his Zolotii!Ji nemejjkiy klyv.ch. The question 
may perhaps be definitely answered some day on the l'asis of captured German 
archives. ~ 

23 See Trotsky, History, Vol. III, pp. rs-8, for the velopment of the Red 
Guard after July. t 
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organization, land the military organization. Lenin and • 
Zinoviev werf into hiding; 24 others, including Alexandra 
Kollontay, were arrested. The internationalist left wing of 
the Mensht!viks, headed by Martov, strongly opposed these 
measures. 

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

• recorded incidents tOf peasant violence were ten times more 
numer~us tbttn in March. Peasant unrest had at first taken 
the form of ~rganized seizure of land under the control of local 
peasant committees. By October it had become a mass 
movement of unorganized violence, 25 swelled by the growing 
number of deserters from the disintegrating army. In view of 
the irreso~ution, 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 possessidn 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 abolition of all private property in land. 26 In 
his April Theses Lenin still demanded 'nationalization of all 
land'. At the Seventh Bolshevik Party Conference in May 

a& Lenin remained in hiding until the October Revolution, first in Finland, 
then nearer Petrograd. There was 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, 

1 
and later Lunacharsky, resolutely urged that Lenin should remain in hiding, 
and Lenin, thoughtihesitant, yielded. See Ordzhonikidze, Izbrannye stat'i i rechi, 
pp. 211-12. • 

25 Chamberlin, Vol. I, Pit 211-'52. • 
2 6 The Mensheviks more realistically envisaged privately held small-holdings 

as a transition stage to _jfNnership of the land by local self-governing communes. 
See the (majority) mensJ!vik resolution <f the Fourth Party Congress in Stockholm 
in 1906, VKP(b) ~rez., p. 85, and Lenin\ draft resolution, ibid., p. 67. 

• • • • 
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• Lenin argued somewhat artificially that nati<jtalization was 
what the peasant really wanted when he said,that the land 
belongs to God. 27 He was only too well aware of the import­
ance of winning over the peasantry to the B~lsheviks by 
championing their demand for land. Accordingly, while the 
resolution adopted by the Conference paid lip servic~ to theory 
and still urged nationalization of all land, it also cvivised the 
peasants 'to take the land in an organized manner.' 28 It was 
the second half of the resolution which proved the more iniuen­
tial as a popular slogan. Before long belshevik deputies in • 
Soviets all over the country were advocating se~ure rj 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 pat~nce until 
the Constituent Assembly could decide the question. 29 .The 
repercussions in the country were felt immediately on the 
deputies' return to their villages. 30 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. 31 There were some spokesmen in the bolshevik party 
in the summer of 1917 who foretold the consequences of the 

• 
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. Trots~, Stalinskaya shkola, 
p. 264; and' Avdeev, Vol. III, p. 45. 
• 2 8 VKP(b) v m;., p. 70. • ' 

29 See Avdeev, Vol. II, 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 arkhiv, Vol. XIJ, p. 225. 1 
3 1 Die Russische Revolution, pp. 85-7. t . ~ . . .. .. 
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agricultural tJend. One of them was Bukharin, who argued • 
that while theJand-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'. 32 If no one heeded this warning, it 
was beca~se in 1917 no bolshevik leader seriously doubted 
that revolution in Western Europe was imminent, and that, 
witoout the support of revolution in Western Europe, the 

• proletarian revolution in Russia was in any case inevitably 
doom~d. t · 

Through~ut 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 
authority •in 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 d~ance 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. 33 There were no more joint bolshevik-menshevik 
local party organizations after June, though a few survived, 

· until that date. 34 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 deelined. 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, coniciously or unconsciously, clung to. the European 
and international tradit~on of their years-of struggle in exile. . ' . 

3 2 Protokoly VI, p. 134. 
33 There is a shortJaccount in Vladimirova, Vol. III, pp. 13-14. cf. also 

Taroslavsh;y, Vol. IV, p.l137. ' 
H Trotsky, Hisflry, Vol. I, p. 443. 
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• They were repelled by the uncomprising ettremism and 
demagogy which now increasingly characterized fle 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. 35 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 Mensh«viks 
were sinking into political insignificance, Martov rejected the • 
tentative suggestion of Sukhanov and others tha' it WjS now 
time for some form of union between the left Me~sheviks 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'. 36 

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 repliM:d to 
Sukhanov's suggestion.s7 

On 1 7 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 Ob 
odnom nedostoynom postupke, p. I 0; and cf. the account of Martov's fight over Lenin's 
method of raising party funds by armed hold-ups in Wolfe, p]:9. 371-81. 

38 In the Central Exe<:*tive Committee on 17 July-see Vladimirova, Vol. III, 
p~~143. He was also supported by the left wintfofth.Socialist Revolutionaries. 
And cf. Martov's views at the Menshevik Party Conference on 28July, ibid., p. 186. 

37 Sukharwv, Vol. VI, pp. 196-7. ~ 
38 Trotsky, r905, pp. 225-30; contrast:ILenin, Vol. V I, Pl2.· 400-1, 409-11. 

However, in the draft of an article writtln in November 905, l!ut first published 

• • • • 
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inevitable thaa to Trotsky the seizure of power should have 
been bound uf:> with the Soviets. He was not, in May 1917, 
either a member of the bolshevik party or committed to its 
doctrines. 'Soon after his arrival, he reconstituted the little 
group of Mezkdurayontsy which had been formed in 1912, and 
which occupied a position half way between the Bolsheviks 
and the 1\Jensheviks. But Trotsky and his followers showed 
no immediate anxiety to fuse with the Bolsheviks. 'You 
cann.>t demand that we should recognize bolshevism,' Trotsky 

• had declared at the very first joint discussion between the 
Bolsheviks aJtd his group. 39 Some of his speeches soon after 
his arr!val ~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. 4° For two months 
Trotsky waintained his independence, publishing a weekly 
organ, Vpered, in co:qjunction 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 
Bols.b.:viks, 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. 41 

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, Kalll.enev, 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. 42 He was arrested some 
weeks later. The format 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 sbornil, Vol. IV, p. 303. 
40 See, for example, his speech in the First Soviet <!ongress in June; Trotsky, 

Sochineniya, Vol. III (i), ppf I 13-~2; and cf. Sukhanov, Vol. III, pp. 441-2, Vol. !'4j, 
pp. 237-40. 

41 Trotsky, Sochineniya, Vol. III (i), p~49. 
42 See his lettewto the Provisional G ernment of 26 July, Sochineniya, Vol. III 

(i), pp. 165-6, anti his letters from ~riso , ibid., pp. 201-2. . 
E • e e . . 
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• Congress on 8 August. The delay was due pa:fly to the mis­
givings of the men who formed his group, in tlte face of 'the 
habits and methods of the bolshevik coterie' as Trotsky put 
it, 43 and partly to their agreement with the bolslfevik 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'. 44 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 f!Ot bien un­
founded. They included Ioffe, Lunacharsky, 1~renev, and 
Ryazanov. They retained no identity as a group. So far 
as Trotsky was concerned, his'acceptance ofLenin's leadership 
in July 191 7 was complete and unreserved, as Lenin more than 
once emphasized. • , 

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 a.:com­
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 bourgeois tendencies of the 
socialist parties had 'been worked ot.t 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 t~mselves alone. 
Only the 'revolutio\lary masses of th~ pe~le' can take power, 
rurning away from the socialist parties who have betrayed 

43 Trotsky, Sochineniya, Vol. III (i), pot 145-6. 
44 See Yurenev's account at the SixtiiPari Congress, Protot{J VI, pp. 47-8. 
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the revolutio~ and who have supported a government 'which ,. 
must now be ~verthrown'. 4 5 Moreover, Lenin now discarded 
the Soviets as the organs of the forthcoming proletarian power. 
In his vie~ they had become organs of reaction. The Petro­
grad Soviet had supported the reprisals against the Bolsheviks. 
Therefor~, power must be seized by the 'revolutionary masses' 
themselvei· This view of revolution without the Soviets was 
very close to Lenin's first plan in Switzerland, before he 
reaooed Petrograd. After his arrival in Russia he had, for 

• tactical reasons, adt>pted the slogan 'All Power to the Soviets'. 
Now it was, to be discarded. To Lenin revolution without 
the S~viets •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 ma~y 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 
attaGJJ.ed 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 we:ae to take on the role of 'front rank fighters 
against counter-revoluti«;~n', and without ~being tempted into 
a 'premature battle' were to prepare for the ultimate seizure 

46 See. an article written at the endtf July, 'K lozungam', Lenin, VoL XXI, 
pp. 33-8. cf. 'L'f-oki revolyutsii', j,fid.,. p. 69-77. 
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" of power by the 'revolutionary classes'. 46 TJ!ere was no 
indication in the resolution of what organs w~uld take the 
place of the Soviets, and many members of the congress were 
profoundly disturbed by this obvious difficul~. 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 ~risgiving. 
The discussion however revealed some disunity on doctrine 
in the party. Those most to the right, such as Nogin•and 
Angarsky of the Moscow City Bolshevik Ct>mmittee, were not • 
yet reconciled to an interpretation of marxism, which con­
sidered that the time was already ripe to 'step ovf!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 tije 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 MQScow 
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. 47 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 view when he said 
in the Petrograd &lshevik Party C~Jmmittee at the end of 
October: 'We must realize that when we !ake power we shall 
have to lower wages . . we ~all have to introduce terror 

48 VKP(b) v m;., pp. 291-3. J7 P~jwkoly VI, pp. lll-41, and 234. 
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We have no right to refuse to adopt these means, but 4' 

neither is there any need to rush towards them.' 48 It is for 
this reason that for the last two months before the seizure of 
power Len!n had to struggle with the other party leaders to 
galvanize them into action at the moment which he perceived 
to be th~ right one. He feared that if the Bolsheviks let slip 
the decisive moment, the deadlock in the dyarchy ofProvisional 
Governm~nt and Soviets might be resolved, and long delayed 
mea.;ures be taken on the burning questions of the day, which 

• would cut the ground from under his feet. He may also have 
feared (Lenip never underestimated his opponents) that before 

1 long tte P1'6visional Government, or some more determined 
government which might replace it, would at last take effective 
measures ;:tgainst the handful of Bolsheviks and the skeleton of 
their organization in whose hands the future revolution lay. 

• 48 Pervyy Leg. Komitet, p. 296 • 

• 
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CHAPTER IV • 
THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION 

Trotsky had accepted Lenin's leadership in JuJ,y. Mter 
his release from prison on bail on 17 September, his ascendancy 
over the Petrograd Soviet grew. Probably Trotsky oould 
have made the October Revolution without Lenin, at any • 
rate in Petrograd. But it is doubtful whether without the 
control which Lenin gained over his party in the ~eeks ~efore 
and after the seizure 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, ~ve often 
falsified the story of the rising until it bears little relation to 
the known facts. 1 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), wit~ 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 tl..e vital points 

• 
, • 1 An analysis by Trotsky of some of these <fistortl:ms will be found in his 
History, Vol. III, pp. 345-68. It may be observed that Trotsky's History of the 
Revolution though it contains judgments w]lich are not acceptable to non-marxist 
readers, does not apparently attempt to f<lsify facts. t 
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throughout the country. Trotsky, in addition to directing #JI 

insurrection in Petro grad, worked to create the belief that the 
revolution was an assumption of power by an organ rightfully 
claiming tcJI speak in the name of the masses, the Congress of 
Soviets. The taotics of both leaders were necessary for the 
success ~f the revolution and complemented each other. 
Without Lenin's organization the seizure of power outside the 
capital c~mld not have been ensured. Without Trotsky's 
stag& management the coup d'etat might have failed to win 

• the popular suppo,t, or at any rate to ensure the neutrality 
of the workers and soldiers in and near the capital, upon 
which•its s.ft::cess 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 bols~evik 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 
sections of the population for whom the Soviets 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.' 3 

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;~tNhich 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 seizure of power present a 
picture of virt1,1ally open preparations for insurrection, thinly, if 
at all, disguised as defensive moves again~ a threat of counter­
revolution, all culn!inat!ng in the assumption of power by t~e 
Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets. The failure in early , 

fs Proletarskoya revo(yutjva, no. 10 (1922), p. 58. 
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, September of General Kornilov's attempted coup d'etat had 
had immediate repercussions in the elections to the Soviets 
which followed it. By 13 September the Bolsheviks had 
secured a majority in the Petrogra<l Soviet, of whtch 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. 4 The Socialist· Revolu­
tionaries still retained the traditional support of the (easants in 
elections, but the peasantry was moving rapidly towards c;.om­
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 appare&t eff~ts on 
its part to hinder them. The government was quite aware 
of the imminent attempt at a coup d'etat. 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 govern~ent and 
of the Petrograd Soviet had not been resolved by the coalition 
of Socialist Revolutionaries, Mensheviks, and Kadery and the 
government was as a result weak and incapable of de~isive 
action. Yet either of two methods could alone have averted 
the threat of a bolshevik coup d'etat: 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 seizures. 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. BesicJ.es, the assess­
ment of the extent e>f popular support for the Bolsheviks was 
dbt an easy matter, as the following• reptrts on 28 October 

'Chamberlin, Vol. I, pp. 278-9. The ewing in opinion did not affect regional 
strongholds of menshevism, such as Geoq~a. t 
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from local bolshevik 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 ,the postal and telegraph workers . . . we have few 
sympathizers. In Vasil'evsky Ostrov ... there is no mood for 
insurrectron . . . In the Vyborg region ... the masses will 
SUnt>Ort us . . . Telegrams received from Finland protesting 
against the bolshe.,-ik insurrection . . . Second City district: 
:i:wrale is better than before 16-18 July . . . Moscow district: 
the Illasses..Jvill 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 change in 
our favour. Okhta district: there is no mood for insurrection 
among the workers . . . Schliisselburg district: the masses 
will ris~ 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 
ma~es 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. 5 

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. 13ut 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 jlarty member which Stalin had failed to solve 
at the Sixth Party ilongress: if not the ~oviets, who was t'i 
govern? While in hiding, Lenin was clarifying his ideas on 

• 

' 6 Perv,yy Leg. Ko'litet, pp. 312-15. 
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' the subject and writing his State and Revolution, but this was 

not to be published until 1918. 6 For a fleeting period, after 
the rout ofKornilov's move early in September, Lenin seems to 
have toyed with the idea that a majority could no-(lv be won by 
the Bolsheviks in the Soviets, and that bolshevik seizure of 
power independently of the Soviets might be unnece~sary. In 
an article published about the middle of September he pro­
posed what he called a 'compromise': that in rettirn for full 
freedom of agitation (i.e. the repeal of all measures Pfl.Ssed 
against them) the Bolsheviks would re-itssume their slogan • 
'All power to the Soviets'. It was not a very convincing pea~e 
offer. A postscript to the article discarded the p1offered 
'compromise' as belated, 7 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 
of opposition in the so-called 'Democratic Conferen~e', 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 power. 
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 

6 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'-Leninskry sbornik, Vol. XIV, 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. XXI, 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 {10 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-revolu­
tionary risings' may have influenced Lenin's change of mind; for the text of this 
order see Vladimirova, Vol. IV, p. 155. Lenin's article was later to be much 
pressed into service, to taunt the socialist parties for their 'tndignant rejection' 
of his offer e.g., by Zino¥iev, in December, 1917, Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. VII, 
.), p. 454. It is unlikely that it was taken "fery •riously 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, 1144 . 
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were to leave the conference and go to the factories, organize .; 
a staff to lead the revolutionary detachments, arrest the 
government, and s6 forth. Lenin's demand found no supporters 
in the bolshf:vik 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 capJ.tal would not guarantee success· in the provinces. 
It was only by a vote of six to four, with six abstentions, that 
one oopy of Lenin's proposals was preserved for posterity and 

• the committee resolwed to take measures to see that no out­
brea~s should take place in the factories and barracks. 8 

Indeed•the btlshevik 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 .he 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 parties. Yet even Trotsky, in con­
juncti~n 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. 9 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 <!s 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. 193-4, 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 fhe Central Committee. For the meeting see Bukharin in 
Proletarskr.ryarevolyutsiya, no. 10, 1922, p. 316 and ibid., no.elO (69), 1927, pp. 246-7, 
for the protocol of this mee«ng. • • 

~ Sukhanov, Vol. VI, pp. ll0-11. Trotsky does not deal with these 'fraction' 
meetings (at which Sukhanov was present), but says that the decision of the 'frac­
tion' to participa!;tlwas 'tatifi.ed by many local committees, if not a majority of 
them'-History, V:o1. III~ p. 145. • t1 
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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~ses. In the 
end, Trotsky won by a few votes. Ryazanov announced the 
bolshevik decision to the Democratic Conference: tP.ey would 
attend the forthcoming Council in order to 'unfurl in this 
stronghold of compromise the banner of the prol~tariat and 
make it easier for the Soviets to create a truly revolut~nary 
power'. 10 

. • • 

But, while Trotsky thus modified his tactics to conform to 
Lenin's views, Lenin likewise seems at last to "-ave !-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 seizur~ 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 tQ meet 
on 2 November. In 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 e::>f insurrection. 
He who uses thif§t slogan without .understanding this fact, 
• • 

10 See Lenin, Vol. XXI, p. 219. The wavering in the upper ranks of the 
party 'may ruin the whole enterprise'~ he wrote; and see jukhanov, Vol. VI, 
pp. 157, 168,andpp.247-8. ' 1 
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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 Baltic Fleet 
and the Fin1tish troops of Reval and Kronstadt against the 
troops of General Kornilov, stationed near Petrograd. 11 

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 
Moscilw Oblast' Committee, he was sure of immediate response, 

.a fact which probooly influenced the final decision of the 
Central Committee. 12 On 23 October in the bolshevik 
Central• Comfnittee, 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 sho~d act accordingly' was passed against the dissenting 
votes of only Kamenev and Zinoviev. 13 Nine members of the 

*Central Committee of twenty-one elected at the Sixth Con­
gress, were not, however, present at the meeting, among them 
Nogin. 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 ofKamenev, and subsequently ofNogin 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 iuea 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 complaintd that the Central Committee had ignored his demands and 
cut passages out of his articles-ibid. pp. 235-41; and T+teses for a Conference on 
21 October of the Petrogra.! Org\nization ibid. pp. 287-9. • 

12 See Trotsky, History, Vol. III, pp. 145-6, and pp. 137-8. 
13 B. & F., pp. 56--8. For Trotsky's account of this historic meeting in 

Sukhanov's flat (:fl Sukhanov's absence) see Proletarskaya revo{yutsfya, no. 10 
(1922), pp. 57--8. • , • • 
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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 detnon­
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 c~llaborator 
both in exilc14 and after the return to Petrograd. A powerful 
orator and demagogue, he was one of ihe major factors in • 
kindling the blaze of class war in Petrograd. There had been 
nothing to indicate that he shared the doubt. of o1-thodox 
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 lieutenant 
in tasks requiring cunning-his enemies, and he ~ad many, 
would say intrigue. But courage was not one of h1s 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 
views 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.'15 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 lnessa Armand, written between ~ovember 1916 and 
February 1917 and recetttly published for the first time, with the avowed object 
fi11ter alia of proving the contrary. They revear'to alyone 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. • · 

• • 

16 Text ln Zinoviev, Sochinen!J!~, Vol. _.II fj),jP· 547-51. 
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accusation, frequently repeated since, 16 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 fnsurrection, 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 Bazarov in the left menshevik Novaya · ,Zhi,zn' referred to 
the Zinov!ev-Kamenev letter, which was circulating among 
the Bolsheviks in manuscript. There is no evidence to sug-

• gest that this discl<iSure by Bazarov (who was a menshevik 
internationalist), was made with the approval of Zinoviev 
or Ka~ene~ On the contrary, on the very next day, a 
letter from Zinoviev and Kamenev appeared in Novaya Zhizn'. 
It stated that there were many Bolsheviks, in addition to 
the signatories of the letter, who were of the opinion 'that 
initiation ~fan 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 ~ven 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 rl.J.mour 
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. 17 But 
Lenin was incensed at Bazarov's revelations which he read 
on the day of publicatid!l 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 Centr:.l Committee, but the majority of the committee, 
including Stalin, Op;:lose,P him. It was flat surprising that 

16 e.g. Deutscher, p. 164; Carr, I, pp. 96-7. 
17 See Novaya ziizn' for 17 and 18 October (old style); on the inc-ident see 

Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 348, 350--6; 5i6. '\nd see note 21. 
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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 dissrdent section 
of the party and to conduct against these leaders 'a fight of 
extermination' .18 There was, in this instance, ~n view of the 
radical temper of many of the rank and file of the p.arty, every 
prospect of wresting mass support in the party from Zinoviev 
and Kamenev. • 

Meanwhile a meeting on 29 October oflhe bolshevik Central • 
Committee, toget}:1er with representatives of the Petrograd 
Committee, of the military organization, trad~ uniofJ.s, 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 of29 October Zinoviev 
and Kamenev were once again the only two to.cast 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 impend:i.ng 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 Committee. 19 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, Katnenev subscribed to this 
declaration, as he put it, 'with both hands'. 20 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 ad<iing an editorial 

• 
• 18 See two interesting quotations dating from~90~n Wolfe, pp. 355-6. 

19 See Proletarskaya revo[yutsjya, 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 me(!ting on 6 Novemb.--ibid., pp. 296-8 . 

10 Ryabinskv, p. 119. ~ • 
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note that the party discussions could now be regarded as • 
closed. 21 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 ~ffect of Lenin's over-violent quarrels with valuable 
revolutionary leaders of whom there were not too many. Be 
that as it If:tay, there is no doubt that Stalin himself supported 
the r~ing, and had opposed Zinoviev and Kamenev in debate 

• on 29 October. 2 3 • 

According to Trotsky, though he is unsupported by any of 
. the pu~lishe<t 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. 25 

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 me:rishevik 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 realiiled 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. 
23 Stalin, Vol. III, pp. 381-2. 

• 22 Trotsky, History, Vol. III, pp. 163-4. 

24 The assertion was first made by Trotsky in 1922 at an evening devoted to 
reminiscences on the revolution-see Proletarskaya revoryutsfya, no. 10, 1922, p. 59. 
See also Trotsky, 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 would seize power, was skilfully utilized ey Stalin in later years 
in controversy with Trotsky, designed to discredit the l:etter's part in the rising. 
See ibid., Appendix I, for this rl\ther barren dispute, where the sources of th~ 
accusation that Trotsky's indiscretion led to the date of the rising having to be 
advanced by a day are also to be found. 

26 B. & F., p. 671_ By the Central Executive Committee appointed at the First 
AU Russian Soviet ~ongress inJun' The Bolsheviks were in a minority on it. 

F I , 
• • . ' • • • • 



64 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY . . 
.. 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 whid\ had power 
to issue orders to the troops. It seemed scarcely an exaggera­
tion to say that the 'Provisional Government w~s on that 
date already overthrown', at any rate in Petrograd. 26 One 

' . 
of these conferences also resolved that the 'All-Russian Congress 
of Soviets must take power irito its hands, and guarant~e the 
people peace, land, and bread'. • • 

These moves, however, while preparing the way for the 
assumption of power by the Congress of Soviets, llid n~t 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 voting bJt 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'. 27 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 ofhis resignation) took 
part, but which Lenin, still in hiding, did not attem~. 28 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. 29 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. 30 By 7 Novem­
ber, before the Second All Russian Congress of Soviets opened, 
the Provisional Government was u9.l.der arrest, and the bol-

26 Sukhanov, Vol. VII, pp. 94-7. 27 Lenin, Vol. XXI, pp. 362-3. 
28 Proletarskaya revolyutsrya, no. 10 (69), 1927, pp. 296-8. 
29 Pervyy Leg. Komitet, p. 326. 
30 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 elftlmple, Podvoysky, which paint a picture of complete 

•indecision and disorganization in the Military•Revll.utionary 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 thrtscene did much to 
increase the tempo of effort-it usually -iid . ., ' 

• • 
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shevik Red Guards were in control of all vital points in the • 
capital. Similar action was taken about the same time in 
many provincial centres. 

The soci!t.list parties in the Pre-Parliament, relying on the 
widely known differences among the bolshevik leaders on the 
question Qf insurrection, believed on the evening of 6 November 
that if COI!frete steps on peace and land were taken immediately 
a compromise could be reached with the more moderate 
ele~nts within the bolshevik party against the extremists 

• headed by Lenin. 3 ' They were right in their assessment of 
the strength of the dissensions in the ranks of the bolshevik 
leadedhip, sllce 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 comp.omise, and it is in any case unlikely that it would 
hav~ 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 me.chinery 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 Petro grad 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 te this view. 32 It is not easy to deter­
mine to what exteRt 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 fo:te the Bolsheviks, since the cloak of legality 
which the opening f# the Congress gave to the rising was oj 

Sl See Dan's account, reprinted in B. & F., pp 92-4; and A. Kerensky, The 
Catastrophe; pp. 32f-30. 

az Trotsky, Lenin, p. 117. f • 1 
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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 Committte was over. 
But the main part of the revolution still lay ahead-the 
achievement of control over the Congress of Sovie.ts 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 s:rrftll m\jority. 
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. T~e 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 amofig 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 'coaliti~tn of all parties 
~ithout the Kadery.• 34 The immediate woposal on behalf of 
the Bolsheviks (by Avanesov) was to elect a praesidium com-

33 For figures of the composition of the Congress, see Vs. jiezd II, p. 171. 
34 Vs. sye;:,d II, p. 107. ' • t 
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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 int_erpreted as condona­
tion of the•military coup d'etat. Martov then proposed to 
deal in the first instance with the question of the formation of a 
united d~mocratic 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 
adoi_ited unanimously. 35 But the next move by the Menshe-

• viks and Socialist :S..evolutionaries played right into Trotsky's 
hands and gave him the opportunity for which he was waiting. 
Reprefentat.,es of each of these parties now declared that their 
party refused to be associated with au 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 S~cial Democratic Party), made a similar declaration, 
and ended: 'It may be that our leaving will make the madmen 
orcriminals come to their senses.' 36 The socialists thereupon 
left, ~llowed 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 alf 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'etat ... which 
gave power to the Military Revolutionary Committee ... by 
a pure military conspir<tey'. Trotsky was ·not slow to exploit 
the advantage w4ich 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 II, ~p. 32, 34. Sukhanov, Vol. VII, p. 199, noted that Martov's 
proposal was followed by loud applause, since 'evident!y many, many Bolsheviks 
had not absorbed the teacfting ~f Lenin and Trotsky and would be glad to folio., 
this path'. 

36 Vs. syezd II, pp. 37-48. Ehrlich was put to death by the Soviet authorities 
in 1941. For d~ails of this judicial murder see J. Braunthal in Socialist Inter­
national Information, Vol. I, No.~, i4 Njvember 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 alb.d criminal 
attempt' to break up the Congress, anc;I proposed that the 
Congress should continue with its work. The deP.arture of 
the socialist delegates also produced a change in the temper of 
the Bolsheviks in the Congress. Lunacharsky, who •not many 
minutes before had welcomed Martov's suggestion, now eJlthu­
siastically supported Trotsky's resolution .• The Left Socialist • 
Revolutionaries, however, were anxious for a coalition of all 
socialist parties, and criticized Trotsky's langJage ~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 following mo~ning 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 power 
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 S9cialist Revolutionaries . 

• 
• 

• 
• • • • 
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CHAPTER V 
• 

THE CONSOLIDATION OF POWER 

The boishevik seizure of power and the resolution of the 
Congress J'f Soviets still left the. question of government un­
decided. By 8 November the position of the Bolsheviks in the 

• Congress was furthoc consolidated. The Left Socialist Revo­
lutionaries, whose support of the rising had been somewhat 
hesitan!, anc\ 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 J.Jrivate 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, 1 the 
deere~ 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 supp?rt of the Left Socialist Revolu­
tionaries was therefore essential to Lenin. 2 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 m~nshevik left wing fragmentation. 
(Martov's group hcyj. by then left the Congress.) The Congress 
also set up a new gJVernment, the Council of People's Commis­
sars. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries declined to join it. 
They believed ihat by remaining outside this organ they could 
more effectively m~iate between the Bolsheviks and the " 

. . 
1 See B. & F, pp. 128-32, for the text. 
2 In 1921 Lenin told the Third Congress of the Communist International 

that the Bolshevit: adoption of the socialist revolutionary land programme 
ensured them victory.-See Lenit VolFV, p. 446. 
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• socialist parties and promote a wider coalition. The Congre~s 
approved by a large majority the exclusively bolshevik Council 
of People's Commissars, headed by Lenin. 

The adherence of the Left Socialist Revolutio~aries to the 
Bolsheviks was to prove an important faF-tor in the consolida­
tion of their power in the first weeks. The Bolsheyiks could 
now claim, with some semblance of truth, to have secured the 
support of the peasantry, of .whom the representation in the 
Soviet Congress was no more than a token. But it was niither 
the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, nor ya.t the parliamentary • 
waverings within their own party which were to throw the 
Bolsheviks for the next few weeks into a fever of ~iscus~ons 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 Kamenev as 
chairman of the Congress to silence him. Thi: delegate 
declared the opposition of Vik::;hel (which had a non-bolshevik 
majority) to the seizure of power by one party; demanded 
a gover:nmcnt composed of all socialist parties; dccla!ied its 
intention to keep control of the railways; and threatened, in the 
event of reprisals on its members, to deprive Petrograd of 
food. 3 In view of the fact that the railways were vital both 
for supporting the, as yet, unsuccessful rising in Moscow, and 
Jor 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 Vik::;hel issued all ultimatum, demanding 
a coalition government of all socialist partV':s, under threat of 

·a railway strike. The position of the BolsheV,ks 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, arltl a third non-party 
said to be pro-!indet-B. & F., p. 153J note 31. The anti-bolshevik 

of Vik::.hel was, however, considerably neutr!lized by the fact that, as 
soon showed, it failed in many cases to enforce the decisions on the rank 

file of railway workers-see Pervyy Leg. Komitet, p. 231, for a report on 
ovemoer to the Petrograd Committee by the Railw~ Section of the 

uui.>nc:vu party. \ f ' 
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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 Vikzlzel and by the more 
moderate rvfoscow 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 iolsheviks. 4 At a meeting the same day, 11 November, 

~ the new Central E1tecutive Committe of the Soviet Congress 
accepted without discussion Kamenev's proposal to send dele­
gates tc:l a col{erence of all socialist parties proposed by Vik;:;lzel 
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 gove.nment 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 diS4iuss Vik;:;lzel'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.' 5 During the abortive discussions which took place 
daily for the next few d~s, it became plain that the omission 
of Lenin and Trotjy from any proposed government was the 

'Twenty-three units were represented at this conference, out of a total of 
fifty-one, Lyubimov, l.?P· 23, 45. 

& Lyubimov, p. 22": cf. Krasin, in a letter to his wife on 14 November, with 
reference to the abortive ns;goti~tions for coalition therl'in progress: 'Lenin and 
Trotsky were to be sacrific~d because, as it happens, they stand quite alone idt 
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 tlfe socialist parties expected the imminent collapse of the insur- , 
rection, if the Bolsheviks persistei it! th'jr determination to rule on their own. 
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• only condition upon which the reluctance of the socialist 
parties to include the Bolsheviks· at all could be overcome. 
Even so, the (Right) Socialist Revolutionari~;;s resolved on 
15 November 'that an agreement with the Bolshevfks 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 ~rrest; and 
to stop what they described as political 'terror' by restt;Jring 
freedom of press and speech. 6 • 

Since this allegation of 'terror' was to play an important 
part in the crisis in the bolshevik ranks a few d~s 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 Governme~t, 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 hav~ been 
graphically described by John Reed. The socialist ministers 
were in fact transferred to house arrest almost immediately 

. and released within three days. 7 The Kadet ministers were to 
• remain in prison for considerably longer, and some of them 
were never releascd. 8 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. 

6 B. & F .. pp. 198-200. • 
7 See a telegram of 10 November, quoted in Kostomarov, p. 198. There were 

also other arrests of socialists. For example, Burtsev, a leading 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 
return to Russia. See V. L. Burtsev, Prestupleniya i nakazaftie bol'shevikov, Paris 
n.d., p. 65. • 

, • 8 In November 1918, an order of the Vecheka• (th~ All-Russian Extraordinary 
Commission for the Combating of Counter-Revolution and Speculation), per­
mitted the liberation of those Kade!Y who had not been active members-quoted 
in Latsis, p. 54. The order for the arrest of all leading }(tdery was made on 
II December 1917-see Kras'!Yy arkhiv, V~. li, i· 136. 

• • • • • 

• 



"TH~ CONSOLIDATION OF POWER 

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 Petro grad from the front had foundered 
on th& pro-bolshevik, or at any rate neutral, temper of these 

• troops. These new .events were immediately reflected in the 
deliberations of the bolshevik party on the question of coalition. 
The Vi'z.hel ~nference 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. 10 

However, on 14 November the Central Executive Committee, 
by 40 votes to 31, adopted a resolution which at any rate still 
left the negotiations open.11 At this point Lenin, who had 
hitherto t<~.ken no part in the discussions on coalition, inter­
vened in the councils of his party. Immediately after the 
Central 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 R yazanov report on the Vik;;,hel 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. This- drew from Rykov the protest that 
there appeared to hfve been a misunderstanding: he had taken 
the discussions seri<Jtsly. 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, wjen.he proposed that~ few members of • 
Vik;:;hel should be arrested. But this view did not command 

9 Lyubimov, p. 2~ 1° B. & F., pp. 190-1. 
11 Text in Pravda, 15 Novembei 11fi)l7, reprinted in Pmyy Leg. Komitet, p. 344. 
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• 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 appr~hension the 
prospect of a small minority of Bolsheviks continuing to govern 
in the teeth of opposition, not only from the mid.dle-classes, 
but from the many workers and peasants who suli'ported the 
Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries. Lenin's pro­
posal to break off discussions immediately was defeated liy 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 flur, ~ith one 
abstention. 12 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 ilot certain 
what had occasioned Lenin's move but he had considerable 
suspicion of all the ex-Mez/zdurayontsy (except Trotsky) and 
Lunacharsky was neither steady nor reliable from the bolshevik 
point of view. 13 Lenin's main attack was directed -.tgainst 
Zinoviev and Kamenev, whon1 he accused of treason, and of 
causing a split. 'If there is to be a split-let 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. 14 In Moscow, too, 

12 Proletarskaya revoryutsiya, no. 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 iiscussions' (on coalition)-Pervyy 
Leg. Komitet, pp. 339-42. 

18 He resigned his post as People's Commissar for E~cation in 15 November, 
in a somewhat hysteric<1l letter on the strength of a mour that the Kremlin 
had been bombarded but withdrew his resignation the !lowing day. 

H The protocol of this meeting was omitted when t e collected protocols of 
the Petrograd Committee for 1917 were published in 1927. The proof sheet 
immediately reached Trotsky from one of his supporters arTd he later published 
it in facsimile in Byulle!n' oj1po;:itsii, no. 7 (lj.l~), ~· 30-2, and reprinted it in 

•his Stalinskaya shkola, pp. 116-31. Comparison oi 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 sa\}1.e pellcil is noted in the 

• corner of.the proof sheet 'scrap'. \ • ' • 
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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 opf>osition 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 unanimously a 
resolution ~ccepting a coalition of 'all Soviet parties' provided 
the :s.>Isheviks had an assured majority. 15 

• The split in the bol,<;hevik party widened. On 15 November, 
in the Central Executive Committee, Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Rykov, ~ogi' Ryazanov, and possibly other Bolsheviks voted 
against the bo1shevik 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 ~f the Central Committee against coalition and 
summoned the available members one by one to demand their 
signatures. The declaration demanded submission by the 
'minor~y, coupled with a threat of expulsion. Better an honest 
split than sabotage from within. 16 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 whicil. troubled some sections of the bol­
shevik party. It h<yl never been an avowed object of bolshevik 
party policy. Le~, whatever may have been his private 
intentions, had, in his rare utterances on the subject before 

15 Proletarskaya rev!Jlyutsiya, no. 10 (1922), p. 476. On Moscow generally, see 
I. Stukov in Oktyabr'skie dni u Moskue i rayonakh, pp. 18, a2; and Dokumertty uelikoy 
proletarskoy revofyutsii, Vol. I!pp. •140-1. The Moscow City Committee (whiche 
was generally right wing and included Rykov and Nogin) supported the Kamenev­
Zinoviev view-see Krasi'!Jiy arkhiv, Vols. LIV-LV, 1932, pp. 151, 130. They 
sent Ignatov as delfgate to Petrograd to support their view. 

l6 Lenin, Vol. XXII, pp. 38-9, 5~; Lenin v pervye mesyatsy, p. 46. 
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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 in proportion 
to their popular strength. • 

The first claim [he· wrote on 28 S~ptember 1917] would be 
that of the government, representing the interests of ~he majority 
of the people. Secondly-that of the larger parties,. those 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 whic.k comprises a certain. 
number, or which can muster so-many signatures. 

• This just distribution, he added, would bl '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. 17 In ]\tfoscow the Military 
Revolutionary Committee as late as 19 November p1ssed 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 fo. the equal right of 'each 
group of citizens over (say) ten thousand in number to paper 
and printing facilities for the expression ofltheir views' .19 But 
the resolution as actually proposed to the ~eting by Avanesov 
went a good deal further. It conferred upon.the government 
the additional power of suspending the liberal papers. Every 

•one knew that in practice the sociafist tewspapers were little 
17 Lenin (4), Vol. XXV, p. 352; B. & F., p .• 20. 
18 Krasnyy arkhiv, Vol. XXIII, pp. 127-8. 
19 Lminskiy sbornik, Vol. XX1, iP· 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 l'irst days of the revolution, were not prepared to 
see government control of the press enshrined in a legislative 
act of the Central Executive Committee. In the debates of 
17 Nove~ber the main criticism came from Larin, a recent 
convert to 1:>olshevism from menshevism: now that the struggle 
was QVer, 'the press must be free, the only limitation should be 

• that it does not inuite to revolt'. He was supported by the 
· left socialist revolutionary Karelin in an impassioned speech.20 

Lenin !lefen<fd 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 BJ\sheviks secured 34 votes in favour of theirs against 
24, the latter vote comprising the Left Socialist Revolution­
aries, and the Bolsheviks Ryazanov and Lozovsky. 21 There 
follow,id 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, Fedorov, and Larin. Shlyapnikov (People's 
Commissar of La_wour) and Yurenev associated themselves 
with the declara.,n, without however resigning from their 
appointments. I.:ozovsky the bolshevik secretary of the All 
Russian Coum:il of Trade Unions, on the following day 
published in Novaya :jhizr/ a somewhat lyri~alletter explaining. 

20 The avowed aim of this party at this period was to isolate Lenin, while 
maintaining support of bolshevism in general-see Lyubimov, p. 83, quoting a 
press interview wi~ Karelin. · 

21 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. 22 It will 
be seen that, although coincident with the debates on the 
control of the pres!>, the revolt was expressly up& 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 parties. But there may also h•ave been a 
certain amount of feeling on . the suppression of the Jiberal 
papers, particularly in view of the impeDJiing elections to the • 
Constituent Assembly. There were many Bolsheviks who felt 
that all parties should be given full freedom to :QPt thti.r views 
before the electors so that the Assembly shl'5uld 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 resigned from. 
all Soviet organs, such as the Military Revolutio~ary 'c:::om­
mittee on which they had several representatives, remaining 
however in the Central Executive Committee. 

But there was neither organization, coherence, nor :Gi;)r 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 tile fact that, having sup­
ported thus far a policy of insurrection w~· thout foreseeing its 
full implications, they felt it was too late fo them to withdraw. 
When the meeting of the Central Executi e Committee was 
resumed after the interruption caused by tlle resignations, 
Lenin dismissed th~ incident as the 1W?li~ing away of 'isolated 

,ntellectuals' whom the workers would not follow. The revolt 

29 All these documents are reprinted in Lyubimov, pp. 423t-30, together with 
the subsequent documents in the dispute. S~ ilso B. & F., pp. 202-6. 
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did not last long. The bolshevik Central Committee demanded • 
that the rebels should recant and threatened them with expul­
sion.23 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 ~ontinued for a while to agitate inside the trade 
unio~ against bolshevik methods of government and was 

• eventually expelled from the party. 24 Meanwhile for some 
days the conference arranged by Vikzhel continued in session 
to the a~comp,miment 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. 

• 

The polrtical problem was not however solved. While the 
Mensheviks could be ignored, since they carried little popular 
support, 'the Socialist Revolutionaries could not. The vast 
peasa~ry · 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 Vikzhel. 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 uiJRnimously the only plenipotentiary 
congress and electeia new Peasant Executive. The right half 
was finally silenc~ by exclusion from its ~ormitories and 
forcible deprivation of its rations. 25 Thereupon eight Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries entered the Council of People's Com­
missars. It was to pJiPve.a shortlived and fmeasy coalition; 26 • 

23 Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 57. 
24 After a short P..eriod in the wilderness, he eventually returned to a career of 

exemplary obedien~-see Chapter XII. . 
25 See Rakitnikoua, pp. 25-6. • • 26 See Chapter VII. 
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• but it pacified Vikz;hel, 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. • 

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 Assemf>ly figured 
largely in the programme of the social democratic parjy, to 
which the Bolsheviks still nominally ~hcred. Before the • 
October Revolution they had constantly insisted on the sum­
moning of the Assembly, and delay in doing so 'lras oiJe of the 
frequent bolshevik charges against the Provisfonal Govern­
ment. It is unlikely that Lenin made up his mind on the 
question until faced with the problem-'-though, if Sukhanov 
is right, he had already in Switzerland, in private conversa­
tion, dismissed the Constituent Assembly as a 'li~eral 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, a~ 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 Assembly stood for the crown and 
apex of the revolution and ~f liberty. The Bolsheviks, after 
seizing power, were careful to make it plain that the authority 
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 full creative freedom to the 
popular masses.' 27 It is, to say the least unlikely that this 
represented Lenin's intention at the time. I A few weeks later, 
in the Central Executive Committee, Len~ spoke in support 
of a decree which conferred on the voters in thea elections to the 
Assembly the righ\ of recalling dele~at;s and electing others 

•in their place. He supported the decree on the grounds that it 
would ensure that 'the transfer of power frorv one party to 

27 Vs. sye::;d II, fl.
1
57. 
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another will proceed in a peaceful manner, by way of mere. 
election'. 28 There was little in bolshevik policy in 1917 to 
indicate that this party ever had any inten-tion 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 rorecasting a third as the maximum the Bolsheviks 
coulci hope for. The Mensheviks and the Kadety were not 

• likely to achieve seiiious successes, and could be discounted. 
The crux of the problem was the certainty that in any free 
electiorP throughout 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 ca~didates 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
tionar~s, would have won many votes from the main socialist 
revolutionary party. 29 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 ~ere 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 ~ge could be lowered and the Kadet 
party outlawed, bljt was dissuaded on the grounds that the 

28 Lenin, Vol. X:XII, lJ?.· 96--7. 
29 The fact that the uocialist Revolutionaries' I.ists had been made up before 

November, and hence before the splitting of the party, was used by Lenin as 
his main justificatio!l for dispersing the Constituent Assembly, with its socialist 
revolutionary majority. I:n.factj; in some instances, th~ Left Socialist Revolu­
tionaries did succeed in putting forward separate lists in eompetition with the• 
Right-with disastrous results to themselves. See Svyatitsky in Bol'sheviki u vlasti, 
p. 119, and cf. RadJ;ey, p. 72, note 6. But it may be true that the Left Socialist 
Revolutionaries ha!l. more support in the country than was represented by the 
40 members of their party retur~~to the Assembly. 

