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Introductory

GREAT leader died. On December 1, 1934, Sergei Kirov,

a member of the Political Bureau of the Communist

Party of the Soviet Union, was waylaid in Leningrad and shot

dead. On December 21 the Soviet Government announced that

the assassin, Nikolaiev, was a member of the so-called “Lenin-

grad Center” of counter-revolutionists, a terrorist group bent
on assassinating the highest officials of the Soviet.

Said the official communique:

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

A few days later, Zinoviev, Kamenev and 17 members of
another counter-revolutionary group, the so-called “Moscow
Center”, were arrested and brought to trial. At the hearings,
Zinoviev, apparently realizing the hopelessness of his situa-
tion, declared:

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

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

“We were separated from the actual life of the country and
we stewed in our own juice. Our counter-revolutionary connec-
tions were strengthened in us. Blinded by the wrath towards the
leadership of the Party, we did not see what was occurring in the
towns and villages. We did not see the colossal successes of
Socialist construction. The tremendous historical processes of
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our country, influencing the international working-class move-
ment, went by us. We appraised the difficulties arising in the
process of growth in the countries as enemies, maliciously rejoic-
ing at failures, and accusing the Party leadership of these failures.
“We did not see what every rank-and-file member saw. We did
not notice the growth in the consciousness of strength, of the unity
of the Party. We addressed Stalin with malicious counter-revo-
lutionary insinuations. We accused the Party leadership that it
did not accept measures to activize the international working-
class movement. We slanderously asserted that the Central
Committee handicapped the development of this movement.”

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

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

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

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

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



|

Trotsky’s Career

ROTSKY calls himself “the true Bolshevik-Leninist”. So

did the Social-Democratic hangmen of the German revo-
lution, Noske, Scheidemann, Severing, call themselves “true
Marxists”. Trotsky loves to pose as the last of the great revolu-
tionary figures that carries forward the tradition of Lenin.
There are people, especially among the younger generation,
who think of him as an “old Bolshevik”. For wasn’t he leader
of the Revolution in 19177 Wasn’t he at the head of the Red
Army between 1918 and 19217

These are the facts:

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

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

“During the whole period of its activity, the Petershurg Soviet
had at its head a very intelligent and clever Menshevik, an adept
in the art of combining Menshevik substance with revolutionary
phrases. The name of that Menshevik was Trotsky. He was a
genuine, full-blown Menshevik who had no desire whatever for
armed insurrection and was altogether averse to bringing the
revolution to its completion, i.e., to the overthrow of Tsarism.”
(M. N. Pokrovsky, Brief History of Russia, Vol. 11, p. 320).

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

So much were his ideas at variance with those of Lenin that
even after the February revolution of 1917, Lenin did not con-
sider Trotsky a Bolshevik. In a letter to Kollontai, dated March
17, 1917, Lenin writes:
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“In my opinion, our main task is to guard against getting en-
tangled in foolish attempts at ‘unity’ with the social-patriots (or,
what is still mere dangerous, with the wavering ones, like . . .
Trotsky and Co.) and to continue the work of our own party in
a consistently internationalist spirit.” (V. L. Lenin, The Revolu-
tion aof 1917, Vol. I, English edition, p. 21.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

“I am far from denying the undoubtedly important vole of
Comrade Trotsky in the uprising [says Stalin in his Octeber
Revolution, p. 71]. But I must state that Comrade Trotsky did
not and could not have played any special role in the October
uprising; that, being the president of the Petrograd Soviet, he
only carried into effect the will of the respective Party authorities,
which guided every step of Comrade Trotsky.” (Article publishd
November 26, 1924.)

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

“Thus [says Stalin] something ‘terrible’ 100k place at this
meeting of the Central Committee, i.e., “in some mysterious way’
the ‘inspirer’, the ‘principal figure’, the ‘only leader’ of the up-
rising, Comrade Trotsky, did not get on the practical center, which

was called upon to lead the uprising. How can this be reconciled
with the current notion about Comrade Trotsky’s special role?”

(Ibid., pp. 71-72.)