• . I 
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• Bolsheviks were still too weak to flout the popular demand. 30 

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 f1eely for the 
candidates of their choice. A recent survey of all available 
evidence on the elections concludes that 'although a good 
many voters were subjected 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 :Qi).odel 
election; but it certainly was not a farce.~ 31 As the opening • 
of the Assembly approached there was uncertainty among 
bolshevik leaders. Those who still retained th~ 'par+iamen­
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 that electoral 
majority was to place their fate in the hands of a p~rty 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, t!¥tt 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'. 32 Among the Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries opinion was similarly uncertain. 
They could not lightly abandon the crowning symbol of the 
revolution, the Constituent Assemr.y, which had been the 
traditional Narodnik de~and for over a ~neration. Nat.an­
son, the veteran socialist revolutionary, who with Maria 
Spiridonova had assumed leadership of · e Left Socialist 
Revolutionaries, had exacted a promise from Lenin when the 

.coalition with the ~olsheviks was forrg.edtin December that the 
ao Trotsky, Lenin, pp. 119-20. 
31 Radkey, pp. 46-7, 50. '-'·· 
32 In the bolshevik Central Committee. He was opposed uy Stalin-L;,ubimov, 

p.233. , • 
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Constituent Assembly would open on 18 January 1918. 33 • 
Yet the Left Socialist Revolutionaries also had no concrete 
solution for their dilemma, which differed iittle from that of 
the BolsheVI~. 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 majority bloc in the Assembly. But the centre on 

'"'- which they placed their hopes was already virtually non­
'jexist~nt.34 Many ofthe Left Socialist Revolutionaries realized 

• •that a compromise .was unlikely. But if it failed, their view 
~as that above ~11 the people must be taught to see for thei?­
~lves the reactwnary character of the Assembly, and 1ts 
dpposition t~ the popular will as expressed through the 
S)oviets. 35 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 powe? 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 
Sovie~, and that one must not flinch from dispersing the 
Assembly. 36 By the middle of December the results of 
the voting left no doubt of the overwhelmingly 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 intention 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. 37 When, aft•r the middle of December, the bol­
shevik delegates began to arrive in the capital, they were 
immediately assigr,ed, under Sverdlov's directions, to factory .., 

33 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, pp. 61-2. 
30 V. M. Cherno\1-, The Great Russian Revolution, p. 398. 
36 See an interview by ~relin in Novaya ::;hizn' of Z.January 1918 reprinted 

in B. & F., pp. 366-7. • • 
36 Lyubimov, pp. 225, 384. According to Natanson 'Some of us are wavering, 

but I think in the J<nd they will agree to it (dispersal)'. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 342. 
37 For Lenin's V!ews on the subject in private conversation early in December, 

see Solomon, Vol. I, p. 17. •' , 
I • 
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• and garrison units to work for the 'supplementary revolution'. 38 

On 11 December, the. Kadery were accused of r,reparing a 
counter-revolutionary coup d'etat at the time ofthe Assembly, 
and the arrest of all the leading members of th~ party was 
ordered. 39 Having eliminated the Kadery (in face of some ' 
opposition from the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who were, 
in general, more prepared to accept results than to support 
the means necessary for obtaining them), Lenin still• appears ty· , 
have hoped to secure a pro-bolshevik majority in the Asst'Jllbl 
by persuading the electors to recall t4e delegates to th • 
Assembly and to elect pro-bolsheviks in their place. Hi 
seems to have believed it possible that the peasants a&uld br 
persuaded to replace right Socialist Revoluti~aries by t~e 
members of the new left party. 40 1 

There was, however, little vocal opposition within the bol­
shevik party when it became plain that forcible dispersal 
of the Constituent Assembly was being contempl~ed. One 
incident is of interest, not so much in itself, but because it 
involved, somewhat surprisingly, Stalin. Stalin, together 
with Milyutin, Larin, Kamenev, Ryazanov, Saprono.,, and 
others, had been elected on 15 December to the Bureau, or 
Steering Committee, 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 not 
immediately accept the Central Committee's v!ews 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 T6teses on the Constituent 
Assembly. The Theses were unanimousty adopted ,by the 

38 Trotsky, Lenin, p. 122; The Moscow Oblast' Bureau~n 18 December voted 
by a majority that the Assembly was 'unnecessary and harmful'. Yaroslavsky, 
Vol. IV, p. 283. • 

39 B. & F., pp. 357-!'19. • . 
• 40 See a decree of6 December 1917, on re-elec1'ion of delegates to the Assembly, 

B. & F., p. 348; Draft proclamation to the peasants of 18 December, Lenin, 
Vol. XXII, pp. 116-20; and Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. IV, pp. 351-66, for the subse­
quent fate of this draft which did not meet with the full a~proval of the Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries. I • 
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'fraction' a few days after the removal of its intractable. 
Bureau. 111 They did not expressly threaten armed dispersal 
of the Assembly, but left 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 nfembership of the unruly Bureau of the bolshevik 
fractjon of the Constituent Assembly. It is very unlikely that 

• )he had either any iUusions about the authority of the Assembly, 
br scruples about dispersing it. But his tactical skill seems on 
~his o<rasion to have fallen short of Lenin's. 
\ Yet, in Ja~uary 1918, it was no easy task to estimate the 
j!lmount of force which the Assembly could rally to its side if 
threatened by the Bplsheviks. 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. 
Thollj'h the Petrograd garrison was not likely to oppose the Bol­
sheviks, 42 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 ofthe 
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 
.Assem~ly rejected this act of abdication, the Bolsheviks with­
drew, followed by the Left Socialist Revolutionaries. 43 In the 

• 
41 Lyubimov, pp. 257, 322-3; Yaroslavsky, Vol. IV, p. 283; cf. Uritsky in the 

Petrograd Committee 01t 25 December in Pervyy Leg. Komitet, p. 374. Some of the 
modern accounts pretend, without a shadow of foundation, that Trotsky was 
among the dissident ~action-see e.g., Rubinshtein, 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 Bur~au-an account, however, which modestly conceals Stalin's 
membership of this Bur'#u as 'Kamenev, Larin, Milyutin, Nogin, Rykov, 
Ryazanov, and others'. • • 

42 A garrison meeting on 27 December adopted a resolution that the slogan 
'All Power to the.Constituent Assembly' was a slogan of counter-revolution, with 
only three dissent!hg votes. Lyubimov, p. 346. 

43 B. & F., pp. 372-:7. 1 ' 
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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 thete should either be new elections, or th!t 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 d!turned to ,.,. 
the Central Executive Committee after the coalition witp thy/ 
Left Social Revolutionaries had taken :Qlace in Decembery 
made a courageous attempt to protest against the bolshevi~ • 
resolution. One of them, Stroev, who spoke (with rli{erencj': 
to the dispersal of a workers' demonstrationJ' of 'Socialist 
banners reddened with proletarian blood' was shouted downl., 
and not allowed to finish his speech. Of the Bolsheviks, only 
Ryazanov and Lozovsky voted against the dispersal.4" On 
19 January the Red Guards refused to admit the <felegates to 
the adjourned session of the Assembly, and the meeting did 
not take place. 

It was the end of the Constituent Assembly. Its d~persal 
by the Bolsheviks caused little stir in the country. The 
attempts by some Socialist Revolutionaries in Petrograd and 
by oilicers of the garrison in Moscow to organize armed 
defence of the Assembly fcmndered 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. 45 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 i}lemselves an overwhelm­
ing majority. In a referendum on the question of the with­
drawal of the Bolsheviks and the Left Socia,ist Revolutionaries 
from the Assembly, 377 out of 419 voted t'heir approval. 46 

44 For an abbreviated account see B. & F., pp. 380-4, based on fuller accounts 
in Novaya z;hiz;n', 22 ]<tnuary 1918; lz;vestiya, 20 .anuary 1918, and Pravda, 

.24 January 1918. • 
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. t 

• • 

' 6 RubinshtQin, p. 110. I 
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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, whiclt 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 must yield. 47 It is unlikely that Lenin even gave a 

_passing th~ught to any question of principle, where 'parlia­
ri~ent~ry cretinism' (he was fond of quoting this phrase of 

• .rv~arx) was involved. But his peculiar genius in the tactics 
o~: power was revealed in his assessment, based on very inade­
quate :information, of the strength of the opposition with 
w,hich he migltt have been faced. He realized that a weary and 
bewildered population, with no experience of democratic 
institutions, would not rally to defend the Constituent Assembly. 
Even Spiridonova had been willing to disperse the Assembly 
if it did n~t 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 Jrom 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 socialists-of 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 

" 47 Krupskaya, Vol. I, p. 98. For Plekhanov's speech at the Second Congress 
see Vtoroy ocheredrwy s'ezd, p. 169: 'If, carried away by the impulse of revolutionary 
ardour, the people should ilect a very good parliamet!t ... 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 disperse this parliament, and not in a 
year or two years' Jime, but in a fortnight.' In the last article which he wrote 
Plekhanov referrear to this speech,._but denied that it could be used to justify 
Lenin's action. See God na rodi~ ~ol. II, pp. 257-68. • 
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• voted for socialism, but against bolshevism. 48 Of the 707 
delegates elected, 175 were Bolsheviks, 370 Socialist Revolu­
tionaries, 40 Left Socialist Revolutionaries, 16 Mensheviks, 
and 17 Kadety. 49 The Bolsheviks had a maj~rity in the 
industrial centres, and polled about halfthe votes in the army. 
They were supported by some of the peasants in uniform, but 
not by those who remained in the villages. 50 Some ·years after 
the dispersal of the Assembly, Lenin analysed the m;re detailed,~·., 
results of the elections which had only then become avaijable; 
his analysis revealed how well founded his instinctive assessme!nt 

' . 
of opposition had been in January 1918. The decisive fact)or 
in Lenin's view was that in those sections of the arnllf which 
were closest to the two capitals, the bolshevik ..,ote had been 
more than double the socialist revolutionary vote. 51 The 
strategic guns had been behind the Bolsheviks. 

48 For the figures of the voting based on all available, thoutiJ. incomplete, 
information, sec Radk~y, p. 80. 

• 
9 Mal' chevslry, p. 115. The remainder were delegates elected by the various 

national groups. , 
50 Hadk~y, pp. 57-8, and Chapter V, jJassim. 
61 Lenin, Vol. XXIV, pp. 631-49, at p. 638. 
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CHAPTER VI 
• 

THE PEACE OF BREST-LITOVSK 

In Aprii 1916 Lenin had called upon the workers in the 
belligerent• armies to lay down their arms. This raised the 
quest~oh of what would happen if one side did lay down its 
arr;ns, but the other ~ide did not follow the example. To this 

• Lenin had in part already given the answer in an article 
publishtd 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 w6uld, 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 

·oletCJ{iat of Europe and the oppressed peoples of Asia, for 
~h revolution in Russia would provide 'unusually favour­

·onditions' .1 This idea continued to dominate official 
'"k doctrine as it developed between April and November 

n the eve of his departure for Petrograd, Lenin 
!l1at, if need be, a revolutionary war would be 
the interests of international socialism. 2 In his 

.eses, on his it,rrival in Russia, he laid down the con­
upon which ·the 'class-conscious proletariat' could 

a 'revolutionary war, which really justifies revolutionary 
.tsism', namely, :the passing of power to the proletariat, 

,mnciation of all annexationist ambitions, and complete 
breach with all capitali~ 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 parti~lar scorn from Plekhanov. 'What does this 
mean?' he askOO.. 'What does it amount to but a separate 
peace?' It was a ptrt\nent question. Jrt the AU-Russian 

1 'Neskol'ko tez..lsov', published in Sotsial demokrat, 13 October 1915. Lenin, 
Vol. XVIII, pp. 31"1-13. 

2 'Farewell Letter to Swiss Wjrlers', 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 )ust trickery, and 
not a serious agrument'. 3 Lenin's resolution adofted with no 
dissenting vote and with only seven abstentions, stressed that 
'the war cannot be ended by the rdusal 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 possibility of 
revolutionary war, though Lenin reminqed the Conferelj1ce • 
that 'we are not pacifists and cannot renounce revolutionary 
war'. There is, however, an interesting omission in the resqlu­
tion as adopted. The original draft containtd 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'. r, This passage did not appear in the 
resolution when it was put to the vote, nor do the debate:;; 
reveal how it came to be omitted, since there seems 1iP h? 
been no discussion of this part of the draft. 6 For month' 
Bolsheviks continued to preach as their doctrine 'not a S~' 
peace, but a just, democratic peace'. On 22 June a l 
proclamation ended with the words: 'An end to the' 
the Soviet declare just conditions of peace! Neith( 
ate peace with Wilhelm, nor secret treaties with t 
and English capitalists! Bread! Pea'ce! 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'. 8 At the Sixth Bolshevik Party Cough 
in August, where there was little disc-.ssion of, and no dissension'"' 

4 VlfP(b) v m;., pp. 266-9. 3 Protoko{y VII Konf., p. 157. 
5 Protokoly VII Kotif:, p. 46. 
6 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, h"eaded by Kamenev, 
which called for agitatJtn among the masses to derwmd publication of the secret 

• treaties. This would demonstrate to them tl~e 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. ib~., pp. 71; and cf. 
No~in's spe~ch at p. 89. , 4. 

• • 

Vladzmzrova, III, p. 269. i's. sye;:,d. I, Vol. I, pp. 322-33 • 

• • 



T:WE PEACE OF BREST-LITOVSK 91 

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 international proletariat to conquer power'. 9 As 
late as Septe!nber 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 question which was obviously troubling some of his 
followers: ~hat if our efforts at democratic peace fail, and the 
soldiC~"S refuse to carry on a revolutionary war? His answer 

• is characteristic in iis appeal to emotion when faced with a 
· difficult argument. 'This reasoning reminds one of the saying: 

one foolacan ask ten times more questions than ten wise men 
can answer. We never denied the difficulties which would 
beset power. . . . Are we to renounce it when the moment 
for action has come?' 10 In another such appeal Lenin skilfully 
utilized th~ 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 
supporiers of national defence, ... we shall be ~\. ~\.v 

0 
"military" party, we shall wage war in a truly r, ~ XJ'\."' ~ 

. fashion.' 11 <Z> &"' 
The Bolsheviks thus continued simultaneously "0 '\OJ" 

propaganda, to demand an end to the war, to denou. . ~ 
separate peace, and to promise revolutionary war. As fa. 
the weary soldiers were concerned, only the first, 'An end . 
the waT!' had any meaning. It must indeed have beett, 
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 ~guments. On the one hand, they 
said, a seizure of p.9wer by the ,Soviets must inevitably lead 
on to a revolutionary war; but, on the other hand, the waging 
of such a revolutio~ary war would alienate the soldiers. 'The 
very delegates .from the front who are now ... agitating 
against the war opeltly .ask our speakers• not to mention • 

9 VKP(b)fl rez., I, pp. 289-91. 
10 \A!ritten on 29 and 30 Qctober; see Lenin, Vol. XXI, p. 344. 
11 Lenin, Vol. XXJ, p. li'i'; cf. ibid., p. 224. 
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• revolutionary war, since this repels the soldiers.' 12 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 we!e German .... 
agents and the belief that they were advocating a selilarate"/ ·· 
peace with the Germans antagonized th~ naturally patriotic • 
sense of the Russian soldier. Up to the summer, at any rate, 
the army still remained a fighting force for purposes of.Jefence, 
in spite of its weariness and longing for peace, lnd in spite of 
the effect of Order No. One. 13 It was even still possible to 
agitate with some hope of success for an offensive. Kerensky, 
in his rapid propaganda tours of the front, achieved~stonishing 
responsc.1 4 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.15 The 

12 Zinovicv, Sochineniya, Vol. VII (i), pp. 547-51. 
13 See Chapter II; and see Fedotoff-White, pp. 13-14, for the text. 
14 Sukhanou, III, 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 t~re 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 ann!: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 ~thout 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 st~pped. This was, as 
it were, the official re""on for not wanting to iigh-. 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 accumula1fd their riches over 
centuries at the price of the peasants'. sufferinlj and that their ill gotten gains must 
be taken away from them as soon as possible. 1 The officer immediately became 
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Bolshevik N.I. Podvoysky in his report to a conference of. 
delegates of the bolshevik party military organization in 
June16 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 Pntvisional Government in dealing either with peace, 
or with wh~t was equally important to a peasant army, with 
land;.General Kornilov's bid for power; and the defeat of the 
Russian counter-off{'Jlsive at the front which came soon after 

•.it. By October, the vast army was disintegrating. At a 
secret S~Ssion on 2 November the Minister of War of the 
Provisional Gctvernment described the catastrophic state of the 
army. There were two million deserters, and supplies were 
falling disastrously. 17 For the fall in supplies bolshevik propa­
ganda was in part responsible, since their advocacy of workers' 
control ha~ 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. 18 

It was.disorganization and lack of supplies, rather than loss 
of morale, which caused the Russian defeat in early September, 
when the Germans captured Riga. 19 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 

an 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 disinteg~ation 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 
Brusilov, pp. 209-12. Brusilov was one of the most left-wing generals in the army 
and eventually joined the Bolshe~ks. 

16 Fedotoff-White, p. 21. And see the resolution on 'democratization' of the 
army (election of officers,'l!lelf-government, initiative from below) adopted at this 
conference, in VKP(b) v rez., pp. 278-80. Although election of officers was not 
formally decreed until~ December I917, in many instances where the bolshevik 
organizations had established control, they had succeeded in putting the finishing 
touches in the army'by anticipating the decree, and putting through election of 
officers some time before this ~te-see F. Rtyshchev in Bol'!heviki u vlasti, pp. 79-83. 

17 Oldenbourg, pp. 92- I 09. cf. •other estimates quoted in Fedotoif- White. p. I 0. -
18 See, for example, Kakurin, for contrasting reports on the effectiveness of 

bolshevik agitationain the Second Army for 7 September and 11 October, 
pp. I I8, 15I-2. t ' 

l9 See reports quoted in Sukhanev, 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. 20 Of the remainder the mqjority were intent 
only on getting home, away from the war, or ~ere at very 
best 'neutral', that is to say determined to remain out of any 
fighting that might be going 0 n. 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 'revolut~nary 
war' under bolshevik leadership if the ~ecessity arose. But • 
for months to come the idea continued to exercise a powerful 
effect on very many Bolsheviks. • 

When on 7 November Lenin emerged froln hiding and 
appeared in the Pctrograd Soviet, he did not promise immedi­
ate peace. 'The new power would do everything', he said, 
to stop the war. 'But we do not say that we can finish the 
war simply by sticking our bayonets into the gro~nd ... 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. 2l 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.' 22 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 mo~ale as still survived 
in some parts of it. Yet to destroy the army led straight to 
that very separate peace which the party 4had so steadfastly 

• 
20 Grazhdanskaya voyn<P, Vol. II, p. 50. These in'4aluded the Lettish Rifle regi­

- ment and armoured car detachments, which !etained their identity after the 
revolution. 

21 See Oldenbourg, pp. 169-70, 173-4. 
menshevik paper. 

22 Vs. syezd II, p. 62 . 

• • • 
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disclaimed. It was not likely that the belligerent powers • 
would accept an invitation to an armistice from a handful of 
adventurers whom even their closest supporters (and. a fair 
proportion rif 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 tha' they failed to see that to capture ·an army by 

. pronU,;es of immediate peace effectively destroyed that army 
.as an instrument fo:. 'revolutionary war'. With the tactical 
skill which characterized his leadership of his party, Lenin had 
not attetripted to disillusion his followers. It was only some 
ten days befo~ 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 dtveloping ·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 tow~rds peace threatens complete dis­
organJzation 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. 23 

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 t.P.e following day Lenin broadcast to the 
soldiers: 'The question of peace is in your hands. Do not let 
the counter-revoluTionary generals wreck the great cause of 
peace.' Krylen!o issued similar appeals. !4 It was plain 
that the effect of appec!ling directly to the ranks against their .,. 
officers would be very demoralising. Lenin, however, when 
charged in the Uentral Executive Committee with weakening 

• • 
ll 2 Pervyy Leg. Komitet, pp. 326-8' 2• See B. & F., pp. 236-7, 240. 
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• the army's resistance against the Germans, dismissed the sugges­
tion as 'grotesque'. 25 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 '!evolutionary 
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 negotiation1l, the Bol­
sheviks had taken possession of the field headquarters ~f the 
army, in the course of which the former Gommander in Chief, 
Dukhonin, was lynched by sailors in the presence of Krylenko. • 
The Germans refused a Russian proposal that a joi:rj: appeal 
be issued to all the belligerent nations not reptesented 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 to state their conditions, blaming 
them on 13 December for the fact that in their :bsence 'the 
armistice is thus assuming the character of a separate agree­
ment' .26 These appeals evoked no response from the . Allied 
Powers, except at first from the United States. But t4e latter 
yielded to the objections of Britain and France and suspended 
all direct contact with the Bolsheviks.27 On 22 December 
negotiations with the Germans, which had been suspended on 
15 December, were resumed. The Russian delegation, headed 
by Joffe 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 bolshevi}leeyes. Self-determination 
was the minimum foundation upon whic~ 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 Novemllter 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 ih the armistice, might 
be goaded into action~gainst the Bolsheviks' preljlrious power-see documents 

Iilli> printed in Krasnyy arkhiv, Vol. XXIII, pp. 19&--248. A report for 28 Novem­
ber-13 December on the overall morale in the army shows that the 'masses of the 
soldiers are defmitely in sympathy with the new order'-(ibfi., p. 248), but this 
could not last indefinitely if peace were not «jmcluded. 

26 U.S. Foreign Relations, Vol. I, p. 260. t 27 ibid., pp. 279, 289 . 

• • • • 
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regarded as 'democratic'. In insisting upon these rights for• 
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 states. The Central Powers were willing to accept the 
principle o't self-determination publicly, but with private reser­
vatio~s. In their reply they agreed to conclude a general peace 

• 'without forcible an111exations or indemnities', but on condition 
that all the belligerents should pledge themselves to accept these 
tonditi•ns for a general peace within a certain time. General 
Hoffman of ~e 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 ter~tories 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 ofbolshevik diplomacy was celebrated 
by a <kmonstration 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 faile~ to join in the peace negotiations, 
their original terms J-Yere now withdrawn. Negotiations were 
taking a critical turn. The only hopes that remained were 
either that an outl!reak of revolutions in Western Europe, and 
particularly in Germany, would remove th; menace of con­
tinued war; or, that if.ftostilities were renewed allied aid would • 
still be available to Russia. No one at this stage publicly 
envisaged the lolution of tfe dilemma by the acceptance of 
German annexationist te:rtn:s. But Lenin's decision probably 

• • 
• • • 



98 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST Au"rOCRACY 

~egan 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 Bol~eviks. 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. 29 But the startling idea 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 J::muary. 
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 revo{yutsiJ'a, 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 h<e places between 5 and 10 January 
-see Proletarskaya revo{yutsiJ'a, no. 5 (88), 1929, pp. 3-16. 

29 The United States unofficial contact with the BQ!sheviks, 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 assure1.-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 describid by Robins. Such 
documents as there ar(llldo not suggest that the Rl.j£1sians ever went further than 

- sounding allied intentions against the event of the Gc!-man advance being resumed 
for whatever reason. Bruce Lockh<~.rt apparently on the same day also still 
expected, on the basis of Trotsky's assurances, that such act.ion would be taken 
at the Congress 'as will make a declaration o(war on Germa"y's front inevitable' 
-see a document said to be his dispatch t<Jtfe Foreign Office of this date re­
printed in Cumming and Pettit, Russian-American Relations, pp. 82-4. 

• • • 
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government would be forced to sign peace. 30 On 14 January 
Lenin's car was shot at, apparently from an ambush, and the • 
Vecheka claimed to have frustrated an officers' plot to kidnap 
him fixed ft:>r 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 
pliant government to negotiate the peace may have been 
som~what fanciful• 31 But for all that, the possibility of a 

• German-sponsored coup d'etat could not be ignored. On 
18 Jal1tuary Trotsky returned to Petrograd and negotiations 
were interrUtJted. 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 purcha~ing a short period of peaceful recon­
struction to tide over the delay until revolution in the West 
came to Russia's aid. 32 Lenin had at that date greater 

ao They did in facrso decide on 25 January. Ludendmjf, p. 443. 
31 U.S. Foreign ~elations, Vol. I, pp. 480, 350, 352. For the plot see /zvest!J!a 

26 January 1918. The atimpt on Lenin's life may h'itve been the work of some 
right wing Socialist RevolutioAaries-see B. Sokolov in Arkhiv russkoy revoryutsii­
Vo!. XIII, p. 48. 

32 Lenin (1), Vi~l. XV, pp. 63-9. (The first edition of Lenin's works provides 
the fullest annot:ftion on the Bn;;;t-Litovsk period.) Most of the relevant docu­
ments are also reprinted in Proj>JI!oly 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 possibil!ty.' 33 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. So far as 
the mass of the population was concerned, it was• true that 
more peasants were in favour of peace than of any for~ of 
renewed warfare. But it is doubtful w~ether the peasant • 
majority in favour of peace was quite as overwhelming as 
Lenin chose to portray it to his party. A referendum.of the 
views of two hundred soviets was held during F•bruary. 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 t~e 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 
.in 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. 3 5 Trotsky at no time suppor.ed '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 Co•mittee. For Lenin's 
views at this meeting see Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 202. 

3 • See Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XI, pp. 59-60, published in 1!129. See also the 
list in Yaroslavsky, Vol. I'l', p. 306. cf. Trotsky, lvfa fiie, Vol. III, pp. 73-4 and 

-steinberg, Als ich 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 b;brannye stf'i i rechi, p. 46. 

35 See an unfinished postscript to his Thes'f which Lenin wrote about this 
time, in Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XI, pp. 46-7. I · 
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shall be overthrown'-he told the party on 21 January. 36 .. 

But he doubted whether the Germans were in a position to 
resume their advance. He was in favour of a p1an whlch he 
had evolve~ 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 con~derable doubts in Lenin's mind. 37 But it was one 
whiclt, by holding out some hope of staving off the evil moment, 

• corresponded to til.: mood of indecision of a large number 
in the bolshevik Central Committee. For the Central Com­
mittee .vas at this date far less ready to decide on an immediate 
'revolutionar' 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 J anuar4f, 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'. 38 By 
contr,.st, 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. 39 

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, Lomov, Obolensky (Osinsky), Yakovleva, V. M. 
Smirnov, G. Pyatakov, and Preobrazhensky-demanded that 
the Central Committe~ 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 

36 ibid., p. 42. fn Lenin's note of this speech by Trotsky made at this meeting,, 
this passage is heavily sidel~ed, • 

37 See Trotsky Ma Vie, III, pp. 71-2; and see his Stalin, pp. 248-9, for a slightly-
different version. 36 Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 621; Trotsky, Ma Vie, III, p. 73. 

39 Trotsky, Ma t"ie, III, p. 74; B. & F., p. 499. A policy of 'no peace-no war' 
was also approved on 25 Janualy in a joint session of the bolshevik and left 
socialist revolutionary Central t!omrnittees-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<f 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 Communism, was only 
present for a part of the time and left before the ~ting. All 
those present at the meeting, with the exception of the hot­
headed Stukov, were opposed to breaiing otf discu;sions 
with the Germans immediately, though only the staunch sup-
porters of peace-Lenin, Zinoviev, and Stalin-were psepared 
to sign an annexationist peace at once. All, txcept 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. 40 This was the last meeting.ofthe 
party leaders, so far as is known, before I 0 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, ~nd Zinoviev. u There 
was to be a good deal of acrimonious debate on Trotsky's 
action at the Seventh Party Congress, but the majority refused 

40 Lenin. (1), Vol. XV, p. 626. • 
41 Even Stalin, after the German advance had been resume~, advocated at one 

time that the German ~nditions of peace should nt>t be signed,-at a .Central 
-Committee meeting on 23 February-see Prolelbrskqya revo(yutsiya, no. 2 (73), 

1928, 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, fll, pp. 77-8. If 
Karakhan's account as told to Louis Fischer it correct, Stalin gave his approval 
pefore the declaration-see The Soviets in Worltf .tffairs, Vol. I, p. 57 . 
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to pass a resolution, proposed by Trotsky himself, censunng. 
his conduct. u 

On 17 february, before the Germans resumed their attack, 
the Central• Com"mittee 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. Atl voted against war, except Bukharin, Lomov, and 
Ioffe,. 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 pea&e; Bukharin, Lomov, Trotsky, Uritsky, Ioffe, and 
Krestinsky vo~d 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 Tn Germany, do we sign peace? only one, Ioffe, 
voted against. Trotsky voted with Lenin and his supporters: 
Bukharin, Lomov, Uritsky, and Krestinsky abstained. 43 On 
18 Feqruary 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 ofthe 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'. u In the course of the day the 

42 Sed'moy sye.;.d, 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 app~rs 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. 

u See Lenin (1), Vol. XV, p. 625; cf. Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 557, and Pro­
letarskaya revo?yutsiya, 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 alterld to show Trotsky abstaining on tiJ..is question-B. & F., 
p. 512, note 63. Trotsky st«tes that about this time Ire was approached hy 
Uritsky, Radek, and possibly O~olensky to form a 'united front', but that he 
rejected the suggest~n (Ma Vie, III, p. 79). 

44 Proletarskaya tilliryutsiya, no. 2 (73), 1928, pp. 134-6. The Germans had 
issued a proclamation at the start <f the offensive explaining that their advance 
was undertaken against the Bolsh~ik government in the interests of civilization 
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• military news swayed Trotsky to Lenin's side. The Germans 
had captured Dvinsk, and were advancing into the Ukraine, 
and apparently meeting with no resistance .• In 1he evening, 
in the Central Committee, the voting on sending an immediate 
offer of peace was now seven to six in favour. 45 ~ut the 
decision had to be confirmed in the Council of People's Com~ 
missars, where the .seven votes of the Left Socialist Revolu~ 
tionaties could have defeated it. In the emotion~l delibera~ 
tions of the night there was wavering among the sevQ,U left 
socialist revolutionary commissars, and • hesitation to break • 
with the Bolsheviks. They did not know at the time, however, 
the narrow majority by which the decision of the B•lsheviks 
had been taken (the Bolsheviks had held theit- 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. 46 Their action.rvas 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 
decreed on 28 January, but it n:pde 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
graci, in a few days, over ten thou~nd volunteered. 47 Near 
Pskov, the infuriated peasants were rising to defend their' 

• • 

(B. & .F., p. 512, quoting Pravda of 2 March 1918). A~cording to Trot&ky (Ma 
Vie, III, p. 80), all, including Lenin, then believed that the Cermans in agreement 
with the Allies intem'lfd to destroy Bolshevism aid make peace at the expense 
of Ru;;sia. • 

45 Proletarskaya revolyutsiya, loc. cit., pp. 136, 142. Lenin, Smilga, Stalin, 
Sverdlov, Sokol'nikov, Zinoviev, and Trotsky voted in f'four: Uritsky, Ioffe, 
Lomov, Bukharin, Krestinsky, and Dzerzhinaky against. 

46 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, P:!'l·i03-14. 
4 7 G. S. Pukhov, Kak vooru;:;halsya Petrograd, pp. 12..:14 . 
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farmsteads against German expropriation. 48 If Radek was • 
right, expert military opinion was agreed that, if Petrograd 
were abandoJled, military cadres could be built up in depth 
within three months. 49 Krylenko and Raskol'nik9v painted 
a dramatically exaggerated picture of the disintegration of the 
army atd the navy in their reports to the Central Executive 
Committee•on 23 February, but many no doubt dismissed this 
as a piece ot special pleading arranged by Lenin. 50 Some of 
the bc\Jshevik leaders doubtless wondered why, in spite of the 
fact that on 31 Decem.ber the Council of People's Commissars 
had decided on immediate measures for reorganization of the 
army, so.as to make it fit for defensive purposes on a reduced 
scale, nothing JJ.ad been done for nearly two months. 51 But 
all these were military considerations, which left the vital 
political question out of account. Lenin and his supporters 
saw much wore clearly than their opponents that a war. of 
defence against an invader would rally and strengthen the 
anti-bolshevik forces in the country, who had hitherto failed 
to agree among themselves. All parties, including the Kadety 
and thee(Right) Socialist Revolutionaries, would unite against 
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 
of defence the Bolsheviks would quickly lose the ascendancy 
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. 'To wage war', Lenin 
wrote on 24 February, 'means in effect to yield to the provoca­
tion of the Russian bourgeoisie ... the bourgeoisie wants war 
since it wants the overthrow of Soviet power and agreement 
with the German bourge<J!isie.'52 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 
ofdefence. • 

4 8 Sed'moy syezd, p. 7'5. • 49 ibid., p. 72. 
60 See Steinberg, ojJ. cit., p. f28;. 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. ll . · 

61 Leninskiy sbornik .Yol. XI pp. 17-18. 
52 Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 295. Sel Also Fedotoff-White, pp. 29-32, for other facts 

and quotations in support of the view that this was the decisive argument. 
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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 t~e Petrograd 
Committee and the Moscow Oblast' Bureau combined to 
oppose Lenin's peace policy. On 23 February, the fil•llowing 
jointly offered their resignations from all respoJil.sible posts 
held by them, and reserved their right of 'fret!ly agitating 
both within the party and outside it': Lomov, V. M., Smir­
nov, Bukharin, G. Pyatakov, Bubnov,. and Yakovleva, of 
Moscow; Uritsky ofPetrograd. On the same day the Centraf 
Committee received another declaration from 1Jle same 
members of the party in similar terms. (Loenov, 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 ~ntral Com­
mittee, including Stukov and Pokrovsky, and Spunde of 
Petrograd now also appended their sigl).atures. Both the 
declarations characterized Lenin's decision to sign an1annexa­
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. 53 Joffe, 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 viewea 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. 5 4 The'fkept their promise, 
and took no further part in left communist> activities. This 
attitude was in •substance also Tr~ts!y's, though he did not 
sign either of the two declarations. 

On the same day, 23 Februiry, the CeA.tral Committee 
53 Sarin, pp. 19-20. 6' Proletarskaya revtfyutsrya, no. 2 (73), 1928, pp. 145-7 . 

• • • • 

• 

.. 



• 
Tl'fE PEACE OF BREST-LITOVSK 107 

discussed the German terms, which had been received the day • 
before. Bukharin, Lomov, Bubnov, and Uritsky were still 
present, in ~pite of their resignations. Since· there is no 
army, Lenin stated, the terms ·must be accepted and he 
threatejled resignation; otherwise 'you will be signing the 
death ~ntence of Soviet power in three weeks from now'. He 
secured si:l& votes in support of the peace: Stasova, Zinoviev, 
Sverdlov, stalin, Sokol'nikov, and Smilga; Trotsky, together 
with Krestinsky, Dzerhinsky, and Joffe abstained; Bukharin, 

.Bubnov, Lomov, an8 Uritsky cast their votes against signing 
the treaty. The majority in the Central Committee was 
therefor• seven to four in favour of signing the peace, with 
four abstentio:As. 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. • Whereas 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 "\-\tiS 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. 55 

A party circular appealed for unity in spite of disagreements. 56 

J 

Lenin's conciliatory ta•tics 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 t:entral Committee concerned to postpone 
their decision to•resign until the Party Congr~ss, and reaffirmed 
their right openly to !ut .forward their point of view; and two 

5 5 Proletarskaya re\ofyutsjya, lac. ci", pp. 148-59. It is not clear why Stasova, 
who was not yet a member ofth<t<!lentral Committee, should have had a vote. 

o6 Lenin (!),Vol. XV, p'! 634 . . 
• • • • • • 
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• resolutions, in very similar terms, by Trotsky and Krestinsky. 57 

Lomov, Bubnov, and Uritsky then withdrew their resignations; 
Joffe, who had not resigned, agreed in the name of party unity 
to submit to the decision of the Central Com~ittee and to 
participate as consultant in the Soviet delegation tQ,. Brest­
Litovsk.58 

Bukharin, however, was not to be placated, norrto be per­
suaded to defer his resignation, but broke with \he Central 
Committee. He had been outraged by its decision to ~ccept 
aid from the allied powers in the event .:>f Russian resistance . 
to the Germans. 59 Moreover, his theoretical differences with • 
Lenin were more clearly formulated than the more eenotional 
dissent of the rank and file ofthe 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 U~iversity 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, ihen 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.' 60 

67 Proletatskaya reuo{yutsrya, loc. cit., pp. 159-69. 
68 Lenin (l), Vol. XV, p. 635. • 
69 The day before, Trotsky had announced in the Central Committee a proposa~ 

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 favoure>f 'accepting food and 
weapons from the bandits of Anglo-French imperialism'. 'We are turning the 
party into a dung-hill' was Bukharin's comment. Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 607; 
Trotsky, Jo.fa Vie, Vol. I:A:, pp. 81-2. • 

' 60 This Bureau, of which Yakovleva was the se~retary, included at the beginning 
of 1918, Lomov, Stukov, Maksimovsky, Kizel'shtein, Mant86V, Safonov, T. B. 
Sapronov, and Z. P. Solov'ev. Bukharin had been a memblr since 1917. See 
Lenin (1), Vol. XIV (ii), p. 513. (But cf. Volt~XII, p. 609 of the 2nd-3rd edn., 
edited by Bukharin, first printed in 1928, in wl!ch Bukharin is omitted from the 
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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 leading an immediate 'revolutionary war' -come what 
might-a w!tr against any odds, which by its heroic example 
wouldEndle the flame ofrevolution all over the world. 'And 
if our f,!oviet Republic should perish', Alexandra KoUontay 
ended her,speech at the Seventh Party Congress, 'others will 
carry the ~anner forward!' 61 Certainly this expressed the 
emotional faith of the ordinary party member that the almost 
impo:sible could be _achieved, or if not, that death was better 

• than dishonour. 62 Lenin neither understood this idealism, 
nor apijarently gave a thought to the principle of socialist 
internationaliSJU 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?' 63 It was not the loss of Poland which 
disturbed tire 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 _pemand for 'revolutionary war', there was also dissatis­
faction among a number of bolshevik intellectuals with the 
whole trend of Lenin's policy. But the identification in the 
popular mind of the policy ofLenin'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 ~utside 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 · abstentioAs. On 3 March 1918, the Treaty of Brest­
Litovsk.was siglll.ed. Under it Russia lost 27 per cent of her 

# • 
list of members!) For the resolation, which Lenin attacked in his article 'The 
Strange and the Minstrous,' see Lenin (I), Vol. XV, pp. 109-10. 

n Sed'mqy syezd, jt. 105. 
62 See, for example, Lenin's raol:, of Yakovleva's speech in Leninskiy sbomik, 

Vol. XI, p. 43. 63 ibid., 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. 64 Lenin thus achieved his ~ain object, 
the peace. But serious dissension inside the party still lay 
ahead. & 

u From official calculations made somewhat later, quoted in Dennis, l4o. , 
• 

• 
• 
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I • PART II 

TH, FATE OF THE OPPOSITION PARTIES 

\ CHAPTER VII 

Tfft LEFT SOCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES 

At thf time of the bolshevik revolution the left wing of the 
Socialist Revc»utionaries 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 party; on 6 July of the following year they were fighting 
the Bolshev'Tks in the streets of Moscow and Petro grad. These 
Socialist Revolutionaries had been won over to the Bolsheviks 
by their resolute policies on peace and on the land question. 
The ~If 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 Zi!flmerwald Left. Soon 
after the February Revol~tion 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 lotmguage as the Bolsheviks. N atanson, the 
peasant leader wit!t the face of a rabbi, hea~ed this left wing 
and became one ofth~fopnders of the new party. 1 Chernov, 

1 Natanson hadll:>een for years on the left wing of his party, and was one of 
the oldest, as well' as the most futstanding,. s.ocialist revolutionary fig~r~s. 
Wolfe (p. 389) suggests that the flay for a coahuon between the Left Soc1ahst 
Revolutionaries and the Bolsheviks may already have been paved by co-operation 

I • U.l • . . I • • • • 
' • • 

.... 



112 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AtJTOCRACY 

,however, 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 malJ::ttain within 
his party a rapidly diminishing centre. Another left\ leader 
was Maria Spiridonova, who had captured popular ir.agina­
tion in 1906 when as a young girl she had assassi,ted a 
provincial governor responsible for the suppressio~of peasant 
revolts. Her popularity among the peasants was almost 
legendary. Among the younger left leaders were BorisKimkov 

• • 

(Katz) and V. A. Karelin. • • 
At the Third Congress of the Socialist Revolutionaries in 

Moscow, on 18 May 1917, the left wing, including Spi¥i,dinova, 
Natanson, Kamkov, Proshyan, and Steinber~ 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 declara~on 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, revollitionary 
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. 3 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 
ofthe Republic (Pre-Parliament). Its members declared that 
between the more extreme members of the soc!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 the~e exploits with the 
Bolshevik Krasin, who was the brain behind them. • 

2 See a manuscript essay by Miss A. Steinberg, 'Th<;. Left Social Revolu­
tionaries', in the Briti:¥1. Library of Political and Fjonomic Science, at p. 36. 

3 They opposed it throughout up to the sei~ure of power, and one of the first 
acts of the Second Soviet Congress was to repeal Kerensky's reimposition of it. 
If Trotsky ~s right, Lenin regarded the repeal. as madnes~,~nd. only yielded to 
the persuaswn of Kamenev and Trotsky 1~ Vlew of pubhc feehng, and on the 
understanding that shooting would neverthe1c;ts 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 i:a 
support of national defence and walked out in a body. 4 "The 6 

part~aye~ by the Left Socialist Revolutionaries in the October 
Revo tion is difficult to assess. Eight of their number joined 
the 'litary Revolutionary Committee when it was formed on 
29 0 ober. But this committee was ostensibly formed not as 
the s aff c\( 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. Only•two days before the Military Revolutionary 
Committee was formed, the Left Socialist Revolutionaries voted 
in the J]entral Executive Committee, together with the right 
members of .their party and with the Mensheviks, for the 
Menshevik Dan's resolution that 'an insurrection is at the 
present moment completely inadmissible'. 5 The bolshevik 
Central ~mmittee resolved only as late as 6 November to 
'enter into conversations and political contact witp' the Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries, 6 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. 7 It 
is possible that there was informal co-operation during the 
seizure ofpower,8 but no bolshevik source has ever admitted it. 

I 

The final break between the left wing and the main socialist 
revolutionary party came on 7 November 191 7 when the 
former refused to leave the Second AU-Russian Soviet Congress 
and decided to throw in their lot with the Bolsheviks. The left 
rebels were expelled from the socialist revolutionary party 
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 indepeooent 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 dictatorship, which IS a dictatorship of the 

• • 4 Steinberg, Spiridonova, /p. lo72, 178-9. 
5 Ryabinsky, p. 99. 
6 Proletarskoya rltJO(yutsrya, no. 10 (69), 1927, pp. 296-8. 
7 Ryabinsky, p. r1o. t 
8 Miss Steinberg, op. cit. p. 6~ suggests that .there was such informal co-opera­

tion between Natanson and Trotsky. 
• 
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~verwhelming majority of the population, does not shrink from 
• taking repressive measures against the enemies of the Republic. 

No need exists, however, for a system ofterror; a11d the party 
rejects it as a threat to the sovereign power of revolu~onary 
democracy.' 9 They were echoing Lavrov, who had vis alized 
the new order as 'sufficiently rational not to need to defe itself 
by compulsion' .to J 

The alliance of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries with the 
Bolsheviks, though based on an apparent temporary id,ntity 
of policy, was founded on sand. The L8ft 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 joiH~t government 
(without Lenin) that the Left Socialist Revolutionaries finally 
agreed to enter the bolshevik government. 11 On the peasant 
question, foundations for co-operation seemed to.have been 
laid when the Bolsheviks, of their own accord, 12 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 piasants 
(75-80 per cent) and the minority of industrial workers (3-5 
per cent), founded on a free exchange offood 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 oflove and altru­
ism, the Bolsheviks will show themselves bankrupt'. It was. 
for the leading role in this new life that Spiridonova cast her 
party. 13 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, 14 the Bol!lfieviks declared a crusade 

9 Quoted from the Protocols of the Conference by Miss Steinberg, op. cit., 
pp. 63-6. 

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

11 See Chapter V. • 
12 According to Lenin .. Kamkov (Kto takie lewye '-r:Y-, p. 8) claims that it was 

only adopted under pressure from his party. · 
1 3 Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 184--5. f 
14 Supplies of grain to the state-purveying itftitutions dropped from 641,000 tons 

in November 1917 to 136,000 in December,tand to 46,000 in January 1918 
(Prokopovicz, p. 88) . 
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of compulsory confiscation against the peasants, and relentles~ 
war against the illegal private trade which sprang up bet~een J!!l1l"' 

the jwns and villages. The excesses and cruelties com­
mitte in ~he execution of this policy created in the first 
few onths such a gulf between the Bolsheviks and the 
Left ocialist Revolutionaries as would alone have sufficed to 
mak co-operation between them impossible. 15 Nor was 
there eve~ complete accord between the two parties on the 
question of the use of force generally. The Left Socialist 
Revolutionaries insi.<;ted, apparently against Lenin's opposition, 
on having their representatives on the Vecheka, in order to 
exercis' some control. over its activities. 16 They therefore 
shared the r~ponsibility for the excesses of that body, though 
they did-to the growing exasperation of Lenin-endeavour 
to moderate some of them. 1 7 Relations between the two 
parties were already near breaking point by 26 February 1918 
when, as ~e results of the efforts of the left socialist revolu­
tionary Commissar of Justice, Steinberg, an inquiry into 
charges of <;:orruption against two members of the Vecheka 
was s~t 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' .18 However, the 
Left Socl.alist 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 

• 16 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!n, pp. 205 ff.; 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"by a desire to champion the richer peasants. 

16 Steinberg, A/,1- ich Volkskommissar war, pp. 91-2. Aleksandrovich was 
appointed. 1 • 

17 If they can be blamed foc not resisting more actively the ever-increasing 
bolshevik lawlessqess at a time when they were still in a position to do so, it is to 
their credit that <lne of their few leaders to escape, Steinberg, later admitted this 
failure in moral courage. See Nfwstuennyy lik reuolyutsii, p. 31 (1923). 

18 Steinberg Als ich Volkskonlnissar war, p. 136; Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XXI, 
pp. 116-17. • • • • • 
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xiolent opposition from them. 19 Lenin, not unnaturally, 
...._taunted them with the fact that, having for some time past 

condoned the 'shoptings in Dzerzhinsky's commission' (the 
Vecheka) they were now objecting to an open sen,ence~y a 
court. 20 But it was characteristic of this quixotic party at it 
could accept as a temporary evil political terror again t the 
'enemies of the revolution', while rejecting any revival the 
trappings of the tyrant state. t1 

The break between the two parties came over the r.eacc 
with Germany. The wide gulf which ~eparated the Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries from even the Left Communists was • 
evident from the policy which each adopted towards th' peace 
when once it had been signed. The Left Co~unists 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, o:r the very 
reason for the party's existence' :n At the Fourth All-Russian 
Soviet Congress, which met in March 1918 to ratify the peace 
treaty, the Left Communists, some 68 in all, merely abs,ained 
from the vote. 22 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'. 23 

When once the peace had been signed and ratified, the Left 
Communists' demand for a 'revolutionary war' very soon sub­
sided. 24 The Left Socialist Revolutionaries, on the contrary 
grew even louder in their clamour for jt. 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 which '-the flower of the 
revolutionary proletariat would go forth to resist-the imperialist 
aggressor, or die i~ the attempt. The teft Socialist Revolu-

• • 

19 And from Martov-see his Doloy smertnuyu kazn' written a!ter the sentence. · 
20 Lenin, Vol. XXIII, p. 124. . 1 

21 La Russie socialiste, p. 28. 
22 ibid., p. 24; they also published a declarati~Jtin Kommunist of 19 March 1918. 
23 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, p. 250. 24 See Chapter VIII. • • • • • t 

• 
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tionaries demanded 'not a war but a rising', a spontaneous 
insurrection of the dark peasantry from beneath the feet ofethe • 
conqjror; not nation against nation, but the infuriated peasant 
agains the •invader. 'Let the Germans advance, let them 
conqu r all Russia-they will only conquer a hundred million 
rebels' 25 There was a measure of Slav patriotism in their 
enthu;nasm, not unmixed vvith memories of the Narodnik faith 
in the libe}iating mission of the revolt of the peasants. These 
feeli~s found expression in Blok's poem, 'The Scythians', 
whicli was first pq,blished in a left socialist revolutionary 

• paper on 20 February, two days after the resumption of the' 
German attack. 26 In this poem the Slav mission of world 
brotherhood is 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 belie~ed 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 
revoluJionary 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 ~hould be 
arrested for twenty-four hours while war was declared on 
Germany. 27 

25 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, p. 243. (The last eight words are a 
quotation from Herve, the most uncompromising pacifist in the Second Inter­
national). 