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

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

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

Before the thunder of the last battles of the civil war had
died down Trotsky developed an open, violent opposition to
the policy of Lenin in respect to the tasks of the trade unions.
He wanted the unions to be, not organizations representing the
workers in the factories and the shops, in the industries, but
administrative units appended to the State and carrying out
governmental functions. He organized, in opposition to Lenin,
a small faction that threatened to disrupt the activities of the

* As a matter of fact, his ideas about the strategy of the civil war
were so wrong that, had they been carried out, the enemies would have
triumphed. Suffice it to recall that in the summer of 1919, at the very
crucial moment of the fight against the White General Kolchak, Trotsky
proposed to move part of the Red forces from the Eastern front to the
South, leaving the Ural region with its factories and railways in the
hands of Kolchak. The Central Committee of the Communist Party
decided against Trotsky. It ordered an advance against Kolchak to
drive him out of the Ural. That was the beginning of the end of
Kolchak. But that was also the end of Trotsky’s playing any role on
the Eastern front. Soon he ceased playing any role also on the Southern
front against the White General Denikin. He does not tell this in his
history of the revolution. Trotsky’s veracity . . .
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Communist Party at a time when unity was a question of life
and death. Lenin branded this factionalism as a disruptive
act. He said:

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

Trotsky was defeated. Had his “plan” succeeded, that would
have wrecked the entire Soviet system. .

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

A legend is peddled around to the effect that Trotsky and
his associates were “not given a chance” to present their view-
point to the rank-and-file Party membership. As a matter of
fact, the debate between the opposition and the Party leader-
ship was continued from 1924 tll 1927, In numerous sessions
of the central bodies, in numberless meetings of the lower
bodies of the Party, the program of the opposition was threshed
out. Scores of books, hundreds of pamphlets dealing with
these questions were published and widely distributed. The
opposition received a hearing even to the point of exhausting
the patience of the Party members,

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

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

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

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

Bolsheviks need not mention the non-Bolshevik past of a man
who has sincerely and genuinely merged himself with their
Party. If we mention Trotsky’s past it is because, as we shall
see more clearly anon, it never became his past. It still is his
present. He is now just as violently opposed to the Bolshevik
Party under Stalin as he was opposed twenty years ago to the
Bolshevik Party under Lenin; he slanders Stalin just as
viciously as he slandered Lenin—and for the same reasons.
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“How could it happen [says Stalin] that Comrade Trotsky,
who was carrying such an unpleasant burden [of hatred for the
Bolsheviks] on his back, nonetheless turned up in the ranks of the
Bolsheviks during the October movement? This happened be-
cause Comrade Trotsky threw off (actually threw off) his burden
at that time, concealed it in his cupboard. But for this ‘opera-
tion” no serious collaboration with Comrade Trotsky would have
been possible. . . .

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

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

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

E have related in some detail the history of Trotsky's

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

Of this class Karl Marx once said that it is “a transitional
class in which the interests of two classes are simultaneously
blunted”. The petty bourgeoisie finds itself between the prole-
tariat and the large-scale bourgeoisie. It strives to rise to the
position of the large-scale bourgeoisie, but the latter, using the
power of concentrated and centralized capital, continuously
drives it down to the position of the proletariat. The petty
bourgeois, subjectively, wishes to become rich, to attain to the
heights of capitalist economic power; objectively, however, his
interests lie with the struggle against capitalism because capi-
talism removes the ground from under his feet and because only
under a Socialist system will the petty bourgeois of today be-
come a free member of society, unafraid of the future, since un-
der Socialism he will be transformed into one engaged in useful
productive labor. The petty bourgeoisie as a class, therefore, is
wavering. The interests of two classes, said Marx, are “simul-
taneously blunted” in it. That means that the petty bourgeoisie
cannot be as consistently counter-revolutionary as the big bour-
geoisie, but it cannot be as consistently with the revolution, as
is the proletariat. The petty bourgeoisie is afraid of the big
bourgeoisie but it is also afraid of the revolution. Some sections

of the petty bourgeoisie are attracted to the revolution which
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represents their future interests, but they shrink before the
sharp line of the revolutionary struggle. Fundamentally they
would like to have class peace, because nothing is more dear
to the heart of the petty bourgeoisie than social peace. How-
ever, they feel that social peace means their own doom. There-
fore, when the proletariat develops a strong revolutionary
movement, many petty-bourgeois elements are irresistibly
drawn to the revolutionary camp, only in turn to denounce its
“extremes”, and to don “extreme Left” masks itself. They are
finding fault with the existing capitalist system, but they are
also finding fault with the Revolution and its leaders. Not be-
ing truly revolutionary, being able only to be led by the Revo-
lution, they often develop an immense conceit. They think of
themselves as the “only” and “real” revolutionists. They de-
nounce the real revolutionist as “dogmatic” and “narrow”,

Trotsky’s approach to the revolution is that of the petty
bourgeoisie.