26 Znamya truda, 20 (7) February 1918. It was written on 29 and 30 January 
-see A. Blok, Pobwe sobranie stikhotvorenfy, Vol. I, p. 678. It was. the last poem of 
importance which Blok wrote before his death in 1921. In addition to Blok, 
Audrey Bely, Esenin, Remizov, and Kluev contributed to the left socialist 
revolutionary papers. Togethei with R. Ivanov-Razumnik they formed in 1917 
a literary 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 3January 1924, signed by Pyatakov, Stukov, Radek, 
Yakovleva, V. M. S~irnov, Pokrovsky, Preobrazhensky, Sherudin, and Maksi­
movsky, all former Left Communists; and a letter by Bukharin in the same issue 
confirming their *rsion as 'substantially correct'. It is unlikely th<tt these 
approaches were treated serfmsly at the time by the Lef~Communists, who could 

·have had few illusions on the pr~spect of coalition between Bolsheviks and Socialist 
Revolutionaries <fter the experience of the past few months. In any case the 
moment for such a coalition, if it V<,!ilS ever contemplated, had pa_ssed by the middle 
of March, at the latest, when tjelrank and file of the Bolshcv1ks were won over 
to support of the peace. 

• • ·-• 
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The foreign policy of the Communists after the peace had 

...,.. •beoo signed played a big part in fanning the flame of left 
socialist revolutionary indignation. Secret diploma! and 
the playing off of one adversary against the ot~er re an 
i~evit~ble conseq~e~ce o~ B:est-Litovsk, e~en if ~n 1.91 these 
v10latwns of soc1ahst pnnCiples could still be JUstdie ·. as a 
temporary expedient-until the international revoluti . 'in­
evitably comes to our aid', though this was happeni1tg 'immea­
surably more slowly than we expected'. 28 But the plain fact 
was that in 1918, with their army gone, tQ,e Communists• were 
at the mercy of the Germans. They manreuvred for survival • 
accordingly. It fell to Trotsky, in his new capacity as Com­
missar for War, to conduct the tentative ne~otialons 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 secm:e Allied aid is attested by witnesses as 
different as Colonel Robins and Mr. (now Sir) ~ H. Bruce 
Lockhart. 29 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 ~enin's 
vote at the Central Committee meeting 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 to 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. 30 One of the 
results of these talks was a radical cha~ge 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 Committ~ on 14 May, Protoko!,y 
VTSIK V, p. 263. 

29 S~c a letter from Bruce Lockhart to Robins, dated 5 ~y 1918, quoted in 
Hard, pp. 202-03. • ' 

80 See Chicherin, p. 9. The negotiations did Aot start until the end of May. 
Milyukov suggests, from private information, that the Ger:f-ans had already 
concerted a plot with anti-Communists to sljiize Moscow, fixed for mid-June, 
and that the plan was suddenly called off on lllfJune-see P. Milyukov, Rossrya 
na p~relome, Vol. II, pp. 20-3. 

• .. • 
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Murmansk with Russian connivance. As has so often happened. 
in the )listory of communist inner-party warfare, this reve~sal .#"' 
of po~i y was later used to discredit Trotsky, who is now por­
traye as h•aving plotted behind Lenin's back to open up 
Russia to Allied invasion. Nevertheless, it is possible that 
Trots , whose opposition to the peace was certainly stronger 
than at of the diehard defeatists like Lenin, Stalin, Sverdlov, 
or Zinovie~ may have had some friction with his colleagues at 
the tillle on the question of accepting Allied aid. 31 Another 
consequence of the talks with the Germans and of the resulting 

• change in Russian policy was the negotiation with the Germans 
on the :ijtte of the Black Sea Fleet. A flood of rumours and 
suspicions soo~ 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 th~ 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 t~ese 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. 32 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 

3 1 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 then.-eferred 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 anoth9 document of the period, published as part of the cam­
paign against Trotsk1:;, an angry note from Lenin, of early June, stressin!jt that 
Soviet policy is 'equany hostil~to the British and to the Gw:mans'. 

32 See the sentence reprinted in Kozhevnikov, pp. 54-5, and see ]zvest!Ja of 
16 June 1918 and 21 June 1918 for the indictment and report of the trial. 
Admiral Shchastnyfwas refused the right to call witnesses in his defence. For 
Trotsky's evidence against him, sfe his Kak vooruz;halas' revo(yuts!Ja, Vol. I, 
pp. 136-41. Shchastny's revolt \tas undoubtedly motivated by the belief that 
the Baltic Fleet w:s to be handed over to the Germans. See fdotqff- White, p. 72. 

' • • • w 
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.treaty ofBrest-Litovsk of 3 March 1918. On the other hand, 

'· it i~ clear that every endeavour was made to keep sam~ of the 
concessions made to the Germans after June 191 ~ sec!r·~t, and 
there was undoubtedly a secret exchange of notes atta ed to 
the supplementary peace treaty of27 August 1918. B while 
making concessions, the Communists at the same tim made 
efforts to hoodwink the Germans, sometimes with sue ss, as 
the case of the Black Sea Fleet reveals. At the ~d· 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 or· 
article 5 of the treaty of Brest-Litovsk, and an ult,imatum 
threatening a new military advance was issue<J on ro June. 
Thereafter, according to the Communists, the fleet decided 
to return to Sebastopol, and was only dissuaded and induced 
to scuttle by the energies of Raskol'nikov who had been 
sent there to deal with the situation. But the ve~sion 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 se4rret 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 ~litary purposes.' 33 

' . 
33 For the docume~s published ir~ Berlin, of.w~ch the source is not indicated, 

see Arkhiv russkoy revo?Jiutsii, VoL XIV, pp. 151-221, especially at pp. 216-17. 
Chicherin's announcement is in l:;vestiya of 22 June 1918. tr'he secret exchange 
of notes was published, from the German ar<thives, in 1926 in Europiiische Gespriiche 
at pp. 148-53. See also A.P. Platonov, Pe.-al' i oktyabr' v cherrwmorskom jlote, 
Chapter XIV. • • • • jj • • • 
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Thesfevents had a considerable impact on the Left Soc .. ialist • 
Revolu onaries, who had a fairly large following both in fhe .A 

Baltic d ~ack Sea Fleets. Between May and July their 
temper rose rapidly. By the end of June they were openly 
calling .. or an armed rising against the Germans and for the 
expulsi6n of the German Ambassador, von Mirbach. They 
were it.so conducting intensive agitation inside the army. 
Passions we'te so high that even Spiridonova, who had for 
long Ol(posed any final split with the Communists, was now 
converted to this ste~. 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 terro~st 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 th~ 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.' 34 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, h3¥e formed more) were on the verge 
of revolt. 35 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 Re~olutio11aries. The bolshevillt members of' the 
Vecheka, Dzerzhinsky, Lat~is, and Smidovich, rushed to the 

34 Krasnaya kniga Jtcheka, a rare publication by the Vecheka of its interrogations 
on the plots and risings of 1918, withlrawn soon after publication, pp. 197-9. 

3 5 There is a graphic account oftthe Congress in Bruce Lockhart, pp. 294-300; 
see also Buf!Yan, pp. 205-12. t . ' 

• • • '· • • • 
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.. Vecheka headquarters to deal with the situation and were 
·, kept under arrest by the Left Socialist Revolutiona·rt:· ·s. Al­

though the troops at the disposal of the latter onl~ nun ered a 
few hundred, 36 the Communists were quite unprepa d, and 
had few forces in Moscow beyond their trusted Lettish flemen 
to deal with the situation. But there was in truth no serious 
preparation and no real attempt at seizure of power\ The 
few troops at the disposal of the Left Socialist Re~olutionaries 
remained as a bodyguard for their Central Committee, 1ho~gh 
a detachment of fifteen soldiers led by Ji>roshyan did succeed 
in seizing the telegraph office and sending off a few telegrams 
to the provinces calling on them to disregard orders igned by 
Lenin. No attempt was made to seize any .other 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 ~lanned 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. 37 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 ff. Accordirtg 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 Com~nists (0 myatezhe lel!ykh 
S-R'!fi, pp. 34, 38). 

37 Krasnaya kniga, It- 321. An account of the '\'ent by.!:.. Minichev in krasnqya 
letopis', No. 1 (25), 1928, pp. 65-9, also COilfirms that there was no planned 
rising. In a private letter from prison later Spiridonova '!(rote: 'How is one to 
persuade them that there was no plot, no rising? . . . I anJ beginning to believe 
they have convinced themselves of it ... ald now believe it. Mter all they are 
maniacs.' See Kreml' za reshetkoy, p. 13. See :llso Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 214 ff., 

• for an account offheJuly events. 
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some i. nths thereafter the Germans kept complaining that the _ 
Comm nists had failed to take adequate measures against fhe 1 

guilty. 3 Bu~if the Communists hesitated in July 1918 to provoke 
public ·emper by excessive reprisals for a popular assassina­
tion, tlie rising came opportunely to give them an excuse for 
putting an end to the Left Socialist Revolutionaries as a party. 
Thei~ress was dosed down and their delegates expelled froin 
the All-Ru~ian Congress of Soviets, though the party as a 
whole. was not declared illegal. In the Central Executive 
Committee on 15 Jtlly 1918 a resolution was passed which • permitted as representatives on this body (and consequently 
in the SQviets, since the Central Executive Committee was the 
apex of the co~titutional pyramid) those members ofthe party 
who 'categorically renounced their solidarity with the assassina­
tion and with the revolt which followed it'. 39 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 the.zeal 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 everywhere. It 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 influe~e 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 0 

• ss Heljferich, Vol. IJI, pp. 469-70; when Helfferich, Mirbach's successor com-
plained at the end of July to.Chicherin, he was met wit]e the reply that ~ussia 
was a revolutionary state wlier~ freedom of speech prevailed and the Soviet 
government was po'lllerless to take any action (ibid., p. 482). cf. Lenin, Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 257-8, for a GeJman note of 5 November 1918. 

a9 Protokoly VTSIK V, p. 7. I 
. 40 Quoted in Lenin, Vol. XXIIJ, pp. 560-1, from the memoirs of one Grodner, 

a Bolshevik of Elets, who had come up to Moscow to expll}.in to Lenin certain . - ' . . . \ . ·. 
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, There seems to have been little hesitation in followin~g enin's 
..,. ad\rice, even where the Left Socialist Revolutionar' 'S were 

in the majority, though in some instances, n~tabl in the 
Petrograd Soviet, their delegates avoided expulsion fc many 
months after July 1918.41 

• • 

Four days after the shooting qf von Mirbach, the left 
socialist revolutionary Commander-in-Chief on the 'Volga . 
front declared war against the Germans. He wls killed at a 
session of the local Soviet Executive Committee wiVle en­
deavouring to win over the communist members to his side. 
In the course of the next few weeks the situation of the Com~ 
munists became precarious. In the last week of Jul~ a rising 
broke out in Y aroslavl', and other local insurre,tions 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 _.;ocialist 
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 ofvon Mirbach their Central Committee had 
'acted behind the backs of nine-tenths of the members of the 
party'. 42 Whatever the reason for this comparative leniency, 
N atanson was allowed to go abroad, where shortly afterwards 
he died. When at last on 27 Nove¥lber 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 assertion that they enjd9'ed communist support 
-an.t see ibid., p. 172. • 

41 Por an account ef events in Petrograd guber~a (province), see A. Kuzmin, 
in Krasnaya letopis', no. 3 (27), 1928, at p. 246; fO!' the Left Socialist Revolutionaries 
in the Petrograd Soviet see a spirited illegal leaflet, undated abut apparently after 
February 1919, in view of the reference to Spiridonova's re~ent re-arrest, which 
took place in February 1919), headed 'Otv~ fraktsii levykh S-r Petrogradskomu 
Sovetu na zapros ot 14-go fevralya', in the Bri'Hsh Museum. 

42 Trotsky, KVR,.Vol. I, p. 277. " .. . 
I • • • , 
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revolu · onary Central Committee, including Kamkov, Kare-., 
lin, yorov,, Sahlin, Spiridonova, and Blyumkin, the ten- .. 
tences . po~d were mild. Three years imprisonment was the 
sentence in each case, except for Spiridonova and Sahlin, who 
were sentenced to one year, but, in view of their services to the 
revolution were amnestied a fe'\v days later. 43 It is not clear 
whedt'er an.l of the others served their sentences. Blyumkin, 
then only eighteen years old, joined the Communists, fought 
in th<e Civil War, and thereafter served under Trotsky, and 

.in the G.P.U. 44 Proshyan, who had been the most active in 
what there was of the rising, died soon after, at liberty, and 
Lenin ~ote 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. 45 After her trial she immediately threw herself 
into a camQaign 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 
Kamkliv 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 ofyoung 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 
milita:r:y coup d'etat near Kursk, involving tens of thousands of . \ 

4 3 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 N~ember 1919. I have not been able to trace the date of 
Blyumkin's arrest or...,urrender. 

u He was shot in TiecembqJ 1929, without trial, one oithe first victimf of the 
anti-Trotskyist reprisals. • . 

4 5 There is an :a:; count by Emma Goldman in My Disillusionment in Russia 
(Chapter XVI) of Jl{er visit to Spiridonova, then in hiding, in the middle of 1920, 
in which letters to her from the rfeasants are quoted. cf. a Vecheka circular 
instruction ofj.une 1920 which re~rs to Spiridonova as 'fairly popular' among the 
peasant masses-Sotsialisticheskiy vestnik, 5 April 1921, pp. 12l3. 
' . ., . • • • • 
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,troops, was put down by one battalion of the Red Army. 
~ In '1919 an explosion at the Moscow Communist Head arters, 

organized by extremist Left Socialist Revoluti~nari s (and 
some Anarchists) as a protest against communist rrorist 
methods, caused some casualties a~1.d succeeded in wounding 
Bukharin. 46 But such incidents were the work of a minority. 
The majority of the party repudiated von Mirbach's ~ssas­
sination and attempted to keep peace with the eommunists. 
It was with this end in view that a number of promineu-t Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries helped to form tae two splinter parties 
which came into existence after July 1918, and which will be• 
described later. 47 • 

On 18 February 1919, Spiridonova was re-a:qested 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 Vias 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. 48 

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 (,Znamya) a privi­
lege which had long been denied to almost every party other 
than the communist. Six issues.appeared 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 •way of the state, 

46 ~ee Voennoe delo:~~no. 3 (32), 31 January Jil9, p. 174; Il'in-Zhenevsky, 
Bol'sheviki u vlasti, pp. 145-6; and I. Flerovsk]t in Proletarskaya revoryuts!Ya, 1926, 
no. 55 (8), pp. 218 ff., for the revolt of the Baltic sailors; tnd for the Moscow 
explosion see M. M. Pokrovsky, Oktyabr'skaya revoryutsrya, fJp. 362-8; Krasnaya 
kniga Vecheka, pp. 391 ff., and Pravda, 6 Novtffiber 1919. 

47 See Chapter IX. • 
4 8 Steinberg, Spijidonova, Part IV, Cha:ters III to VI. 
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• and sa the practical solution of current problems in a federa-
4 

tion o all productive forces controlled by the trade uniots, 44 

includ g 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'. 49 At the end of the year, in 
Dece.ber 1920, Steinberg was summoned (with a 'consulta­
tive voice') -,o the Eighth Congress of Soviets to read a rather 
vapid .?eclaration, calling on the peasants and workers to 'rise 
above the temporar)' and historically accidental difficulties of 
•the present phase of the revolution' and look forward to the 
great future of the Russian and world revolutions. 50 How­
ever, this temp~rary 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 ofthe party escaped 
arrest and e~entually 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 
appear~nce 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. 52 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 frolll among them. 53 Perhaps it was due 
to. this expectation of winning the younger members over to. 

49 ,Znamya, no. 1 (3), Aprill920. This periodical first reappeared legally early 
in 1919, but was close¥own after two issues (see Postnikov, p. 392). 

vo Vs. syer..d VIII, pp. 120-3. I 
n See Chapter VIII. 1 • 
6 3Kreml' zareshetkoy, pp. 20!:1-S. 214-16. " 
6 3 The Vecheka it:4ruction 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 if 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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110 le:ders of their party were banished or imprisoned for li , a trial 
was held of seven young party members. The acc;.used ere all 
under 26, and the sentences imposed very light, in some cases 
even conditional, amounting to an immediate acquittal. 54 No 
doubt the Communists hoped by their display of leniency to 
attract the few remaining heirs of the Narodniki still at ~berty 

• • 

into their party. • 
The political evolution of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries 

from November 1917 until July 1918 ne~d not have s~prised 
anyone. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries were romantic 
absolutists, but they were not marxists. They were i peasant 
party, and their intellectual tradition was that..of 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 wllJch was 
far removed from marxism. The Left Socialist Revolutionaries 
were of course 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 spontaneous and passion­
ate revolt, perhaps not unlike that hoped for by Bakunin, 
and the example 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 Socialist 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 r~olutionary circles, 
wit~out joining.any 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~rist leading a detachment 

• • 

54 Steinberg, Spiridonova, pp. 275-80. 
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of R Guards in his poem~ The Twelve, only to fall soon pft<;.r 
the to_b~r Revolution. in~o bitter, disillusio~ed. sile.nc~ for,. 
the r an".ijng years of h1s hfe. The peasant Esenm Similarly 
drew very close to Bolshevik circles for a short time after the 
revolution. The foilowing iines from one of his best poems, 
written in 1918, typify the emotional attraction which bolshev­
is!l14'held for 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 lhe whole world .•.• 

Eseninit unlike Blok, did not remain silent. 55 Lenin's bolshevik 
followers, for all their doubts and differences, supported Lenin 
in the end b~cause they knew that without him they had no 
chance of survival in power. The Left Socialist Revolution­
aries w:ere inconsistent, romantic, unrealistic, and politically 
naive to t:fre point of childishness. But they did not sacrifice 
their principles to power. 

55 On Esenin see his Stikhotvorcniya, I!JIO-I!J25, Paris, n.d., pp. 5-19. For a 
moving account of Blok's last years and his bitter remorse regarding The Twelve, 
see G. Pvanov, Peterburgskic zimy, New York, 1952, pp. 208-10. 



CHAPTER VIII • I 
LEFT COMMUNISM 

The bolshevik opponents of Lenin's peace policy keHJt to 
their ag·recment with the Central Committee. Th~ made no 
public pronouncements until after the treaty with Germany 
had been signed. But they opened the:ir campaign ls an 
opposition group inside the party at the Seventh Party Congress • 
ofthe Bolsheviks, which met from 6 to 8 March 1918. Hastily 
convened, it represented less than half the total party rlember­
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 re~olution 
approving the peace indicated, thirty votes agaiftst eleven, . 
with four abstentions. 1 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 gra~ually 
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 pr9.vide 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 struggJe, 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 contrast~ with the 264 of the 
Sixth, ,find the 403 of the Eighth. The percentage of worl~ers among delegates 
was ali!'b remarkably lew, 13-14 per cent in 191~ compared with 40 per cent 
and 35 per cent in 1917 and 1919-see BubnOil, pp. 512, 621. At a Moscow 
Party Conference on 4 March Pokrovsky's opposition resoluti~ gathered 46 votes 
against Zinoviev's 64-see G. Zinoviev, SachVzeniya, Vol. VII- (ii), p. 282. It is 
perhaps significant that at this meeting Obl!lensky's resolution which not only 
opposed the peace, Tt went on to censure the <!entral Committee for its conduct, 
collected only 5 voty. 
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peas try. Bukharin was supported by Kollontay iwh.o 
appe rs to have been absent from all the crucial meetings o~ 
the entr<e!. Committee in February) by Ryazanov, Uritsky, 
Radek, and by several provincial delegates. 2 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 
by a large•vote, and Uritsky and Lomov were elected as candi­
date~. They attempted to resign, but their resignations were 
not accepted. In •the end the matter was left in abeyance . 
For some months to come they did noi: attend any meetings of 
the C<iltral Committee. In a private memorandum to party 
members thiy 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. 3 

Trotsky aijo 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 
com:Qilunist 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 Paity (Bolshevik) to Russian Communist 
Party (Bolshevik), evoked no opposition. The change sym­
bolized a complete break with the socialist parties of the Second 
International, <A}.d with the Russian Mensheviks in particular. 
In April 1917; Lenin~ proposal to make t:I.is symbolic.f.:hange 
had met witj conside~ble resistance. But in March 1918 

2 Sed'moy sye<,d, p. 72. For thefminority resolution, see ,p. 200-03; Bukharin's 
speech, ibid., pp. 35-8, and rep~, pp. 48-9. 

3 Protokoly VII, pp. 229-30. 4 Protoko VTSIK V, p. 248 • 
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..pf the party were there any remnants of that desire for nion 
of the two wings of social democracy which ha<l stiU 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 differenc" of 
opinion at the All-Russian Bolshevik Party Conference in 
May 191 7. In the course of 1917, before the October Revolu­
tion, the disagreements between Lenin on iihe one hand a"nd a 
Moscow group consisting of Bukharin, Lomov, Sokol'nikov 
and V. M. Smirnov on the other, were developed in a s;ries of 

• 

pamphlets. 5 Although inconclusive, these early _controversies ., 
on theoretical questions revealed a difference of outlook 
between Lenin and the 'Muscovites' which in part explained 
left communism. From the proposition that a ne\¥ phase of 
imperialist wars had been reached in world cap1talism, 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 internaJ;ional 
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-Lito~k treaty. On 19 Octo-
ber 1917 he wrote: 

We do not know whether we shall be victorious tomorrow or 
a little later (I am personally inclined to tM.,~k it will be to-' . . . ' 5 See two collections entitled Materialy po pe~~esmotru partiynoy programmy, one 

published by the Moscow Obla,st' Bureau, the other in Petro!liad with a preface 
by Lenin. The discussion was also conducted.jn two periodicals, in Prosveshchenie, 

• o.·· f which only one ii'ue was published, in Pl!trograd, and in Spartak, of which 
ten issues were pub shed between June and ~ovember 1917 the Moscow by 
Oblast' Bureau. · 
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morr w ... ) We do not know how soon after our victory the 
revol tion in the West will come. . . . Therefore it is ludicr~us"' 
to je .ison the minimum programme, which is essential so long ; 
as we are Irving 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 
destroying the enemy, the bourgeoisie. , 
And agaifl, in reply to the argument that the programme 

should be international: 'Until the proletarian revolution has 
conqu~red in one CQJ.lntry at least' no full scale international 
't::onference to decide on a programme is conceivable. 6 A 
commission on the party programme, appointed on 18 October 
1917 an~ consisting of Lenin, Bukharin, Trotsky, Kamenev, 

' . Sokol'mkov, 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 agreem~t 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 int~rchange 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. 'One may well wonder when the state will begin to 
wither away. . . . To proclaim this withering away in 
advance is to violate historical perspective.' 7 A new com­
mission on the party programme was appointed by the 
Seventh Congress, consisting of Lenin, Trotsky, Bukharin, 
Sokol'nikov, V. M. Smirnov, Zinoviev, and Stalin,-showing, 
incidentally, both the gro~th of Stalin's authority in the party, 
and the endeavours of the congress to prevent a split in party 

6 Lenin, Vol. XXI ~p. 311-17. . 
7 Lenin, Vol. XXfr, pp. 36,-5. He had changed his !llind. Only a.lllonth 

before in Chapter V of his State an4 Revolution (published in February 1918, though 
written in August a#J- September 191 7) he had proclaimed that the state would 
begin to wither away immediately ~ter the proletarian rev,ution. Lenin had 
already crossed swords with Bukha~n on this question in itzerland. For a 
different interpretation of Lenin's \ttitude to the state at va us times, see Carr, 
I, pp. 248-9. . 
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,le'\dership. A new party programme was finally · dopted 
, the following year at the Eighth Party Congress, i March 

• 

1919. • 
However, early in March 1918, the opposition inside the 

communist party to the peace was rather more extensive than 
Lenin's easy victmy at the Seventh Party Congress might have 
suggested. A large number of the rank and file, prob~ly a 
majority, and many leaders opposed it; and yetl'before long 
this opposition melted away. In Petrograd a very short_reriod 
of intensive agitation and discussion insil;}e 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 Zinovi~v, wh~ was an 
energetic and convincing debater, made an important con­
tribution. Lenin had originally proposed that he should be 
sent with Ioffe as a delegate to Brest-Litovsk, but at Sverd1ov's 
request he had been retained in Petrograd for th~ purpose of 
these party debates. 8 Zinoviev did not confine his activities 
to Petrograd. On 3 March, accompanied 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, 9 for which shortly 
afterwards the committee of the Moscow rayon voted by a 
large majority. 10 On 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 organili'-tional existence' .11 As a 
tesult 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 aus:rfces of the Moscow 
Oblad' Bureau. • It was not, of course, only~he eloquence of 
Zinoviev and others which produeed this c'nversion in the 

to Pravda, 12 M· ch 1918. 
8 Protokoly Vll,,p. 212-15. 9 Zinovi1', Sochineniya, Vol. VII (2), p. 282. 

11 Zinoviev, Soc ·neniya, Vol. VII (i), p. ~1. The resolution was adopted 
by 57 votes to 7- e Yaroslavsky, Kratkie ocherki, Vol. II, p. 189. 
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partJ The signing of the treaty and the halting of the German 
advar;ce, with its promise of certain peace at long last, ope!ate~ 
to sway ~any within the party over to Lenin's side. B( 
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 
vot~d 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 o~erwhelming fi\iljority in favour of ratification of the treaty, 

• the Left Communists merely abstained from voting. 12 On 
15 Mal ~enin won another victory in the stronghold of L.eft 
Commumsm• the Moscow Oblast', when, after debate w1th 
Lomov at a party conference his resolution was passed by 
forty-two votes to nine. 13 

But the Left Communists' opposition to Lenin was not con­
fined to t~e 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 
mont~s after to advocate, in the pages of Kommunist and in 
particular 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 revolu1j:>nary sections of the proletariat and peasantry, 
it therefore pttsented•a threat to socialist.principles., They 
saw signs of tpis threat•in the policy which Lenin was now 

12 Lenin, Vol. X~II, p. 620. It ieerns that all the delegals had not yet arriv~d, 
for the 'fraction' meeting. See als~ B. & F., pp. 529-33. 

1a Lenin, Vol. XXII, p. 537. t 
14 Reprinted in full in Lenin, Vol. XXII, pp. 561-71. 
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adv~cating-industrial discipline in place of workers' e<btrol, 
tte employment of non-communist specialists to buiJd up 

)-nterprises brought to a standstill by the excesses ~f 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 r~ned 
industrial strength of the country, they opposed a t+emancf for 
radical socialist measures-extensive nationalization, workers' 
control of industry, no bargains with ~ussian or fO'reign 
capitalists. With some foresight, the left opposition sketched • 
the future as they feared it, should the preservation 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 Soviet 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 imperialist 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-c<!led self-discipline, 
and'the introdu~ion of labour conscri~ion. . ~ . The form of 
government must. then develop in tht: direction\of bureaucratic 
centralization~. e rule of all man;er of commissars, the loss of 
their indepen nee by the local sovitj:s and rejection in practice 
of governmen from below.' 
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In face of this danger the Left Communists advocated COlp­

munal farming of the land, 15 and socialist measures in a' 
nationalized Jp.dustry. Their own future they visualized as ct"' 
'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 t£) admit that their socialist utopia would be doomed if 
the revolutioil in Western Europe did not come to the aid of 
Russia "pretty quickly. V. M. Smirnov in the same April 
issue of Kommunist, 'wT£>te of the 'efforts, foredoomed to failure, 
{o build socialism ·in a side turning off the main highway of 
European., socialism', and in the following issue an anonymous 
writer conclud~d that 'socialism cannot be put into operation 
in one country, and in a backward country at that'. 16 At 
the First Congress of Councils of National Economy in the 
following mqnth Obolensky's opposition resolution admitted 
that the restoration of the normal industrial life of the country 
was 'unthinkable without co-ordinated support on an inter­
national scale' .17 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'tlards, the encouragement of state and collective 
farms was a constant aim of coffilnunist 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 sl:tort account and figures. In July 1918, Bukharin, then 
in Germany, drew upov himself an attack by Lenin for publishing an article in 
the Copenhagen .Nachrichtendienst, which, among other measures, advocated 
intensified collectivization oflanl holdings, though in realityothe policy adv~ated 
by him differed little. from the official line. See Lenin, Vol. XXIII, pp. 585, 
402-3. rl 

slavsky, IV, p. 310. d : 

16 Quoted in Praletarskaya reva(yuts[1p, no. 11 (194), 1929, )0132, and in Yaro-

1 7 Trudy VSNKh, I, p. 88. ' 
18 ibid., pp. 84-5. 
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, th~ 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, one-man management, and efficient methods of 

(_.l.· 

production. ., 
The Left Communists' advocacy of greater initiative for the 

workers and of less interference by the bureaucracy aP.peared 
therefore in 1918 to be a counsel ofperfeotion, but not p-~actic~l 
politics. At the MayCongressofCouncilsofNational Economy 
the left were completely routed in the voting, their t;<;:solutions 
being defeated by overwhelming majorities. Jheir 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 Ccwncil of 
National Economy, a right of veto over all appointments.:u. 
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 
industries-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 o~ workers' control. 25 Now 
it was intended to introduce more system into nationalization, 
'a policy which the left welcomed, though . not without some 
misgivings. Some time later, on 28 June :~918, a decree was 
huniedly passeJ extending nationalia.:ation 'to all large scale 
industrial undertakings. To sonfe extent '>this precipitous 

24 Leninsk; sbor~,,\ k, VoL XXI, pp. 130-t -, J 
26 Details in I\( ·tyutin's speech, Trudy VSNKh I, p. !j4, and in his Istoriya 

ekonomicheskogo raz itiya SSSR I9I7-I9!1;7, pp. 112-13. • 
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measure was dictated by the inevitable necessity of exten<tini 
nationalization, once embarked on, if any central control wa~ 
to be achiived. But it would seem that the decree ~ 
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 
thisjime. Under Articles 12 and 13 of a supplementary agree­
ment to th~ Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, expropriated enterprises 
had 1jp be returned to their foreign owners within a year of 

,. ratification. But where 'the properties expropriated have 
passed into the hands of the state, or of the local self-government. 
and re~ain in their possession on the ground oflegislative acts, 
obligatory f01;,all 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 i~ustry 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. 26 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.ipdustry · 
was one of the oldest bolshevik strongholds). 28 But by June, 
if not before, left com~nism was a spent force. The last 
number of Kommunist appeared during this month without the 
imprimatur of the.Moscow Oblast' Bureau. A period of free 

26 For the text o' ~e supplementary agreement, see U.S. Foreign Relations, 
VoL I, p. 449. Larin's ace<fmt is quoted in -<:;agorsky !t p. 40. cf. ~omov's 
account in 'Kak my 11achali stroilli ', reprinted in Lenin v pervye mesyatsy, pp. 114-24, 
at p. 122. ~ tv 

27 Leninskiy sbornik, Vol. XXXV ti945), pp. 27-8. ~ 
28 After a period of agitation ii this area, led by Preobra ens y, a rew1ution 

was passed by a local party cohl'erence calling for a ne all-Russian party 
congress. See Kommunist, no. 4, pp. 13-14 . 
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Q.eMte within the communist party had had the result of rapidly • 
~~minating ~erious conflict, and of obviating a split. Left 
communism had suffered from the weakness that .it 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. 29 

Already on 20 April, when Kommunist first reappeare~ in 
Moscow, the Left Communists had been anxiq~.s to disas­
sociate themselves from such unwelcome allies, and to jettison 
revolutionary war. 'It would be laughable', they wr~te in 
their theses published on that date, 'to preach, like the Left' 
Socialist Revolutionaries, the refusal on principle t~. accept 
this peace.' • 

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 ~em feared 
to be identified with a policy which by July 1918 had led 
straight to an armed rising. When the Fifth Congress of 
Soviets met on 4 July, Obolensky at the preliminary meeting 
of the communist delegates accepted in the name of J:b.e Left 
Communists Lenin's report on the political situation. 30 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 ori the ·assassination bf the 
German Ambassador many Left Communists hurried to dis­
avow in Pravda any connection between themselves and the 
treasollo".ble ideas of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries. Y aro­
slavsky, henceforward to become one of the most reliable 
communist propagandists, was the ~rst. Others followed in 
the course of July and August. Bukharin and Radek admitted 

29 And of the Mensheviks. The Mensheviks, head'· by Martov, had in 
March at the Fourth All-Russian Congress of Soviets d~nded that the tr~aty 
should""not be ratifie~; they further called for t~ resignation of the Counctl of 
People's Commissars; the setting up of a com!nission 'to ~rify all the circum­
stances whioQ led! the fin. a! disorganisation of defence'; t~e recall of the Con­
stituent Assel\bly order to set up a dellocratic republic and a government 
enjoying the confi nee of ali democratic elentents; and the arming of a people's 
rising against the vance of German imperialism. Quoted in Vardin, p. 70. 

ao Lenin, Vol. X III, p. 548 . 
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their errors in the autumn. 31 The terror received full supp1rt 
from the Left Communists, many of whom, including Bukharii' 
and Obolensiy, took part in public campaigns in justificati~""" 
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 wts first 41'evealed by Bukharin at a party meeting at the 
end of 1923~ with the object of discrediting the oppositionists 
of that date groupt+l 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 wha~ 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 ~oral 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. 33 

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 encouraging 
freedom of enterprise among the peasant small-hold~s was 

31 Yaroslavsky, Kratkie ocherki, "ol. II, pp. 190-2; Popov, II, p. 39. It is notable 
that the current charge of a political bloc between the Left Communists and the 
Left Socialist Revolut1" aries 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 volutionaries tried to exploit the split in the party (which 
is quite true), with e.g. Bubnov,tp. 516, published in 1931, 4Who already 'Xjites of 
'the political bloc' b,ween the two groups. (Bubnov was himself a Le'ft Com-
munist.) (a 

32 See e.g. Pravda of 6 and 8 Sept ber 1918. \ 
as See Pravda of 15 December 1 ~ 16 December 1923, d 3 anuary 1924 

for the letters relating to this inc~ent by Zinoviev, Stalin, a group of former 
Left Communists, and Bukharin. 

L 
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re)\1-embered with nostalgia Q.uring the rigours of' Stalin's 
~forced collectivization. He was accordingly charged with 

"'i"s,ving plotted in 1918 together with the Left Socii-list 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. 34 Of the· 
unhappy broken spectres of the past, only Kamkov proved 
obdurate in giving evidence. A courageous mili~nt ter:.'orist 
of the party, he could not be induced even by ~yshinsky to 
confirm the existence of the 'plot' which.the chief pros11l:cutor 
was seeking to establish. 35 Karelin, so broken and altered that" 
Bukharin had difficulty in recognizing him, recited his evidence 
without resistance, though even in his case Bukhadn ~as able 
to show that what he had said outside the coJ'rt at the pre-· 
liminary interrogation had been different. 36 The three Left 
Communists told a grotesque story in which the Ofen opposi­
tion of 1918 was now portrayed as a secret consp1racy. 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 ~clition 
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 ass~sination of von Mirbach. Bukharin's endeavours by 
questioning to establish that he had participated in the arrest 
of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries after the assassination 
of the German Ambassador, as well ~s his efforts to show that 
the Left Communists had numbered amorls their adherents 
such pillars of orthodoxy as Y aroslavsky and\Kuybyshev, were 

34 Rej;jJrt (Bukharin, •tc.), p. 29. • • . 

-· 

35 ibifr., pp. 489-90, 491. 'We (the Left ~cialist Re~lutionaries and the 
Left CommL~sts) did not make any joint decision. . . . I !lave already replied. 
There were n':\such£:eetings and discussiont' 

36 ibid., p. 5~5. arelin's evidence at the ;rial, for full measure, implicated 
Bukharin in the att mpt on Lenin's life by Dora (Fanny) Kaplan, and in a joint 
plot with the Right Socialist Revolutionaries as well (p. 502) . 

• • • ... 
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frustrated by the court. 37 Bukharin, whom not even a y~r's 
~mprison~ent before h~s trial had been able t~ brea~ on tt(s, 
Issue, derue~ the fantastic charge to the end. H1s versiOn of ~tte 
incident was substantially the same as that originally disclosed 
by him in 1923. 38 

But while the modern Soviet portrayal of the Left Com­
munists as a secret band of traitors from the first can be dis­
misted, it it~. true that the group of leading Left Communists 
included a tium'ber whose names were to recur in future years 
as mefnbers of this or that opposition tendency. Soviet writers 

·are often at great pains to demonstrate, with scholastic in­
genuity, the direct ideological line which leads from, say, 
Bukhar~ the Left Communist in 1918 to Bukharin the 
opponent of ~nforced collectivization after 1928. This is a 
barren pursuit. Men's ideas change though their tempera­
ments mar. not. The Left Communists were united by a 
somewhat ~-motional 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 th~mselves 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. 39 

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-communist 
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 lhe party, failed. It failed not because the 
oppositionists wef suppressed or restricted in the advocacy 
of their views, btlt becatJ.se, after the first sh<¥:k of the ~ning 
of the peace, tilly could :ao longer draw on sufficient support 

. from the rank and file oft~ party. For in tfth,rey stood 

a? Report (Bukharin etc.), pp. 45~5. sa ibid., pp. 772-4. 
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 
ti\ir idealistic theories could not stand up either before Lenin's 
irl'tlment, or before the even more devastating log~ of events. 
Their fundamental inconsistency lay in the fact that though 
they were prepared to support the dictatorship of ;;t 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 m:i'tntaine~. 

"' ' • • 
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• CHAPTER IX 

THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTIONARIES 1 

l'he Socialist Revolutionaries unlike the Mensheviks were 
not Jinkecf;to..,the Bolsheviks by a common adherence to 
manQsm. Moreover, when once their left wing had broken 
away to form the ~parate party of Left Socialist Revolution­
aries, they were much more united than the Mensheviks in 
their StWport of national defence against the Germans. They 
therefore re14udiated the bolshevik coup d'etat without any 
of the hesitations which beset the Mensheviks, and, unlike 
them, were not even prepared to discuss a coalition with 
the. Bolsh(lJliks. 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 
believ~d 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 JilQ.litically 
inexperienced Russia, voting for the first time on a universal 
franchise, and its signifi<eance in a maturer democracy would 
be false. In a ;.ature country the voters who support a 
political party df _so with the intention that the members of 

1 Very little ma~rial is yW; available upon which a "'istory of the Socialist 
Revolutionaries bet~een 1918"" and 1921 can be written. Even the ~ence at 
the trial of their lefeers in 1922~ which in any case is far from tru orthy, has 
not been published in fulL The sktch which follows is baStWI mai upon Soviet 
mat~rials, as supp~en;ented and checked bY: such me~oirs as lJaye een publis~':d. 1 
While, therefore, 1t 1s far from c~mplete, msofar as 1t deals w1 armed act1v1ty · 
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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tii!i~ party should be returned as their chosen delegates to 
g~vern in their interests. The millions of peasants who voted 
for' the socialist revolutionary lists in Novembef 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 were voting w;::w in 
any way linked with any government which "WOul( be formed 
in the future. They had learnt over the years to rega~ the 
Socialist Revolutionaries as the men wht'J championed their 
aspirations. They knew them as friends through the agri­
cultural co-operatives and the local authorities (Z,emstvet), and, 
during the war, through the manifold activiti(}l) 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 ~ich would 
give them their 1and 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 equally 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 w'Jl'Pld safeguard that iand, was as much an enemy as any 
other government official. During the civil war the peasant 
was by inclination neutral-except i• defence of his own plot 
of land. He was only driven to fight by coipulsion, whether 
in the Red Army or against it in one of the ti-Soviet armies; 
or else by exasperation, in one of the thou apds of guerrilla 
bandsNlgainst th•e Communists or a$1i.nst thi White Armies, 
and oftei\.a~ainst b.oth. As a conscious suppbrter of this or 
that politic~ relime he hardly cotPnted. 

The second reason fon the faihirt of the Socialist Revolu­
tionaries lay in the nature of the party itself. The Socialist, 

' . • • 
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Revolutionaries were in truth less a political party tha~ a 
popular, national movement. Despite the veneer of a Weste{IJ. 
European I.eft wing party which they acquired early in.sd'ie 
twentieth century, they remained in essence the Narodniki of 
the nineteenth ce~tury-a conglomeration of idealists, theorists, 
intellectuals, terrorists of all types, with little experience of 
the• Western form of parliamentary political action, and often 
less inclina~nJor 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 
politicaJ programme of action as by faith in the Russian 
people, its ~stiny, 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 it~rights, than in terms ofpoliticalleadership. 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 ~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 policy of the party leaders, or with that 
of any party organization. A second consequen~ of the 
peculiar tradition of the socialist revolutionary party was its 
lack of political skill. Jj1 their relations with the other anti­
communist partl" the Socialist Revolutionaries showed little 
tact or madera on. Above all, they had little ability to 
compromise ove any of their political aims in order to achieve 
a united anti-c~mmun~t front. • 

'I:he decisioJ of the soCialist revolutionary deput" to leave 
the Second All-Russian <l:mgress of Soviets •on November 
1917 was immediately fol~wed by a repudiation o he bolshevik 
coup d'etat. On the day "after they issued a proclamation: 

• 
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th~ seizure of power by one party alone was a 'vile and 
~iminal' betrayal. The only way to save the revolution 

"WdOl to create a new revolutionary government which all the 
country would recognize. 2 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 faile~ to 
reach agreement on the form which this ~w(\overnment 
should take, or on the military support which would i11stal it 
in power. 3 All their hopes were no~ centred upon the 
Constituent Assembly, which was due to meet inJanuary 1918. 
At their Fourth Party Congress, which met some \en days 
after the October Revolution, the Socialist ~volutionaries 
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 ablte in case of 
need, to join battle against any criminal attempt on the 
supreme will of the people'. 4 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 ':qrutral' 
-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 ~e,U.d.er military resources of the Bolsheviks. But when the 
moment came the socialist revolutionary Central Committee 
refused to allow these troops to be c~lled out. 'Not one drop 
of the people's blood must be spilt,' said Chernov. When 
the troops were told of this decision, and \~vited to parade 
without arms with the demonstrators theit\ indignation was 

• • • • 

• • 

2 Qu from Delo naroda in Ryabinsky, pp. ~4-5. \ 
3 Kras ·v, \Iol. XXIII, pp. 230-1. IL . 
4 Obvinitel i;akTyuchenie, pp. 6-7, The 'l:lolsheviks ordered the arrest of the 

socialist revolu nary leaders on 31 December 191 7. 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 childr~n?' 
one of the soldiers asked. 'They will fire on us all right, ifle 
are unarmod ... or do you want us to scuttle, like rabbfts?' 
The workers paraded without the soldiers, and unarmed. 
There were a hundred casualties from the rifles of the bolshevik 
Red Guards. 5 

S~ ended the defence of the Constituent Assembly. The 
troops whi~ad been ready to follow the socialist revolu­
tiona:.;;y 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
munistsf the other, the Semenovsky, hoodwinked them by a 
seemingly lojal resolution, and then deserted to the White 
Volunteer Army. 6 The dispersal of the Constituent Assembly 
left the Socialist Revolutionaries undecided, distracted, and 
disunited .• For 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 \heir 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. 7 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. He....Q.id. not 
conceal his contempt for parliamentary forms and made no 
pretence of allowing any.rights to minorities. 

On 14 June 19lj the Central Executive Committee resolved 
to 'exclude from ijs number the representatives ofthe Socialist 

5 B. Sokolov, 'ZaS'hthita ucjt:editel'nogo sobraniya', in 4rkhiv russkoy revo!yutsii, 
Vol. XIII, pp. 5-70J cf. Obvznitel'noe zak!yuchenie, pp. 1-14, which i sed on 
the evidence of the ~negades, P:fevsky and Semenov, and is to m the same 
effect. For the demonstration, see iakitnikova, pp. 40-2. ._nd . Chernov, 
Pered bur~y, pp. 356-60. 

6 Semenov, pp. 22-3. • 
7 Protoko!y .. VTSIK IV, p. 38. The Communists (141) and Left Socialist 

Revolutionaries (48) had an overwhelming n;ajority on this body. 
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~~. olutionary Party (right and centre) and of the Mensheviks, 
~d likewise to propose to all Soviets of Workers', Soldiers' 
a~~ Peasants' deputies to banish representati•es 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 country• in 
alliance with counter-revolutionaries on the~, 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 expla~ing the 
resolution the communist Sosnovsky argued thit 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, wor:I. 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 t{larties, 
opposed the decree on the ground that the proper cours.e was 
not expulsion, but a 'hard, straight, and clear line of Soviet 
policy'. 8 

The reason assigned for the expulsion of the two socialist 
parties, though unjustified so far as concerned the Mensheviks9 

(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 
cha'B.¥ ... in the policy of their Central Committee on the 
question of forcible action against the Communists. In April 
1918 jt resolved that the Soviet ge>vernment had 'betrayed 
democracy, Russia, the Revolution, and thec,nternational, and 
that it must be and shall be overthrown'. Jhe Central Com­
mittee no longer, as hitherto, emphasized,that the struggle 
must ke an open, mass character~ !md m1vt in no circum­
stances in the form of an underground &nspiracy.10 At 

• • 8 Lozovsk who had ·been expelled from the communist party some months 
before and no headed a small group, the Soci"!Hist Labour Party of International­
ists, also protested in a vigorous speech .. Protokoly VTSIK IV, pp. 422 et seq. 

9 See Chapter XI. , lO Obvinitel'noe zaklyucheJzie, pp. 15'-17 • 
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a party conference, held secretly, on 26 May 1918, ~h~ 
Socialist Revolutionaries further resolved to 'accept Alli#J. 
assistance ir1 the war against Germany ... on condition mat 
Russia's territorial integrity and political sovereignty will not 
be violated ... .' 11 It is not clear what plan the party 
evolved in order to implement these decisions, but it would 
app~Jar that their intentions were long term rather than short 
term, and c~d on Siberia and on the Volga district, which 
were J>Ocialist revolutionary strongholds.13 But whatever 
their plans may havt! been events which were happening while 
their May conference was in session decided their future action. 

Thus .the leaders of the socialist revolutionary party, who 
were not pre:teared 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 
conspi1¥!cy, terror, and underground war against the new 
tyranny. Throughout the civil war individual Socialist Revolu­
tionaries were to be found participating 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. 13 Another lone fighter was Boris 

11 Bunyan, pp. 185-7. . 
1 2 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 wi'l'!i~,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. 