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

“Culturally and by individual status they may be the polar
opposites of members of the shopkeeping class. What has made
them become the political representatives of the petty bourgeoisie

is this. Intellectually they have failed to transcend the limitations

which are, materially, imposed upon the petty bourgeois by the

conditions of petty-bourgeois existence. Consequently they are, in
the theoretical field, impelled towards the same aspirations and
solutions as those towards which, in practical life, the petty bour-
geois are impelled by material interests and by their social position.

Speaking generally, such is always the relationship between the

political and literary representatives of a class and the class they

represent.” (Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bona-

parte, English Edition, pp. 58.59.)

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

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

“In every capitalist country there always stand, side by side with

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

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

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

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

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

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

“All these petty-bourgeois groups somehow or other penetrate
into the Party into which they introduce an element of hesitancy
amil opportunism. of disintegration and lack of self-confidence,
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Factionalism and splits, disorganization and the undermining of
the Party from within are principally due to them. Fighting im-
perialism with such ‘allies’ in one's rear is as bad as being caught
between two fires, coming both from the front and rear. There-
fore, no quarter should be given in fighting such elements, and
their relentless expulsion from the Party is a condition precedent
for the successful struggle against imperialism.” (Joseph Stalin,
Foundations of Leninism, English edition, p. 121.)

The understanding of Trotskyism as representing the in-
fluence of the petty bourgeoisie on certain elements of the pro-
letariat and of the Communist Party was repeatedly expressed
in the resolutions of the Congresses of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union. Thus the Thirteenth Congress (1924) de-

clared:

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

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

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

Trotsky as an individual is only a representative of a certain
social class. He is a petty-bourgeois intellectual. He started
with opposition to the Revolution and the Communist Party,
and he has finished with heading the counter-revolution. True
to type, he was drawn to the revolutionary movement of the
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working class but he never believed in the ability of the revo-
lutionary forces to carry through the Revolution to a success-
ful conclusion and he always hated the very essence of a prole-
tarian party. He hates the tedious day-by-day activities of
building and perfecting a workers’ organization. He hates
discipline when applied to himself. But he loves discipline
when he applies it to others. When he was War Commissar, he
was ruthless towards subordinates. When he was out-voted a
thousand to one in the Bolshevik Party, he refused to submit.

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

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

What characterized his oppesition when he still was a mere
oppositionist was a lack of understanding of the moving forces
of the Revolution and a purely rational approach to the solu-
tion of problems, an approach that had no relation whatever
to the realities of life. What characterizes him now when
he is leading the vanguard of counter-revolution is his delib-
erate invention of ways and means to damage the Revolution,
the Soviet Union, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
the Communist movement throughout the world. This has
become his sole aim, the only reason for his existence.

He had a dream once in his life. He believed himself to be
able to take the place of Lenin in the Bolshevik Party. Lenin’s
Party could not have been led by a man who never was a Bol-
shevik and always fought Lenin. But he failed to under-
stand this obvious truth. Because he had dramatized himself
into believing that he was the driving force of the Revolution
he did not desm it possible for him to take a minor post. Be-
cause he was a petty-bourgeois intellectual he could not place
the interests of the Party above his own personal ambition. He

therefore had to dramatize himself into the great intransigeant.
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From this position he slid down to the hideous gutter in which
he finds himself today.

The history of his last ten years is the history of continuous
downfall. From a member of the Political Bureau of the
Communist Party down to an opposition within the Communist
Party, down to a damager expelled from the Communist Party,
down to an enemy expelled from the Soviet Union, down to
one supplying the world bourgeoisie with lies about the Soviet
Union, down to one who organizes the forces of disruption
against the Communist Party and the Communist International,
down to one who becomes the inspirer of plots aiming at the
assassination of the leaders of the Revolution—aiming at the
very heart of the Revolution.

Verily, no man has ever fallen so low.

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

In this he is a brother-in-arms to Matthew Woll and Ran-
dolph Hearst, to Abramovich and Hamilton Fish. Birds of a
feather.