13 Lenin's assailant is invarialtly described by socialist revolutionary; writers 
as Dora, and by the ~cheka as Fanny. At the trial of the Socialist Revolu­
tionaries in 1922 theitfCentral Committee was accused of complicity in this 
attempt, which it denifd then, as at the time. The evidence of this complicity 
was mostly hearsay, aWl the evidence of renegades at that, and in parts a little 
fanciful-for examplj:e! ,J£hat thetlmllets used had been treated with curare (arrow 
poison)-see Obvinite oe zaklyucheg,ie, pp. 91-7, for a summary. A f/!1 version 
of the evidence will e found in Pravda, 16 July, 20 July, and 2 I July · 22 (pp. 4, 
3, and 3, respectively); this versiort mostly omits the crosseexamir. tion by the 
defence. The curare story, inci1(ntally, which is based on the fvidence of the 
renegade Semenov at the trial, is not to be found in a book def!ing with these 
events which was published by him a short time before the trial. It is possible 
that some membern of the Central Committee may ha':'e known that plots of 
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S""inkov, who had already broken with the socialist revolu- 1 
.~onary party before the revolution in September 1917, when 
~was expelled for his support of General Kor11ilov. Early 
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 org,:lllization, the forces of ~hich 
never amounted to more than a few hun~ planned a 
number of risings in the summer of 1918, in Yaroslavl', RJ'binsk, 
Murom, Kazan', Kaluga, and Vladimir. None of them 
achieved any success. Savinkov himself escaped from the 
Communists, first to Kazan', then to Paris, and ~rew his 
energies into enlisting Allied aid against the ~oviet regime. 
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 S~viet 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 w~ 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 
fev.~ys 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 £W: the end of the previous 
year, in Paris, he had published a novel Jull of bitter disil­
lusionment with his struggle. He died iA prison, allegedly 
by his own hand. 1

" ~' 
assassi~'on were aloot-see e.g. V. Zenzino: (ed.), ~osudarstvem!)!y perevorot 
admirala · chaka, pp. 152-3-but, since they•could hardi have been expected 
to inform tH Vechekl! of them, it is difficult 1f see what they could do about them. 

14 See Savi\kov, Bor'ba s bol'shevikami, and the Epilogue to his Memoirs of a 
Terrorist, by J'l'eph Shaplen. The novel, K~' voronoy (the Black Horse of the 
Apocalypse) was published by him under the pseudonym Ropshin. For the 
stenogram of his trial see Boris Savinkov etc. There is also some information on 

• . . .. 
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, While the Socialist Revolutionaries were still engaged ~n 
confere~ce in May 1918, the first shots were fired in t~e civ~ 
war whtch was to last for two and a half years. H1the,ro 
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 advance in the Ukraine 
in Afril and early May. From now on the campaign began 
in earnest. ~ing the war against the Central Powers the 
leaders of the future Czechoslovakia had been allowed to 
recruit • a legion of <A:echs 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 1nd 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 ~spicions. 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 
culminl$ted in open revolt when the latter ordered the Czechs 
to disarm. The Communists were unprepared, and as yet 
virtually 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 8June. 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 troQ.p~ad 
already been landed at Vladivostok early in April, but had 
taken no part in hostilitie~ and there was a small British force 
at Murmansk. Ojl 2 August. an Allied force occupie~ Arch­
angel. Shortly after the Russian Volunteer Army, whtch had 
been forming in .. t}le first half of 1918 under General Denikin, 
captured EkateriJodar a4l.d Novorossiysk. • 

the Union for the Defence of th; Jfttherland and Freedone in Krc4 kniga, 
pp. 1 et seq. The communist counter-intelligence had apparently successfully 
penetrated Savinkov's organizati~ in Warsaw for some time beJore his move­
ment was routed in 1924-see an article entitled 'Trest' by R. f.rraga, in Voz­
rozhdenie, Jan./Feb. )950, at pp. 121-2. 
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'fhe Czech offensive won 'the immediate support of the 
I Socialist Revolutionaries. They had made no contact with 

~kin's Russian Volunteer Army, nor indeed v.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 nic~, viewea all 
Socialist Revolutionaries however moderate as no different from 
Communists. The Czechs, on the other h.and, were de~ocrats 
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 misgivings at the 
thought of foreign troops on Russian soil. H~nce whatever 
the Socialist Revolutionaries' plan of action may have been in 
May, the rapid Czech success led to its abandon~nt. 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 ofits own to fight the Communists. At Omsk, si~ilarly, 
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 formi~g a coalition Regional Government of the Urals with 
the liadety, the Populist Socialists, and some Mensheviks. 

The Archangel government was isolated and depended for 
survival on the support of the Allied•militar.: force, which was 
insufficient to withstand the Red Army when it eventually 
passed over to the assault. The other goverrents controlled 
vital areas in th~heart of· Russia and tlispose of a substantial 
military~rce, the nucleus of which~ the Cze h Army Corps, 
was reinforced ~y Russian units re~uited in the areas occupied 
by them. l3ut the democratic gderernments perished, from 
internal dissensions and contradictions long before the entire 

• 
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territory held by them was reconquered by the Red Ar~y. 
\ Of the three governments concerned, the only one in which 

Socialist Re.voiutionaries predominated was that at Samyt 
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 Its political_ platform. By its radical doctrines on the 
subject of the land, which it declared 'irrevocably ... the 
proper'y of the pe<:~ple' Komuch. alienated· the landlords; its 
uncompromising insistence on the authority of the dispersed 
Constituent Assembly antagonized the Kadety; while its 
demandt for democracy in the army and its natural incom­
patibility witt the officers soon led to serious conflicts. 15 

Its political inexperience was manifested in its failure to sub­
ordinate th~ 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 j 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. 16 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 Ekaterinburg 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 thr~e weeks 
Izhevsk had rallied to its side a peasant and worker 'armf of 
25,000, which grew to 30;,,000 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 

16 For a declaratio!n f poli'i)' by Komuch, dated 24 July 1918, gee Bunyan, 
pp. 283-5. A pictur"' -of the S§mara government can best.-be obtained by con­
trasting Maislcy (an ac unt by the.menshevik member, who subsequen~became 
a Communist) and Klimushkin (an acllount by a socialist revolutiona~ember). 

18 The socialist bloc obtained abo\ft half the votes in Sama!a, and rather more 
than !JJ.alf in Orenburg-Maisky, a, 145. Of the army of 120,00jl recruited by,, 
1 September 1918 only 10,000 were volunteers. Its morale wJs appalling­
Klimushkin, pp. 82-9. 
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th~sand square versts, and a population of 700-800,000. The 
insurgents were headed by a committee, which declared its 
ad\frence to Komuch. It is notable that this cqp1mittee, 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. .;Ibis insur~ent 
army continued to fight the Communists under various banners 
long after Komuch had ceased to exist. i..emnants of it were 
fighting to the last until the evacuation ofVladivostok in 1922.17 

In contrast to the government at Samara, the government 
at Omsk soon became socialist in little more than nam•e. The 
socialist revolutionary Commissariat, set up on •go May, was . 
within a month succeeded by the mainly right wing Provisional 
Government of Western Siberia, headed by P. ¥ologodsky. 
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 s~cialist 
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 
constant}¥ exacerbated by the inability of the army officers 
and""drthe 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 a~ain on 20 August 
1918, but achieved nothing. However, a conference which 
met at Ufa on 8 September was successful to the extent 
of reaching agrocment on the settin~ up .\ ... an All-Russian 
Provisi~l Government. • ~, 

17 For· an accounf of these events seeN~ Sapozhnikov 'Izhevsko-Votkinskoe 
vosstanie', in Pr.oletarskaya revoryutsfya, no. 8-9 @11-2), 1924, pp. 5-42. There is 
also an accounl in .(arya, nos. 3 and 4, 1923, by a right-wing m~nshevik par­
ticipant, I.Upovalov. See also Varneck and f!isher, p. 255 . 
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Some hundred and fifty delegates attended the Ufa Celh-
\ ference, of whom nearly half were Socialist Revolutionaries. 

The various. anti-communist governments were represent;d; 
a number of national governments which had sprung up, ruch 
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, 
tholfgh acti19g in defiance of the official policy of their party, 
claimed to represent it. 18 . The socialist revolutionary dele­
gates ~ere 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 
governrrfent 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 suppo~ed 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 ,tive was 
formed. As originally constituted it consisted of Avkseiftiev, 
Astrov, a leading Kadet, the veteran Chaykovsky, a compara­
tively moderate geperal ~oldyrev, and Vologodsky, the head . 
of the Siberian Provisional Government. It was to exercise 
sovereignty until :t,he Constituent Assembly could be convened 
early in 1919. I/s taskslwere to build up an :itrmy to continue 
the fight against f>oth Ger:rflany and the Communists, t?f'restore • • 

18 Maisky, with the support of~me members of the local mensbevik organiza­
tion, had joined Komuch. He and his supporters were expelled frorrl the menshevik 
party-see Chapter. XI. 
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o~der, to maintain civil liberties, and to promote fair labour 
legislation. The land was to be left to its de facto holders until 1 

t~ Constituent Assembly could ultimately deciele what was 
to be done about it. 19 

The pirectorate 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, Komuch had lost most of its territory to 
the Red Army (Samara was captured Oil 8 October) ~nd 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. While tht: unifica­
tion conference was still in session the more reacti~nary members 
of this Siberian government had gained the upper hand. 
With the support of the army they had forcibly ~issolved 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 exasper~tion 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 Kornuclz, they had never 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 
al~ia.lists, 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 jlOt far behind the 
military in its intransigent attitude to the Ufa compromise. 
Chernov, the leader of the party, who had ~t been present at 
the conference,• but who belonged •to th ·left wing, soon 
showe~is opi~on of the new All;Russian Pr visional Govern-

19 The pro~edings of the U fa Conference Ire reprinted in Russkiy istoricheskiy 
arkhiv. See a!~ an illuminating article byV. L. Utgof, 'Ufimskoe gosudarstvennoe 
soveshchanie 1918 gada', in Byloe, no. 16, 1921, p. 15; and Bf41!)1an, pp. 339-56 . 
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ment by remaining seated when the rest of the audience stc;od 
at a public meeting convened to celebrate its formation, 20 

Within a ruonth . the socialist revolutionary Central ,9om­
mittee had repudiated the All-Russian Provisional Gove;nment. 
It complained of the government's weakness in de~ng with 
the Siberian government, and ordered the mobilization and 
military training of all party forces 'in order to be able to 
wiThstand ~t any moment the attacks of counter-revolutionists 
who ~rganize civil war in the rear of the anti-bolshevik front'. 21 

Some three weeks l:!ter, 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 a. member of the Directorate as the replacement for 
Chaykovsky) left Russia and established thems~lves in Paris. 
Here they formed a group which endeavoured to enlist Allied 
support for more determined military intervention against the 
ComJllunists. 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 ofthe 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 continu8d t~esist 
the advance of the Red Army. In the interior of Siberia 

• 20 See a letter of 3le October 1919 from Avksentiev to members of his party, 
intercepted by the Communists, and reprinted in Proletarskaya revo?J!uts!Ja, no. l, 
1921, pp. 116-17. 

21 The text of the resolution is reprinted in Bunyan, pp. 362-5. According to 
Chernov, his draft 'tthis retflution was toned down by~is colleagues-see his 
Pered buri!JI, p. 389. f1 he Socialist Revolutionaries in the D1rectorate voted against 
this resolution, and were prep:re~ to order a legal investigation -~nd to take 
action against the party if the irlvestigation warranted ._see Zenzinov, Gos. 
perevorot, pp. 172, 192-3. It is joubtful if more than half of the members of the 
p::rty present when the resolution was voted supported the polif expressed in it. 
ibid., pp. 68-9. 

22 See Avksentit:v's letter in Proletarskaya revo?J!uts!Ja, toe. eft. 
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so~e attempt was apparently made to organize a force for 
the overthrow of Kolchak.23 
B~ before long the Communists succeeded in dividing the 

party. ·,Early in 1919 they approached the Socialist Revolu­
tionaries"yhrough some Left Socialist Revolutionaries with a 
proposal for reconciliation. They were successful in persuad­
ing a significant number of socialist revolutionary leaders, • though not Chernov, that now that Germany wl:fs defeated, 
and hence the main cause of disagreement, the peace of ~rest­
Litovsk, had been removed, there was evt:ry prospect of col­
laboration with the Communists on the basis of a joint effort to 
defeat Kolchak. A number of leading Socialist Rev~lution­
aries, including Vol'sky, Rakitnikov, Burevoy, Shg1elev, 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•ut 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'. 24 On 8 February a conference of the SQcialist 
revolutionary organization in Petrograd likewise renounced 
armed struggle against the Soviet regime. 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 
reso~es •of democracy and the growing might of counter­
revolution, would only play into the hands of reaction. It 
also rejected any further attempts at Cqf!lition with the bourgeois 
parties, and called for open political activity, without however 
indicating how, in Soviet constitutional conditions of 1919, a 
socialist party was to carry out such aqivity. \~The conference 
appears to have ?!ad some doubts on -lhe qu~tion itself, since 
its resoh~tion di~ not 'consider itt possible to put up party 

23 V. Cherno'tr Mes Tribulations, p. 18. I 
24 Cumming an! Pettit, p. :301, where the declaration by the group against inter-

vention is also reprinted. . • -. . . 
• • 
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candidates fur elections to the soviets until the voices of all 
workers' parties are given the legal right to be heard'. 25 

As a r~ult of this resolution, on 25 February 1919 the 
Central Executive Committee revoked its decree of ~~lsion 
of 14 June 1918 in favour of those Socialist Revo~?naries 
who accepted Vol'sky's policy. This legalization made next 
to no difference in practice. For nine days, from 20 March 
1~9 to 28•March 1919, the newly-legalized party was allowed 
to publish· Delo Naroda, one of the socialist revolutionary 
orga~s 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. 
Per hal'-> the only result of the legalization was that once again 
isolated Soctalist Revolutionaries appeared in the composition 
of the next few Congresses of Soviets, though they were seldom 
allowed t~ 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 'i 'consultative voice' only. Vol' sky, for example, was thus 
allowed to speak at the Seventh Congress in December 1919. 26 

But outright capitulation did not represent the policy of the 
whole party. Many of the illegal organizations in existence 
in Russia 27 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 April1919 that armed struggle 
had only been given up for lack of resources to cqp.tinue the . , .. 
fight on two fronts, that the 'best champiOn of counter-revolu-
tion is the bolshevik system itself', and that when the people 
'inevitably' r.ose jtgainst 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, 

25 Obvinitel'noe z'/lyuchenie,• Pf· 35-6. See also Chefnov, Mes Tribulations, 
pp. 21-37. 

2 6 For his speech, see Vs . .ryezA VII, pp. 68-71. For ihe popularity of the 
shortlived Delo Naroda among tl;i.e workers see Chernov, Pered burry, p. 406. 

27 There was a wide networ!!' of illegal organizations still in lxistence in June 
1919 when the Ninth Party Conference met-see PSR IX sovet, I'P· 3-4. 

2a Obvinitel'noe {.aklyuchenie, p .. 37. 
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wh\:h took place illegally in Moscow between 18 iand 20 June 
1919, condemned both the pro~communist Vol'sky group, and ~ 
the 12ro-allied group headed by Avksentiev in P..,ris. Two 
members of Vol'sky~s group, who were also members of the 
Centra~ommittee, Burevoy and Rakitnikov, then resigned, 
and the gn:mp 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 llolshevile;'. 
The Central Committee thereupon voted to disband Vol'sky's 
group, as a result of which Vol' sky and hi~~o supporters lett the 
party on 30 October 1919. 29 

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 commu~st regime 
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 di;ected 
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'. 30 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 
sign<;!- for .,a more decisive form of struggle to win back the 
rights of which the peasants have been deprived'. a1 Such 
evidence as there is, which is mostly from Soviet sources, does 
not suggest that the socialist revolutiotary t>aety ever exercised 
any significant influence over the extensive peasant risings 
which characterized the first few years of th(~ Soviet state. 
No doubt many individual Socialist ~efolutio~ries continued 

2 9 Obvinitel'noe ::;akly?Jchenie, pp. 38-9. f 
ao This part of the resolution may be contrasted with the usual assertion by 

Communist and pro-Communist writers, thai the Socialist Revolutionaries 
championed the \Iterest of the 'Kulaks'. 

ax PSR IX sovet, pp. 9-23. 
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t<;> join what a .. ti-communist fighting there was, and disregard~ 
\

the scruples o\''their party. But the policy of the party as 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 satisf~d that 
it did not assist counter-revolution. On 13 May+~J.920 the 
Central Committee reiterated that the policy of the party was 
to ~rganize ..,mage discontent into a universal protest against 
the Communists which would take the form of a demand for 
a refe~endum. Thi~t 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 'ieade~ship, in view of the rising tide of peasant revolt 
throughout the country. The Conference was,,however, only 
prepared to commit itself to the extent that it foresaw 'the 
inevitable r•newal by the' party of armed struggle against the 
bolshevik power' now that the liquidation of Denikin had 
removed the fear of counter-revolution. 32 Thereafter the 
party did apparently give some support to peasant risings, 
but, as the Central Committee later explained, only where it 

4! 
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-

,~-v--·~-·#-"" 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 suppor~ a 
particular rising which had. been planned, replied: 'It looks 
as if we shall have to act on our own. But in that case you 

• had better look ouj too, when. we get to Tambov we'll bump 
you off with the rest of them!' 33 

The current picture of the Socialist Revolutionaries as 
opponents of thf/Sovietl regime by force of ~ms throughout 
the civil war is at most a• \alf-truth, and a misleading over­

, 
32 Obvinitel'noe zaklyuchenie, pp. 4(-3; Revolyutsionnaya Rossiya~ no. I, 25 December 

1920, pp. 31-2. 
33 Obvinitel'noe zaklyuchenie, p. 44. For socialist revolutionary,policy, as laid 

down at the end of,l921, see RevolyutsionnCf)la Rossiya, no. II, 1921, pp. 2-7. 
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simplification. Their support of armed struggt was neith~r 
resolute, continuous nor unqualified. They rer. ained faithful/ 
ac rding to their lights to their Narodnik tradiiions. They 

ed to believe that the overthrow of communism must 
the act of the people itself, by the 'people's verdict'. 

Above a , they were throughout restrained in their activity 
by the fear lest in opposing the Communists they should 
unwittingly help to put a reactionary dictatorshiJ' into po~er. 

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-revolutio~ whom • 
they had been constrained to destroy. It was ;ith this object 
that a trial of some leaders of the socialist revolutionary party 
was held in June 1922. The intention to hold t~is 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 SeconcJ. 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 J unc and 25 July 
1922. The three judges, with G. Pyatakov presiding, were al.L~;,.,.-~ 
communist party members of long standing. The defendants 
were divided into two groups; one group headed by Gots, 
Gendcl'man, and Timofecv, consisted of those leading Socialist 
Revolutionaries whom the Communists held in captivity, 
in<;ludin2 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, co~1sted of a number 
of renegades from the party, or of Socialist Revolutionaries 
who had long made their peace with Jhe Communists. Their 
'defence' was ~nductcd by Bukharfn, anc\·by several pro­
communists, including Sadoul. e1'he leading members of 
Vol'sky's group~ including Vol'sky himself, were stated to have 
been amn1tied and were exempfed from trial. 34 Of the 

3 4 Obvinitel' noe t;aklyuchenie, p. 107 . 
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two groups,\only the first was genuinely on trial. 'f::i.e 

\

members of he second group, and their defending counsel, 
vied throu!Jhout the trial with the prosecution to incriminate 
both themselves, or their clients, and the members of thf first 
group. 35 

.. ··· 

Within the limits of a trial in which the elementaq~:principles 
ofnaturaljustice were not observed, the real defendants, aided 
b"/ their c<!mnsel, endeavoured to defend themselves against 
the charges. Murav'ev, in particular, fought for his clients 
with 'Spirit and considerable 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. Tire occasion of their departure was an organized 
demonstration which took place in the court and demanded 
the convicW.on 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. 
MuraJ"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 in 
defence of it.' 36 

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 Denikin!s Ru~sian 
Volunteer Army. The evidence adduced was that of a 
number of renegade Socialist Revolutionaries. Quite apart 
from the unreliab~ natu:e of such evidence (and it is significant 

35 The fullest report of the trial which has been published is the incomplete 
account of the procG<Jlings in fravda of 8 June to 25 July 1922. A summary of the 
evidence is containe\f in the long Act of Indictment dra~ up at the end of the 
trial (Obvinitel'noe zaklyuchenie). Vje of the many protests by Vandervelde related 
to the refusal of the Court to honolr a promise made by B~tkharin in Berlin that 
the defence would be allowed to~ake its own shorthand record of the proceedings 
-Pravda, 15 June 1922, p. 3. The official stenogram was apparently never 
published. · f 

36 Pravda, 24 Jqne 1922, p. 3. 
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t~ the cross-examination of these witnesses waf.for the most 
part omitted from the published press reports o_· the trial), it/. 
cannot be said that the prosecution achieved its oJvject. The 
def~ nts did not deny that they had engaged in open armed 
struggl gainst the communist regime 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 ~ve 
their support to spontaneous peasant revolts against the 
injustices of Soviet rule. 3 7 The pictut>e which etrrerged 
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 ~ole 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 o•ganization 
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 promise made in Berlin. Since none 
of the defendants has ever been heard of again, alive or dead, 38 

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 
Bol:ilieviks as usurpers, as betrayers of socialism, and as tyrants. 
But the other half saw the communist state as something, 
which, however distorted, was of tire Rus~an 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 ~as to wait until the s~ontan~us wrath ofthe 
people should ri;e to sweep away evflat was evil, though pre-

37 See· the opening speech of Timofeev in PraJia, i I June 1922, p. 3. 
38 For a repor' that Gots and Gendel'man were alive in 1939, see Sots. vestnik, 

1950, no. 10, p. 199. 
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and his followers decided, against only one dissenting vote, to 
reunite with :he rest of the party. 1 The majority now led by 
him and ~; 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 suppQft of foreign 
intervention~ A minority, led by Lieber, favoured some under­
stthding wittt rhe Allied Powers, but this difference of view did 
not prevent a greater measure of agreement on policy at a 
menshevik conferenl!e held in May 1918 than probably ever 
before in the party. Resolutions were adopted denouncing 
intervention and demanding the recall of the Constituent 
Assembfy and independent, freely elected soviets. 2 In the 
following De~ember a further party. conference made one im­
portant modification in policy: the demand for recall of the 
Constituenl!t Assembly was now dropped, on the grounds that 
it had become a slogan which could be exploited by the forces 
of counter-revolution. 3 

The influence of the Mensheviks in the country had sunk 
to insiinificance 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 working class were nowbehind 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 19la through­
out Russia, arrests, military dispersal, even shootings followNl 
whenever Mensheviks succeedP.rl '" ···=-~ · 
suhst<>n+;~ 1 --
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Many of our comrades in the provinces are arrested, then 
released, then once again arrested. . . . In Saratov. the news­
paper The Proletarian's Word has been closed do,vll,- in case it 
should be used for counter-revolutionary articles. In Tula the 
menshevik newspaper is constantly changing its name.'. . . ln 
Tambov the Soviet has been declared dispersed for ever . . . 
In Yarostavl' the Soviet is dispersed . . . In .Tambov the 
Postal and Telegraph Congress has been dispersed, and .he 
delegates told to leave in forty-eight hours. 4 • 

In March 1918 even Martov, whose int&grity no Com~unist 
ever dared to challenge, had found himself on trial before 
one of the ne1vly set up press tribunals. He had accused 
Stalin in his paper Vpered of raising funds for the B~sheviks 
before the revolution by armed hold-ups in Bakl!, and alleged 
that he had therefore been expelled from the social democratic 
party. The trial came to a hurried and incon~usive 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 n!atter. 5 

On 14 June 1918 the Mensheviks, along with the Socialist 
Revolutionaries, were expelled from the Central Executive 
Committee. 6 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 ga;:,eta, had been closed 

- "ho.,. 1 q 1 7 by the Military Revolutionary 
• vM •• ,., l11ch. which 
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Prodovol' stvennoe delo, and Strakhovanie rabochikh. A few 
periodicals a.;ppeared sporadically up to the spring of 1919, 
most, ifnofall of them, in the territories occupied by the White 
Armies;. and the Moscow Printers' Union, which remained 
menshevik in majority until its forcible dispersal, published a 
journal until April 1919. 7 Otherwise the Menshl:viks had to 
rely on illeg"ally han.dprinted news-sheets which they succeeded 
w1'th consid~rable skill in distributing widely. 

When on 14 June 1918 the Mensheviks in company with 
the S~cialist Revoll!tionaries were expelled from the Central 
Executive Committee, the reason alleged was that they, in 
common with the Socialist Revolutionaries, had been guilty of 
foment~ng risings on the Don and in Siberia. Henceforward 
this charge ~f violent opposition would be made again and 
again, and the Communists, from Lenin downwards, con­
stantly asst!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. 8 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 .menshevik 
party conference in December 1918, several local party 
organizations, whose members had advocated either co­
operation with th~ Kade~ 'and the Socialist Revolutionaries, or 

7 Gaz~ta pech~tni~ov, from B lfecember 1918 until the end of Aprill919. Oth 
menshev1k pubhcati~ns were: Mysl', a weekly appearing inK~ r~"U' 
to July 1919; Gryadushchiy den', ofw.hirh tm~ : .... -- ••• · 
; ...... A-l--- ~ -- -
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S1.fpport of Allied intervention, were condemned. Among 
these was the Samara local menshevik organiza~on, some of 
whose members supported Maisky's adherence to ~e Samara 
government. The conference also instructed the Central 
Committee to use its powers to expel individuals and organi~ 
zations for swch deviations from party policy. 9 The expulsion 
of Maisky, followed by a refusal to reconsider the decision, 
showed that the Central Committee, though fl.ever ove\­
anxious to use disciplinary measures, did make use of its p~wers. 

To the general campaign of anti-menshe\'ik 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 ~ct f;iled 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 tJial 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. 10 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 menshevi\ in s~mpathy, and the 
13olsheviks, to pacify them, promise<i a local trial alleging 

11latl()r'~· -~th Denikin in the Ukraine .• No such local 
• , 

1 
,_ __ ... :~ ;-h,.. manner usual after such mass 
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sentenced by the security authorities without trial. It was only 
in April 1'921 that seven members of the Committee were 
brought tQtlrfublic 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 e~ch sentenced 
to five year!S. The circumstances of the trial alone leave little 
d~ubt of t~e fact that the charge was trumped up. The 
charge and the evidence adduced were never published. The 
few lTnes 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~l' had shown up their 'treachery to the working class 
and their c~mplete solidarity with the bourgeoisie' .11 If the 
charge against them was collaboration with Denikin during his 
occupatio:te 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 n~t hesitate to criticize the Communists and their methods 
in their party press.l 2 The Georgian Mensheviks had, it is 
true, invited the intervention of the Allied Powers in order 
to resist intervention by the Bolshev~ks. 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 aflti-cofmunist activity was manifestly false, 
~!though co~stantly 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 which 1he Menshev 

·~ I d' • ' ,. voc11erous y 1sapproved as an attempt to spread commun-
11 b;vestiya, 24 Aprill921; st!s. vestnik, I February 1921 · 4 May 1921 · 20 

1921; 5June 1921; 3 April 1922. ' ' 
12 Kolesnikov, pp. I 71 et seq. 
13 Partiynoe soueshchrwi , 25-8. 
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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 tlte•enemies of 
Soviet power been true, they could not have been retained in 
these positions. The Mensheviks in vain challenged the Com­
munists at t~is 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 mensllevik pa~y 
was not 'counter-revolutionary' is the fact that it was allowed 
some semblance of political activity throughout the civif 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 trfie, one 
could surely have expected the position to have b~en reversed. 

The officially illegal existence of the Mensheviks did not 
continue for long after the decree of 14 June 19tl8, 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 arrest by • the security authorities with little or no reason assigned. 14 

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 \IP their minds whether to support the Communists 
or not.1s 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 ~em ir\ October, known 
as the October Theses. In these Theies they recognized that 
\e October ~olution 'rep:esents an lhist?ricaJ. necessity' and 

'ected 'any forrr, of political co-operatiOn with the classes 
i.ch are hostile to democracy'.' At the same time, they 
~anded abolition of the communi~ methods of terror; and 
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, for t~e Red Army in its operations.16 

·in fact differencti! between these theses and 
poil.cyep~rsued bythe party since the spring of 1918, and 

1t 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 tht;, remnants of 
faith in the"Value offree discussion which certain sections of the 
c8mmunist4Jarty retained for some years. But it may also have 
owed something to the hope that, in the circumstances of civil 
war, •national unit~ 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 
Communitts had led to the closing of his paper .Novaya Zhi;:,n' 
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, ~xemplified 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. 17 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. 18 But the arrests, which were 
in. most instances only temporary, did not destroy the party 
machine. There were, however, many defections to the 

' .~ . 16 Lenin, Vol. XXIV, p. 76Dr But see also Martov, 'Liniya sotsial demokrata', 
in Vaprosy sotsial-demokraticheskOJi palitiki, vypusk I, pp. 5-7. 

17 l<.vestiya Ts. K., no. !, ~ May 1919, quoted in Protokoly VIIJ. pp. 473-' 
cf. an order by the•Vecheka, printe~ in Izvestiya for I March '*9, that in view 

; the fact that the Mensheviks and L ft Socialist Revoluti~aries were disorgani: 
the <i\rmy, industry and transpo!t y their activities, they would be arrested 
. as hostages 'whose fate Wljlld depend on the conduct of both these par 

. • See Otchety, pp. 4-5. (Hbnically enough, as the Communists the1w 
. . it was the Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries who were 

' for the overthrow of Kolchak's government-see Varneck and 

• 
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Communists by Mensheviks to whom the prospect of 
resistance seemed hopeless,· or to whom unity in face of 
common enemy during the civil war appeared mo\-<' important· 
than any political differences. 19 It was such considerations·· 
which eventually decided a majority of the Jewish Social 
Democratic flund to fuse with the Communists in April 1920. 20 

But the menshe-vl.k organization as a whole sarvived the · 
repressions of 1919 and 1920, and struggled on ~ a consti~-
tional opposition. · 

The popularity of the Mensheviks among the wo~kers, 
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 •an workers' 
parties. Their obviously justified criticism of the repeated 
failure of any attempt to observe the provisions of tlte constitu­
tion was a constant embarrassment 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",' 21 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 juri1ictiod of the latter over 
all complaints regarding the actions ff officials; abolition of 

19 By Le'ci.n's ~ial instructions those ~ensheviks who•did join. the Co~­
nists were the first tOISuffer during the gre,i;\t purge of the communiSt party m 
autumn of 1921. See Lenin, Vol. XXVI~ t'P· 12-13. 
'The fusion did not in fact take place until W:arch 1921. The Bund made a 
effort to preserve its autonomous organi:z::flion, resolutely resisted by the 

1.unists. Ultimately the Bund yielded to an 'arbitral award' by the Com-
International, which decided on its dissolution. · 

sye;;d VI" p. 75; and pp. 56-73 for Martov'.s formidable i·r ldic:tml=nt. 
~ _.. \ 



• 

' THE LEGAL OPPOSITION: T.HE MENSHEVIKS 199 

the death penalty and of all organs of investigation and 
administrative punishme~t, such as the Cheka. 22 The exten­
sion of the rfg"hts of free speech, indeed of any rights, to persons 
who did not fall w-ithin the category of workers, was not part 
of menshevik policy, at any rate for the immediate future. 
According to their view, 'the new labour demOCjacy is the 
democracy of those who take part in public pmductive labour. 
Tl1trefore, tl4e complete or partial forfeiture of civil rights by 
social iroups outside this labou: democracy (i.e. ou~side pu?Iic 
productive labour) does not vwlate the democratic prme1ple 
of class dictatorship.' 23 In economic policy the Mensheviks 
advocated a series of measures almost indistinguishable from 
the Ne"" Economic Policy to which Lenin turned in the spring 
of 1921 in a :udden effort to avert the collapse of communist 
rule. The manifesto demanded the 'retention in the hands 
of the gov•rnment 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 
undertakings; the securing to the peasants of their lands; the 
buildi;g up of a system offood supply on the ba'sis 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 Governme~t'. 24 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 ~~barra:ted bJ this offer of help. At the centre, 
the authontles were reluJtant to encourage a campaign which 

22 Summary by Martov in 'Nasht Platforma', Sots. vestnikf""'' Oc~er 1922 
pp. 3-8. See also Vardin, in Za PY~i_ let, pp. 46 ff. For itle menshevik criticise 
of the atrophy of the Central Exe<!utlve Committee, which played little part aft 
191~, as wei~ as the atrophy of. t\e provincial soviets, and of the development 
an ur~spons1ble bureaucracy mto a s,tate within the state, see their propc 
res~lutwns and speeches at the Seventh and Eighth Soviet Congresses, passim 

::Theses. adopted on 10 April 1920, reprinted in B.L.D. Report, pp. 73-9. 
Humamtl, 5 March 1919; quote_~_ in Cumming and Pettit, p. 30i note . 

.. 
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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 fr~m the usual 
arrests to tolerant indifference. 25 

In the course of 1920 the Mensheviks extended their criticism 
to commu~st 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 .-evolutiooory 
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 t~ Third 
International, that of 'standing outside the cot.trol of inter- • 
national socialism' in its foreign policy. In the autumn of 
1920, by which time he was a very sick man, h~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. f!e 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 fnd li\>erals. 26 It wa~ a 
telling attack, likely to find ready resa:'onse among ~e gro~ng 
radic~p~tion inside the ranks of the CoiJlmurusts outside 
md inside Russ~. But Marta" did not return, and there 
rere few, if any, among the r~maining menshevik leaders 
25 Martov, Voprosy sotsial-demokraticheskqy_potz!ki, ryP_usk l,,pas~im. .. . 

6 For Martov's speech at the Halle Congress see h1s Bol shemZ'fl! v Rossn, wh1~h' 
reprint of it. For his criticism of Soviet policy in Poland m May 1920 1~ 
1oscow S~viet, see Sten. mask. soveta, no. p.]S. , 
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inside the country '11/ho had his qualities. Years of ridicule 
had not been successful in discrediting his personal reputation 

· for integrit~ • 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 
Sotsialisticheskiy vestni:k as the central organ of tile Russian 
Social Democratic Party. Its numerous contacts all over 
R~sia enablfili it to give a full picture of the fate ofmenshevism 
inside the country. The issues of the paper, freely introduced, 
in spife of occasion.e:tl confiscation, were widely circulated 
inside Russia and helped to take the place of the party press 
which no longer existed. 2 7 

Throllghout 1919 and 1920 menshevik influence grew 
• steadily in the •trade unions. The six million or more members 

of the trade unions represented in 1920 the great bulk of the 
Russian ind•strial 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 same time advocated radical socialist measures, gained at 
the expense of the Communists. It is not possible for lack of 
data to estimate with any acc1.1racy 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 ptlncipf _of workers' democr~cy' in that it 
defended the fundamentll mterests of the workmg class 'even 
during a period .of a temporary wavering in its ~o~s In 
spite of all the Communists' ¥orts to counter~t their influencf 
the Mensheviks still managed to return quite a considerah 

' 27 As Lenin said of Martov, who l.vas then his neighbour in exil~ in a 1' 
of 8 March 1898, 'Fortunately the lad is not one to lose heart.' ' 

~ 8 Protokoly 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!lla impenitent 
Lozovsky, they gathered 67 votes as against 430 for their 
opposition resolutions demanding trade union independence 
from com!Jlunist control. Lozovsky's outspoken criticism of 
the activities of the communist cells throughout ihe country in 
stifling free union activity was shouted down. 29 .At the Tltird 
All Russian Trade Union Congress in April 1920, the Men­
sheviks and their supporters now only !lil.lmbered 70, ~ut 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 -rowerful 
printers' union, and according to one of the tlelegates, Ber, • 
in three of the other principal national unions-the metal­
workers', the chemical workers' and the textile workers'. 30 

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. 31 

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 ~orking classes in the organization and direction of 
industry, through freely elected trade union representatives. 32 

The communist campaign agains\ the "-1ensheviks had to. 
proceed side by side with a campaiin to elimin~te opposition 
withi:PNhe~wn party. One after another .dunng 1921 con­
'"resses of trade. unions upon fhich Mensheviks and their , . 

2 9 Vs. syezd prof. II, pp. 97, 65, 32-3. 30 Vs. sye;;d prof. III, pp. 43, 110. 
31 See Vs. Syezd prof. IV, p. 59, for Shtulfnan's account of the numbers of 
nshevik trade unionists in prison at that. time. 
2 For the opposition within the commdrist party see Chapters XII to XVII. 
the menshevik policy on trade unions see their Tjleses adopted on 31 March 

reprinte\i in an English Jranslationij B.L.D. Reporf;, pp. 80-2. 
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supporters secured majorities were forcibly closed down, and 
union organizations were disbanded and replaced by others 
upon which 'tfommunists predominated. One instance out of 
many will i1111Strate 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 
unlt:ln which .vas entirely communist in composition resolved 
to take the 'most decisive measures' to 'reorganize' the Moscow • Union. But it was rome 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 res~lution which, though not ostensibly menshevik 
in character, contained a demand for the independence of 
trade unions, which was a doctrine invariably associated with 
menshevik ~licy. 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 'lfPproved terms. 33 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 were released after 
the election had been concluded. Candidates arriving for an 
election would often be arrested and detained until it ,yvas over, 
and then released with an apology that they had been mistaken 
for someone of a similar name. Successful candidates would 
frequently be decla~ed ilJgally elected by the electoral com­
missions, or would be arrtf;ted and sentenced on some trumped­
up charge-usually for speculation. Since eler~~s by 
show of hands, it was easy .r<Jr those workers 'Who were know• 
to sympathize with the ,Mfnsheviks to be singled out f 

33 For repressions against unions,tsee Sots. vestnik, 20 April 1921, 20 1\ 
1921, 5June 1921, 1 September 1921,115 December 1921. For the action ag 
the chemical workers in the autumn.of 1921 see also Pravda of 7 and 9 Oi 
1921. And see belo>y;Jor thesupprewion of the_ Printers' Union if Mosco· 

,r . ~ ' I 
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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 ntfnber of their 
delegates into the soviets. The Communists viewed with 
uneasiness the fact that, as was the case in the trade unions, 
the Mensheviks' reiterated demands for freedom from arbitrary 
executive action were beginning to find an ~cho in some 
sections of the communist party. In the M~scow Su~et, 
elected in the spring of 1921, the tiny menshevik 'fraction' 
succeeded, with the support of communist 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 informe~ and in 
any case not without the consent of the full ~eeting of the • 
Soviet. 34 The spectacle of Communists joining with Men­
sheviks in defence of personal freedom could harcMy 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, whist-!fs, 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)'. 85 The Mensheviks 
·had for· long advocated some such economic policy as that 
adopted .by Lenin in March 1921. To have left them at 
liberty even with such restricted political freedom as they had 
enjoyed in 1919 and 1920 would have invited the obvious 

, question why the party, whose policyf1ad h~therto failed, should 
not yield power to the party who:f policy was now being 
adop~ ~onomic concessions were inevitable in 1921 if the 
ommunist mon<JJ>oly of power '{as to survive. Without the 
·companying rigid political dict~t~tship this monopoly would 
'.Sots. vestnik, 8 July 1921. See ibid., ll September 1921, for a mens~~vik 
•ss in the same soviet in getting a debale going on the treatment of political 

·.ers in the Moscow prison. . · 
'nin, Vol; XXVI, p. 348; cf. Dan, in,IvfartQy,_~~@i~hte, p. 319. 

,. . . ;--: . ~ ·. 
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have been doomed, since the communist leaders had lost much 
support not only among the workers but even within the ranks 
of their own•p•arty 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~ 

Y'he :final aDsault on the Mensheviks began during February 
1921 on the eve of the Kronstadt rising, and continued in the 
weeks ±"allowing it, <luring 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 CCommittee. This wave of arrests coincided with the 

• measures tak:n to put an end to opposition within the com­
munist party at the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921. 
This time t~e 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 peasant:> or among the sailors, and menshevik 
influe~e on the Kronstadt rising in March 1921 was negligible. 
But their political activity was an important factor in the 
industrial unrest which, in Petr,~grad 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 agitatil{n against 
the Vecheka as represented by Unschlicht, then one ofDzerzhin­
sky's deputies. Threatened early in 1922 with the prospect 
of administrative nfass eJjle to distant provinces, they went on 
hunger strike, which waf; successful to the extent that some 
dozen of them were permitted to leave the CQilllwr"as an 
alternative to exile. Abo~t)en, including lAin and Nikolaev­
sky, availed themselves cj this choice and reached Berlin in 
February. 36 Some thirty-~e others from Moscow and many 

36 Dan, Dva goda skitanry, Chapt X. According to what Dan was told by 
Unschlicht, the decision to permit t ij alternative of emisration vs 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 •ot other legal 
enactment had been passed outlawing the party, since its 
official 'legalization' in the autumn of 1918. It was destroyed• 
by force arlJi by fraud. In the summer of 1922 the menshevik 
Central Committee in Berlin decided no longer ta permit party 
members to participate in elections to soviets, sjnce to dcf so 
would have exposed their supporters among the workers to 
increasingly severe reprisals. 37 • • 

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 witnesses of 
an example of communist methods of suppressi~g democracy • 
in the unions. In June 1920 there still survived in Moscow a 
separate menshevik organization of the Printers' <Inion, 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. F~r 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\incicrent. 38 The British 
Politbureau by a vote of 3 to 2, with Trotskf voting against it-pp. 249-50. 
Appare .... according to Radek's account in 1922, Zinoviev wished to have all 
the menshevik~aders in Petrograd shot wjlen they were first arrested, but the 
Central Committee oftthe Communists oveJ\t~led him-pp. 135-8. 

37 Sots. vestnik, 3 February and 23 February 1922. Sots. vestnik, 21 September 
1922, p. 12; resolution of 12 August 1922. t I 

ss Fo:r the August 1919 congress see Mi IWV, pp. 221-22; for the diss~lution 
of the Moscow Printers' Union, see B.L.D. R rt, pp. 63-72; see also Revoryutswnnaya 
Rossiya, no. 5 (1921), pp. 23-4, ~here apr .'ic;st is rep:inted signed by a number 
of the leading J>rinters from , pnson and ~~ng details of the fates of many of 



• 

THE LEGAL OPPOSITION: THE MENSHEVIKS 207 

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~e-.ra, one of them, Shaw, stated that 'le proletariat 
n'a aucun droit en Russie, et n'a ni la liberte de reunion, ni 
la liberte de la presse. II n'a pas le droit de choisir ses 
representants. L'oppression du peuple russe est ~ussi grande 
que so us l,e. tsarisme'. 39- Yet the report published by the 
d~egation o~ its return merely refers to personal freedom and 
freedom of speech as being 'severely repressed in the case of 
all th~se whose activities are supposed to threaten the Soviet 
regime', without explaining' that this applied to all socialists. 40 

Among the many documents brought back by this delegation 
was an4fi.llegally printed appeal of 40 Right Socialist Revolu~ 
tionaries, so•Left Socialist Revolutionaries, 28 Ma:ximalists, 
5 Mensheviks, and 55 Anarchists imprisoned in the Moscow 
prison, addl·essed 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 
purpose of its report was to urge an end to Allied intervention 
in Rtissia. 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'. 41 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 guara~tees t political freedom. There is nothing 

them. The protest was presumably smuggled out of prison ;mcl pr~ by the 
Socialist Revolutionaries in their or~n; see also Dan, Dva goda ~pp. 7-15; 
and Chernov, Pered burry, pp. 409:iJ. • 

ll9 Di:xieme Congres, etc., p. 41. • , 
· 

40 B.L.D. Report, p. 9. ' f, · 
... u Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 264 .. Ber and R':ssell! who travelled with the delega­

tion. but was not .a member of 1t, p duced m hlS The Practice and Theory qf Bol-
shev_tsm an analysxs of the reasons erlying communist repression of freedom 
whtch has stood the test of over thi years. 
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in Dan's memoirs covering the period to corroborate this 
rather unlikely story. More probable is the account by the 
Menshevik Liberman, who was working at th<11: -time 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 -was a feeling 
among some of the communist leaders, includi]jg Kame~v 
and Bukharin, 'that it was time to bring other socialist 
parties into the picture'. Lenin was hov.oever opposed to any­
thing more than the admission of individuals into governing 
bodies. 4 a It is more possible that some idea of safeguarding 
the (ostensibly) legal status of the menshevik party ~s for 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 acti~ work, no 
longer saw eye to eye on a number of important questions of 
policy with the rising party leaders, Zinoviev and Stalin. 43 

In a manuscript note for an article which he prepared at the 
time of this congress there are several brief uneXJilained 

' 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 

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. 'fhe ~ensheviks, in turn, 
were ready to serve on those cond:tions, believing it to be . 
their ~ help in the rebuilding of the country. 45 Even 

42 See Mi{yukov, V<fl. II, pp. 258-9; lfe!man, pp. 69-70. Accorr.ling to 
Milyukov, based on private information, th~ "approach was made by Stalin to 
Troyanovsky. , a .member of the menshevik ~tllll Committee, who later became 
a Communist. 43 See Chapter XVII. 