III
Trotskyism Defined

WHAT is Trotskyism?

More than ten years ago, when Trotsky still enjoyed the
privilege of membership in the Commumist Party of the
U.S.S.R., Stalin found in Trotskyism “three peculiarities which
place it in irreconcilable contradiction to Leninism”.

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

Now, we are fully aware of the fact that many a reader may
disagree with the Leninist point of view. He may be opposed
to the proletarian revolution, to the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, to the socialist system. Such a reader may find solace
in Trotsky’s attacks upon Leninism. But then he must admit
that he seeks in Trotsky not a confirmation but a repudiation
of the Leninist solution of the social problem. With a man
of this kind, who draws from the muddy stream of Trotsky’s
denunciations convenient arguments against Sovietism and
against the Communists of his country, we have no argument
on these pages. The only thing a person of this stripe is re-
quested to do is to acknowledge that he uses the Trotsky am-
munition against everything that Marx, Engels and Lenin stood
for and against everything Stalin, together with the Com-
munist International, stand for today.

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

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

(a) That a Bolshevik (Communist) Party is the first pre-
requisite for a successful revolution;

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

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

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

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

(f) That confidence between Party leadership and Party
membership is one of the major conditions for success and
that mistrust of Bolshevik leadership, when unfounded, is un-
dermining the revolution.

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

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

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

The “peculiarities” of Trotskyism, according to Stalin, are:

First, Trotskyism is a theory of the so-called “permanent
revolution™, which is but another name for the theory that it
is impossible to build socialism in the Soviet Union.

Second, Trotskyism means lack of confidence in the Bol-
shevik Party allegiance, in its unity, in its hostility towards
opportunist elements, which leads to the theory of the *co-
habitation of revolutionaries and opportunists, of their groups
and grouplets within the fold of a single party”.

Third, Trotskyism means distrust in the leaders of Bolshe-
vism, an attempt at discrediting them, at besmirching them.

With a prophetic understanding Stalin points out the dan-
gers of Trotskyism.

“Wherein lies the danger of the new Trotskyism? In that
Trotskyism, according to its entire inner content, has every chance
of becoming the center and the rallying point of non-proletarian
elements which are trying to weaken, to disintegrate the dictator-
ship of the proletariat,

“Trotskyism now comes forward in order to uncrown Bolshe-
vism, to undermine its foundations.” (The October Revolution,
p. 94.)

Redefining Trotskyism six years later (June, 1930}, Stalin
had only to elaborate on the “peculiarities™ just mentioned.
The activities of the Trotskyites fitted well Stalin’s original
characterization. What he foresaw in 1924 as a possibility
and a trend, had become an established practice.

“What is the essence of Trotskyism?™ Stalin asks in 1930,
and he finds it consisting in the following:

“The essence of Trotskyism consists, first of all, in the denial

of the possibility of building Socialism in the U.S.S.R. with the
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forces of the working class and the peasantry of our country.
What does this mean? It means that if, in the near future, help
does not come in the form of a victorious world revolution, we
shall have to capitulate to the bourgeoisie and clear the road for
a bourgeois-democratic republic. Consequently, we have here the
bourgeois repudiation of the possibility of building Socialism in
our country masked by ‘revolutionary’ phrasemongering about the
victory of the world revolution.

“The essence of Trotskyism consists, secondly, in denying the
possibility of drawing the basic masses of the peasantry into
Socialist construction in the countryside. What does this mean?
It means that the working class is not strong enough to lead the
peasantry after it in the task of shunting the individual peasant
farms on to collective rails and that, if in the near future the
victory of the world revolution does not come to the aid of the
working class, the peasantry will restore the old bourgeois system.
Consequently, we have here the bourgeois denial of the strength
and opportunities of the proletarian dictatorship for leading the
peasantry to Socialism, covered with the mask of ‘revolutionary’
phrases about the victory of the world revelution.