44 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 525--6; and cf. rotokoly Xi, p. 27. 
u Many of the defendants in the trial of e Mensheviks in 1931 had worked 

in Soviet ins~tutions for years. This If tlook was npt 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~~ characterizing their relation to the Communists 
as that of a party "not of revolution, but of opposition', 46 and 
hoping that the economic concessions of the N.E.P. would in 
due course be follmved by political concessions. Jt was a vain 
hope. Theo Twelfth Conference of the communist party, 
\1'hich met ~n August 1922, devoted considerable attention to 
the q_uestion of the Mensheviks and other 'anti-soviet' parties 
and tendencies. '];he conference was alarmed by a new 
'dangerous phenomenon'; the anti-soviet parties had 'changed 
their tacties', and were endeavouring to 'exploit the legal 
opport~mities of the soviet structure', such as public conferences 
and 'so ca1led social organizations'. These parties were 
systematically endeavouring to 'transform rural co-operatives 
into an iAstrument of kulak counter-revolution, university 
chairs into a platform for undisguised bourgeois propaganda, 
and the legal publishing finns into a means of agitating against 
the workers' and peasants' power'. The party was enjoined to 
deal ~ith the new danger by the combined means of 'repres­
sions' directed against opposition parties and intensified propa­
ganda designed to offset their influence. 47 

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 Jroup of mainly socialist revolutionary and Kadet 
intellec~uals, which b~cam~ kifown as the Smena vekh ('Chanl?e of Landmarks') 
group, m Prague and m Pans, resolved that the Russian revolu=IO~ national 
revolution, and that the.ir duty la~ot in supporting interventi .• without or 
rev~lt from within, but in help" Russia to heal het scars (see Smena vekh, 
passlm.). • 

46 
According to Dan, in 19il2.1A number of right wing Mensheviks br~ke 

with Marto. v on this issue in Ber in 1922 and formed the ,Zarya group-see 
,Zarya, no. 8, 1922, p. 239. 

47 VKP(b) v m: .. , pp. 553-8 .. 
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• • PART III 

TOWARDS THE MONOLITHIC PARTY 

• 
• CHAPTER XII 

• EhRL Y DISSENSIONS 
IN THE COMMUNIST PARTY . 

The• dispy.tes within the communist party between 1919 
and 1921 differed in character from those of 1918. The 
patent a~archy which had resulted from the over-hasty putting 
into pract:a:e 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 imJustry 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 aga.inst a wave 
of disappointment and dissatisfaction in the lower ranks of the 
party; and the se~nd phase, culminating in the Tenth Party 
Congress, in March 1931, during which a struggle for power' 
among different group&"within the party leadership was going . 
on at the same time as a St(Uggle by the centre f~rol over 
a more organized and cl\;My-defined opp~sition from below. 
rr:h~se party conflicts t~k flac: ~gainst ~he background of the 
civil war and of a rapidly declmmg natiOnal economy, which 
by 1920 was verging .onJ complete collapse. They cannot 

1 See his Ekorwmika Jekhodrwgo perioda, pp. 114-26. 
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therefore. ~e analysed without some reference to the main 
reasons for this collapse. 

Three main causes underlay the economic cds~: 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 prelimhlary period 
of adapting the old economic system to a socialist.economy'~ 
But serious as the economic situation was by 1920, the c~re of 
the problem which confronted the Communists 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 recwired~ The 
peasants, whose anarchical seizures of land had helpe,d Lenin 
to power in 1917, were not prepared to support him in 
1919 and 1920. Having got the land which th~ 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 re,.Iized 
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 [he-wrote], 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 eff~t of the measures 
which leadership by this class deman~s. What he can do in 
such a case does not depend on his willJ It depends on the level 
to wh~ 1 b 9 conflict between the vajious classes is forced, and on 
the degree of development of the ~z.rial conditions of existen~e 
together with the state of productw , ~mmerce, and other cir­
cumstances upon which the degree of development attained by 
the class conflict at the time deifnds. • • • He thus neces· 

z In October 1921. See Lenin (1), vJ. XVIII, Part I, p. 391. • 
• 
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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, 'hie principles, and the immediate interests of his party. 
At the same time, what he ought to do, cannot be done. In a 
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, 
in the interests of the movement, the interests of a class which is 

• alien to hiftl. At the same time, he is forced to placate his own 
clasi with phrases and promises that the interests of that alien 
class are really its•own interests. He who once lands in this 
crooked position is lost beyond redemption. 3 

In Rufilia the 'crooked position' had a twofold effect on the 
communist ~ty. On the one hand it made for unity in face 
of the common danger of being overthrown. But on the other, 
it caused ~ave 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
sequePtt upon the civil war had struck a crippling blow at 
Russia's economy. Bu~ 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. 4 

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 gooos on the 
other. The forcible collection of food from the peasants was 
centralized at the ®.d ofl918 under the Commissariat ofFood 
and S~pply, ~cting thr<fgh .commissars in the gubernii. The 1 

commissars, m turn, orgamzed the armed detachments of ' 
industrial workers and of ~oor peasants in the mag-es who 

) . 
3 Der Deutsche Bauernkrieg, liP: tOS-6. Although this work was published in 

, 1850, Engels had been working~n A-te question of the peasant revolt in Germany 
for some years before. 

• 
4 The potential excess was redfuced from the pre-revolution figure of 775 

puds to 87 million puds, as :!fe result ofthe loss of the most valuable areas. 
-:--1~rlt;rman, p. 52. 'I 

' ' . . 
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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 PoT:r! were em­
bodied in. the village soviets, and thereby brought under 
more effective control by the central government system. 
Industrial woduction was centralized under the elaborate 
machinery set up in 1918 by the Supreme Councit of National 
Economy. This body, the chairman of which w~ a member 
of the Council of People's Commissars, operated in 1920 
entirely through its small praesidium, controlling som; 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 ~llages 
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 it> 1920 the 
illegal market accounted for more food supplied to the towns 
than the legal system of distribution, which was independent of 
any market. The illegal 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. 5 

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 (Gosplan) was 
set up in February 1920, it did not begin to function for some 
years. T~e ind,ividual directorates of industry worked without 
either plan or co-ordination, with consequent maldistribu­
tion of available raw materials, resulting \p the simultaneous 
accumulation · of surpluses in one area, and suspension of 
production for lack of materials In another. Moreover, 
although~ process of nationalizjtion of industry was com­
pleted on paper by the end of 19i91 the centralized machine 
was incapable in practice of marfaf!l:lg the vast network of 

o See an article of 26 June 1920 by Soltol'nikov in Ekonomicheskaya zkiz;n', 
. quoted in Zagors~, p. 317; and cf. Zagorsky r Sovremennyya ;;.apiski, no. I (1920), 

pp. 136 ff. 
1 
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enterprises, large and small, which it had taken over. Hence 
a considerable part of nominally nationalized industry in fact 
succeeded i'h •escaping all central control, 6 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 
gdt>ds to in~ce the peasant to part with his produce caused 
food supplies to decline severely, and it is estimated that the 
village~ sent to the t<iwns 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, b~t 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 J!lt for sale, but for its own consumption. However, 
starvation fell ve1:y 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 
produ~ing. 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 offamine 
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 res~Its of starvation told on industry. Pro­
duction per worker fell drastically. The drain of industrial .. 
workers to the villagesC in search of food had halved the 
industrial proletariat by l9t0 as compared with 1~7. • Mos­
cow lost half its population,.Petrograd rath~ more. Produc­
tion in heavy industry~el\ .to nearly a fifth of the pre-war 

6 Over 30,000 nationalized undertakings in 1920 were, according to Kritsman 
pp. 131-2, not even on the lists oft!J: central authorities. ' 

7 Kritsman, pp. 184--5, 1 
• , . 
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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-circutt•the central 
bureaucratic apparatus, the fall in production was only 
between a third and a half. Over seven million are estimated 

1 
to have died. from malnutrition and epidemics betweenJanuary 
1918 and July 1920, and the general death ra!e more than 
doubled. 8 Moreover the civilian population had~o suffer fr<1ro 
the fact that the bulk of production, such as it was, went to 
the army, though some of the army supl'tlies found the,r 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 Alajority 
of the communist leaders in the efficacy of th~ system. At 
the end of 1918, at the Second Congress of Councils ofNational 
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 little support. 9 Th~ final 
argument, in which the great majority of the communist 
leaders supported Leni.n, was that any system not based on a 
forcible campaign against the peasants would enable the latter 
to hold up the regime 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. 10 With unimpaired confidence in its 
policy the communist party, in a resolution of its Ninth Party 
Congress in 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 en~ of 1920 confidence 
in yet further centralization and cobpulsion as the solution 
for all tlls.-ms to have remained upshaken. On 29 November 

B Kritsman, p. 187 • • • 9 See Trudy If; pp. 140-1. 
10 See Ma Vie, Vol. III, pp. 179-80; ProtokolJ X~. 352. Trotsky sown account 

is largely confirmed by a note of the Marx-Efgelf-Lenin Institute in its annotated 
edition of the Proceedings of the Tenth Party Congress, published in 1933.-See 
ibid., p. 848. 

11 VKP( b) v rez., pp. 386-98. This resol.uti1n Oil; eco~on;Uc policy, though cri~cal 
in detail, did not in any sense depart from th b<lS!C pnnaples of war commUill8lll, . . . . . 

• 
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1920 the Supreme Council of National Economy; although 
incapable of controlling the enterprises already nationalized, 
proceeded t~ :tlationalize 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 :;owing in the villages was adopted in 'its essentials; 
if it had noPbeen overtaken by the New Economic Policy, 
wh1ch was int.roduced just in time for the spring sowing, this 
plan would have entailed centralized management of no less 
than eighteen millioi? farmsteads. 12 The over~loading of an 
already inefficient bureaucratic machine, which, in comparison 
with 1913, contained double the number of employees in 

• relation ~o wo1kers engaged in productive tasks, 13 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 o~ject 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
munism' £1-iled 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 vvidespread discontent caused by eeonomic 
hardship, the vital problem fi·om the point of view of the 
communist leaders in 1920 was to ensure sufficient sl.Wport 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 opposition.u 
. 

12 Kritsman, p. 134. For Obole~ky's scheme, which was adopted with modi­
fications, see h!z Gosudarstvermae r~gul!rol1anie krestyansko![O khoqqystva,_.:>b6lensky, 
one of the leadmg Left Commumsts n! 1918 and by th1s dat; one of the principal 

of 'democratic centralism'~h;jected out of hand the proposal of some 
the monopoly offood "pp es by a tax in kind' (i.e. the basis of Lenin's 

ne<Jnonuc Policy) as leading to ee trade and signifying a 'pro-kulak policy' 
and see on this question generally Farbman, Chapter XVI. 

exact calculation is not easy in view of many factors involved which 
comparison difficult, but this ctnclusion seems to be well founded on the 
<mi}}ysed by Kritsman, pp. 197-t~. uSee ChaJtter XIII. , 
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some of them a thousand and more strong, were operating 
in eight gubernii. Though individual Socialist Revolutionaries 
played som~ ~art 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. 17 

. 'i'he indust;ial workers, however, could voice their dis­
content. Outside the communist party it was reflected in the 

. increasl'ng influence o.f 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 Cen,ral Committee with isolation. General weariness, 

• and disconteJt with rigid party dictatorship, were rallying 
supporters to several opposition groups which were emerging 
inside the p<ftty. 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 

" becoming disunited, torn asunder by rival factions. Nor did 
there :s 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 statut~, 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 ~nion or 
other organization c~ncerned must be debated in preliminary 
discussion by the 'fraction', which was obliged to follow the 
ruling of the local party 'committee. Above all, the statute 
provided that 'candidates fo:r all the more importa:Qit.. posts in 
the organization or body concerned in which the fraction works 
are appointed by the fract\on~ointly with the appropriate party 

17 See Revolyutsionnaya Rossiya, no. 6, Apri11921, 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 Skvortrv-Stepanov at the Tenth Party Congress 
Protokoly X, pp. 69-72. · · ' 

. . . 
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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 p<frty 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 dir~ctives.1s .iut 
in 1919 this extensive central power on paper did not yet 
correspond to practice. It was in the etruggles of 1 !:120 and 
1921 that this salient feature of the Soviet state became a 
reality. 

The communist party had grown steadily in siz~ in the 
three years since the revolution. It numbereJ over 600;000 • 
in March 1920 as compared with 200,000 in August 1917. 
The main increase had taken place after 1919.1i 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 privil~e and " 
power. The revolution had encouraged a system ofunoridled 
licence for Communists in 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 oveF< 40 per 
cent in 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 oy 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 
444 in a party then numbering 5114,800, i.e. about 225,000. 
Yet in u.e same year the official total figure for all Com­
munists in all workers' groups ;nd cells in all factories and 
workshops was only 90,000. 20 rh~, . of all party members 

18 VKP(b) v rez., pp. 370--7. 19 Figures in Bubrwv,, p. 612. 
2o ibid., p. 615; The Communist Internat1' ru:l between the Fifth and Stxth 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 •the 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 that they were employed at factory benches. 21 

Be!;ides in 1 !i20, 30 per cent of the communist party were 
classified as 'employees, etc.'. In view of this social composi­
tion, it is easy to ul'!lderstand 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. -rhe Central Committee in its report to the Tenth . 
Party Congr~ss 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 t9.wn 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 increased 
discontent. 22 . • 

Two opposition 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 w<:~ entirely 

• 
21 See A. S. Pukhov, 'V Pe~g;:;J.de nakanune kronshtadtskogo vosstania v 

1921 g.', in Krasnaya letopis' No.4 (31), 1930, at pp. 95-6. 
22 Izvestjya Ts. K., no. 29, 7 March 1921. It is a melancholy reflection on the 

stand~rds of' research into S~viet history in this country that this publication, 
essent1al for the study of the h1story 1 the party, was found by the present writer 
in the British Museum in 1950 with i~ 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-ot employing 
bourgeois specialists in responsible positions in industrial 
undertakings. The leaders of this group of critics within the 
party-for i.t was nothing more in 1919-were all prominent 
trade unionists, notably Shlyapnikov and Ll!l.tovinov. In 
addition to attacking the specialists in industry,.the Work~s' 
Opposition in course oftime began to complain of the diminish­
ing part played by the workers in the co1'l.trol 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 with• the \rorking 
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, sf>oke on the 
subject of the hated specialists, noted the 'clear indication of 
the political undercurrent towards the Left which may shake 
the Bolshevik position'.23 But there was no desire among 
this group of critics to shake the position of the party dlftator­
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'. 24 

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 COVlplaining that there 
existed 'a great tendency at the centre to kill, diminish, and 
weaken all party thought in the provinces'. 25 

:s Ransome p. 107. • 
24 See Protokob X, r,p. 869-70 for the text. cf. also Shlyapnikov's article in 

Pravda of2711Jarch 1919, which complains t)iatj:>e recourse t<;' the s~ecialists is a 
desperate attempt to cure the rift between •the workers and mdustnal m~age­
ment. Soviet historians (e.g. raroslavslfy, Nol. IV, p. 440) normally ormt the 
sentence quoted, in an endeavour to display Shlyapnikov as already embarked 
on a policy of 'counter-revolution'. t 

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, su~h"' 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 
o:r-the workocs against the state apparatus, the Democratic 
CentraJists were concerned to restore the democratic provisions 
embodied in the sovit!t 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 'civi1 .. m soviet culture'. 26 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 the-executive 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 draft, and 
embodied most of his proposals. 27 This resolution which, it 
may be added, was the product of one of the very few instances 
of constructive public debate in Soviet hi.story, 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 Committ~e should 
not manage the party, but guide it, giving it a general direc­
tion, but not interf~Ying 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, ~hould be 
open to all party members.. In party electio~s representation 

' 26
· According to Obolensky at the Ninth Party Congress in March 1920--

see Protokoly IX, pp. 123-4. 
27 For the December conference, see Pravda, 4 December 1919; for the debates 

in the Congress see Vs. sye;:;d VII, It>· 209--50; for the resolution adopted see 
Postanovleni:)la ;-go vserossiyskogo sye;:;da sovetov, pp. 15-19. . 

Q. '~ . . . . . • . 
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of minority views should be assured, and such minorities should 
be given facilities for publishing their views. 28 'Comrade 
Lenin says,' Obolensky said at the Ninth Parry 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 some\vhat fanciful 
view. . . . We believe that democratic centralism ... c~n­
sists in the putting into effect of the directives of the Qentral 
Committee by the local organizations~ in the responsible 
autonomy of the latter, and in their responsibility for their 
spheres ofwork.' 29 • 

Neither of these groups was an opposition in iilY 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 officiaf 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 ljtopian 
idealism. At the sanie 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. 30 

The position by 1920 was also becoming critical in the trade 
unions. The unions could not be regarded as representative 
of proletarian opinion as a whole. Thtli.r communist mem-

2s From Obolensky's speech at a Crimea conference of party leaders (in 1919 
or early 1920), which is summarized by Smilga in Napovorote, pp. 21-2. 

29 Protokoly IX, p. 130. It is not clear to what precise statement by Lenin he 
was referring, but h~ summary was not far off Lenin's view. Thus, cf. the 
'21 conditions for communist parties adopted by the Second Congress of the 
, International, of which the original draft o{ Poiflt no. 13 by Lenin, published in 
'July 1920, defines 'democratic centralism' as 'iron discipline' in each party, with 
the 'party centre as a mighty authoritative organ with full powers and widest 
rights of action, enjoying tl;le universal confidence of members of the party'-

i see Vol. XXV, pp. 279-84. ' 
. .a~ See XV, 
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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. 31 

Neverthel.;ss•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 maje1'rity, force was used to produce the required result. 
~on-commu.nist trade union Central Committees, such as that 
of th~ Moscow printers, were disbanded by force. By the 
end of the civil war•even the government did not disguise the 
fact that the Russian proletariat was in its majority anti­
communist. Early in 1921 Vyshinsky, a recent recruit from 
the M~nshe .. iks, 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 secure~ 760 votes as against 900 at one such meeting. 32 

As Lenin admitted to the Tenth Party Congress: 'We have 
failed tq convince the broad masses.' 33 

It is, however, the ruling communist 'fractions' within the 
trade.unions 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 I;>roposition 
in principle. They also recognized that the factory committees 
should become in~wrporated into the central machinery as 
branches of the trade unions. 34 There was little, if any, 

~ 1 Virtually the entire communist party membership was enrolled in the trade 
uruons. It follows that of these 500,000 only a small proportion were workers 
in the ordinary sense of the term. For example, at a v~al meeting of the com­
munist 'fraction' o~ ~he ~etal-wQrkers' Union Congress in March 1922 there 
were present such d1stmgmshedlmetal-workers as Lenin, Zinoviev, Stalin, Molotov 
Kamenev, Cachin, Kolarov, and Clara Zetkin. ' 

n See his article in Pravda of 12 Apri11921. 
33 Protokoly X, p. 382. 
34 See the resolutions of the F.ltst All-Russian '-'v••!l•<,,. 

23 January 1918, reprinted,in B. (sf F., pp. 639--41 
• 
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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 poli<!y ·of destroy­
ing all union independence was voiced in 1918 mainly by 
Mensheviks, and by the ex-Communist Lozovsky. 35 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 arouse 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 1he S~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 conde~ned 
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'. 36 This 
congress also approved the concentration and centralization 

resolution will also be found there. And see ibid., pp. 6~5, for the resolution 
of the Fifth Conference of Trade Union Leaders of 12-17 March 1918. Shlyap­
nikov, the future Workers' Opposition leader, was fully behind this policy­
see his speech•of 19 May 1918 quoted in Bunyan, p. 384. 

as Lozovsky, it will be recalled, the leading communist trade unionist in 1917, 
had been expelled from the party early in 1918 for h~s ~dvocacy of o;ade union 
independence. He had gathered a number of o~er d1s~1dent trad~ uruon lea~ers 
around him, who resisted not only the commumst policy of turmng the umons 
into state instruments, but also their methods of subjugating those unions which 
showed any signs of opposition. For Lozovsky's expulsion frol!l the party b_efore 
the First Trade Union Congress, see B. & F., pp. 639-41. H1s group published 
for a short time a pape!, Proletariy. It will also be recalled that Lozovsky had 
been one of the most forthright critics of the bo1sh~k refusal to form a coalition 
with the socialists and of repressions against freedom of speech and press in 
November,,l917. See ante Chapter V. 

36 See; Vs. syezd prf![. II, pp. 40G-2; see also ibid., p. 82, for Martov's speech and 
pp. 32-3 for Lozovsky's criticism of the corru:junist trade union cells as organs of 

·the 
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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.) 37 If some un­
easiness was beginning 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 
l'fOt appear on the surface. The policy of centralization was 
however te~pered by an official promise. It was contained 
in th~ party progr.amme, adopted in March 1919: 'Being 
already, .. participants in local and central organs of industrial 
management, the unions must achieve the actual concentration 
in theil' hands of all management of the entire national economy 

. 1 • . . '38 as a smg e economic umt. 
As time went on, this promise became a source of acrimonious 

debate. rlihe 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 .r..fational 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 gubernii. The 
unions were al.so 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 
(or collegia) of the main industrial directorates it was 26.39 

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 ~y tJ:le end ~f 1921 there were only 22 unions, embracing 9,451 union 
orgamzatwns. Kntsman, p. 85. 

as VKP(b) v m;., p. 336. 
3 ~ Kritsman, pp. 93-7, quoting figjlres from a report of the Supreme Coun,cil of 

Natwnal Economy ofDeceJl!ber 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 vmrkers' committe~ had been 
a law unto itself in each factory. :Many of the union Com­
munists had been .drawn from these factory committees, 
which the Bolsheviks had won over to their side by the promise 
of workers' control, and to them communism mea.-tt the power 
which workers' control had once seemed to offer. Now th~ 
were beginning to learn in the words of J. S. Mill that 'The 
" 1" h . h h • 1 peop e w o exercise t e power are rwt t e same peop e 
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: lstrangement 
of the masses, insufficient sensitiveness to what was happening 
among the union members, and a formalistic attit11tle 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 o! the 
Metal-workers' Union, and a member of the Central Council 
ofTrade 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 
ill-founded. 41 Repressions against critics within the com­
munist party were still the exception rath~r 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 Lozovsfry, p. 197. (This was written in 1922, after Lozovsky had rejoined 

the communist party.) . . . 
41 See on this incident Protokoly IX, pp. 62, 86, 93. According to Lutovmov, 

another trade unionist and a close collaborator of Shlyapnikov, he had not been 
, '· ,.'exiled. But, in general, Lutovinov mainta,ned that the method of exile was 
,,~,(~;already being applied 'on the widest scale'. 

~ :~;:{J~Li;t~ . . ?~,·~'.:.. , , 
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factories. It was also necessary to moderate the overzealous 
attentions of their communist colleagues or of the Vecheka, for 
fear that t=te~ecution might make their very existence intoler­
able, and their services accordingly of little productive value. u 

The Communists were on the whole successful in combining 
the persecution of the class or party to which their specialists 
belonged (11\any ofthem were Mensheviks) with the retention 
ci their services until such time as they could replace them 
with indoct~nated communist specialists. 

It 1\ras mainly ov.er 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 m~nagement 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' ;t3 if not drafted by Lenin, 
accurately reflects what he had been urging for o"l!er a year. 
His ceaseless cam;aign for one-man management in the 

42 For a picture of the life of a specialist in communist society see a 1ett~r 
to Lenin by one of them, quoted by Lenin in Pravda on 28 March 1919. 
'A specialist who only joins you to save his skin' wrote this unknown correspondent 
'will not b~ ~fvery great use !o !he country.' See Lenin,. Vol. XXIV, pp. 184--7: 
where Lenm s not very convmcmg reply will also be found. There seems little 
reason to doubt the figures of a 'gallup-poll' among specialists, quoted by Kritsman 
pp. 14~-9, which show that of engineers in Soviet employment, who had held 
re~pons1ble posts before the revolution, fewer t4an a tenth were in sympathy 
With the Soviet regime. . 

4a.V!tP(b) v p. 394. • 
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t 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 s_Qe~ialist 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 vested interest; of the ordinary worker Communists; 
and of the intellectual Democratic Centralists, ;ho oppos~ 
one-man management as a system which facilitatet'l centralized 
control and thereby destroyed local initialjve. • 

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 of•Trade 
Unions party 'fraction'. At the end of January t~e 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. 44 On 15 .March 1920, a forfnight 
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-operation and organizational talent 
depended the only hope of winning control over the recalcitrant 
trade unions. H~wever, 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 policy on other matters, even when it conflicted with 

u Lenin, Vol. XXV, pp! 543-8, 593-4 . 

• 
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y managing the economy of the Soviet Republic either 
or to the exclusion of others', participate in the 

...,.,.,.,."'""'"'r''', ~f 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 
to. the Central Committee of the party. The tasks of the 
unions were primarily educative, and they could best carry 
them dut 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 
denouneed as a deviation from marxism. Finally the party 
resolved that"t:he 'personal composition' of the unions must be 
strengthened by the 'pouring into them' of the 'most reliable 
and hardiesll Communists' chosen as far as possible from those 
with civilian experience. 50 Trotsky's method, applied, as will 
be seen, with such success in the army, was to be tried out in 
the unions. 

For a time after the Ninth Congress it seemed that Lenin's 
· assess!Ttent had been right. No dissensions of any kind 
appeared in the debates on the relation of the trade unions to 
the state at the Third Trade Union Congress which followed 
shortly 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 
· t would lead to a split between the trade unions 

the party had been disappointed. 51 On the communist 
tral Committee elected by the Ninth Congress, Andre¢v 
Rudzutak, both leading trade unionists, now served in 
· to Tomsky, who had been a member since tht! previous 

The fact that men like Tomsky and Andreev, after some 
opposition •in 1921, and a number of other trade 

um.ontsts prominent in 1920, were to serve for years in posts 
great importance in the party machine (Andreev remaineq 

· 60 VKP(b) v m;., pp. 398-402. • 
1 Vs. syezd prof. III, p. 2. Tomsky was the main speaker. From the fact that 

Bukharin and two Mensheviks took part in the debate which followed and 
the gen~ral applause which apparently greeted the · menshevik spe~kers' ' 

for trade union independence, it seems not unreasonable to suppose that 
at congress were carefully stage-managed, and that there was .· 

dis:satisfa•~tion among the rank and file unionists. . 
:t 
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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 '!t 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 indust»y, 
the carrying out of this policy proved no easy m~tter. Mean­
while communist policy had been meeting with com~arable 
difficulties in the Red Army. 

• 
• 

• 

• 



• CHAPTER XIII 

THE MILITARY OPPOSITION 

Before the !leizure of power, the aim of the Bolsheviks had 
b~n the dest~uction of the imperial army from within. The 
Petrograd Soviet had already started the process, with its 
famous• Order No. 1. • The network of army committees which 
it set up in all military units enabled bolshevik influence to 
grow. It was not, apparently, the aim of the Bolsheviks ever 
to use tte exis~ing 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 ftlere reservoir of manpower on which the Red 
Guards could draw ,1 But the destruction of the army and 
the attempt to replace it by the Red Guard were not merely 
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 
delegates from the front held in June 1917 the speakers 
demanded the 'immediate destruction of standing armies 
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 
bolshevik policy. 2 In June 1917 a bolshevik military con­
ference demanded that election of officers, self-government, 
and initiative from below should replace appointment, dis-
. · and obedience, as the basis for the new militia. The 

............. .._, .. of all officers by the troops and the abolition of all 
and marks ~f rank were duly decreed at the end of 

.1-''-'-"-'"'J"'' and put the finishing touches to the disorganized 
However, election of officers was abolished within three 
as soon as Trotsky, in March 1918, set about rebuilding 

new, Red Army from the ruins of the ~ld. As Trotsky 

1 Fedotoff White, p. 28; cf. Antonov-Ovseenk11, p. 147. In fact it was only in a 
instances, notably the Lettish Rifle Regiment, one cavalry division, and some 

Lrm•3un:d c~r detachments, that the Bolsheviks reorganized units of the old army 
formatwns of the new army.. • -

2 Lenin, Vol. XX, pp. 121, 139; Cf. Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 
235 ... 
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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'. Hfs realistic and 
determined policy to build up \vith little regard for socialist 
theories an army which could fight aroused violent opposition 
\vi thin the party from the start. 3 There were many Com­
munists who were not yet ready to jettison "their utopian 
vision of the army of the socialist future, in whic.i no discipllhe 
was required, because comradeship and loyalty to the_revolu­
tion took its place. Such idealists tot>k some time to be 
persuaded. 

An attempt had been made in January 1918 to c~eate the 
new army on a volunteer basis. But, except for~ short period # 

between the time when the Germans resumed their hostilities 
in February, and the signing of the treaty of ~eace in the 
follo\ving 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 E"'cutive 
Committee debated it. 4 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 thf 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 tUnits of Red Guards 
and workers' volunteers into a united army. The se.t:t-rrtaa.e 
communist partisan leaders resented absorption into a cen­
tralized machine. Nor was their resentment likely to be· 
allayed by the ~pen contempt with which Trotsky 

I 

a For Trotsky's speech and the debates in the Central Executive Colcnmlitte:e:. 
on this question, see Prowkoly VTSIK IV, pp. 169-93. 

· ' The main opposition came from the Mensheviks, whose spokesman, 
rejected as a danger to the revolution any ft>rm of armed force which was 
from the Protokoly VTSIK 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 wl:fat we need, if you please, is not an army con­
structed on a military basis, but partisan detachments . . . It 
is essential fi)r us to introduce the strictest centralization. We 
are meeting with opposition all over the country, and I am 
afraid that vV'e shall meet with it even from some of the com­
r:!des who a{e present here today. Still, this is understand­
able .• The rule of the [old] centralized, bureaucratic regime 
created a state of mi'hd which makes them feel that now that 
they are rid of this regime it is necessary for each to act 
indepeudently on the principle "we can manage by ourselves, 

, don't you kQow, 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 drstrict to try to amass as much military material 
as it could for itsel£ 5 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
shilo'ljJ 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. 6 

By the end of 1918, Trotsky had succeeded in acquiring some 
of the powers necessary for centralized military command. 
I. I. Vatsetis, an ex-colonel of the imperial army, had been 
appointed Commander-in-Chief on 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. 7 It was proof of. Trotsky's 

5 Vs. syezd V, pp. 169, 175. 
6 The best documente~ account is in his Stalin, Chapters IX and X. (These 

chapters were completed posthumously by the editor of this work from Trotsky's 
rough outline.) 

7 I~s powers at first ~xtended. to questions. of military supply as well as t<;> 
operatiOns. But Trotsky s authonty was curtailed to some extent by the setting 
up on 30 November 1918 of the Council of Workers' amlePeasants' 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 
co~sisted of Trotsky, Nevsky, Bryukhanov, Krasin, and Stalin. (Except for a 
penod. of a few weeks, Stalm was never a member of the Revolutionary War 
CounciL) For the text of the two decrees see BuT!)Ian, p. 276. An Operation 
Department had already been forilied by Trotsky in May, but it made fittle 
headway the 'loci!) patriots' -see Fedotojj White, pp. 36-8, 

,J,<IJ!i!;;• 
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growing authority chat on 4 October 1918 he finally demanded 
and obtained the recall of Stalin from Tsaritsyn. 

The first problem in building a centralized a:rfd 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'. ft. number ~f 
these officers (including the future Commander-in-Chief, S. S. 
Kamenev) 8 had already joined the infaltt Red Army before 
the civil war began in order to help with the defence of their 
country against the renewed German advance. T:qjs may 
have prepared them for co-operation with the ~d Army for 1 

·the defence of communist Russia in the ensuing civil war. 
Many officers were persuaded to join as an alternative to 
prison or death. It is not surprising that duri;g 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 ii that 
the newly-trained Red commanders were able to play even a 
slight part in the control of military operations.9 It was 
inevitable that the thrmving together of ex-officers and 
Communists, should have caused friction, and resentment. 10 

There had been opposition from the start in the co~munist 
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. · 

9 In 1918 ex-officers and ex-non-commissioned oft!cers 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 
~,172 in 1918 to 11,000 in 1919 could not in essentials affect the balance before 
the end of the civil war-see VKP(b) i voermoe delo, pp. 235-6. On 15 August 1920 
the Red Army containetl a total of314,180 'military specialists', including 214,717 
'ensigns' (junior lieutenants and non-commissioned officers), 48,409 officers of the 
rank oflieutenant and up, and the remainder doctors, etc.-Wollenberg, p. 73. 

1° See Fedoto.ff White, pp. 59 et seq., for a discussion of this question. The gene~al 
impression to be gleaned from descriptions of the relations between these Ill-
assorted colleagues is that the comradeship ofJoint service often overcame 
the friction-see. e.g. an interesting account in Barmine, VIII to XIII 
of the relations fetween the young c9II11Jlunist commanders ex-officers. 

··:· 1,." 



' 

THE MILITARY OPPOSITION 239' 

opposed this policy as part of their general charge that the 
pure stream of socialist doctrine was being defiled. But it 
was not soci..Iist 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 t:eturn to the 
despised military science of the old capitalist days . 

• We are :!lways being told [wrote one spokesman of the par· 
tisaiE' point ofview1 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 qp more than a component part of a much more delicate 
business-tJle 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 mana~d it! u 

The introduction into the Red Army of an increasing 
number of officers whose loyalty to the new regime 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 ~he 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 in the civil war primarily to this factor. 12 

• 
11 A. Kamensky, 'Davno pora', in Pravda, 25 December 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-seeN. I. Podvoysky in Pravda 
of 31 October 1918; V. Sorin, 'Kommandiry i kommissary v deystvuyushchey 
armii', Pravda, 29 November 1918; G. Sokol'nikov, 'Bis'ma s fronta', Pravda, 
31 January 1919; a directive of the Central Committee of the party '0 po1itike 
voennogo vedomstva', Pravda, 26 December 1918. For Trotsky's views see 
'Voennye spetsia1isty i krasnaya armiya', ]zvestiya, 10 ] anuary 1919 · cf. Trotsky 
KVR, Vol. II, pp. 135, 142-5,.154-61. His Theses for the Eighth Co~gress which 
also dealt with the question were p~blished in Pravda on 25 February 1919. 

l 2 Trotsky, KVR, Vol. I, pp. 14-21. ·cf. ibid., Vol. III (2), p. 7. 
R • 
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But peasant support was nevertheless precarious, and liable, 
after a communist victory, to turn into hostility. 13 It was from 
the peasants that the astronomic total of desertters during the 
civil war was drawn, and the numerous partisan bands operat­
ing on their own, many of them against the Soviet regime, 
were replen.ished.l 4 It was inevitable that a coherent and 
disciplined army could only be formed out of ~uch material 
if the peasant mass were leavened by a proportion of the mOi'e 
politically malleable proletariat. As Lenin t~ld a secret 
session on military questions of the Eigh.th Communist Party 
Congress in March 1919 'without iron discipline wielded by 
the proletariat over the middle peasantry, nothing can be 
achieved' .15 So far as general economic policy was corfcerned, 
this congress decided on concessions to the 'middfe' peasantry, 
that is to say the small-holders. But it was quite clear that 
these concessions were not intended to apply insi® 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. 16 The presence of a po­
tentialiy antagonistic officer class' together with the ne~d 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 

1 3 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 VSNKh II, p. 99. 

H The total number of deserters recaptured during 1919 and 1920 was 2,846,000, 
of whom ab<iut 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 
Gra;dulanskaya voyna, Vol. II, p. 83. Soviet writers cl~ 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. Geroninlus, Partiya i krasnaya armiya, p. 73. 

15 Quoted from the archives of the congress in raroslavsky, 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 Antonov-Ovseenko, pp. 185-6. 

16 The percentage of workers in crack divisions varied from 19·6 to 26·4, ~hi_le 
in divisions oflow combat value it was 10·5--,figures quoted from Voennyy vestmk m 
Fedotqff-White, p. 105. 
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Army as a fighting machine, and to the detriment of his own 
political· future. 

The main-features 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 organizod shifting around of party members from one part 
ef the country to another, to meet emergencies as they arose 
at different •parts of the widely scattered front. To make the 
empl~yment of former officers less hazardous, he devised the 
system of political commissars. '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 1918,17 The system of dual command, with the 
political commissar counter-signing every operation order, so 
as to gua,antee 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 SY.Stem of unified command. 'The more the commissar 
begi~s 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 1918.18 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 friction avoided. 19 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. 

17 Protokoly VTSIK V, pp. 78-80. 1s Trots,;, KVR, VoL I, p. 184. 
19 See for example Putna, p. 15, for a description of the effect of the introduction 

ofu:r;ific;d com~and in his division <~;t the Polish front, in March 1920. According 
t? h~m It bo!h. 1~crea~ed the authority of th~ commanders and improved political 
hfe m the div.Is.wn, smce the former commissars became deputy comman,ders in 1 
ch~r~e of pohbcal matters, and were able to devote their full time to political 
acuvrty. 
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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 coun<ils 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 Administmtion of the 
R.S.F.S.R. (known in its abbreviated form as P.U.R.) w~ 
formed at the head of these political departme;ts. By the 
spring of 1919 political departments wert! also formed !n the 
divisions. Their function, the co-ordination of all political 
activity in the army along the lines laid down by the central 
party authorities, 20 accorded ill with the spirit of indepe;dence 
which was manifesting itself in the political life ~f the army. 
During 1918 there had been an extensive and apparently quite 
spontaneous grovvth of communist party cells thrd\Ighout 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 divisionar 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 llhape in the direction of military affairs. 21 

In January 1919 an 'Instruction on Partf 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 

2 0 But P.U.R. was not subordinated to the Central Committee. of the party 
until1925. • 

u 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 
empowered 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'. ~he political departments were to act under the 
'immediate direction of the Central Committee'. 22 In this 
way there g;ew up a fully centralized machine for all political 
activity in the army,"llamely, P.U.R.,itself directed by, though 
not subordinate to, the Central Committee, and in turn con­
trollin~ through the subordinate political departments of 
divisions both the commissars and all political activity within 

• • umts. 
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. 23 Trotsky, intolerant from 
the ~rst of the tendency of party members to acquire privileges 
for themselves on the strength of their political position, 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 operations at 
Sviyazhsk, near Ka~Zan', 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. 24 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 in each 

22 VKP(b) v rez., p. 347. The All-Russian Bureau of Political Commissars was 
lisbanded on 18 Aprill919. 

23 Gra;Julanskaya voyna, Vol. II, ptJ. 119-22; Fedotoff-White, pp. 94. 
24 Trotsky, Ma Vie, Vol. III, pp. 145-6. 
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unit. His duties were 'to watch O'ver the morale of his fellow­
soldiers', to exhort them hour by h6ur, to 'keep careful check 
on their work' and to inspire them by his examp1e. 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. 25 

A big drive for party members in the autumn of 1919 pro­
duced a further 35,000-40,000 Communists for the army, 2 & tf 
mass which no doubt had the effect of swamping any intractable 
elements among members of the old anarchical cells anl 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 t~ansfer 
of Communists from one part of the front to an~ther. This 
section enabled P. U .R. to keep complete control over the party 
machine, to strengthen the front at any point as ~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. 27 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. 28 

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 to which many party members aspired. The opposi­
tion asserted itself at the Eighth Party ~ongress 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. II, (2), p. 126. 
2 5 GrazhdanskCfi!a voyna, Vol. II, p. 123. . . 
27 Izvestiya Ts. K. no. 29, 7 March 1921, p. 3. By the end of the cml war th' 

number of cells at the front and in the rear was 7,000, with a total of280,000 part. 
members-Grazhdanskaya Vf!Y!Ul, Vol. II, p. 12t!, note. 

as Sistematichesk!Y 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 mintltes 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 
~ommi:ssars. ~ It also complained of excessive discipline and 
of th~ 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 
weldin~ together of Communists by combining appointment 
from above. with spontaneous initiative'. 29 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's 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 
little.doubt that he was the main inspiration behind Voro­
shilov's oppositi<m, and he had certainly fomented insubordina­
tion to Trotsky. He supported the official Theses, but as he 
himselflater 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. 30 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 thereupo!l 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 retain the support of 
the friends in the Red Army whom he was gathering up on the 

29 Protoko{y VIII, pp. 159-60. 
30 Stalin, Ob oppozitsii, pp. 668-§, where a paragraph from his speech (not 

apparently published elsewhere) is reprinted. cf. Istoriya VKP(b), pp. 224-5. 
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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~ Y aroslavsky 
said in his report. The resolution approved the principles of 
political organization in force in the Red Army, and made a 
number ofreeommendations as a result of which the centralized 
political machine was further strengthened in the course of 
1919. 31 The military opposition did not recover from its defe<tt 
in March 1919. Moreover, the critical eightee~ mo.q,ths of 
fighting which followed helped to relegat~inner party disputes 
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 Congr<is, a ;umber 
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 operations 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 ga~ning 
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 rega.rded as essential for discipline, and for Trotsky's 
policy. The demands of the local civilian organizations made 
little headway at the congress.82 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 organization to spheres other than the army. By the 
time of the Tenth Party Congress in Ma£ch 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 most 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 

3 1 For the full text of the resolution s~e VKP(b) v rez., pp. 344-51. 
33 Geronimus, p. 115 • 
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army by linki~g military political work as closely as possible 
with civilian party organizations-a suggestion obviously aimed 
at some formeof decentralization. Delegates from the political 
departments of the Ukraine, of the South-West Front and 
of Kharkov Province, presented Theses which contained a 
demand not only for closer links between military. and civilian 
party organi:.tations, but also for reforms designed to make the 
I1ftrty cell of each military unit the basis of all political work, 
and for a sys\em of elected commissars. 33 However, the con­
gress, ~hich was in •session 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 darigerous and capable of evoking and strengthening the 
disintegratio~ of the Red Army and therefore completely in­
admissible' the demand of certain groups and individuals that 
the politicaf 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 su~h disorganizing agitation'. 34 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
mitteel 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 tht! political 
directorate of the :fieet is described later. 35 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 careerists, or the second rat<!. A latecomer to 

ss Protokoly X, pp. 674-6, 682-4. These Theses were apparently also supported 
by the Workers' Opposition. 

34 Protokoly X, p. 620. This resolution was kept secret and not published until 
l933-ibitf., p. 617, note. • · 

11 6 See Chapter XIV. 
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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 tilem. 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 energies, and left no time 
for the consolidation of his own political positio~ The result 
was that, at the end of the civil war, it was amonf the young~ 
party members within the army and the Re~ comminders, 
the newcomers who perhaps instinctivelt recognized that the 
building of the Red Army had been accomplished by him 
almost single-handed, that his supporters were mostl1 num­
bered. 36 But by the time Trotsky's position in t~ army came 

1 
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 err-my, 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 positwn 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. 37 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 peasants 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 flfe ex-officers-and became an opponent of 
the more revolutionary elements of the p;:trty who wanted 

36 Geronimus, p. 167. . 
37 Frunze was appointed Commissar for War inJan~ary 1925, but m fact 

became the effective head of the army when 1le was appomted deputy to Trotsky 
in February 1924. 
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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 d.ue 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, 42 was still there to 
lood his weight to Trotsky's authority. 

At the samtJtime Trotsky's de:fi~nce of caution and conserva­
tism anti. his spirited at-tacks 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 l~tter 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 
princtples. of the revolutionary offensive. 43 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. vVhen 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 !t 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 whtl 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. III (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 evelitual 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 a9l.d 
Stalin, by attacking an unpopular policy afsociated with 
Trotsky, both to discredit him and to win support in:ide the 
party for themselves. Mqst important of all, the disturbance 
caused in the party by the adaptation of the military pattern 
of political direction to civilian conditions, gave Zino~ev and 

• I Stalin their opportunity to undermine and then capture the 
party apparatus. 

• 

• 

• 
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army c_ommand. The First Revolutionary Labour Army, 
~or~ed m the "f!rals by a decree of IS January 1920, was given 
lirmted authonty over local administrative or!Jtms. 2 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 apparentiy 
envisaged by Trotsky as a part of the militariz!tion of entire 
civilian life, with strict centralization of both politic•al and 
practical work within a series of large areas, each controlled 
by the revolutionary council of the appropriate labour army. 3 

That such a project should have aroused opposition is tot sur­
prising, nor did the First Labour Army with its \eadquarters 
in Ekaterinburg in fact ever succeed in capturing political 
control from the existing party organizations. 4 S&lin 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. 5 This fact did not prevent him later from p~uring 
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 prCimotion of the ablest 
workers from the ranks into the administrative hierarchy. 

No social organization [he wrote] except the Army has ever 
considered itselt justified in subordinating citizens to itself in 

2 For the text of this decree see Sist. sbornilc, pp. 97-9. 
3 See, e.g., some theses of the Central Committee on. militarization of the 

national economy, reprinted from Pravda of 22 Janua;Y .192? m.Proto_lw!y IX,.pp. 525 
et seq., in which it is not difficult to detect Trotsky~ mspl.I'a~on, 1f not hiS ~d. 

4 See Dan, Dva goda slcitanry, pp. 45-6 (l!ilan was m Ekatermburg at the t1me). 
6 See Proletarskaya revoQIUtsiya, no. 3 (1940), pp. 169-70. 
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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, to 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 
single econo!nic plan. 6 

• 
He was closely supported in his ideas by Gol'tsman, a prominent 
trade union leader, who developed his proposals for the 
emerge.nce of a 'workers' aristocracy', the creation in industry 

,_ of an officereclass composed of managers trained up frqm the 
ranks. Gol'tsman's idea was :fur a time also supported by 
Lenin, as aq.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 a-management 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. 7 

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 
thoroughly applied in practice, and aroused most opposition, 
the main odium fo:r' which fell on Trotsky. . The critical con­
dition of this service by 1920 certainly called for stern measures. 

6 See his Terrorism and Communism (published in May 1920), where these ideas 
are fully developed, especially at pp. 130....2, 152. 

1 See his Sochineniya, V()l. VI, p. 344. 'The task of cdhlmunist workers in the 
~rade union moveme~t', he wrote, 'cannot consist in the separating out and group­
mg apart of the quahfied workers, who represent a minority in the working class' 
For Gol'tsman's views.see Pravda, 26 March 1920; on the 'bloc' between Gol'tsma~ 
and Trotsky at the Nmth Party Congress and for Lenin's views on the question, 
see Protokoly IX, pp. 164 (Lenin), 241 (Ryazanov), 210....12 (Trotsky). An extract 
from Gol'tsman's Pravda article is at p. 171 ibid. 
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The inability of the railway shops to keep up with current 
rep_airs had _drastically_ reduced the replacement of stock upon 
which contmued semce depended. Over half the engines 
were out of commission, compared with 17 per cent in l913.s 
The railways had already since 1919 been organized quite 
distinctly frqm 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 politi~l 
commissars attached to them, though in manytinstances the 
commissar and the manager were, as in the army, msed 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 tvas removed 
from the control of the Supreme Council ofNational Economy, 
and also placed under the People's Commissar ~ Transport 
and under Glavpolitput'. Thousands of Communists were 
drafted into the party structure subordinate to Glavpolitput'. 9 

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 resenPment 
inside the party, which the assurance of the Ninth Party 
Congress that Glavpolitput' was a temporary emergency organ, 
and would in time fuse with the normal union communist 
organizations and disappear, 10 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 .a secretly prepared plan to extend this system of 
centralized political control to all the, main branches of 
industry.U 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 Oommittee of the party) of a Joint Central 
Transport Committee (known as Tsektran) consisting 'princi-

8 Kritsman, pp. 183--4. . 
s 3 000 already by the middle of May 1920-0tchery, p. 29. This tendency 

increa~ed as the demand of the army for political manpower decrease<;!. 
10 VKP(b) v rez., pp. 394-5. 11 Protokoly IX, pp. 132-3. 
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pally' of the members of the Central Committee of the Railway 
and Water Transport w·orkers' Unions. The proposal to 
create Tsektftln was adopted. by a majority of the Central Com­
mittee including Lenin, Zinoviev, and Stalin. The latter was 
charged, jointly with Bukharin and Krestinsky, with putting 
the scheme through the communist 'fraction' ofthe All-Russian 
Central Council of Trade Unions-no easy task. 12 Tsektran 
.:onsisted of twenty members,, including Gol'tsman, and Trotsky 
became its lhairman. 

It !s not difficult to understand the union opposition to 
this new committee: it cut across the authority of the All­
Russian Central Council \'If Trade Unions and substituted 
a centralized 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 Tsekt,an 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 
witltn the unions, even to the extent of threatening the re­
calcitrant with imprisonment. 13 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, primaFily ,associ­
ated with it in thf popular view, was nothing but political 
chicanery. Yet this was the policy 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 compulsio~ over the workers 
practised by Tsektran, such a~ its 'police methods of dragooning 
the workers from above w1th the· help of ~pecialists'. The 
same line of attack was u_sed in speeches up and down the 

12 ProwkolJ X, p. 872. u ibid., pp. 372-3. 
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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 pleasy, that is your speciality".' The commissars 
working under Tsektran, Trotsky argued, were only carrying 
out the vvill of the Central Committee, and Lenin himself 
had insisted on placing none but 'tsektranists' In the Rail­
ways Comm!ssariat. Trotsky's speech was punctuat~d by 
applause.14 Among the 'complications' to which he referred 
was the wave ofindustrial strikes at the end of February 1921 
in Petrograd, which immediately preceded the Kr~nstadt 
sailors' revolt. • 

Another aspect of Zinoviev's campaign against Trotsky was 
his attack on the political direction of the Balti~ 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 or 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 
confli~t appears to have started at least .as 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 political 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 corn-

u 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 commuflist masses'. On 15 :February 1921 at a stormy 
meeting of party organizations of the Baltic Fleet, a resolution 
was passed condemning Pubalt and accepting the Petrograd 
committee's demand. A nurnber of delegates also 'demanded 
abolition of all political departments in the fleet'. A fortnight 

-,_ater the K.,ronstadt sailors revolted against the communist 
party. The~r revolt was not, of course, against Pubalt in 
favour of the Petrograd committee, but against the ·entire 
communist party. But the spectacle of open conflict in the 
party .leadership for twelve months before had beyond doubt 

-. played its ilart 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 
fac~ which Pukhov (writing in 1930) no longer bothers to 
conceal. 15 Lenin did not in any way publicly dissociate him­
selffrom Zinoviev's campaigns against either Tsektran or Pubalt. 
He may, however, have been instrumental in procuring th.; 
passing of a resolution by the Central Committee on 12January 
1921 condemning the campaign against Tsektran. 16 _ 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 reitera-eed 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
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 

. 
15 See A. S. ~ukhov, 'Kronshtaqt i baltiyskiy flot pered myatezhem 1921 goda' 

m Krasnqya letopzs', no. 6 (39), 1930, pp. 174-97. . 
16 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 gratlually trans­
form themselves into auxiliary organs of the proletarian state' .11 

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 NintH' 
Party Congress. His introduction of military !ethod~ 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 b•hind • 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 ~f 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 suppo~ of 
the administrative talent of the trade unions. Trotsky in a 
short time undid most of Lenin's work. But the fault for this 
ltly 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 dmning of the supporters of his policy like Stalin and 
Zinoviev, than with the more brilliant, bu~tactless, 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 VKP(b) v rez., pp. ~98-9 . 
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the purely administrative side of affairs.' 18 Trotsky himself 
admitted that the cnticism was fair. 19 

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 
19~21. This struggle was waged primarily around the whole 
question of the centralization of authority within the party, 
~nd those ~ho professed to oppose centralization emer?ed 
victo~ous, o'hly 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 C<jncentrated at the centre. Not only had the local soviets 
ceased to hj.ve 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 t:ommittee, 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 
Sov~ets 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. ao 

As the party extended its influence over the entire life of 
the country and the central party authorities tende\:l increas­
ingly to subordina~ 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. • 
19 See Trotsky, Stalinskaya shkola, pp. 40-1; 'I think that these words correctly 

characteriz,e the very root of the dispute at that period.' 
20 See Vs. syezd. VII, pp. 23-4, 60-2. Certain recommendations were made 

at this cong!es~ with the o?ject of improving t.h~ workin?' of the machinery, but 
they were not m fact earned out and the pos1t1on remamed very similar at the 
next Congress of Soviets, in December 1920--see Vs. syezd VIII pp. 55-6 for 
Dan's proposed resolution in very much the same terms as the ye;r before. ' 
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coh~resses, 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 t)te 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, L~ 
Serebryakov, I. N. Smirnov, I. Stalin, M. TomskJ, L. T,otsky, 
and G.· Zinoviev, nineteen in all. In addition there were 
twelve candidate members:-G. Petrovsky, E. Yaroslavsky, 
M. j\1uranov, V. Milyutin, P. Stuchka, V. Nogin, S. pusev, 
I. Pyatnitsky, A. Beloborodov, P. Zalutsky, V. ~olotov, 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 ofthe 
party, and was reconstituted by the Eighth Party Congress, 
in March 1919, as a sub-committee of the Central Como»ttee 
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 freqtfent summoning of the full committee impossible. 21 

The omission of Zinoviev from the Polit~ureau 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 Plenum; but between 
September and December 1920 (i.e. when the civil war was almost over) the 
Plenum was meeting fovr times a month and dealt with more than twice as many 
matters as the Politbureau. Mter 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 Ts.K., no. 22, 18 September 
1920· no. 26, 20 December 1921. Durin~ 1922 the Politbureau became the 
gove;ning body, with the Central Committee meetings becoming more infrequent 
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, d'uring 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 
t\ifficulties fo.r the Central Committee. Its wide responsibili­
ties a:14d gro\\'ring 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 

-appar~tus, it lacked the means to quell the impatience and 
opposition evhich its interference evoked. Until 1919 the 
Central Committee had worked without a secretariat, and 
without an~ personnel department to deal with party appoint­
ments. The death of Sverdlov, shortly before the Eighth 
}Jarty 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
ing~ 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 fac"tors quite 
beyond the contra! of any secretariat, its task of restoring 
harmony in the party was far from easy. The Orgbureau, on 
the other hand, as the department responsible for the moving 
around of party members on an ever in~reasing 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. 

22 VKP(h) v re;:;., 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. Th~ Orgbureau, 
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 Aprill920 its membership was ~ed as follow~ 
Stalin, Rykov, Krestinsky, Serebryakov, and Prlobraz4ensky, 
with Dzershinsky and Tomsky as candidates. 23 All three 
secretaries thus became members of the Orgbureau early in 
1920. The interdependence of Orgbureau and Secr,tariat, 
the absence of Stalin on war duties in the second balf of 1920, 
the weakness and insignificance of Rykov-alike contributed 
to make the three, Krestinsky, Serebryakov, and Pjeobrazhen­
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 systewatic 
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. 24 It was not, however, until the spring of 1920 
that the Orgbureau had worked out a plan for such a redistribu­
tion invo!ving 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 with~ut reference to the Politbureau, except for 
appointments within the central apparatus. 25 But a planned 
redistribution of party strength depended upon an efficient 

2a Otchety pp. 27-8. 24 VKP(b) v m:.., p. 354. 
25 Protokdy IX, p. 330; Otchety, pp. 30, .31. The. increased activi!Y of t;he 

Orgbureau at this period is shown by the fact that 1t 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 
reorganizatiotl. 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
i"-g; (3) the r<IJ1k and file, 26 and even this remained incomplete. 
Accon}iing t<f 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 
30,000-.;32,000 party members, 27 nor was it until the autumn 

•• of 1920 that.the first attempt had been made, at a conference 
of guberniya party secretaries, to introduce a uniform system of 
records in l~cal party organizations. Indexes of members in 
the provincial party organizations, on which the central index 
must necessarily have depended, were only instituted inJ anuary 
1921. 28 

By September 1920 the Orgbureau had d~alt with transfers 
of o~r 25,000 party members. It was an unpopular opera­
tion, in spite ofthe 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. 29 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. 30 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 dis~on.tent in the party. 
In 1921 the problem would be tackled With more ruthlessness 
and thoroughness than these men, botq of a comparatively 

26 Izvest[ya Ts.K., no. 22, 18 September 1920. i, 27 Pravda, 21 July 1921. 
28 Spravochnik I, p. 54. • \ 2 9 Otchety, p. 43. 
30 Otchet,:y, p. 66; and see Spravochnik, I, p. 79, for ~he. instructions signed by 

.~ Krestinsky,.to local organizations, dated 20 December J<Q20. 
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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 a~ticle in whi& 
he reprimanded some organizations, and especic!lly th<e Petro­
graci 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 ~aw the 
solution of the crisis in the party in terms of increjl.sed freedom .• 
of discussion. 

The Secretariat grew rapidly in 1920. Its stlff 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. 31 

The Ninth Party Congress in March 1920, when it increased 
the number of secretaries to three, laid down a policy of .loser 
contact between the centre and the local organi:z;ations, of 
increased propaganda, and encouragement of independent 
local party activity. 32 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. 33 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 

a1 Jzuestiya Ts. K., no. 22, 18 September "1920. 
aa Izvestiya Ts. K., no.19, 7 March 1921. 
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! 2 VKP(b) v m;., pp. 404:--7. 
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rifts between party and trade unions now exist, the dissensions 
·on the- management of industry have .disappeared as well as 
the dissensio:!iS in the sphere of central and local administra­
tion.'34 It was in fact already apparent by July 1920 that . 
. the problem of discontent inside the party was far from solved. 
The s1tuation was not made any easier by the antagonism 
which had grown up between Zinoviev and Preobrazhensky. 
• The whole question of healing party discontent was discussed 
at a special ~arty conference in September 1920, at which 
both tfie Democratic Centralists and the. Workers' Opposition 
were strongly represented. In addition to the official report 
presented by Zinoviev on behalf of the Central Committee, 
Sapron•ov, on behalf of the Democratic Centralists presented 
a minority r~port. He demanded freedom of discussion within 
party organs as the only means of uniting the sundered ranks. 
On behalfo!the Worker's Opposition Lutovinov called for the 
immediate putting into practice of the widest possible workers' 
democracy, complete abolition o(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~st Soviet and trade union organs from excessive inter­
ference by the Central Committee of the party. Zinoviev 
did not apparently oppose these suggestions. 35 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 J>reobrazhensky 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 dev8loped to 
a much wider extent than hitherto, both locally and centrally. 
Though recognizing the necessity iri '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, V:>l. XXVII, p. 494. cf. Aleksandrov, pp. 29-30, for an account 

bas~d ?n the official record of the proceedings of this Conference. This record, 
wh~ch ls very rare;, l,:Jas not been available . 
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workers take place as a punitive measure 'against comrades 
on the grounds that • they hold different opinions @n one 
question or another.' 3 6 • 

• The report of the Central Committee 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, declaroo 
the report, had been reduced, repressions againsloppositionists 
inside the party had ceased, party officials had beeJ '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 'co•mpara­
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 verf 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' oppo,ition 
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. 37 

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 inMance, and, more recently, Lenin's tactical 

ss See VKP(b) v rez., pp. 411-16, for the pu~lishe? resol~ti.o?· I.n an account 
of this conference Preobrazhensky stresses that, m spite of cntlcism, It was charac­
terized by its complete unity and solidarity-see ]zvestiya Ts. K., no. 24, 12 Octo~er 
1920. 

a7 Ii:;vestiya 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 Gubernfya Party Conference, at the end of 
November 1,920, 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 
f>assed a resolution condemning separate groups and cliques. 38 

At the pa:rly conference in September, Zinoviev, as spokes­
man ~f 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-t!ontrol 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 centr<ft 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 ofliving 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 th~ party. 39 

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 P~ty Conference on 
4 <?ctober 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. 
89 VKP(b) v rez., pp. 415-16; Izvestiya Ts. K., no. 26, 20 December 1920 . 
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same time he blamed the military authorities, 'esp~cially 
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 ... immediatel1 
understand that it is not just a joke when we say IIat a new era 
is about to dawn, that at the first opportunity of drawing ~reath 
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 princirft.e of election 
to worker and peasant democracy. It must be understood that 
new times call for new songs. It must be made •lear 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. 40 

It would have been understandable had the concili.tory 
policy of the three secretaries, in the face of growing unrest 
within the party, e:;'{asperated the more determined members 
of the Central Committee, such as Tomsky, Stalin, or Zinoviev, 
whose views on opposition within the party were perha:ps of a 
less tolerant nature, whatever Zinoviev may have said. But 
it was not for its inefficiency, or tolerance, or inaction that the 
Secretariat, or rather the Orgbureau, was eventually attacked. 
It 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 op~nly advertised to the entire p~rty-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 Cong:Jiess of Soviets, 'There are a few individuals 
among our . comrades who sometimes imagine that all our 

40 For the Petrograd Conference see Petrogradskaya Pravda, 5 October 1920; 
for Zinoviev's speech at the Soviet Congress in December, see Vs. l)lezd VIII, 
p. 324. For a forceful attack on this speech see Smilga, Na povorote, a pamphlet 
written for the Tenth Party Congress. · 
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• CHAPTER XV 

OPEN DISSENSION 
IN THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE 

• The trade union Communists had never accepted the deci~ 
sion 4> orgalize transport on military lines. The unpopularity 
of Tsektran was only equalled by that of Glavpolitput', with its 
rough and ready methods of moving around any Communist 
it ch~se as occasion demanded. However, the new system 
did bring ,.bout some slight improvement in the catastrophic 
transport situation which had been reached by spring 1920.1 

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 ~e unions, and that Tsektran and Glavpolitput' were to be 
regarded as temporary organs, destined to fuse with the normal 
union machinery and to disappear. 2 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. 3 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 

.
1 The percentag~ .of l;comotives out of repair fell i'om 60 per cent in the 

spn?-g to 58 per cent m. the early autumn and the repair programme was carried 
out m the early autumn m excess of the number planned. See E. Preobrazhensky, 
Trek!Uetie oktyabr' skoy revolyutsii, pp. 10-11. 

2 Spravochnik, I, p. 120; cf. a circular letter on the same lines issued by the 
Secretariat, quoted in Zinoviev, Sochineniya, Vol. VI, p. 601. 

3 Report of the Central Committee for period ending 15 September 1920 
Otchety, pp. 40--1. · ' 
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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 situation 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~uilt 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 reorganiz<attion ~f the 
unions, that is to say, first of all, to pick the directing personnel 
of the unions.' 4 

Trotsky's speech evoked immediate protest fro~ Tomsky, 
then chairman of the All-Russian Central Council of Trade 
Unions and a member of the Central Committee ofthe party. 
Tomsky was no doubt aware that in an attempt to oy-erthrow 
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'. 5 As a result, a collision between 
Tsektran 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 Tsektran. He was supported by Lenin, who 
blamed T~ektran 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'. 6 He at 

• 
4 For this extract from Trotsky's speech see Tomsky's speech at the Tenth 

Party Congress, Proto!roly X, p. 372;for Lenin's views, see Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII (1), 
w~~ . . 

6 See e.g. an article by Lutovinov on this Trade Union Conference in Vestnik 
truda, no. 2, December 1920, pp. 11-14. 

6 Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 100 . 
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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 fUnootion 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, inde,pendently of the party, or any relaxation of party 
cont:t;pl ove:P the unions. Both emphasized the need for the 
strictest discipline and for the application of methods o£ com­
pulsion. But where Lenin's theses are a masterpiece of diplo- • 
mati~ understatement, Trotsky's are a defiant challenge: this 
is what priletarian goverment means, he seems 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 telling the union Communists the worst. 
A few contrasting passages may serve to illustrate this difference. 

In the workers' state ... [says Trotsky] the parallel exist-
1!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 
umons .... 

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 
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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 t.-ea'ted 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 ope~y urged the nee? for central party cont~ol• 
over uruon appomtments, but Lerun now seemei! to PliflllllSe 
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-of the 
trade union movement, and to eliminate the method' of appoint­
ment . . . The selection of the directing personnel of the trade 
union movement must, of course, take place uncle~ 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 f~edom for the workers from the dictatorship of the 
party.13 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, ParJiya i soyuzy, pp. 9-32. Trotsky's original theses are 
to be found ibid., pp. 354-60. . 

13 Thus, e.g., Rosenberg at p. 153: 'Although Trotsky showed great c~uti~n 
in formulating his proposals in detail, his purpose was clear:. the restorati~n. m 
Russia of working-class democracy by mt;ans of the trade. ~ons.- If a rmllion 
trade unionists seized control of ptoductwn and econormc life m general (the 
idea of productive democracy here makes its appearance) there would be ~ end 
to the dictatorship of the communist party.' But Trotsky advocated nothmgJof 

. ;;;,(i';t • '7 .• ·";<' . 
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lines 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 
anion bureaucracy'. 14 In the army Trotsky had once, by 
the re<4ruitm~t 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 :iCCalcitrant trade union leaders by more malleable 
men. His principal anxiety was summed up in his conclusion 
that discont,nt 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 
Tro~sky 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 ~ddition 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.l 6 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 Wii;S the Workers' ~pposi~ion whic~ advocated control of production 
by the trade uruons, and there IS certamly 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. 

15 T;ots~y, 0 zarJ;lch~kh proftoyuzov, pp. 21-2. 
1 6 Zmoviev; Sochznenrya, Vol. VI, p. 606 . 
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Central Committee Zinoviev now demanded that Tsektran 
should be abolished, that the political directorate of transport 
(Glavpolitput') should be disbanded, and that tht! organization 
of transport should be assimilated to normal trade union 
organization. Faced squarely with the question of the imme­
diate dissolution of Tsektran, it was inevitable that the Central 
Committee should split into the two factions which had been 
forming within it for some time past. Lenin, backed by Stalift 
and Tomsky, supported Zinoviev, and together tP:tey uried the 
immediate abolition of Tsektran. By a vote of eight to seven 
the Central Committee refused to adopt this drastic course, 
and accepted instead a compromise resolution prop~ed by 
Bukh~rin. This advocated the immediate ab~tion of the 
unpopular political directorates, but proposed to leave Tsektran 
in power until February, when a new Tsektran woqJ.d 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 administrative 
experience, organizational ability, and practical proof of their 
interest in the material and spiritual welfare of the masses' .17 

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 
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. 19 

He also repeatedly reproached Trotsky for having unneces­
sarily antagonize~ the trade union leaders, such as Tomsky 
and Lozovsky, by his attitude on the trade union question. 20 

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. . . 
1s ibid., p. 28. . 19 tbid. 
~o See e.g. a speech 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-operat~ with the Central 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. 
'Jhese theses had emphasized the need for the strictest work 
disciplipe, anl 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 and in the struggle against bureaucratic methods-all 

• matters• near• to Lenin's heart. 21 But in his praise for Rud­
~ zutak's theses, Lenin omitted to mention that at the very same 

conference t~e same Rudzutak was also demanding that the 
unions should take 'at any rate a part of the control of industry 
directly into their own hands'. 22 This was suspiciously 
close to the demand of the Workers' Opposition, which 
Lenin was always the first to condemn in the most stringent 
tern~ 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. 23 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 chftmpionship 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 Tsektran had thus 
failed, and the Central Committee was therefore divided on 

21 Rudzutak's theses are printed in Lenin (1), Vol. XVIII (1) pp. 23-4 
2! Quott;d b~ L~rin in Diskussionnyy.listok, no. 2, p. 3. ' · 
~· .. · See ZmtlVlev s speech on the subject, Partiya i sqyuzy, p. 88. 
...•. 1 • \ .. • 
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the question of the immediate abolition of Tsektran. On 
Trotsky's side were ranged the three secretaries, as well as 
Andreev, Bukharin, and Dzerzhinsky-exactly•as 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 t\fo 
aspects of the same campaign. (Even the pro~cutio~ 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.) 24 Zinoviev's attack on Tsektran and his 
championship of democratic methods against TrQtsky had pro- :. 
ceeded side by side with his intrigues against the masters 
of the party apparatus, Krestinsky, Preobra~hensky, 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 ~o 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 debate 
arose partly as a result of a difference of opinion between , 
Trotsky and Lenin on the best tactics to be adopted in putting :1i',: 
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 w.hom 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 dommittee and the stifling of local initiative. 

24 The accusation of forming such a bloc in October 1921 f~r treasonable ··• · 
activities which was also said to include Radek, was only made agamst , 
in 1938 hut not against either Serebryakov or Radek at their trial in 1937. 
was ~brazhensky who in 1938 (if_still alive) had been in p~son for 
either brought to trial or called as a Witness to support the accusauon • 

• 
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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 a:s 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· 
womise and by more respect for the principle of party 
democracy. J!ut 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. 29 The Democratic 
Centrafists had no sympathy with the Workers' Opposition . 
In spite of :orne identity of views on over-centralization in 
the party between the two groups, the Democratic Centralists 
were essenti:ftly 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 tnore interested in practical results. 

T!te theses ofthe 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 
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 p~wer 
29 Protokoly X, pp. 7, 370 . 
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of appointing union officials and the members of union com­
mit~e.es ~he centr~l apparatus would not be able to put its 
policies mto pract1ce 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 thaw. 
members of the communist party was to have ~ny influence. 
They did not propose that the workers should be g1t-en an 
opportunity by free elections to choose their representatives 
from other parties if they so desired. 

Bukharin's theses, which were published in Pra1Jda on 
16 January 1921, justly earned Lenin's taunt t~at 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 nominatio:r! to 
posts on the economic directorates of the Supreme Council of 
National Economy shoulq 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, S6kol'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 
trad€ 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 militariz•d 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 
en the hierarchy. 30 The proposals were designed to steal some 
of the thundlr from the Workers' Opposition, against which 
Bukha~in 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 

11 seem that ~e 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 . 

. --.,. Le~n 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 orgal}ized 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. 31 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 .virtually 
unthinkable. 

But the dispute on the trade unions was of secondary import­
ance compared \lrith 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 t:Ms struggle, which 
was fully endorsed by Lenin, 32 and was crowned with success. 

u 

30 Text in VKP(b) v m: .. , pp. 800-10. 
21 See e.g. Pravda, 4 February 1921. 
3 2 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 elections.to the forth­
corning 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 l\:fosc01v party 
organization, which resented this attempt by Zinoviev to take 
upon himself the leadership in what was supposed to be a fre• 
debate. An even sharper rejoinder followed frT.m the Petro­
graci Communists. There was, however, more behind thls 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;1pelle~ 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 memb~rs 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 Committee 
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 co~d 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 w.ts 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 
hand, rather·than leave it to the organization, 
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and try to lead it along more dignified lines. 33 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, 
«~.ny more than he attempted to restrain the attacks on Ts~ktran 
and t~e Orgitireau. 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 
regan! for ,.precept 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 Zinoviet 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 
end of it. To Zinoviev the discussion was a welcome oppor­
tutrity 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 Tsektran 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, Tsektran offers him vinegar in 
place of the milk which comrade Zinoviev has at his disposal.' 35 

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 on.shrewder 
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 

33 Texts of the Petrograd resolution, with replies and rejoinders and the 
account of the Control Commission's intervention are ieprinted. in Protokoly X 
pp. 777-83, 847-8. ' 

34 See 'Krizis partii' published in Pravda on 21 January 1921; and 'Eshche raz 
o profsoyuzakh, o tekushchem momente, i ob oshibkakh tovarishchey Trotskogo 
i Buk~arir;.a' on 25 January-Lenin, Vol. XXVI, pp. 113-45. For Trotsky's 
reply Est raznoglastya, no k chemu putanitsa?' see Pravda of 29 january 
1921. 

35 P~otokoly X, p, 358 . 

• • 



290 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOCRACY 

campaign beyond one modest article. 36 But he was active 
behind the scenes. 'Not only in Petersburg under comrade 
Zinoviev,' said Rafail, a Democratic Centralist, ~t the Tenth 
Party Congress, 'but also here, in Moscow, instead of military 
communiques ... we have communiques of the party front 
under the supervision of that military strategist and arch­
democrat, comrade Stalin.' 37 Trotsky campaigned with the 
vigour which always characterized him in debate. Tc. 
Zinoviev he showed no mercy. But a person\]. loyalty, in 
which he had not wavered since 1917, restrained hi~ from 
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 centraliZjition ~n the 
party. Indeed, at the first opportunity, he readily joined with 
Lenin in attacking them in public. 38 To the members of the 
Workers' Opposition in turn, the policies of Lenin ~nd Trotsky 
with regard to the trade unions had always appeared as a dis­
tinction without a difference. 39 But, though far fi·om 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 creatio~ 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 

• 36 'Nashi raznoglasiya', Stalin, Vol. V, pp. 4-14. 
37 Protoko[y X, p. 101. 
as At the Second Miners' Congress on 22-24 January 1921-see Protoko[y X, 

pp. 125,854. Over a quarter of the conununist delegates to this congre;;s voted 
in favliur of Shlyapnikov's resolution--{) I out of 229; I 37 voted for Lerun, 8 for 
Trotsky. See Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 636. 

at A. Kollontay, The Workers' Opposition, 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 i11.to the discussion. Although hardly cast for the 
role 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 

.hands the sm;newhat dry doctrine contained in the Workers' 
Opposition theses (of which she had not been a signatory) 
was t~ansmuted into a general criticism of the communist 
regime, with a potentially much wider appeal than the theses, 
which were addressed mainly to communist trade unionists. 
Hatrt'd of ihe 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 party. In January, and February many Communists 
were leaving the party in disgust, according to the Control 
Commission. 4° 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 
1~1 just before the Tenth Congress. 41 That her agitation 
was effective is evident fi:om 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 bourge~is ideas. 

40 See .two articles by Sol'ts ~n.Pravda of6 and 21 February 1921. 
41 • Entitled Rapoch<zya oppozz.ts.?)!a. According to Koll?ntay it was officially 

pubhshed, ostens~bly m an edition of one and a half million copies, according 
~o a statemel!t pr~nted o~ the cover. But only 1500 copfes were in fact published 
and. that w~th drfficulty -Prof(Jkoly X, p. lQ3. The rarity of this work in the 
Ru~sian v~rsron rathe~ supports Kollontay'~ stateme~t. The pamphlet is freely 
available m th~ English and German versions published abroad in 1922 after 
~he condemnation of the vyor~ers' Opposition at ~he Eleventh Party qpngress 
m March. (Kollontay mamtamed that these foreign translations and publica­
tions took place against her will.) 
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Bukha.rin even discovered in Kollontay traces of 'disgusting, 
sentimental Catholic beastliness'. 42 

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, likevvise criticized the dictatorship 
of the communist party. But the Mensheviks, unlike the• 
Workers' Opposition, supported the particip~ion in the 
government and in industrial management of all w~rkers, 
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 grav;r pr~lem, 
the loss of faith by the communist party in the mission of the 
working class. Bourgeois principles were beginning to soil 
party policy as set out in the programme, and the 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 percentagt of 
workers in vital posts scarcely exceeded seventeen. 43 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?' 44 Kollontay demanded, as 
did the \Yorkers' Opposition theses, control of industry by the 
unions and local administratio:q. 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. . . , 
43 This figure was !fased on an ~aly~1s by Ts~upa. cf. S~lyapruk<?v s 

detailed analysis of figures for 1922.wh1ch.g1ves a very srmilar result, man a~t~cle 
published on 18 January 1924, reprinted m M. Zorky, (ed.) Rabochaya oppa::,zt.r!Ja, 
at p. 149. 

441'\.ollontay, The Workers' Opposition, p. 23. ?Jte quotations _in th~ ~ext are 
taken i'rom the rather inadequate English translatiOn. The Russ1an onginal has 
not been available • 
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to party's fear of criticism, its 'heresy hunting', its stifling 
of initiative and of discussion. 'There can be no self-activity 
without fr~edom of thought and opinion, for self-activity 
manifests itself not only in initiative, action, and work, but in 
independent thought as well.' 45 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 

• submitted to the consideration of the rank and file and only 
after that arf supervised by the leaders. . . . There is nothing 
more• frightful and harmful than sterility of thought and 
standards of routine:.' H 

The charge was to be made later that Kollontay, and the 
Worlers' 9pposition generally, were at this date openly aiming 
at a split in the party, i.e., the setting-up of a new party in 
opposition to the Communists. 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 
t~e end be saved from degeneration. 'The Worke:rs' 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 

,And again, 'only those will fall out who attempt to evolve 

7 /' into principles om· 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 
of the evergrowing giant proletariat will absorb and digest 
everything that is wholesome, practical, and sound in the 
Workers' Opposition.'4S 

In preparation for the forthcoming congress the Workers' 
Opposition now put forward, in addition rt:>. their theses on the 
trade unions, a draft resolution embodying its somewhat drastic . 
recommendations for restoring the party to health. This called 

46 ibid., pp. 59,.61. 
48 ibid., pp. 62-3 . 
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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 joined the party after the October Revolution 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 right ~ 
of party members to complete freedom of critic!im and dis­
cussion 'upon the compulsory condition that the directi~es of 
all higher party authorities are carried into effect'. 49 

The arguments of Kollontay were thus ·strictly limited in 
their appeal to the communist party. For instance, they1nade 
no demands for any relief to the peasants; on the co~trary they 
voiced the hostility of the town proletariat towards the com­
paratively more prosperous peasantry. Nor did tfley 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 hund~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 folloyvers proposed, all 
control of industry should be vested would 'of course' be com- · 
posed of delegates nominated 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 
experienc~ and ability in place of those who are 'imposed on us 
at present' by the centre. 5° 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 Committee'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. With more susceptible audiences, 

~ 9 Text in <_orky, pp. 244--50. 
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such as the young officer cadets at the army schools, Alexandra 
Kollontay could occasionally gather a large following.51 But 
in the num-rous 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. 52 Lenin's 
prestige was still too high to be shaken by criticism of the 
Central Committee, however telling. 

• There was nothing in the aim which the Workers' Opposi­
tion set itsel~~hich 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 p~wer. 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 
co~munist party: the revolt of t;he 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. • 
" 2 e.g. in the MoscowGubern!J!a Party Conference on 19-21 February the voting 

was: Platform of the Ten 217; Shlyapmkov and Ignatov 45· Trotsky-Bukharin 52· 
Democratic-~ent~alists 13, see Zinoviev, Sochinen!J!a, Vol: VI, p. 623. In th~ 
Sverdlov Umvers1ty at the end of January out of 1200 115 voted for Trotsky 
91 for the Workers' Opposition, the rest for Lenin-Pravda, 29 January 1921. ' 
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CHAPTER XVI 
• 

THE KRONSTADT REVOLT AND THE 
NEW ECONOMIC POLICY 

The wave of strikes and workers' demonstrations in Petro,. 
grad at the end of February 1921 and the revolttfthe P.Opula~ 
tion and sailors of the naval base of Kronstadt agai~st 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 re~rd for the 
facts, that these events were inspired and directed from outside 
Russia by enemies of the Soviet state. The allegation is unsup­
ported by evidence, and has been rejected by ~very serious 
historian of the period. The opponents ofTrotsky-and their 
number naturally increased after his fall in 1927-stdve to 
show that in Petrograd, where Zinoviev was in control of the 
party organization, order was much more easily restored and 
the threat much less 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 rneans the whole 
explanation of events which were due to much more complex 
causes. 

The strikes 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 ~ity, without 
looking for a poh'\ical motive. The situation was aggravated 
in February by a fuel crisis which led to the dosing of many 
factories. Moreover, in Petrograd, the heaviest category of 
worl:ers, the transport workers, were receiving only 700 . to 
1,000 calories offood a day. The~~etrograd workers attempted 

. 296 ' . ··\,,··c.•' . , . 
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'!''. ··': .:;fi, 
expeditions in the neighbouring 

dei:IaJ1ce of the prohibition offree trading. The 
in suppressing these expeditions raised 

cu:sco>ntc~nt to fever heat. That this question of food collection 
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 

'th the villages, and the abolition of the punitive detachments 
which existtttl to suppress such trading as was carried on 
illega:n_y. Nevertheless, a political undercurrent was also re­
flected in some of the resolutions passed, in which menshevik . 
and socialist revolutionary influence was apparent. 1 

Th~ Meisheviks were certainly active at the time of the 
Petrograd strikes. They had a large following among the 

.· vvox·ke.rs
1 

of the city, and they endeavoured, in accordance 
with their policy of open opposition by all legal means, to 

the demand, not merely for piecemeal concessions, but 
a radical reform of the whole government structure­

elected soviets, freedom of expression for all workers, 
release of socialists under arr,est, and an end to the terror. 

Mensheviks mostly conducted their propaganda in small 
inside the factories, so as to avoid arrest for as long 

···as 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. 2 The 
Socialist Revolutionaries mainly urged the convocation of the 
l.i01UStltU1ent Assembly. 

The strikes and demonstrations, which were assuming the 
of a general strike, were quickly and effectively 

suppressed by the Petrograd Committee of the co;nmunist 
, 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 Feb,ruary the Petrograd Guberniya Communist Committee 

.· .. declared a state of emergency, .mobilized t~e whole party for 
dealing. with the situation, and among other measures of 

1 
Se; .A. S. Pukhov, :":" Petrograde nakanune kronshtadtskogo vosstaniya v 

m Krasnaya letojJis, no. 4 (37), 1930, pp. !07 if., for these resolctions, 
uu«=u.:Irom the archives of the Petrograd communist party. 

pp. 105-14. 
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298 THE ORIGIN OF THE COMMUNIST AUTOcAA~\R , " . .. .. . ~·•:. 
wholesale repression, arrested all the membe~ of mensh.ev.ik. .. , . 
and social revolutionary organizations still at liberty.a But : .•. 
at the same time an important concession was mide to public, ;;; ; 
feeling: food-finding expeditions by the workers were sane.,..···. i· 
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 communist, 
party, and partly because hunger outweighed political dis{~' 
content as a motive force. • • 

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. 4 The 
sailor Communists of Kronstadt, the 'pride of the.revol~tion', 
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 fro~ attempting 
an immediate seizure of power in defiance of the Central 
Committee. When inJanuary 1918 two sick ministers of the 
Provisional Government, Shingarev and Kokoshkin, were 
murdered in a Petrograd hospital, an inquiry ordered by 
clearly fixed the guilt on certain sailors of the Baltic Fl~et. · 
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, lac. cit., pp. 105-6; Dan, op. cit., pp. 114 ff. ; 
4 The Kronstadt Revolt has been closely studied in a purnber of well docu- ·· "' 

mented anarchist publications, notably Ida Mett, La Commune de Cronstadt; Voline, ;r '. 
pp. 409-506; E. Yarchuk, Kronshchad v ruskata revobJUtsiya, Sofia, 1923. The _most ,. :'; 
important '!ource of information is the file of the daily paper (lzvestrya) published ·•· ;, ; 
by the Provisional Revolutionary Committee of the Sailors, Soldiers, and Workers ' .. :{"''' 
of the City of Kronstadt, reprinted in 1921 in Prague by the Socialist R~volu- <'l( ' 
tionaries, in a publication called Pravda o Kronshtadte. Fourteen issues m all ··"'•' 
appeared, between 3 and 16 March 1921. There is also much valuable m~terial '·' 
quoted in a series of articles published in the historical journal of the Lemngrad 
party Krasnaya letopis', e>f which use has been made in the account o~ the events •'y·; 
given here. The best Soviet account is A. S. Pukhov, Kronshtadtskry myatezh v , 
1921 g. See also a recent article, Robert V. Daniels, 'The Kronstadt Revolt of. · 
1921: A Study in the Tyrannies of Revolution' in American Slam·c and East European .• 
Review, 1951, p. 241. The best account published in English and the m~st 
tailed, is Fedotoff-White, Chapter V. I have also had the advantage of seemg 
manuscript Dr. G. Katkov's forthcoming study of the Kronstadt Revolt. 

6 Steinberg, Als ich Volkskommissar war, pp. 139-63. 
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of any participation by them in' the revolt. has ever been 
adduced by Soviet writers, though assertions to this effect are 
frequent. 'there 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. 6 On the other hand, the an­
archist influence in the fleet was fairly strong, and the Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries also had some following. Moreover, 

.whereas in Petrograd the relations between townsfolk and 
peasa~try h;d 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 

• symp:thy t'ij.an townsfolk with the hardships which the forcible 
, state food collection inflicted on the peasantry. The political 

picture in the two towns was therefore entirely different. 
Again, the ~ommunist 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 
co~manders in the fleet, and the commissars normally sided 
with the ratings against the imperial ex~officers. 7 The authority 
of the commissars and the authority over them of the higher 
command had also suffered considerably 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, ofconducting a Citmpaign 
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. 8 It is not 
!cult to imagine the effect of this campaign on discipline, 
only among the political commissars, who were subordinate 

, Trotsky, ~ut among the ratings as well. 

1 
SeeP. Bogomil, 'Pis'mo iz Rossii', in _z'arya, no. 1, 1922, pp. 21-5. 
Fedotrff-Wkite, p. 154. • 

8
, ~· S. Pukhov, 'Kronshtadt i baltiyskiy flot pen~d myatezhem', Krasnqya 

flis, no. 6 (39), 1930, at pp. 188-9. (And ilee Chapter XIV.) . . ' 
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The contrast between the atmosph~re in the communist j 
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.9 Yet discontent in the naval base 
had for many months past been assuming proportions as 
menacing as in the capital. Dissatisfaction with material• 
conditions as well as political unrest had been ·~ving jise to 
serious apprehension in the party. 10 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 tq. pro~e the • 
assertion, primarily originating from Trotsky, that the com- .,... 
munist party both in Kronstadt and in the Balti~ 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.I 1 Similarly, in the civilian party in ~he 
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- j 
ing to official figures, and probably in fact higher. 12 It was, j 
however, true that a large number of the older Bolsheviks 1 
had been drafted out of the fleet, largely no doubt because 
they were required for service in other fields, particularly in 
transport, 13 but alsQ in some instances with the additional 

9 A. S. Pukhov, 'V Petrograde nakanune kronshtadtskogo myatezha', ibw 
no. 4 (37),"1930, at pp. 117-18. 

lO Pukhov, 'Kronshtadt i baltiyskiy fl.ot', etc. pp. 149 ff. 
11 In 1925 the percentage of peasants in army communist cells was still 5 

and it would have been higher in 1921-see Ivanouich, p. 174. 
12 See Pukhov 'Kronshtadt i baltiyskiy flot', etc., pp. 176--7, for figures 01 

Kro,..-·· --,rty: The percentage of peasant Communists may have been 
a~ ·· ~ami'>le, with the Petrograd party. 

~commission was set up after the revolt to carry out !he. dr4 
--"'oack into the fleet of old Bolsheviks who had been drafted away, pnnc1pall~ 

duties in transport-see Izvestiya Ts. K., no. 31, 20 July 1921; cf. a reso!P 
of the Tenth Party Congress, VKP(b) v rez., p. 468. This. resolution ~a; 
cours~ a reflection on Trotsky who would have been mainly responsible 
the udwise drafting away of reliable sailor Communists for transport duties 
1920. 
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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 t~e Kronstadt revolt from all disturbances which 
had hitherto taken place in Soviet Russia. The number of 
Communists who actively supported the insurgents was at the 
lowest estimate 30 per cent ofthe local party; 40 per cent were 

.'neutral' .1s During the short period in which the Kronstadt 
garrison rem<lined in the hands of the insurgents, of the total 
comm1mist strength of two thousand, civilian and naval, about a 
quarter resigned. 

The communist Central Committee, in the persons of 
Zino"'ev and Trotsky, immediately branded the sailors' revolt 
as a counte~-revolutionary attempt organized from abroad by 
the White Guards and led by imperial ex-officers. Lenin, in 
an incauti01!s moment, admitted that in Kronstadt 'they do not 
want the White Guards, and they do not want our power 
either' .19 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 Zirioviev or Trotsky uttered', 
blJt did not expect Lenin to associate himself with the general 
'hypocrisy' in the party. 20 On 2 March 1921 a Provisionaf 
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 Petropavlovsk. 21 

Far from Ieading 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 
~a use would prevail, rejected their advice and refused •to resort 

1 arms, except in self-defence in the event of an attack on the 
rtress. 22 The Soviet government immediately demanded 

8 Accord~g to Trotsky's view, as quoted by Smilga, 30 per cent actively 
-commumst, 40 per cent neutral, 30 per cent pro-coml!1unist-see Protokoly X 
~~;and see A. S. Pukhov, in 'Kronshtadt vo vlasti vragov revolyutsii', Krasnay; 
1s, no. I (40), 1931, pp. 5-80, and Kornatovs!ry, pp. 13-15, on communist 
port for the revolt. • 
9 At the Tenth Party Congress-see Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 248. 
0 Q,uo~ed from the insurgents' /zvestrya in Pravda o Kronshtadte, pp. 150-J.. 

21 LISt m Pravda o Kronshtadte, p. 131; Mett, p. 36. 
22 See A. S. Pukhov, 'Kronsht<idt vo vlasti vragov revolyutsii', loc. cit., pp. 36-9. 
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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 ~chools, against the sailors. 23 Two hundred delegates 
to the Tenth Party Congress (which met during the rising, 
on 8 March) were mobilized to the Kronstadt front. The • 
victims of the reprisals after the fall of Kronsta<!t nun!bered 
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-officerJ, one 
former priest, and seven peasants. 2 ~ No public tn•a1 was ever 
held Jn connexion with the Kronstadt revolt. 

The revolt of the Baltic sailors was welcom~ 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 i~25 
Milyukov, in an article in Posledniya Novosti 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. 26 

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 

23 Kw:nef1ov, pp. 75-6, admits t?at the soldiers ":'ere driven i~to battle at .the 
point of the revolver, but says th1s was due to their fear of gomg onto the 1Cf 

There is no doubt that there was a certain amount of unrest among the arme 
forces on the mainland inspired by the sailors' revolt. The seamen of the Nav 
Aviation Detachment at Oranienbaum voted in support of the Petropavlo 
resolution on 3 March. Although they did not take up arms against the gove 
ment forty-five were extcuted-see P. E. Dybenko, Iz nedr tsarskogojlota k velik< 
okt;•abryu, Moscow, 1928, pp. 199-200, q~oted in Fedotoif-White, p. 156. For ot. 
instances of army unrest see Fedotoif-Whtte, pp.)53-4. 

2 4 Pravda o Kronshtadte, pp. 38-9. . . : 
25 See an article by Vardin in Pravda of7 Apr!l1921, based on the mterrogati 

of capdtred Kronstadt insurgents; and see Pravda of 13 July 1922, p. 2. 
26 A quotation from Milyukov's article is printed in Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 49f 
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the question in the party leadership. The delegates from the 
Tenth Party Congress to the Kronstadt front included bot~ 
Democratic ~entralists and members of the Workers' Opposl­
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. 27 

During the rising Lutovinciv, then in Berlin, publicly associated 
.himself with the military action in progress. He explained 
that the liqu~t!ation of the revolt was taking some time because 
the S~viet government was anxious to 'spare the population 
of Kronstadt'. 28 Trotsky was not only fully behind the 
suppression of the Kronstadt revolt at the time, but caused 
some~hat ~f a stir in anti-Stalinist left wing circles many 
years later by reiterating that the forcible suppression had been 
fully justified, and that the rising was in essence bourgeois in 
character a~d 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. 29 He therefore feared 
as he says, that his presence might have been interpreted as a 
political manreuvre to discredit Zinoviev. However, in 1938 
Trotsky no longer attempted to maintain the vi~w immediately 

, broadcast by him in 1921 that the Kronstadt rising was 
organized by the White Guards. so 

On the face of it, therefore, Lenin and the Central Com­
mittee had little reason to fear that any of the oppositionists, 
'lnd in particular the leaders of the Workers' Opposition, were 
ikely to harbour secret sympathies for the Kronstadt rebels in 
1GJ.rch 1921. The hostility which the supporters of the 
'orkers' Opposition felt for the peasantry in general made it 

: Barmin~, p. 95. . . • 
Humamte of 18 March 1921, quoted m Mett, p. 78. There is no authority 

he statement in Deutscher, p. 220, that 'some of the leaders' of the Kronstadt 
rolt were 'Left Communists', and itis extremely improbable . 

. 
29 See Chapter XIV. 
'
30 ~ee two articles by him in Byulleten' oppozitsii, 'Shumikha vokrug Kjonsh­
, ta, nos. 66-7 (1938), pp. 22-6; and 'Eshche ob usmirenii Kronshtadta', 

70 (1938), pp. 10 ff . 
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eve.n less likely that this group would approve of a programme 
wluch 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?31 
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 rt!'iolt provided 
a convenient pretext to silence it. There were other :easons 
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 ~e p~int of 
view of the Central Committee, as Kronstadt had revealed. 
Such was G. I. Myasnikov, 32 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. 33 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 
atrocious murders, formed soon after the Tenth Party Congress 
a group which called itself the 'Workers' and Peasants' Socialist 
Party'. This group presente.d 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. Befon 
arrest Panyushkin and his supporters did succeed in organizin 

81 VKP(b) v rez;., p. 430. And see the next chapter. . . 
s2 Not to be confus~ with A. Myasnikov, who was not assoe1ated w1th 

opposition activity. 
33 See his article 'Nereshennyy vopros' in ~etrof.radskl!:)la Pr_avda, o~ 19 Noven. 