“The essence of Trotskyism consists, lastly, in the denial of the
necessity of iron discipline in the Party, in the recognition of the
freedom of factional groupings in the Party, in the recognition of
the necessity of constituting a Trotskyist party. For Trotskyism,
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union must be not a united
and single militant Party, but a collection of groups and factions,
each with its own central organization, press and so forth. And
what does this mean? It means that following the freedom of
political groupings in the Party must come the freedom of political
parties in the country, i.e., bourgeois democracy. Consequently, we
have here the recognition of the freedom of factional groupings in
the Party, leading directly to the toleration of political parties in
the country of the-dictatorship of the proletariat, and all covered
up with phrases about ‘internal Party democracy’ and ‘improving
the regime’ within the Party.” (Joseph Stalin, Leninism, Vol. II,
English Edition, pp. 391-393.)

The denial of the possibility of building Socialism in the
U.S.S.R. can only discourage the Soviet workers, destroy their
confidence, dampen their enthusiasm. The denial of the pos-
sibility of building Socialism in the countryside can only
discourage the poor and middle peasants, weaken their struggle
against the kulaks, undermine their confidence in the urban
proletariat and its Party as leaders of the revolution and
builders of Socialism. The denial of the necessity of iron
discipline in the Party can only encourage breaches of dis-



cipline and thus weaken the strongest weapon of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat. It is for this reason that Stalin branded
it (in 1930) as “an anti-proletarian, anti-Soviet, counter-
revolutionary group, which painstakingly informs the bour-
geoisie of the affairs of our Party™ (Ibid., p. 391.)

Today Trotskyism no more confines itself to “informing”
the bourgeoisie. Today Trotskyism is the center and the rally-
ing point for the enemies of the Soviet Union, of the prole-
tarian revolution in capitalist countries, of the Communist
International. Trotskyism is trying not only to disintegrate
the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union, but also
to disintegrate the forces that make for the dictatorship of
the proletariat the world over.

- * »*

Our exposition will follow the “peculiarities” of Trotskyism
in the order enumerated by Stalin. We shall have to add a
number of chapters dealing with the recent exploits of the
Trotskyites both in the United States and abroad.



1A%
Socialism in One Country

HE denial of the possibility of Socialism in one country
is the basis of all the ideas and policies of Trotskyism.
This denial, in turn, is composed of two major premises.

1. The denial of the possibility of a victorious proletarian
revolution in one country when there is no simultaneous revo-
lution in one or several other countries:

2. The denial of the possibility of building Socialism in
one country where a proletarian revolution has taken place—
if there is no simultaneous revolution in other countries,

This is contrary to historical facts and contrary to the very
essence of the Leninist understanding of the proletarian
revolution.

Let us begin with the latter.

The Leninist conception of the proletarian revolution springs
from the analysis of the present stage of capitalism as impe-
rialism, the stage of the decay of capitalism, the “dying of
capitalism”™. The major characteristics of the imperialist stage
of capitalism, as viewed by Leninism, are: (1) The domina-
tion of finance capital in the advanced capitalist countries;
export of capital to the backward countries which represent
sources of raw material; an omnipotent oppressive financial
oligarchy; (2) Growth of “spheres of influence” of finance
capital and its colonial possessions to the extent of the emer-
gence of a “world system of financial bondage and of the
colonial oppression of the vast majority of mankind by a
handful of ‘advanced’ countries™; (3) The inevitability of
bitter struggles between those countries that have already
seized the territories of the globe and those that wish to get
their “share”™—a struggle for the redivision of the globe.

The first of the enumerated features of imperialism spells
“an intensification of the revolutionary crisis in the capitalist
countries and the growth of the elements of an explosion on the |

internal, proletarian front in the ‘mother’ countries”. The |
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second feature leads to “an intensification of the revolutionary
crisis in the colonial countries and an accumulation of the
elements of discontent with imperialism on the external front,
the colonial front”. The third characteristic includes the con-
cept of “the inevitability of war under imperialism and the
inevitability of a coalition between the proletarian revolution
in Europe and the colonial revolution in the East, thus form-
ing a united world front of the revolution as against the world
front of imperialism™. (See Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest
Stage of Capitalism: Stalin, Foundations of Leninism; Pro-
gram of the Communist International.)

What follows from this analysis is that there exists an im-
perialist system of world economy which represents an integral
unit: that this unit is continually rent asunder and exploded
by the contradictions inherent in it, and that the proletarian
revolution which has ripened everywhere, even in the compar-
atively backward countries, because the system as a whole is
ripe for it, may break the chain of world imperialism in its
weakest link.

This view of imperialism as an integrated system, and of
the proletarian revolution as breaking through in that place
where imperialism is weakest, gives the clue to the understand-
ing of the proletarian revolution.