1920. And cf. for a fuller exposition of hlS views on this quesuo? VIII Sye; 
sovetov, e;:/lednevT!Jy byu!leten' syezda, no. 6, 26 December 1920, p. 1 ~'which emb~ 
the prlt'posals prepared by him for the Eighth <f>ngress of SoVIets. Shlyapm~ 
was quite right in his denial in 1924 that Myasmkov had ever been representatJ. 
of the opinion of the Workers' Opposition-see Zorky, p. 154 .. 
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C, and B opposes C, it follows that A supports B, and that the 
aims of A and B are in every way identical. For example, 
since both .the 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 

• readily apparent. So now the Communists were for the most 
. part e:asily .persuaded 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 pvlicy'. 

Lenin did not view the New Economic Policy entirely as a 
short-term .measure. 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
ti<jn, 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'. 41 Two months later he 
expanded his explanation. 'The proletariat directs the 
peasantry, but this class cannot be driven out of existence as th<( 
landlords and capitalists were driven out of existence.· It 
must be re-fashioned over a long period, with great effort and 
great privations.'4 2 

Three and a half years of revolution, with its iittendant 
'1isery and catastrophe, had thus brought Lenin at long last 
~ry 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 <i evolution. This 
age of evolution, according to marxism, must necessarily be 
)th economic and political. Since the political form of the 
:l.te is an expression of the economic realities, or its 'super­
utture', it followed that, so long as any economic powcr was 

~ 1 Lenin, Vol. XfVI, p. 239, .,.. 42 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 cla~es 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 'g~~eratictns' 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-existe:q,ce 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 succeeqed 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. Tie 
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 whid 
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 parties were now to be appli~ 
within the communist party. Thus, compulsion must ta; 
the place of discussion, .ilnd the w;rity whlc_h hitherto h· 

• 
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sprung from faith in a common purpose must now be created 
by force. As Lenin explained some months after the 
Party Cong.-ess, '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 
resolq#on ~ • written down. We must spend our time on 
business, and not on resolutions'. 43 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 C~mmittee orders. For the creation of such a party 
a new central apparatus was required, ruthless enough to 
reshape thj: 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, 
that this attack should be crowned with success . • 

43 At the Tenth Party Conference, on 26 May 1921, Lenin, Vol. XXVI, p. 408 • 

• 
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CHAPTER XVII • 
'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 rn.Mosc~w on 
8 March 1921. As the resultofZinoviev'ssuccessful 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 vott the e 
Workers' Opposition was represented by some forty-five or at 
most fifty delegates. 1 The congress was the -;ulminating 
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. 2 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 activ~ 
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 
seemed 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 

1 Thirty-seven supporters of the \Vorkers' Opposition attended a private 
meeting summoned by Lenin towards the end of the Congress, but by that time 
many of the delegates had left, including some two hundred for Kronstadt. 
Among 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 (Protokoly X, pp. 337--8). 
Samara was a stronghold of the Workers' Opposition. Thus the total of their 
supporters must have b<llfn 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 Kronst• 
front, there must have been a good few abstentions among those of ~e 694 ~~ 
gates still present at the Congress. The figure of 18 for the Work~rs Opposr~ 
supporters is also odd since there were still 37 ,of them left at the time of Lenn 

meeting. Sl4 • 
• 
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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.' 3 The promise of 
greater de~ocracy was equally prominent in another long 
resolution on party structure which w;;ts adopted. 4 Proposed 
by Bukharin, it seemed to meet many of the criticisms of the 
Workers' Opposition. It stressed that the military form of 

• centralization in the party, dictated by civil war conditions, was 
no lo~ger ai~licable. · 

Inner party workers' democracy [ran the resolution] means 
such a forrn of organization as ensures to all members of the party, 
inc).uding the most backward, an active part in the life of the 
party, in<~the discussion of all questions arising in the party, and 
in their solution. . . . The nature of workers' democracy 
excludes ,very form of appointment in· place of election as a 
system, and finds expression in a widespread practice of election 
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 
p•blic 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. 

In spite of these resolutions, a very different plan was afoot 
for dealing with criticism within the party, and in particular 
with criticism by the Workers' Opposition. The panic created 

·. by the alarming news from Kronstadt (the revolt w!s still in 
·progress when the congress met on 8 March) as well as the 
personal form which the public discussion of the trade union 
question had taken, had both created a strong desire at the 
· ~Jngress for party unity. The supporter~ 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. 
3 VKP(b) v ret., p. 439. 4 ibid., pp. 419-29 .. 
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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 ta.bled 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 n~, comrades, 
it's not the time for it. Either here, or over tlfere, ~th 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 will ha"e to t 

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.' 5 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.' 6 In spite 
of Lenin's threat to 'put the lid' on opposition, no resoluti& 
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. 7 The 
tone of Bukharin's speeches had already made it dear enough 
that any resolution proposed by him on party unity would be 
aimed at•silencing 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 tl: 
Workers' Opposition to the extent of persuading them to ad 

5 Le~in, Vol. XXVI, pp. 227-8. 
7 ibid., pp. 337, 805. 

• 

6 Protokoly X, p. 78. 
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several of their representatives to the official list of candidates 
for election to the Central Committee.8 Shlyapnikov and 
Kutuzov were duly elected members, while Kiselev was elected 
a candidate" member. In view 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, an~wunced that it was essential to close it by mid­
night, ~ut tlfe congress later voted to meet again the following 
day to discuss the fuel situation. 9 The day came to an end 
without a mention of any resolution on opposition. At least 
two ~undred delegates had already left. The elections to 
the CentraT Cbmmittee had been held. The main business 
of the congress had to all appearances been concluded. 

On 16 M<frch 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' .10 The first resolution drew attention to the 
fa~ that there were signs in the party of the formation of 
'groups with separate platforms and with the determination, 
to 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 ofthe resolution, which remained secret until 
October 1923, conferred on ~he Central Col!lmitte'e the power 

., expulsion from the party. In the case of members of the 
~ntral Committee (a provision of particular interest to 

1 For this meeting see a note of the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, ibid., p. t9I-2. 
ibid., pp. 453, 496. 10 VKP(b) v rez;., pp. 429-34 . 
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Shlyapnikov) a tw9-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 ilf the speeches • 
of its representatives at the party congress could ~e co~trued 
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 whicl:t they 
considered necessary. The charge contained in tlu~ resolution 
and aimed at the Workers' Opposition was manifestly false, 
and everyone present at the congress must have teen 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. 11 Nor does the congress seem to have been distur~d 
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 
workin$ class, i.e. the communist party, is capable of uniting, 
educatmg, 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 n~vel v!ews on the role of the communist party 
which Lenin had first developed in 1902 were now establishf 
in Russian communist doctrine as a part of marxism. Tl 

11 Tae Statute had been adopted in December 1919. See VKP(b) v 1 

pp. 370-7, Article 50 . 
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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 tbe 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 even be mis- • 
taken! That is less dangerous than the wave~~g wlelch is 
now observable.' 17 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 th\t day 
inaugurated. Their loyalty and their fear of the cwsequences 
of disunity led them to support Lenin, possibly in some cases 
against their better judgment. ·when, as Radek ~resaw, the 
principle of these resolutions v.ras 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 si~e 
for many years to come. Of the old members of the Central 
Committee the three secretaries, Krestinsky, Preobrazhensky, 
and Serebryakov were not re-elected. Neither was Andreev, 
who had backed the wrong side in the trade union dis­
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, 
Kuybysh.ev, and Gusev,-all known supporters of Stalin. 
Kutuzov and Shlyapnikov 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 to 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 
Le~n, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Stalin, and Kamenev. The fi. 

17 Protokoly X, p. 540. 
• 
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replacement mernb'er is Molotov, the se~ond ~alinin, the t~ird 
Bukharin. The secretary has a consultative votce at all meetmgs 
of the Political Bureau. Molotov to be appointed the responsible 
secretary of the Centt:al Committee. Yaroslavsky and Mikhaylov 
to be appointed to the Secretariat. The Orgbureau to be com­
posed of l\1olotov, Yaroslavsky, Mikhaylov, Komarov, Stalin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky. Comrades Dzerzhinsky, Rudzutak, and 
Kalinin to be appointed replacement members. 113 

Thus;10t onl~ was the importance ofthe Secretariat augmented, 
but Stalin's• influence on it through Molotov, who stood close 
to him, was well assured. . The three former secretaries were 
removed from all positions of influence in the party. Zinoviev 
was "rewaided by elevation to the Politbureau in place of 
Bukharin. There is nothing to indicate that these changes in 
leading p:vty personalities took place without Lenin's full 
approval and support. The official list for the elections to 
the Central Committee, which was approved by the delegates 
to the Tenth Party Congress, was prepared by him at a private 
meeting during the congress. 19 

The Control Commission was also reorganized by the Tenth 
~arty Congress. Neither Preobrazhensky nor Dzerzhinsky 

-had stayed long on the Control Commission after their appoint­
ment in September 1920. By November they had both left20 

·and Sol'ts (who like Molotov had worked with Stalin on Pravda 
before the revolution) had replaced Preobrazhensky. By the 
time of the congress it was apparent, if only from the fact 
that he presented the report on its aetivities, 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

for it not to take an interest in party unity'. 21 Its inter­
. :vention inJanuary 1921 in the affairs of the Central d'ommittee 
has already been noted, and thereafter it demanded and 

, 18 This minute, of considerable importance in Rmsian communist party 
history, is reprinted by Zinoviev, in his Sochinenfya, Vol. VI, p. 626. 

19 PtMokoly X, p. 891 (note of the Marx-Engels-Lel!in Institute) c£ 7ork" 
157. . . "'\.' "'' 
ao ~ Sol'ts said at the Tenth Congress: 'Comrades PreobrazhellSky and 

'Zerzhmsky have now completely left. This is the result of the fact that the 
ectiollS to the Conkol Commission at the September conference were rather 
In'ied~, Protokoly X, p. 67. It was in fact the case that the electiorua at this 
• . con:e~ence were expressly stated to be temporary-VKP( b) v re;:.., p. 416. 

Sol ts s 1~port to the Tenth Congress, Pwtokoly X, p. 62 . 
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obtained the right to be represented at ·all meetings of the 
Central Committee. 22 This increase in influence was further 
marked by changes made at the Tenth Congress. l'he 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 meetings of both party and soviet com­
mittees, to make use' of the apparatus of the appropriate party • 
committee, and 'to give instructions to all party c~411rad~ and 
party organizations'. 23 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. • • 

Thus the Tenth Party Congress marked the end of an 
important phase in the history of the Russian •ommunist 
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 

~ of militarization had been defeated by an apparently more 
liberal policy, which rejected both the immediate incorporation 
of the unions in the state and the reconstruction of trade unio!t 
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 con:­
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 against 
the Workers' Oppojition did not augur well for the future 
democracy in the party. The demand of the Workers' 
Opposition that the trade unions should .control all industrr 
had been condemned as an anarcho~syndicalist deviation fron 
marxiMn; and the existence within the party of groups wit' 

n Protolwly X, pp. 65-6. 
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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 w~thin 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 . 

Lenin, Zi!10viev, and Stalin had, in December 1920, urged 
the !mme~iate abolition of Tsektran 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 ~ould be natural to suppose that with the victory of Lenin's 
view at ~he Tenth Party Congress, the policy, on which 
ostensibly he and his supporters had broken with the majority 
of the C!entral 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 Tsektran was 
heard except from an 'insignificant handful' of Mensheviks 
!md Socialist Revolutionaries who were alleged to have gate- . 
crashed disguised as 'non··party members'. 24 The unpopular 
transport political directorates, which had been fused with the 
union party organizations in December 1920, were restored 
in October 19.21 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. 25 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 in 
March 1921. In May 1921, with the. ink on it scart:ely dry, a . 
conflict arose with the Metal-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 Committ~'s list of candidates 
for the controlling committee of the union by 120 votes to 40, 
~he Central Committee ignored this vote, and appointed a 

24 Pravda, 24 and 31 March 1921. • 
25 Spravochnik, I, p. 122; II, 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. 26 

The Central Committee's policy was also reve~led 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. 27 It was soon made plnin that no 
relaxation of the strictly centralized party control•was t~ 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 functio:c.s, and charged by the Central Co~mittee to 
ensure their acceptance by the communist 'fraction' in the 
congress and subsequently by the full congress. fhe 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 uncle' 
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.' 28 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 Centtal 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 [zvestrya Ts. K., no. 32, 1921, pp. 3-4. This union, which had le~ the strikt 

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 abo Popov, II, pp. 155, 164. 

27 For'"details of these new tasks, see Vs. syezd prrif. IV., PP· 66---8. 
28 Quoted by Ryazanov at the Eleventh Party Congress, Prowko{y 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 tJmt, although Tomsky had not sup­
ported the ~ffending 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 d,id-dernand, without success, that the decision with 
regar!!t to Thmsky should be reversed. 29 

It proved only a temporary eclipse so far as Tomsky was 
concerned. Ryazanov, who had not endeared himself by his 
biHet and witty attacks ori Zinoviev's tactics, both before and 
at the Tdhh Party Congress, was never allowed to return to 
political work in the trade unions. As the result of this 
rebellion, dh 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 
<iouncil 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•.so 
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 tbis date) 
was set up in January 1922. Its work had not yet been com­
pleted by March 1922 when the Eleventh Party Congress 
met. 31 

Victimization of supporters of the Wt>rkers' Opposition 
egan immediately after the Tenth Party Congress. 'The 
29 /zvestiya Ts. K., no. 32, of6 August 1921, pp. 2-3. 
3 0 See Pravda, 30July 1921. 
31 VKP(b) v m;., p. 488; and see Andreev's speech at the Eleventh Pa~y Con­
'!llll, Protokoly XI, pp. 260 et seq . 
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struggle', as Shlyapnikov later recounted, 'took place not along 
ideological lines but by means ... of edging out from appoint­
ments, of systematic transfers from o:o.e 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 party~hortcomings. • 
'Every member of the party who spoke in de~nce ~f 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 accorctingly 
victimized. 32 The resolution on workers' democracy to which 
Shlyapnikov was referring, was not, be it noted, an opposition 
resolution, but the official resolution adopted at t~e 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 Cent~l 
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 repori; of th 
party .cell meeting, possibly compiled by someone acting a 

32 .fprky, pp. 146-7. 
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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 discussi~m was at first encouraged, partly perhaps as a 
convenient method of f()rcing 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 capita.Ksts 39 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 demorali:ing effect on its members', decided to 'liquidate' 
it after six months' existence. 40 The resolutions of the Tenth 
Congress di:approving 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. 41 

When it became evjdent that they were being victimized, 
supporters of the Workers'' Opposition appealed to the Cen­
tral Committee. Their complaints were investigated and 

39 For a report of this see Pravda, 14 January 1922, which ascribes the setting 
of the Samara cl~b to the .de~ire ~o 'liquidate,' _opposi~n tendencies, but does 
st~te w~ether th1s meant hqmdat10n of the cntlcs, or the resolving of doubts in 

~ dlSCUSSlOn. 
10 Lenin,. Vol. XXVII, pp. 536-7. The closing down of this club was fully 
i.orsed by Lenin-ibid., p. 267. 

1 See the Qentral Committee's report for the period between the Tenth and 
enth Party Congresses, reprinted in Protokoly XI, pp. 637-64, from I!vest!Ja 
K., no. 4, of 1922 . 
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rejected as untrue. 42 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 ap:£1aratus, by re-• 
moving an elected organization, as in the case o! Samira, 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 ofthe leaders oftte Workers' 
Opposition eventually endeavoured to make their criticism 
heard in the arena of international communism ~nd to warn 

·foreign Communists 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 a number of the foreign 
communist parties. These left wings had been growing•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, iif reply to Lenin's Left Communism-an Irifantile Disease. 43 

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 tht 
majority of the party in many important centres, includi 
Berlin and Hamburg. In April 1922 the K.A.P.D. formt 
together with the Dutch and Bulgarian opposition grt:mps, t 
so-qlled Communist Labour International, as a co-ordinat; 

42 Protoko{)' XI, p. 652. 
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43 O.ffener Brief an Lenin, p. 87. 
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provoke the Workers' Opposition into forming a group of the 
'Fourth International', 48 

So far from abandoning the communist Third ~ternational, 
the Workers' Opposition made a rather nai've 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 'not • 
in the name of the Russian delegation', but (or 'a• small 
minority' of the Russian party offered some rmld criticism 
of the decline in Russia of confidence in the masses, and of 
the loss of initiative by the proletariat. She was attacke~ with 
venom by Trotsky and Bukharin, and found no su~ort in the 
congress, except from the delegates of the K.A.P.D. In spite 
of her criticism, she did not vote against the resolulion approv­
ing the policy of the Russian communist party. 49 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 following 
year, twenty-two prominent supporters of the Workers' Oppo:i~ 
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
_pJaipec1.Ef._th~ _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 • .9.gnatories of this declaration, of which a 
copy was sent to the Ce?.tral Committee, included Shlyapnikov, 
Medvedev, and Kuznetsc,v, as well as Chelyshev, the member 
of the Central Control Comvission. Kollontay, not an original 
signatory, appended her sign~ture later. The Decl~ration of 
the Twenty-Two, as it beca~ known, was also stgned by 
Myasnikov, who had been expelled from th~ party a f~w days 
before the declar'\tion reached t\le Executive Committee of 
the International. · One notable ()mission from the list c::~c' 
signatories was Kiselev. He had,.,since the Tent~ Part 
Congress, become chairman of the '!..esser Sovnarko:n', 
co-or~Hnating office within the Council ofr.eople's Commtssal 

u Protokoly XI, p. 697. 49 Com!~ Ill, PP· 367-:83 
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Menshevi~ and 'counter-revolutionaries' generally. Its report 
was unammously accepted by the Executive Committee; but 
four members, two Swiss and two Czech, abstairyd. 51 

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 ofthe Twenty-Two•was co~ider­
able. Their step wa~ understandable as a la~t 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 Ceitral 'bom­
mittee proceeded to exploit its victory in the International in 
order finally to discredit the opposition inside ~ssia. 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' V nion 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. 52 

A much more serious state of affairs was disclosed at the 
Eleventh Communist Party Congress which opened on 2 7 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. 53 What was more alarming to the Central Com 
mittee, the unrest in party life in the country was reflectet 
in the congress proceedings. Lenin's health was already fail 
ing. He had ceased regular work in December. He attende 
~.-.h, the opening ~f the Eleventh Congress~ to present tr 

·-- •.-. this incident have been published, bt 
- ' · "'"'· 59-63, and Prowkoly X 
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· can do everything except change a man 
Our Central Committee is . far more power-

th.ari that. It has already changed more than one not 
revoltlionary man into. an' old woman, and the number 

these ~~ld women is increasing daily.' 60 He argued that 
long as government took the, form of the issuing of orders 

previous . discussion, chaos, bureaucracy, and cor­
would be the inevitable results. Yet, like the Tenth 

.. Con1ress before it, this congress too surrendered, in spite of 
,misgiving/, to the policy of the Central Committee. The 

.· · opposition was unorganized, and lacked influential leaders. 
No single member of the Central Committee (other than 

· ,'> Shlyapnijov and Kutuzov, retained there against their wills) 
·.·had lifted a finger during 1921 in an endeavour to stop or 

• •··•·•. modify ~e 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 f 

·the Trotsky-Bukharin platform. 61 His temporary rift with 
< Lenin had been completely healed. Zinoviev's campaign 

· 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 
t9. 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 electitm of the 
:lelegates to the congress. The Secretariat, in particular, had 
>een 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 ~n party activity in 
local organizations. 62 The indexing of all party officials had 
not yt!t been completed by the Eleventh Party Congress. 63 

61 ibid., pp. 113-+. 
63 Protokoly XI, p. 52 • 
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Although in the summer of 1921 the Secretariat was 
despatching an average of a hundred telegrams a day 
its secret cipher department, 64 it does not appear to have 
made anything like sufficient progress in the brule card in­
dexing of all party members-the foundation for all effective 
manipulation. 65 . 

The new Central Committee elected by the Eleve:g.th 
Congress on 2 April 1922 once again showed the ascendancy.· 
of Stalin. Andreev and Kuybyshev were now ::ttlded to the · 
Central Committee as members, while, among the &ndid~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 ele<!ted 
Stalin as General Secretary, in place of Molotov, whos: designa­
tion had been that of 'Responsible Secretary'; MoJotov and 
Kuybyshev were elected as his assistants. 66 According to 
Trotsky, Lenin expressed some misgivings about Stalin's fitness 
to prepare anything but 'peppery dishes'. 67 But some doubt 
is cast on Trotsky's recollection by the fact that he places this 
story around the Tenth Congress, in 1921. Moreover ifLenin, 
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 dearly the best man 
for the new functions which in the past year had becom~. 
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 tradt 

64 Iz;vestiya Ts. K., no. 34, 15 November 1921, p. 6. 
65 See a report on thi:- aspect o~ the organization of the Secretaria~ by ~e 

Central Revision Comrmttee appomted at the Tenth Congress, repnnted m 
Protokoly XI, pp. 75-6. . . . 

66 According to Pravda of 4 Apnl 1922. Accordmg to a note of th11 Marx­
Engels-Lenin Institute the election ~nly took place in May-P_rotokofJ: Jfi; p. 758. 
If the latter date is correct, the electiOn may have taken place m Lemn s absence, 
since by that date he was already incapacitated by illness. 

67 Trotsky, Ma Vie, VoL III, 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. !'or 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 criticism from 
. the .partyi ~nd 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, 
alt~ough it took place in his absence. It was, after all, Lenin 
·who hali, proposed the expulsion of Shlyapnikov from the 
Central Committee for a few hard words about the bureaucracy. 
Yet, befOi'e 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 

•self-reliance of the proletariat developed. During the first few 
months of 1922 he was bombarding the communist 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'. 68 . • 

Lenin also had misgivings about the increasing influence of 
:he W:orkers' and Peasants' Inspection (Rabkrin), though they 
did not go so far on this subject as Trotsky's. 69 Rabkrin was 
a vast, bureaucratic engine for control ov;r tlie administration 
of ec~nomic life, which Stalin had headed since 1919. A 

68 Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 163. 
6 ~ For Lenin's plan for, and difference of view with Trotsky over, ~bkrin see 

Len~n, ~ol. XXVIII, pp. 285-9, and 542-3, where Trotsky's private letter on the 
ubJect 1s quoted. • 
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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 Jot as much 
as at present, to "catch" and "expose" people ... as to know 
how to improve them.' 70 'Catching' and 'exposing' were however 
fast becoming the keynote of Soviet government, and proving 
an effective alternative to 'improvement'. But it was over the • 
vital question of the social composition of the pc!r~ tha' the 
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 £fth were expelled, two and a half per cent left v~unta~ily. 
Nearly half of the members expelled were said to have been 
peasants. 71 In spite of this drastic measure the pariy 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. In 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 mpnths' 
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 ar 
others of three years. The Central Committee refused to 
accept this suggest!on, but finally agreed to increase the 
probation period in the case of peasants to eighteen mo~ths. 72 

1o Lenin, Vol. XXVII, p. 14. 
71 Det~ils. given at the Eleventh Congress by Shkiryatov, of the Central Control 

CoiDJ:Dission, Protoko!Y 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 questiolt 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
anc~e of increasing the representation of the peasantry in the 

tt party. No reference was made by anyone in the course of 
deb-.te to L~nin's strong views on this question. The agree­
ment whi~ .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 
Re<! Arneyrnen of worker and peasant origin) was fixed at six 
months. 73 The new leaders were apparently determined to 
facilitate .the 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 
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.' 74 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 \<tithout 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 Llnin may have begun 
already to fear that the policy which he had laboured for the 

• 113 VKP(b) vrez., p. 513. These periods were rea:ffirtned in August 1922-ibid., 
p. 542. 

74 .ib_id., p. 502. For Lenin's draft, see Lenin, Vol. XXVII, pp. 141-56. See 
also xbzd., p. 515 . 
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past year to put into effect was leading to results which he 
had nqt 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 rlplaced. 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 .the 
strength to control. 

• • • 
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PART IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER XVIII 

• 
• • LENINISM TRIUMPHANT 

Lenin had first formulated his doctrine on the organization 
of th~ social democratic party in 1902. This is what he wrote 
in Septem't>er of that year to a party worker in a letter which 
was reproduced 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
tion on the movement the centre needs the maximum possible 
decentralization. • . " vVe must centralize control over the move-

•ment. We must likewise ... decentralize as much as possible 
the responsibility bifore 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 centre 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 till 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 the music 
begins to grate on the ear), and who should be transfe:Pred, and 
how and whither he should be transferred in order to get rid of the 
discord, and so forth. 1 

This plan, though designed f'or the purp~ses of revolution, 
>Vas not substantially altered after the revblution had been 
\Ccomplished. It was not, however, until 1921, with the 

' . 
1 Lenin, Vol. V, pp. 179-92. cf. his 'Chto delat?,' Lenin, Vol. IV, pp. 3~9-508. 

1e first edition of this work carried as its epigraph a quotation from Lassalle: 
he party strengthens itself by purging itself.' 
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development of the party SecretariaJ: 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 infl1rence 
in the trade unions presented the most serious competition to • 
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, Bol~evik; and 
Mensheviks alike did not scruple to jettison theoretical prin­
ciples to which each had previously adhered. Tht 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 orthod~x _ 
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 widely: 
diverge:r!t theoretical beliefs. The left wing of the Socialist !•'I 
Revolutionaries immediately accepted the Bolshevik revolu-1\!:'' 
tion, and only broke with the Bolsheviks on the questioni; 
of the tactics to be adopted in preserving the revolution.: 
ary government i~ 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 ag~nst tl 
revol!ltionary government was helping a counter-revolutiona:o 
government to power. The capitulation o~ many of 
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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 theorfy of land distribution to the peasantry, and had 
abandoned the bolshevik programme of ir:q.mediate nationali­
zation. Once again, as before the revolution, the main source 
of cooflict between Lenin and Russian socialism proved to be 

• questions of organization and method-such as the Vecheka, 
the lJilCOntrofled bureaucracy, or the subordination of the 
trade uniont 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 SQJ.:ialists can of course in Iarge measure be explained 
by the constant use of fOFce. But there were other causes at 
wor~ whick were also of importance in helping to assure 
this victory. 

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 
t.fctics. 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 ofboth the Socialist Revolution­
aries and of the Mensheviks, namely, the Left Socialist Revo-
utionaries and Martov's Internationalists, ·occupied positions 
mch closer to the Bolsheviks than to the 'defensists' in . . . . 
1e1r respective parties. When they realized that Lenin's 
-:>Iicy ~ad led not to the promised revolutionary war, eut to 
·est-L1tovsk, t~ey broke with the Bolsheviks, but it was by 
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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 fqualified 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 • 
advantage which the Bolsheviks derived fro~ the .moral 
scruples of their socialist opponents. It is now a c~mmonplace 
to argue that the Provisional Government, headed by the 
socialist Kerensky, could easily have prevented the bolshevik 
revolution by taking effective and timely action. agai~st a 
mere handful of men and their skt!leton organization. But, 
to argue thus is to look at the Bolsheviks through.the 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 
against ostensibly socialist opponents, however extremist their 
views or actions. When it was goaded into taking some steps 
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'etat 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 191 7. 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 p!rty and joined 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 proletarian party and the peasants whor 
they represented had given them an ostensible mandate in tl 
electivns to the .Constituent Assembly against the bolshev 
usurpation of power. Unlike the Menshevik~ many of the 
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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 
internationalift Left Socialist Revolutionaries were not devoid 
of such sentiment. Their indignation at the treaty. of Brest­
Litovsk, though primarily due. to what they regarded as the 
betra,.yal of the cause of world revolution, was not untinged 
with the romantic notions harboured by their intelligentsia 

• of the enrage£? Slav masses rising against the invading West. 
More~ver, fiolence had always been an influential factor 
in socialist revolutionary tradition. Yet, the story of the 
Socialist Revolutionaries' struggle against the Bolsheviks is 
one ~f inc!.ecision, hesitation, disunity, and divided .loyalty. 
The refusai of the Central Committee of the main party to 
take up ar~s in defence of the Constituent Assembly, at 
a time when there were still armed ibrces 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 
a~inst 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 against •Lenin'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 strue!gle which, though 

might defeat the Bolsheviks, would do so at the cost of 
1tting -reactionary monarchists into power. Within Russia 
e remnants of the party organization renounced recourse to 
ms for the duration of the civil war. From the end of 1918 
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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 gro~s of emigres 
endeavoured to enlist the support of the \Vestern Allies for 
more effective intervention. The party organization waited 
to lead a popular rising on a national scale, which never ~me. 
Thus, of the opponents of the Bolsheviks during the years of 
the civil war, those who had moral authority 'to justifv their • 
resistance, the socialists, hesitated to use the m~hod •of the 
coup d'etat. The reactionary \Vhite Armies, which remained 
in the field against the Bolsheviks, had no such scruples. But 
they, in turn, lacked the moral authority which coul~ hav~ won 
them popular support, and might have ensured their success. 

These were the negative reasons for the Bolshe~ks' 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 ltis 
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 
marxisiJl the smouldering passions of the Russian 
which centuries of autocracy had engendered. It is true 
in the last few years before the war it was marxism in 
moderate, Western form of trade unionism and parliamentary 
democracy that se!'emed at long last to be taking some root ir 
Russia. But this was only the beginning of a new process in 
country in which habits of constitutionalism and leg<flity sf 
remained to be formed. The more traditional instinctive for 
of Russian socialism was not menshevik marxism, but tl ,, 
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Narodnik mystique of the Socialist Revolutionarie~, wi~h. its 
beliefthat it was Russia's destiny to follow a pathqmte dlstmct 
from that of capitalist Europe, and its faith in the natural 
socialism of ij1e 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~ 
ti;nary. . . . The robbers in the woods, in the cities and in 

• the villages,.robbers all over Russia, and robbers imprisoned in 
the•innmp.erable jails throughout the country make up one, 
indivisible, closely linked world,-the world of the Russian revo­
lution. . . . He who wishes to plot revolution in earnest in 
Rwsia, he who desires a popular revolution, must enter this 
world. • 

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 

cthe end from Russian society, Lenin was not afraid of alliance 
with it. 
• The victory of the Bolsheviks in November 1917 did not, 

mean the victory of a united party. The struggles 
reached their culmination at the Tenth Party Congress 

March 1921 need have caused no surprise. Lenin's rapid 
sudden switches of doctrine in response to the exigencies of 

, olicy placed considerable strain on the loyalty of his bewildered 
. ~followers. . One need only recall as instances the sudden 

V';; abandonment in April 191 7 of the two orthodox phases of 
· ·· '.:.,. n~volution; the repeated promise of revolutionary war jettisoned 
};;}<in favour of an immediate peace on any terms in March 1918; 
':tJ.?the rapid ending of workers' control; and the sudden and 
·;~~~.unheralded switch from war communism to the New &onomic 

i};;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 foll~wers to realize as 
apidly as Lenin the practical reasons for his switches of theory, 
hat . tlk most serious opposition arose inside the Russian 

party. • 
nothing peculiar to Russia in the fact that a 
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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 parjy's illegal methods of preserving it. Those, and 
there are many, 3 who justify the Communists' elimination of 
their socialist opponents in 1921 by the necessity of safeguarding 
the• 'revolution' from its enemies ignore two essential facts: 

• first, that enmity against the Communists was not enmity 
agaiw.st the revolution, i.e., the Soviet form of government, 
but againtl: 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 ~emo'je without danger to the revolution, though with 
undoubted risk to their own monopoly of power. To be sure, 
Lenin ani. 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 
~olitical 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 .. '; Carr, 
I, .P· 183 .. The latter concludes that the demise of the legal opposition 'cannot 
fatdy be latd at the door of one party. If it was true that the Bohft.evik regime 
~as not prepared after the first few. J?Onths to tolerate an organized opposition, 
1t was equally true that no opposrtlon party was prepared to remain within 
legal!fmits.. !'he prem~se of dictatorship was common to both sides of the argu­
ment. . Thrs_Judgment rgnores not only the Mensheviks, but most of the Socialist 
Revolutronar1es as well. The premise of dictatorship-was 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 foU¥ded upon the need to 'remain within legal limits'? Or in the case of 
the_ Samar'!- Socialist ~evolu~ionarjes, who gave up the fight for fear it might 
ass1St the VIctory of a nght wmg dictatorship? The charge that the ~ensheviks 
~ere not prepared to remain within legal limits is part of the Bolsheviks' case· 
1t 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 naial 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 syndf'calism ~hich 
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 con,.-ol. -rhe 
communist leaders may have been right in seeing in the exist­
ence of this critical group a potential party split. J:'he 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 
committees for which they demanded more freedom of actio~ 
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'. 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 th~ value 
of the. spontaneous effort of the •masses. The Mensheviks, 
following Plekhanov, and Lavrov before him, believed that tht 
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revolution must be the work of the masses themselves. Lenin 
had repl.aced this view by the doctrine that, left to themselves, 
the masses will be content with palliative reforms, and must 
therefore bP led on to revolution by a party of professional 
revolutiona~ies. This difference of view was reflected in the 
rival formulas put forward for incorporation in the party 
statute by Lenin and Martov at the Second Congress in 1903 
-Lenin's, confining membership to those who 'personally 

• participate irt one of the party organizations', i.e. put themselves 
under pa~y discipline; and Martov's, extending it much more 
widely to all who 'co-operate' with the party 'under the direc­
tion of one ofits organizations'. The Mensheviks were con­
cer~ed ~th the relations between the social democratic party 
and the proletariat as a whole, or, in other words, with the 
nature of4ilnd, more important, the degree ofleadership which 
the party of the proletariat should exercise over that prole­
tariat. It was in this context that, in opposition to Lenin, 
they clairned 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 

>ewere 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 di.d 
not seek to alter the rigged elections which ensured communist 
majorities, but merely sought to safeguard the lq.cal 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
lectuat But in basic political aims the two were poles apart. 

The balance sheet of political support was not an encopraging 
one for the communist party in March 1921. Among the 
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peasantry it had lost most, if not all, the support or at least 
neu:ra~ty ':"hich had once played an important. part in 
ach1evmg VIctory both in November 1917 and in the civil 
war. Even among the proletariat dislike of the ~ommunists 
had 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 admitted, 
that in any free election to any soviet, or trade union committee, 
in March 1921 the number of communist candfdates el'cted • 
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 
ofthe Russian people against the unfairness, the viol,nce, •and 
the illegality with which the Communists suppressed all who 
did not accept their rule without question. The J<.ronstadt 
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 sam~ 
.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 !my 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 b;en in 1917. There was no rival leader within sight 
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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 o~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 basii of 
co-operation and legal order, and not of the dictatorship of' an 
unpopular minority. It is difficult to escape t1~e concl~sion • 
that a greater man than Lenin would have seized tt!.is 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 atone 
lleld the secret of successful rule in their hands was, to a large 
extent, the product of the struggle by which he had a.meved 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 almost 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 dictatorshif> is the 
supreme law? But this, in turn, leads to the second main 
consequence of Lenin's policy. For, who has the power to 
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decide by what faction the stability of the regime is to be best 
served? • Clearly, he who manipulates the apparatus ofthe 
party, and can thereby ensure both the necessary majorities 
at the cent1~ 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. disappointed oppositionists, defeated by the apparatus 
which he controlled. But it was Lenin, with their support, 
whc~ equipp~d him with the weapons, and started him upon 
his path. • 

• • 
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15 March. 
• 

11-14 Aptil. 
15-lf! April• 
16 April. 
3-5 May. 

7-la May. 
• 

17 May. 
18 May. 
16June. • 
16-lSJuly. 
8-16 August. 

• 

6 September. 

10 September. 

• 

rl/.7 September­
S October. 

20 October. 

23 October. 

7 November. 

19-28 November. 
25 November. 
3 December. 

15 December. 
19 December. 

7-14 January. 
18January. 
19 January. 
23-31 January. 
3 February. 
10 February. 
18 Febi'Ua.ry. 
23 February. 

3 March. 
• 

APPENDIX A 

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 against the Provisional 

Government. 
Seventh All-Russian Conference of the Russian Social-

Democratic Labour Party (Bolsheviks) . 
Trotsky an-ives 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 

Petrogrll.d. 
Collapse of Kornilov's movement. 
Democratic Conference in Petrograd. 

Council of the Republic (Pre-Parliament) opens in 
Petrograd. 

Bolshevik Central Committee 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 set up. 

1918 • 
First All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions. 
Opening of Constituent Assembly. 
Closing of the Constituent Assembly. 
Third All-Russian Congress o~Soviets. 
Special Bolshevik Party Conference. 
Negotiations broken off with Central Powers. 
German advance resumed. 
Bolshevik Central Committee votes acceptance of 

German proposed peace terms. • 
Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk signed . 
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6-8 March. 

14-18 March. 
21-27 May. 
25 May-4 June. 
26 May. 
26 May. 

8June. 

4-IOjuly. 
6July. 

lOJuly. 
2 August. 
30 August. 

8-23 September. 

6-9 November. 
18 November. 

27 December-
! January 1919. 

16-25 January. 
2-7 March. 
18-23 March. 
18-20June. 
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. 
22-29 December. 
30 December. 

• 

Seventh Congress of the Russian Social Democratic 
Labour Party (Bolsheviks). 

Fomth All-Russian Congress of Soviets. • 
All-Russian Menshevik Conference in Moscow. 
First Congress of Councils of National Economy. 
Eighth Conference of the Socialist Revo~tionaries. 
Czechoslovaks seize a number of towns in Siberia. 
Start of Civil War. 
Samara captured by Czechs. Anti-bolshevik gov,rn-

ments set up in Samara and in Omsk. • 
Fifth All-Russian Congress of Soviets. • 
Assassination of von Mirbach. 
Revolt of the Left Socialist Revolutionarit11>. 
Constitution of the R.S.F.S.R. adopted. 
Anti-bolshevik government set up in Archangel. 

• 

Attempt on ~enin'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 l\1enshevik 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. 
Wri,ngel evacuates Crimea. 
Virtual end of Civil War. 
Split in Communist Central Committee on question 

of Tsektran. • 
Water Transport representatives resign from Tsektran. 
Eighth All-Russian Congress of Soviets. 
Trade union discussion opens. 

• 

• 
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12 Januarif. 

13 February. 
1-17 March. 3 
8-16 March. 
16 March. 

• 
• 17-25 May. • 

26-2~ May. 
22June- • 

12 July. 
19-22 December . 

• • 
27 March-
2 April. 

4 April. 

26 May. 
8June. 

• 

• 

• 
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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 Communist 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 Socialist Revolutionary leaders opens . 

• 

• 

• 
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LIST OF THE MORE IMPORTANT LEFT CO~UNISTS 
IN 1918 

Abramovich, R. 
Antonov, N. (Luikn) 
Arkady, (Krumin) 
Baryshnikov, V. 
Bela-Kun, K. 
Bobinsky, S. I. 
Bogolepov, D. 
Boky, G. 
Bronsky, M. 
Bubnov, A. 
Bukharin, N. I. 
Fenigshtein, Ya. 

(Doletsky) 
Inessa (Armand) 
Ivanov, Vladimir. 
Kossior, S. 
Kollontay, A. 
Kritsman, L. 
Kuyl;>yshev, V. 
Lensky, Yu. 
Lomov, A. (Oppokov) 
Lukina N. (Bukharina) 
Min'kov, I. 

• 

Muralov, N. 
Myasnikov, V. G . 

• 

• 

• 

Osinsky, V. (Obolensky) 
Pokrovsky, M. 
Preobrazhensky, E. • 
Pyatakov, G. 
Radek, K. • 
Ravich, S. 
Safarov, G. 
Sapronov, T. 
Saveliev, M. (I. Vetrov)• 
Shternberg, P. 
Skvortsov-Stepanov, I. I. 
Smirnov, V. M. • 
SoYts, A. 
Sorin, VI. 
Spunde, A. 
Stukov, In. 
Unshlikht, I. 
Uritsky, M. 
Usievich, G. 
Vardin-Mgeladze, I. 
Vyborgskaya, A. 
Vasiliev, M. (Saratov) 
Yakovleva, V. N. 
Yaroslavsky, Em. 
Zul', B. G. 
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-- Tht!"Real Situation in Russia. Translated by Max Eastman. London, 

n.d. • 
• 
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TROTSKY, L. (Leon). Ma Vie.' 3 vols. Paris, 1930. (Authorized trans-
lation from the Russian.) [Trotsky, Ma Vie.] 

--- Permanentnaya reuo[yutsrya. Berlin, 1930. 
--· St:Zinskaya shkola fal'sijikatsii. Berlin, 1932. 

[Trotsky, Stalinskaya shkola.] 
-- The Hijtory qf the Russian Revolution. Translated by Max Eastman. 

3 vols. London, 1932. 
[Trotsky, History.] 

-- The Suppressed Testament qf Lenin. The complete original text; with 
• two explanatory articles by Leon Trotsky. New York, n.d. 

-•- Stalin. Translated from the Russian by Charles Malamuth. Lon­
don, 1941. 

TulHACHEVSKY, M. Voyna klassou. Stat'i 1919-20 g. n.p. 
-- (Tou\hachevski). La niarche au dela de la Vistule. Conferences faites 

au cours de complement de 1' Academie Militaire de Moscou du 
7 au 10 fevrier, 1923. Reprinted in Pilsudski, L'Annee 1920, pp. 203-55 

• (in a French translation made from the Polish tr;mslation from the 
Rusfan.) · 

U.S. Department of State. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations qf the 
Unite,. States, 1918. Russia. 3 vols. · Washington, 1931-2. [U.S. 

Foreign Relations.] 
UsTINOV, G. Krushenie partii levykh es-erov. Moscow, 1918. 
VALENTINOV, N. Vstrechi s Leninym. New York, 1953. 
VANDERVELDE, EMILE ET WAUTERs, ARTHUR. Le prods des social-revolu­

tionnaires a Moscou. Brussels, 1922. 
V ARDIN, I. Ot melko-burzhuaznoy kontr-revo[yutsii ,k restavratsii kapitalizma. 

(Partiya men'shevikov posle oktyabrya.) In Za pyat' let, 1917-22 Sbomik, 
Ts. K.R.K.P. Moscow, 1922 . 

[Vardin in Za 5' Let.] 
--· Revo[yutsrya i men'shevi,zm. Moscow, Leningrad, 1925. 

[Vardin.] 
VARNECK, ELENA, and FISHER, H. H. The Testimony qf Kolchak and other 

Siberian Materials. Stanford, 1935. 
VENTURI, FRANCO. Il populismo russo. 2 vols. Turin, 1952. 
VrKTORov-ToPoRov, V. La premiere annee de la revolution russe mars 1917 

-mars 1918. Faits, documents, appreciations, Berlin, 1919. 
VLADIMIROVA, VERA. Revo[yutsrya 1917 goda. (Khronika sobytiy). Vol. 

III, (June-July), VoL IV, (August-September). Moscow, Lenin­
grad, 1923-4. [Vladimirova.] 

-- Kontr-revo[yutsiya v 1917 g. (Kornilovshchina). Moscow, 1924. 
[ Vladimirova, Kontr-revo[yutsiya.] 

--God sluzhby 'sotsialistov' kapitalistam. Ocherki 'po istorii kontr-revo[yutsii 
v 1918 godu. Moscow, Leningrad, 1927. • 

[Vladimirova, God sluzhby.] 
VLADIMIRSKY, M. Organizatsiya sovetskoy vlasti na mestakh. Moscow, 1919. 
-- Sovety, ispolkomy i sye;cdy sovetov. Moscow, Vypusk I, 1920; Vypusk 

II, 1921. 
Voyna. Sbornik statey. Paris, 1915. (A collectio~ of articles by Plekhanov, 

Leo Deutsch, Aleksinsky, Ida Aksel'rod and others.) 
VoLINE (pseudonym for V. M. EICHENBAUM). La revolution inconnue (1917-

1»21). Documentation inedite sur Ia revolution russe. Paris, n.d. 
VoRONOVICH, N. Zapiski predsedate[ya soveta soldatskikh., deputatov. (In 

Arkhiv grazhdanskoy vayi!Y, vypusk II.) Berlin, n.d. • 
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VoROSHILov, K. Lenin, Stalin, i krasnaya annrya. Stat'i i rechi. Moscow, 
1934. 

VYSH1NSKY, A. Y. The Law of the Soviet State. (Translated b~ H. W. 
Babb.) New York, 1948. 

\VETTER, GusTAVO, A. Il materialismo dialettico sovietico. Turin, 1948. 
WHEELER-BENNETT, joHN W. Brest-Litovsk. The Forglltten Peace, 

March 1918. London, 1939. 
\VoLFE, BERTRAM D. Three who made a Revolution. A biographical history. 

New York, 1948. 
WoLLENBERG, ERICH. The Red Anny. A Study of the Growth of Sov\et 

Imperialism. London, 1940. (Translated from thi German by 
Claud W. Sykes.) ' • 

YAROSLAVSKY, EM. Tretya sila. Moscow, 1932. • 
--Istoriya VKP(b), Vol. IV. Moscow, Leningrad, 1929. 

[Yaroslavsky.] 
-- Kratkie ocherki po istorii VKP(b), 2 vols. Moscow, Leningrad, 1926, 

1928. [Yaroslavsky, Kratkie oche?ti.] 
-- Anarkhizm v Rossii. Moscow, 1939. • 
ZAGORSKY, s. La ripublique des soviets. Bilan economique, Paris, 1921. 
ZAYTSEV, SVYASHCHENNIK KlRIL. Pravoslavnqya Tserkov' v sovet,jkoy Rossii. 

Chast' pervaya: Vremya Patriarkha Tikhona. Shanghai, 1947. 
ZENZINOV, VLADIMIR. 1z zhizni revolyutsionera. Paris, 1919. 
--(editor.) Gosudarstvennyy ,Perevorot admirala, Kolchaka v Omske 18 

noyabrya 1918 goda. Sbornik do!.'Umentov. Paris, 1919. 
[Zenzinov, Gas. perevorot.] 

-- Perezhitoe, New York, 1953. 
ZINoVIEv, G. G. V. Plekhanov. (vmesto rechi na mogile). Petrograd, 

1918. • 
-- Bespartrynyy ili kommunist. Moscow, 1919. 
-- N. Lenin, Vladimir Il'ich Ulyarwv. Ocherk zhizni i de;•atel'nosti. Moscow, 

1919. ' 
-- Spor a proftssional'nykh soyuzakh. (Doklad v Peterburge.) Petrograd, 

1921. 
-- (editor). Partiya i soyuz;y. (K diskussii o roli i z;adachakh profsoyuz;ov.) 

Petrograd, 1921. 
-- Sochinenrya. 16 'lOis. Leningrad, 1924-6. 
ZINOVIEV, G., and TROTSKY, L. 0 myatezhe levykh S-rov. Petrograd, 1918. 
ZoRKY, M. (edito.r). Rabochaya oppozitsiya. Materialy i dokumenty 1920-6 

gg. Moscow, Leningrad, 1926. 

OFFICIAL REPORTS, etc. 

Boris Savinkov pered voennoy kollegiey verkhovnogo suda S.S.S.R. Polnyy otchet 
po sten8gramme suda. Moscow, 1924. 

[Boris Savinkov.] 
British Labour Delegatitm to Russia 1920: Report. London 1920. 

[B.L.D. Report.] 
Bulletin of the IV Congrqs of the Communist International. Nos. 1 to 32. 

Moscow, 1922. [Komintem IV.] 
Chetvertyy chrezvychaynyy syezd sovetov rabochikh, krestyanskikh, soldatskikh i 

kazach'ikh deputatov, 15-16 marta 1918 g. Moscow, 1920. • 
Chetvertyy vserossiyskry syez;d frrofessional'nykh soyuzov (17-25 maya 1921 goda). 

StenoJrqficheskiy otchet. Moscow, 1921. 
[Vs. Syezd prof. IV.] 
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Desyatyy sye;:,d rossiyskoy kommunisticheskoy partii. Stenogrqficheskiy otchet, 
Moscow, 1921. 

Devyaryy ;serossiyskiy syezd sovetov rabochikh, krestyanskikh, krasnoarmeyskikh i 
ka.t.ach'ikh deputatov, (22-27 dekabrya, 1921 goda). Stenogrqficheskiy otchet. 
Moscow, 1922. [Vs. Syezd IX.] 

Dixieme Congr~ International Socialiste et Ouvrier tenu a Geneve du 31 juillet au 
5 aout ·1920. Compte rendu. Brussels, 1921. 

[Dixieme Congres.] 
Obvinitel'noe .~aklyuchenie po delu tsentral'nogo komiteta ... partii sotsialistov-

• revolyutsionerov po obvineniyu ikh v vooru;:,hennoy bor'be protiv sovetskoy vlasti, 
• etc. Mosc~w, 1922. [Obvinitel'noe ;:.aklyuchenie.J 

Otchw o deyatel'nosti tsentral'nogo komiteta R.K.P.(b-ov) s VIII do X syezda. 
l>erepethatany iz 'Izvestiy Ts.K.R.P'. Moscow, 1921. 

[Otehety.] 
Pm·tiya sotsialistov-revolyutsionerov: Devyatyy sovet partii i ego rezolyutsii (Iun' 

1919, Moskva). P'aris, 1920. [PSR IX Sovet.] 
Parfiynoe soveshchanie R. S.-D. R.P. 27 dekabrya 1918 g.-1 yanvarya 1919 g. 

(Rezo~utsii). Moscow, 1919. 
Pervyy legal'nyy peterburgskiy komitet bol'shevikov L' 1917 godu. Sbornik materialov 

i protof;Jlov zasedaniy peterburgskogo komiteta RSDRP(b) . .•. ,Za 1917 
god. Moscow, Leningrad, 1927. 

[Pcrvyy leg. komitet.] 
Pervyy vserossiyskiy syezd sovetov R.i.S.D. Edited by V. N. Rakhmetov. 

2 vols. Moscow, Leningrad, 1930. [Vs. syezd I.] 
Po sovetskoy Rossii ( Vypuski vysshey voennoy inspektsii raboche-krestyanskoy krasnoy 

armii). Vypusk pervyy. Moscow, 1918. 
Postanovleniya 7-go vserossiyskogo syezda sovetov. Moscow, 1920. 

•Postanovleniya i re;:,olyutsii 8-go vserossiyskogo sye::;da rabochikh, krestyanskikh, 
soldatskikh i kazach'ikh deputatov (23-29 dekabrya 1920 goda). Moscow, 
1921. 

Programma i organizatsionnyy ustav partii sotsialistov-revolyutsionerov utver;:,hdennye 
na pervom partiynom syezde, n.p. 1906. 

Programma partii revolyutsionnogo kommunizma. Moscow, n.d. (Adopted 
26 October 1919.) 

Protokoly kongressov kommunisticheskogo internatsionala: Vtoroy kongress komin-
terna iul'-avgust 1920 g. Moscow, 1934. 

[Komintern II.] 
Protokoly .petvago syezda partii sotsialistov-revolyutsionerov. n.p. 1906. 
Protokoly pervoy obshchepartiynoy konferentsii P. S.-R. Avgust, ·1908. Paris, 

1908. 
Protokoly syezdov i konferentsiy vsesoyuznoy kommunisticheskoy partii (b). Shestoy 

syezd R.S.D.R.P. (b). Moscow, 1934. 
[ Ptwtokoly VI.] 

Protokoly sye::;dov i konferentsiy vsesoyu::;noy kommunisticheskoy partii (b): Sed'­
maya aprel' skaya vserossiyskaya i petrogradskaya obshchegorodskaya kon­
ferentsiya R.S.D.R.P. (b). Moscow, 1934. 

.. [Protokoly VII Konf.] 
Protokoly sye::;dov i konferentsiy v.sesoyuznoy kommunistic~eskoy partii (b). Sed'moy 

sye;:.d R.K.P. (b) mart 1918 g. Moscow, Leningrad, 1928. 
• [Protokoly VII.] 

Protokoly syezdov i konferentsiy vsesoyuznoy kommunisticheskoy partii (b). Vos'-
• moy syezd R.K.P. (b). Moscow, 1933. 

[Protok;ly VIII.] 
• 

• 
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Protakoly sye;cdov i kanfirentsiy vsesoyuznqy kommunisticheskqy partii (b). Devy­
aV'y sye:?,d R.K.P. (b). Moscow, 1933. 

[Protokoly IX.] 
Protokoly sye:?.dov i kanfirentsiy vsesa.)'U:?.noy kammunisticheskqy partii (b). • Desyaryy 

syezd R.K.P. (b) mart 1921 g. Moscow, 1933. 
· e[Protokoly X.] 

Protokoly sye;;dov i konfirentsiy vsesoyu;;noy kommunisticheskoy partii (b). Odin-· 
nadtsaryy syezd R.K.P. (b) mart-aprel' 1922 g. Moscow, 1936. 

[ Protokaly XI.) 
Protoko!;> tsentral'nogo komiteta R.K.P. (b) reprinted in Proletarskqya revotyut­

siya:-August-September, 1917: No. 8-9 (67-68), 1927, pp. 3!1-
351; September-October1917:No.l0(69), 1927,p!'-246-98; Nov- • 
ember 1917: No. 11 (70), 1927, pp. 202-14; 17-24 February,918: 
No. 2. (73), 1928, pp. 132-69. • 

Protokoly zasedaniy TSIK i byuro TSIK soveta rabochikh, i soldatskikh deputatov 
1-go so;:;yva posle okryabrya. In Krasnyy Arkhiv Vol. X. 1925, pp. 
95-137. • 

Protakoly zasedaniy vserassiyskago tsentral'nago ispolnitel'nago komfteta sovetov 
rabochikh, soldatskikh, kresryanskikh i ka;:.ach' ikh deputatov 2-go So;;yva. 
Moscow, 1918. · 

[Protakoly -vTSIK II.] 
Protokoly zasedaniy vserossiyskago tsentral'nago ispolnitel'nago komiteta 4-go soz.yva. 

Stenograficheskiy otchet. Moscow, 1920. 
[Protokoly VTSIK IV.] 

Protsess kontr-revolyutsionnoy organi;:.atsii men'shevikov. Moscow, 1931. 
[Protsess (Mensh).] 

Protsess partii sotsialistov-reuolyutsionerov. Rechi gosudarstvennykh obuiniteley. 
Moscow, 1922. • 

Pyaryy so;:;yv vserossiyskogo tsentral' no go is pol' nitel' nag a komiteta. Stenogra­
ficheskiy otchet. Moscow. 1919. 

[Protokoly VTSIK V.] 
Pyaryy vserossiyskiy syu.d sovetov rabochikh, kresryanskikh, soldatskikh i kazach' ikh 

deputatov. Stenograficheskiy otchet. Moscow, 1918. 
[Vs. syezd V.] 

Raboche-kresryanskqya krasnaya annfya rossiyskoy sotsialisticheskoy fideratiunoy 
sovetskoy respubliki. Kniga 1-aya (information up to June 1918). 
Kniga 2-aya (information up to December 1918). Kiev, 1918. 
(Printed by the General Staff of the Volunteer Army.) 

Report (Political and Economic) tif the Committee to Collect Information on Russia. 
(Command Paper 1240 of 1921.) 

Report tif Court Proceedings in the case tif the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, etc. 
Moscow January 23-30, 1937, in the case of Y. L. Pyatakov, K. B. 
Rade~, etc. Verbatim Report. Moscow, 1937. . 

Report cif Court Proceedings in the Case tif the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and 
Trotskyites. Moscow, 1938. [Report (Bukharin, etc.).] 

Report of Court Proceedings: The Case tif the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Terrorist 
Centre. Moscow, 1936. 

Rezolyutsii i postanovleniy~ III-go vserossiyskogo syezda professional'nykh soyu.zov. 
S predisloviem A. Lozovskogo. Moscow, 1920. 

Rezolyutsii vtorogo vserossiyskogo sye;;.da sopetov narodnogo khozyqystva. Moscow, 
1919~ • 

Sbomik dokladov i re;:;olyutsiy pervogo vserossiyskogo sye;:da partii revolyutsiunnogD. 
komfhuni;:.ma. n.d. n.p. 
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The Second and Third Internationals and the Vienna Unions: Official Report 
of the Conference between the Executives held at the Reichstag, 
Berlin# on the 2nd April, 1922 and following days. London, 1922. 

Sed' moy syezd rossiyskoy kommunisticheskoy partii. St~nogrqficheskiy Qtchet, 6-8 
marta 1918 g. Moscow, Leningrad, 1923. · 

• · r Sed' moy Syezd.] 
Sed'moy vserossiyskiy syezd sovetov rabochikh, krestyanskikh, krasnoarmeyskikh i 

kazach'ikh deputatov. Stenogrqficheskiy otchet. Moscow, 1920. 
[Vs. Sye;:.d VII.] 

1-I? Sessii vserossiyskogo tsentral'nogo ispolnitel'nogo komiteta VIII sozyua. 
1(31 Dec. 1920, 19-20 March 1921, 30-31 May 1921, 5-7 October 

• li21). Mo~cow, 1922. [Protakory VTSIK VIII.] 
Shestoy vserassiyskiy chrc::;vychaynyy sye.<:,d rab. kr. ka::,. i. krasnoarm. deput. Stena­

grafichesk'-.J atchet. 6-9 noyabrya 1918 g. Moscow, 1919. 
· · [Vs. syezd VI.] 

Sobranie uzakoneniy i rasporya;:fien~y rabochego i krestyanskogo pravitel'stva 
+R.S.F.S.R.) 1917-22. . [S.U.R.] 

Sistematichesftiy sbornik vazhneyshikh dekretov 1917-1920. Moscow, 1920. 
[Sist. sbornik.] 

Spravochnik J>irtiynogo rabotnika., sostaoleno sekretariatom Ts.K.R.P. Moscow, 
1921; and ditto, Vypusk II, Moscow, 1922. 

[Spravochnik I. Spravochnik II.] 
Stenograficheskie otchety moskavskogo soveta rabochikh i krasnoarmeyskikh deputatov 

(for 1919 and 1920). Moscow, 1920, 1921. 
[Sten. mosk. soveta.] 

Tretiy vsemirnyy kongress kommunisticheskogo internatsionala. :Itenogroficheskiy 
otchet. Petrograd, 1922. 

• [Komintern III.] 
Tretiy vserossiyskiy syezd sovetov rabochikh, soldatskikh i krestyanskikh deputatov. 

Petrograd, 1918. (A short summary of the proceedings.) 
[Vs. sye;:;d III.] 

Tretiy vserossiyskiy syeJ<.d professional'nykk soyu::,ov 6-15 aprerya 1920 goda. 
Stenogroficheskiy otchet. Chast' 1-ya (plenumy). Moscow, 1921. . 

[Vs. Syezd prof. III.] 
Trudy I vserossiyskogo syezda sovetov narodnogo kho;:;yaystva 25 maya-4 iymrya:. 

1918 g. Stenograficheskiy otchet. Moscow, 1918. ' 
[Trudy I. VSN.Kn.] 

Trudy II userossiyskogo ~ezda sovetov narodnogo khozyaystva. Stenogrqficheskiy 
otchet. Moscow, n.d. 

[Truqy II VSNKh.] 
Ujirnskoe gosudarstvennoe soveshchanie. Official protocols. Edited by A. 

Izyumov in Russkiy Istoricheskiy Arkhiv. 1929. pp. 59-280. 
Unabhiingige Sozialdemokratische Partei: Pratokoll iiber die Verharu!Jungen des 

ausserordentlichen Parteitages in Halle vom 12 his 17 Oktober 1920. Berlin, 
n.d. [USPD Protokoll.] 

VKP(b) i voennoe delo v rezobutsiyakh syezdov i konferentsiy VKP(b). Second 
edition. Moscow, 1928. . 

Vos'moy syczd so11etov. Ezhednevnyy byulleten' syezda. -Nos. I to 8, December 
1920. Moscow. 

Vas:mf!)' ;se;?ssiyskiy sye;:;d sovetov rabochikh, krestyanskikh, krasnommeyskikh i 
ka;;ach tkh deputatov. Stenograficheskiy otchet. 22-29 dekabrya, 1920 goda. 
Moscow, 1921. 

[Vs. Syez'tl VIII.] 
co • • 

• 
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Vsesl!)'UVUlya k{)fnmunisticheskqya partiya (b) v m:.olyutsiyakh i resheniyakh sye:;;dov 
kotiferentsiy i p!enumov Ts.K. (1898-1932). Chast' L 1898-1924: 
Moscow, 1932. . .. [VKf(b) v rez.] 

"Vtor'!)' ocheredrwy syezd rossxysk(!)' sots. dem. rabochey partzz. Geneva, n.d. 
Vtor~ vserossiyskiy sye;:.d prqfessional'trykh soyuzov 16-25 yanvarya 1919 gada. 

Stenogrqficheskiy otchet. Chast' 1-ya (plenumy). Mosco~ 1921. 
[Vs. sye;;d prof. II.] 

Vtor'!)' vserossiysl."iy syezd sovetov rabochikh i soldatskikh deputatov. Moscow, 
Leningrad, 1928. With an introduction by Ya. A. Yakovlev. 

[Vs. sye;;r:f. II.] 

' NEWSPAPERS, PERIODICALS AND BROAtSSHEETS• 

(Only the date of first publication is given, except wh~e otherwise 
indicated.) · 

• 

Anarkhicheskie organizatsii. Moscow, 8 February 192 I. 1t 

Arkhiv russkoy revolyutsii. Berlin, 1921. • 
Bol'shevik. Moscow, 1924- . • 
Byloe. Monthly. 1900-6, Paris; 1907, St. Petersburg; 1917-27, · Petrograd 

(Leningrad). (Founded by Burtsev.) • 
Byulleten' oppo;:,itsii. Paris, 1929- . 
(The) C{)fnmunist Review. Monthly. London, May 1921- . 
Diskttssiomzyy listok. Moscow (2 issues in 1920-21). 
Ekon{)fnist. Vestnik XI otdela russkogo tekhnicheskogo obshchestva. No. I, 

1922- . 
Europiiische Gespriiche. Hamburger Monatshefte fiir Auswartige Politik. 

Stuttgart, Berlin and Leipzig, 1923- . 
E;;;ftenedel'nik chre;:;vychaynykh kommissiy. (Six numbers published in Mosco• 

in 1918.) 
Istorik marksist. Moscow, 1926- (irregular). 
b:.vesti;ya, Petrograd, Moscow, 1917- . 
/zvestiya tsentral'nogo komiteta rossiysk~ kommunisticheskoy partii (borshevikov). 

23 May 1919 to October 1929 (when it was replaced by a fortnightly 
Partiynoe stroitel'stvo). [lzvestiya Ts.K.] 

K{)fnmunist. Petrograd, Moscow, March-June, 1918. 
Kommunisticheskiy internatsional. (The Russian version of the organ of 

ECCI published in Russian, French, German and English. January 
1919- ). 

Krasnaya letopis'. Leningrad, 1921- . 
Krasnyy arkhiv. Moscow, 1920- . 
Leninskiy sbornik. Moscow, Leningrad, 1924- . 
Maksimalist. Weekly organ of the Union of S.R. Maximalists (monthly 

in 1!:\,18). 
Mysl'. (Weekly), Kharkov, 1918-19. 
Narodnoe khozyaystvo. Monthly, published by the Supreme Council of 

· National Economy. Moscow, 1918- . 
Novaya zarya. (Weekly); Organ komiteta tsentral'noy oblasti R.S.-D.R.P. 

Nos. 1-6, April-jUne, 1918, Moscow. 
Novaya zhizn' (daily), Petrograd, 1917-18. 
Novyy luch. Organ Byuro Ts.K. i P.K. R.S.-D.R.P. (daily). P~trograd, 

2 December 1917-26 May 1918. 
Novyy zh,urnal. Quarterly. New York, 1942- . 
Osvobo&denie. Edited by P. Struve. Stuttgart, 1902-5 . 
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Parti:Ja levykh sotsialistov revo(yutsionerov (intematsionalistov). Otvet fraktsii. 
levykh s-r petrogradskomu souetu na zafoos ot 14-go fevra(ya.. Leaflet, n.d. 

Parti:Ja r.evo(yutsionnogo. kommuni;;.ma. Kak dol;;.hno byt' orgamzovano narodnoe 
khozyaystvo pri vlasti trudyashchikhsya. Moscow, n.d. (Brought back 
by the British Labour Delegation in 1920, now in the British Museum.) 
Broadshl:et. 

Partiya revo(yutsionnogo kommuni<;ma. Zemel'nyy vopros. Moscow, n.d. (Broad­
sheet. Not later than May 1920. Brought back by the British 
Labour Delegation.) 

P3rti;ynyya ]zvesti:Ja. Fortnightly journal of the Central Committee of the 
1 R.S.-D.I\,P. Last number, No.8, appeared in Moscow on 10 January 

.1918. 
PetrogradskfiYa pravda. Petrograd, 1918-
Politics. New York, 1944- . 
Pravda. March 1917- Petrograd, Moscow; 
Proletarskaya revo(yutsi:Ja. Leningrad, Moscow, 1921-
IU&o(yutsionnaya Rossi:Ja. Tallinn, 25 December 1920- . 
Rlvolutio,proUtarienne. Revue mensuelle syndicaliste communiste. Paris, 

192'5- . 
Rossiya (laier Velikaya Rossiya) (daily). Edited by V. Shul'gin. Ekaterin­

odar, August, 1918- . 
Russki:J istoricheski:J arkhiv. /zdanie russkogo zagranichnogo istoricheskogo 

arkhiva v Prage. Sbornik pervyy. Prague, 1929. 
Sotsialisticheski:J vestnik. Organ zagranichnoy delegatsii R.S.-D.R.P. (Fort­

nightly.) Berlin, 1st February 1921- . 

Sovremennyya zapiski. Paris, 1920- . 
[Sots. vestnik;] 

• Vestnik truda. EzhemesyachTI)'y organ vserossi:Jskogo tsentral'nogo soveta prqfessionar 
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343; main reason for conflict with 
socialists, 345; and for his success, 
345 ff.; his qualities, failures and 
achievements, 359-61 

Libennan, S., 208 
Lieber, M. I. (Gol'dman), 18n, 191 and n 
Lithuania, 109 • • 
Lomov, A. (Oppokov), 75, 101, 103, 104n, 

106-8_~ 131, 132, 366, 367 
Longuet, J., 19n · 
Lozovsky, A. L., 77, 79 and n, 82, 86, 

'152n, 202, 216, 226 and n, 231, 233, 
279,284 

Luga Soviet, 110 and n 
Lunachafl!ky, A., 43n, 48, til, 68, 

74 
Lutovinov, Yu., 222, 228n, 231, 267, 279, 

305, 331 
Lm:;ell:lburg, Rosa, 44- _,. 
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MacManus, A., 333 
Maisky, I., 159, 191n, 193-4 
Makhno, N., 182, 185-6 
-Maksimalltt, 180 
A{aksimovsky, V. N., 108n, 117n, 223 
Mantsev, V. N., 108n, 143 
ManuilskY, D., J.8, 50, 338, 368 
Martov, J., 15, ,7 ff., 18n, 19n, 23n, 24; 

heads left-wing Mensheviks in 1917, 
22; 36, 43, 45; and. Lenin, 46 and n; 
proposes united democratic govem-

"ment, 67; 68, 69; on dissolution of 
•. Cot)stituent Assembly, 86; 111; on 

death penalt1, 116n; on proletariat, 
4t38; on peace with Germany, 142n; 
Lenin's .:;ttitude to, 188; leader of 
.MensheVJ.K party, 190; on trial, 192; 
his critiCism at Seventh Soviet Con­
gress, 198; criticism of foreign policy, 
200; allowed to leave Russia, 200; 

tf0unds Sotsialisticheskiy Vestnik, 201 
a:ild n; en trade unions in 1919, 226n, 
227; <i'- standing army in 1918, 236n; 
as a theoretician 348; 355n'.; at 
Second iarty Congress in 1903, 357 

Martynov, A., 191n 
Marx, K., 11, 14, 30, 87, 350 
MarXism, 4, 11; Lenin's departures from, 

!350-3 
M~malists, 178, 179 ff., 207 
Maslow, A:, 331 · 
Mayorov, I. A., 125, 127 
Medve<:j.ev, S., 316, 317, 319 and n, 332, 

335 
eMel'gunov, S. P., 42n 
Mensheviks, 11; on participation in 

government, 13 ff.; differences with 
Bolsheviks, 15, 23; policy in March 
1917, 22; agrarian policy, 43n; Party 
Conference, July 1917, 46n; abor­
tive reunion with Bolsheviks, 33, 45; 
suggest Military Revolutionary Com­
mittee, 63; at Second Congress of 
Soviets, 66 ff.; ready to resume 
negotiations with Bolsheviks, Novem" 
ber 1917, 72; in Vikzhel negotiations, 
79; on dissolution of Constituent 
Assembly, 86; in Constituent As­
sembly, 88; pn insurrection, 113; 
- Internationalists in Vikzhedor, 
139; on peace with Germany, 142n; 
outlawed, 152; in Urals, 156; at Ufa 
Conference, 159; Moscow Soviet 
'fraction' on dections, 177; strength 
of in provincial soviets, 1920, 178; 
history, 1917-21, 190ff.; Georgian, 
195; in Kronstadt rising, 205, 298-9; 
'legalization'? in 1921, 207-8; main-, 
tain policy of legal opposition in 
exile, 209; on standing army, 236n; 
on degeneration of constitution, ;!61; 
and Workers' Opposition, 292, 310, 
357; active in Petrograd in 1921, 297; 
andiN.E.P., 309-12; 323, 344-6, 349, 
353-4, 355 and n, 356-8, 360 

Meahdurayontsy, 47, 48, 74 
Michael, Grand Duke, 327 
~ovsky, ~·· 3, 7, 11 

Mikhaylov, V. M., 320-1, 368 
Mikoyan, A., 338, 368 
Military Doctrine, 248 ff. 
Military Inspectorate, 171 
Military Opposition, 235 ff.; to ex-officers, 

, 238; army syndicalism, 242 ff.; im-
portance of, 247-8, 251-2; on doc­
trine, 248 ff. 

Military Revolutionary Committee of the 
Moscow Soviet, 71, 75, 76 

Military Revolutionary Committee of the 
Petrograd Soviet, 63, 64, 66, 67, 72, 
78, 113, 170, 192 

Military Specialists, 238 ff. 
Militia, 235, 253 
Mill,]. S., 228 
Milyukov, P. N., 8, 37, 42n, 207, 208n, 

304 
Milyutin, V. P., 27, 59, 75, 77, 79, 84, 

137, 140n, 262, 367-8 
Mirbach-Harff, W., Count von, 121, 

123n, 124, 126, 142, 144 
Mitin, 336 
Molotov, V. M., 25, 26, 27, 50, 74n, 262, 

265, 320-1, 325, 334, 337-8, 339, 
367-8 

Moscow City Party Organization, 27, 37n, 
43n, 50, 59, 71, 288 

Moscow Oblast' Bureau, 27, 50, 59, 75, 
85n, 100, 105-6, 108 and n, 132n, 
134-5, 141, 143-4 

Muranov, M. K., 75, 262, 269, 367 
Murav'ev, N. K., 166-7 
Murmansk, British landing at, in 1918, 

118-19, 155 
Murom Rising, 154 
Myasnikov, G. I., 218n, 306 and n, 327-8 

and n, 366 
Mysl', 193n 

Nabat, 185-6 
Nabokov, V.; 8 
Narodniki, 2, 4 ff., 8, 10, 82, 117, 128, 

149, 165-6, 168-9, 180-1, 349 
Natanson, M. (Bobrov), 17, 82, 111, 112, 

124, 180 
Nationalization, 136, 140-1, 214-15, 217 
NevskY, V. 1., 172, 237n 
New Economic Policy, 199, 204-5, 209, 

211, 216-17, 295, 307 ff., 331, 340, 
344, 349, 352 

Newspapers, control over, 75-8, 173 
Nikolaevsky, B., 205 
N.K.V.D. (People's Commissariat of the 

Interior), 175 • 
Nogin, V., 27-8, 41, 43n, 50, 59 ff., 75, 77, 

79, 262, 284 and n, 367-8 
Novaya Zarya1 192 
Novaya Zhizn, 45, 61, 77ff., 86n, 197 
Novyy Luch,J92 

Obolensky, N. (Osinsky), 101, 102, 108, 
117, 130n, 135, 137-8, 140, 142-3, 
144, 180, 217 and n, 223-4 and n, 
256, 262, 284, 309, 366 

Oborin, A., 182 
Order No One, 23, 92, 93n, 23!J 
Ordzhonikidze, G. K., 40n, 43n, 320, 368 
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Organizational Bureau of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party, 
263-5,270-1,282, 289,322,328,344 
368 

0SfJObozhdenie, 7 
Oroobozhdenie Truda, 11 

Paevsky, 151n 
Pannekoek, A., 330 
Panyushkin, 306-7 
Paniynyya hvestiya {Menshevik), 192 
Peasantry, 1 ff., 6; unrest in 1917, 43 ff.; 

Frrst All-Russian Congress of Peasant 
Deputies, 44; support Socialist 
Revolutionaries, 79, 148; Second 
Congress of Peasant Deputies, 79; 
hopes for Constituent Assembly, 80; 
views on peace, 100; and Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries, 114; collec­
ttVlZation, 137n; resent lack of 
Socialist Revolutionary leadership, 
165; no longer support Lehin, 212; 
resistance to food collection, 214-16; 
attitude to Communists in Civil War, 
217, 239; risings in Tambov and 
Ukraine, 1921}--1, 218-19; 'kulaks', 
240n; communist policy to, in 1920 
and 1921, 305-6, 309 

People's Commissariat of Food and 
Supply, 213 

Peshekhonov, A. V., 8 
Petrichenko, 303 
Petrograd Bolshevik Party, 26-8, 37, 39n, 

41, 50, 55, 62, 64, 74, 83, 95, 100, 
101, 106, 221, 258-9, 266, 269, 288, 
2%-8 

Petrograd Garrison, 63 ff., 65, 85 and n 
Petrograd, industrial unrest and strikes in 

1921, 296 ff. 
Petrograd Soviet, 21, 22, 23, 28, 31, 37, 

41-2, 46, 49, 52-3, 54-5, 57, 63, 64, 
94, 97, 113, 171, 235 

Petragradskaya Pravda, 257, 306n 
Petropavloosk resolution, 301-3, 304n 
Petrovsky, G., 262, 271, 284, 320, 368 
Petrunkevich, I. I., 8 
Plekhanov, G. V., 10 ff., 17, 87, 89-90, 

188, 346, 348, 356 
Podvoysky, N. I., 93, 246-7 
Pokrovsky, M. N., 106, 117n, 130n, 134 
Poland, 96-7, 109, 251 
Political Administration of the R.S.F.S.R. 

(P.U.R.), 242-4, 258, 263,264 
Political Bureau of the Central Com­

mitte~ of the Communist Party, 
20Sn, 234, 262, 307, 308, 320, 321, 
328, 368 

Political Commissars, 241 ff., 299 
Political prisoners, treatment of, 17 5-6 
Polyansky, N., 182 • 
Populist (Narodnik) Communists, 181 ff. 
Proletariy, 226n 
Populist Socialists, 8, 156 
Poslednt"ya Nooasti, 304 
Pozern, B. P., 245 
Pravda q.Kronshtadte, 298n 
Pravda, 26, 28, 30, 33-4, 47, 84, 142., 170, 

239n, 266, 284, 286, 307, 321 

• 

Preobrazhensky, E., 101, l17n, 141n, 14, 
262, ~63-7, 268n, 269"; 271, 275, 282, 
284n, 286, 288, 295, 320-2, 358, 367, 
368 " 

Preobrlll!!hensky Regiment, 150-1 
Pre-Parliament (Council of the Republic}, 

51-8, 60, 64ff., 112. 
Press Tribunals, 173; suppression of the 

press, 72, 75 ff. 
p-,,doool'stvennoe Delo, 193 
Projessional'nyy Soyuz, 192 
Prokopovich, S. N., 8, 12 
Proshyan, P. P., 112, 122, 125 
Proroeshchenie, 132n • 

• 

Provisional Government, 20 ff., 2+.5, 28, 
30, 37-8, 42-3, 45, 48, 51, 54ff., 57, 
64, 66, 70, 72, 80, 91,'93, 112, 170, 
346 

Pubalt, 258-9, 299, 305 • 
Pukhov, A. S., 258-9 
Pyatakov, G., 18,101,106,117 and ~143, 

166,286,368 • 
Pyatnitsky, I. (or 0.), 262, 36. 

Rabkrin, 339-40 e 
Rabachaya Gazeta, 192 · . 
Rabochiy Internatsipnal, 192 
Rabochiy Mir, 192 
Radek, K., 18, 60n, 103n, 105, 117, 131, 

134, 135, 142, 206n, 262, 275, 283n, 
320, 367, 368 . 

Rafail, R. B., (Farbman), 290 
Railways, 110, 139-40, 255-6, 273n 
Rakitnikov, N. I., 159-60, 162, 164, 166 
Rakovsky, Ch., 262, 264, 271, 286, 317• 

367, 368 
Raskol'nikov, F. F. (Ilyin), 105, 120, 299 
Red Army, new volunteer army decreed, 

104, 236; 156-8, 160-1, 172, 185-6; 
compulsory military training de­
creed, 236; Trotsky's policy on, 235; 
desertions from in Civil War, 218, 
240 and n; security in, 244; numbers 
of communists in, 244; and Kron~ 
stadt Revolt, 304 and n; and N.E.P., 
308-9 and n 

Red Guards, 40, 42; 49, 52, 65, 86, 235-6 
151 

Red Terror, 124, 174 and n 
Reed, John, 72 
Remizov, A.M., 117n 
Renier, G. ]., 15n 
Revolutionary Communists, 180 ff. 
Revolutionary Labour Army, First, 254 
Revolutionary Tribunals, 173-4 
Revolutionary War, 8~92, 100, 103, to7._ 

109, 116, 128, 135, 349 
Revolutionary War Council, 172, 237, 

242,244 
Rlos, F. de los, 189n 
Robins, Colonel R., 98n, 118, 184 
Ropshin-see Savinkov 
Rosmer, A., 333n 
Rostov on Don, trial of Menshl&'ik Com 

mirtee, 194-5 
Rudzutak, Ya., 23Q, 233, 262, 271, 275-f 

281, 284, 321,333-4, 367, 368 
Russell, Bertrand, 20jl. 
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Russian Socialr.Democratic Labour Party 
-see Menlheviks 

Ryazanov, D. B. (Gol'denbach), 18, 48, 
58, 7;, 73, 75, 77, 84, 86, 131, 255, 
284 and n, 324--5, 336-7 

Rybinsk Rising, 154 
Rykov, A., 25, '2,], 59, 73, 75, 77, 79, 262, 

264, 271, 21'5-6, 321, 327, 367,, 368 

. Sahlin, 125 
Sadoul, J,, 166 
Saf~tov, G., 19n, 328, 368 
SafJnov, 108n 
Samara Communiots, 314n, 329 and n 
Sandprsky, H., 183 
Sapronov, T. B., 108n, 223, 244, 267, 269, 

284 • 
Saratov·Communists, 314n 
Savinkov, B., 6, 154,·193 and n, 346 
Schmidt, V., 230, 368 
Secqotariat of the Central Committee of 

the C011munist Party, 263-6, 268, 
270, 283, 322, 337-8, 344, 368 

Self-deterdPination, national, 5, 96-7 
Semenov, G .• 151n 
Semenovsky Regiment, 150-1 
Serebryakov, L., 262-5, 271, 275, 282 

and n, 284n, 286, 288, 320, 322, 367, 
368 

Sergeev, A. (Artem), 262, 275, 284, 367, 
368 

Shapiro, A., 183 
Shchastny, Admiral, 115, 119 and n 
Shaumyan, S., 75, 367 
.Shaw, T., 207 
~herudin, 117n 
Shingarev, A. I., 298 
Shkiryatov, M. F., 340n 
Shlyapnikov, A., 19, 25, 27, 29 ff., 34, 77, 

139, 220, 222, 226n, 228 and n, 231, 
279, 284--6, 294, 316-17, 318--20, 
324, 326-7 and n, 331 ff., 333n, 
333-4, 335-7, 339, 358, 360, 368 

Shmelev, N. A., 162 
Shtul'man, 202n 
Siberia, Allied landing in, 124; Socialist 

Revolutionary strength in, 153; 
Siberian Revolutionary Comis­
sariat, 156, 158; Siberian Provincial 
Duma, 158; Provisional Government 
of Western -, 158; independence 
proclaimed, 158 

Skijy, 117n 
Skvortsov-Stepanov, I. I., 219n, 366 
Smena vekh, 209n 
Smidovich, P. G., 121 

•smilga, I. T., 75, 104n, 107, 262, 367, 368 
Smirnov, V. M., 101, 106, 117n, 132-3, 

135, 137, 140, 244--5, 366 
Smirnov, I. N., 262, 271, 320, 367, 368 
Social Democrats, 4, 10 ff., 21, 43n, 48, 

87, 357 
Sodalist Labour Party of Internationalists 

202.231 ' 
Socialist Revolutionaries, Left: at Second 

Congress of Soviets, 66-8; refuse to 
join Council of People's Commissars 
69; strive t~late Lenin, 77 and n~ 

• 

resign from Soviet organs, 78; enter 
Council of People's Commissars, 79; 
in Constituent Assembly, 80 ff.; 
oppose it, 83; withdraw fro111 it, 85; 
on dissolution of Constituent As, 
sembly, 86, 113; strength of, in 
Constituent Assembly, 88; vote on 
peace, 1 04; origins of, 111; first open 
revolt, 112; first independent con­
ference, 113 ff.; on terror, 113-14, 
115; coalition with Bolsheviks, 114 ff.; 
and revolutionary war, 116-17; 
approach to Bukharin, 117; call for 
armed rising, 121; July 1918 revolt, 
121-3; Lenin's attitude to -, 123; 
in Petrograd Soviet in 1919, 124 
and n; trial of leaders in 1918, 
124--5; terrorists activities, 125-6; 
as a legal opposition, 126 ff.; trial in 
1922, 127-8; reasons for break with 
Bolsheviks, 128-9; oppose exclusion 
of Right Socialist Revolutionaries, 
152; in Congress of Soviets, 1 78; in 
Kronstadt rising, 299; 207, 218, 
344--5, 347, 354 

Socialist Revolutionaries (Right): origins 
of, 4 ff.; programme in 1906, 5; in the 
Duma, 6, 8; 17; at First Congress of 
Peasant Deputies, July 1917, 44, 54; 
in Third Congress of Soviets, 66 ff.; 
refuse to associate with armed con­
spiracy, 67, 150; no agreement with 
Bolsheviks, November 1917, 72; 
supported by peasants, 79; in Con­
stituent Assembly, 81 ff.; in elections 
to Constituent Assembly, 87-8, 146; 
and ,. peace with Germany, 105; 
origin of left wing, 112-13; Third 
Party Congress, 112; history of 
party, 1917-22, 147-69; Fourth 
Party Congress, 1 SO; Ninth Party 
Conference, 163-4, 207; in Petrograd 
strikes in 1921, 297; and Kronstadt 
revolt, 301-2, 304; 312, 323, 344, 
346-9, 354--5 

Socialists, leave Second Congress of 
Soviets, 67; appeal to British Labour 
Delegation from prison in 1920, 207; 
Communist defamation of, 354; 
reason for elimination of, 355 

Soko!'nikov, G., 18, 50, 75, 84, 103, 104n, 
107, 132, 133, 214n, 245, 284n, 286, 
368 

Solov'ev, Z. P., 108n 
Sol'ts, A., 269, 321 and n, 32i, 335, 338 
Sosnovsky, L. S., 152, 218n 
Soviets, after the February Revolution, 

21; views of Lenin and Martov on, 
35 ff.; 40, 48-9, 52 ff.; 171, 176-8, 
203 ff 

Spartak, 132~ 
Spiridonova, M., 82 ff., 87, 112, 114, 121, 

122 and n, 124n, 125 and n, 126 
Spunde, A., 106, 366 
Stalin, J., 25; on continuation of war, 26; 

on Soviets in March, 26; position in 
April 1917, 27 and n; aftitude to 
Provisional Government, 28; accepts 
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Lenin's leadership May 1917, 38ff., 
43n; at Sinh Congress of Bolshevik 
Party, August 1917, 49 ff.; supports 
Lenin on insurrection, 59; arouses 
Lenin's anger, 62 ff.; on Trotsky, 
63n, 75; in Bolshevik fraction of 
Constituent Assembly, 84 ff.; on 
revolution in the West, 100; views on 
peace in 1918, 102 ff.; attitude to left 
opposition, 107; and Allied aid in 
1918, 119 and n; on party programme 
commission, 133; 208 and n; and 
military opposition, 237-8, 245-6, 
252; in Politbureau 1919, 262; in 
Orgbureau 1919, 263; champions 
party democracy with Ziniviev, 
270-1; in trade union discussion, 284, 
290; ascendancy at Tenth Party 
Congress, 320 ff.; 325; becomes 
General Secretary, 338; 334-S; head 
of Rabkrin, 339-40; on party com­
position, 341; 342, 360 

Stasova, E., 107 and n, 264, 367 
Steinberg, I. Z., 112, 115 and n, 126-7, 

173, 179 
Stolypin, P. A., 9, 10 
Strakhovanie rahochikh, 193 
Stroev; V. A. (Desnitsky), 86 
Struve, P. B., 7, 9 ff., 12 
Stuchka, P., 262, 367 
Stukov, I., 75, 102, 106, 108n, 117n, 366 
Sukhanov, N. (Gimmer), 33, 46, 56n, 80 
Sverdlov, Ya., 25, 73, 75, 83, 102-3, 104n, 

107, 119, 125n, 134, 151, 263, 367 
Svyatitsky, N. V., 162 

Tactical Centre Trial, 194 
Tambov, 165, 218, 307 
Tarasov-Rodinov, A. I., 249, 250n 
Teodorovich, I., 77 
Timofeev, E. M., 153n, 166, 168n 
Tkachev, P. N., 3 ff., 11, 345 
Tolstoy's followers, 187 
Tomsky, M., 230, 232-3, 256, 262, 264, 

270-1, 274-6, 279, 280, 284, 321, 
324-5, 334, 367' 368 

Trade Unions: All-Russian Trade Union 
Conference, November 1920, 274 ff., 
281· All-Russian Trade Union Con­
gre;s, First, 22.5; Second, 202, 226; 
Third, 202, 233; Fourth, 202, 324-5; 
All-Russian Council of Trade Uniol),s, 
77; Central Trade Union Council, 
222, 228, 230, 257, 324-5; cora­
munis'fl in trade unions in 1920, 
224 ff.; party programme on-, 227, 
319; Ninth Party Congress on, 233; 
dissension in Central Committee on, 
270 ff.; Tenth Party Congress on, 
314-15; policy after TfOP.th Congress, 
323 ff.; (and see Trade Union 
Discussion) 

Trade Unions, Individual Unions: Bakers', 
185; Telegraph Workers', 185; Prin­
ters', 173, 202; Moscow Printers', 
193, 206-7, 225; Chemical Workers', 
202-~; Metal Workers', 202, 225n, 
228, 285, 323-4 and n, 334; Textile 

• 

Workers', 202; W31er Transport 
Workers', 230, 257, 2?'2, 279-80, 283, 
323; Railway Workers', 272, 323; 
Miners', 285 ' 

Trade Union Discussion, 266, 282 ff., 314 
Transport, 255 ff., 300, 323 
Trifonov, 191n 
Trotsky, L., in 1905 re~·o!ution, 13, 14; at 

Zimmerwald Conference, 18, 19n; on 
Martov, 23n; on bolshevik leadership 
in 1917, 26; on April Conference, 27; 
returns to Russia in 1917, 46~ on 
Soviets, 46; leads Mezhdurayofsy, 
47; supports Bolslltviks, 47; his_:e_art 
in October revolution, 52 ff.; 4ifiers 
from Lenin on tactics, 52; proposes 
transfer of power to P"'-Parliament, 
57 and n; supports Lenin on insur­
rection, 59; denies plan for insurrec­
tion, 62; on Stalin, 63; heads Military 
Revolutionary Committee, 63; .,up­
ports assumption of e power by 
Second Congress of So'iets, 64 ff.; 
at Second Congress of Soviets, 66 ff.; 
negotiations with Vi,.hel, 70; his 
exclusion from socialist government 
demanded, 72, 75; appeals to Allied 
Powers, 96-7; at Brest-Litovsk, 
98 ff.; and revolutionary war, 100-1, 
1 03n; breaks off negotiations with 
Central Powers, 102-3; attitude on 
peace, 1 06; negotiations with Allies 
in 1918, 118 ff.; on Left Socialist 
Revolutionary Rising, 124; at Seventh 
Party Congress 131; on party• 
programme commission, 133; on 
Socialist Revolutionary_ party, 149; 
chairman of Revolutionary War 
Council, 172; and anarchist partisans, 
186; on following in trade unions, 
201; advocates N.E.P. in 1920, 216 
and n; policy on Red Army opposed, 
235 ff.; on reason for victory in Civil 
War, 239; on functions of a com­
munist, 243; on military doctrine, 
248 ff.; on Labour Armies, 253-4; on 
industrial discipline and on transport, 
254 ff.; Lenin on Trotsky, 260-1; in 
Politbureau, 262, 271, 272; on trade 
unions in 1920, 274 ff.; in Central 
Committee split, 273 ff.; theses on 
trade unions, 286-7; in trade union 
discussion, 289-90; and Kronstadt 
revolt, 299, 300, 303, 305; rift with 
Lenin healed, 337; at Tenth Con­
gress, 322; on Stalin's appointment• 
as General Secretary, 338; on 
Rabkrin, 339 and n; as rival to Lenin, 
359, 360 

Troyanovsky, A. A., 191n, 208n 
Trud i bor'ba, 181n 
Trudoviki, 6, 17 
Tsaritsyn, 237-8 
Tsektran, 256-9, 269, 272, 273 ff• 289 323 
Tsyperovich, G. V., 324 
Tsyurupa, A. D., 292n, 308, 339 
TukhacheV»ky, M., 304 
Tuntul, I., 320, 368 ,. 

• 



J 

• 

INDEX 397 

Turgenev, IlS., 7 
Turkestan gfvemment, 159 

Ufa Co1-ference, 158 ff. 
Ukraine, 96, 104, 125, 182n, 185-6, 194--5, 

218, 247, 251, 254, 286, 329 
Union for th'i.Defence of the Fatherland 

and Free'<'l'om, 154-
Unitary Military Doctrine, 249-51 
Unive-rsal, 187 
Universalists, 187 

t schlicht, I., 205, 366 
ovalov, I., 158n 

ra!s, Regional~overnment of, 156 
U¥ky, M., 75, 103, 104n, 106-8, 124, 

131, 134--5, 366 
Ustinov, Gf, 180 

Vandervelde, E., 166·-'7 
Vasiliev, 302 
V!tsetis, I. I., 122n, 237 
J7echeka,~,115, 116,117,118,121-2,127 

ande, 171, 172,173 ff., 183--4,188-9, 
197n, 198-9, 205-6, 244, 345, 351 

J7ikzhedor, '139 
J7ikzhel (Committee of the Union of Rail-

way Workers), 70 ff., 79, 139 
Vladimir Rising, 154 
Vladimirsky, M., 176, .223 
Vladivostok, 15 5 
Volin, V. M. (Eichenbaum), 184-5 
J7ol'naya Zhi:;:n', 187 
J7ol'nyy Trud, 185 
Volodarsky, V. (M. M. Gol'dshtein), 50, 

• 83 
Vologodsky, P., 158-9 
Vol'sky, V. K., 159, 162-3, 164, 166, 178, 
Voroshilov, K., 237, 244, 248, 251, 320, 

368 
Votkinsk, 157-8 
Voytinsky, V. S., 28, 33 
J7pered, 47, 192 
J7segda vpered, 196 
Vyshinsky, A. Ya., 144, 225 

War Communism, 211 ff., 349, 353 
'Withering away' of state, 133 and n, 351, 

352 
Workers' and Peasants' Socialist Party, 

306-7 
Workers' Control, 93, 136, 1.37-9, 212, 

226,228 
Workers' Opposition; origins, 221-4; 

view on military question, 247n; at 
September 1920 party conference, 

• 267, 269; in Moscow, November 
1920, 269; Trotsky and-, 279n, 283, 
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