But this means that the proletarian revolution will, at first,
inevitably take place in one single country only. Other coun-
tries nray or may not follow, but the rule would be a revolution
in one country where for one reason or another imperialism
can no more withstand the onslaught of the revolutionary
forces.

All this is ABC and should be known to everyone familiar
with the fundamentals of Leninism. But just this is denied
by Trotskyism,

Trotsky directed his struggle against the Leninist theory of
the “uneven development of capuahsm . It is in these words
that Lenin summed up his teachings about the imperialist stage
of capitalism. and it is the uneven development of cap1[all-m
that Trotsky specifically denies,

What is the uneven development of capitalism? Stalin, who,
more than anybody after Lenin, concerned himself with de-
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veloping the Leninist theory of imperialism and world revolu-
tion, explains it in the following way:

The uneven development of capitalism does not consist in
the fact that some countries are economically more advanced
than the others; uneven development in other words does not
mean different degrees of development of the capitalist coun-
tries: moreover, these differences of degrees of development
have a tendency to diminish in the present epoch: there is going
on a process of leveling out of the differences in the degree of
economic progress in the various countries, the more backward
ones fighting to reach the level of and exceed the advanced
countries. Nor does the uneven development of capitalism
consist in just this fact that some countries reach the level
of others and overtake them in an evolutionary way. Such
changes in the relative position of various countries are not a
peculiar characteristic of imperialism: they are known to have
occurred even in the era preceding imperialism.

What, then, is the law of the uneven development under
imperialism?

“The law of the uneven development in the period of imperial-
jsm [says Stalin] means the spasmodic development of some
countries in relation to others, the rapid crowding-out from the
world market of some countries by others, the periodical redi-
vision of an already divided world by the means of military con.
flicts and military catastrophes, the deepening and sharpening of
conflicts in the camp of imperialism, the weakening of the front
of world capitalism, the possibility of this front being broken by
the proletarians of separate countries, the possibility of the vic-
tory of Socialism in separate countries.” (Joseph Stalin, On the
Opposition, Russian Edition, p. 515.)

Two years before the Revolution of 1917 Lenin, arguing
against the slogan of the “United States of Europe” as ad-
vanced by some Bolsheviks at the beginning of the war, re-
jected that slogan just because it implied the impossibility of
socialism in one country. The United States of Europe under
capitalism, said Lenin, is either impossible or reactionary be-
cause it is tantamount to an agreement to divide up the
colonies. The United States of the World (not of Europe
alone) is, according to Lenin, a State form of national federa-

tion and national freedom which Communists connect with
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socialism—until the complete victory of Communism brings
about the total disappearance of the State.

“As a separate slogan, however [says Lenin] the slogan United
States of the World would hardly be a correct one, first because it
merges with Socialism, second, because it may wrongly be inter-
preted to mean that the victory of Socialism in a single country is
impossible [our emphasis—M. J. O.]; it may also create mis-
conceptions as to the relations of such a country to others.”

Lenin then states positively:

“Uneven* economic and political development is an absolute
law of capitalism. [Our emphasis—M. J. 0.] Hence, the victory of
Socialism is possible first in a few or even in one single capitalist
country taken separately, The victorious proletariat of that coun-
try, having expropriated the capitaliste and organized its own
Socialist production, would rise against the rest of the capitalist
world, attract to itself the oppressed classes of other countries,
raise revolts among them against the capitalists, and in the event
of necessity come out even with armed force against the exploiting
classes and their states.” For “the free federation of nations in
Socialism is impossible without a more or less prolonged and
stubborn struggle of the Socialist republics against the backward
States.” (V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Russian Edition, Vol.
XVIII, p. 232-3.)

Trotsky denies the uneven development of the capitalist
countries under imperialism. He denies the entire Leninist
analysis of imperialism as forming one integrated whole that
must inevitably be broken through by the proletarian revolu-
tion in its weakest spot. He thinks that the internal and ex-
ternal contradictions of imperialism are not sharp enough to
make a breaking of the imperialist front in a single country
possible. He thinks that the forces of the proletarian revolu-
tion are not strong enough to be able to break the front of
imperialism in a single country. True to his covering up de-
featism with revolutionary phrases he puts forward the idea of
a revolution in one country supported by revolutions in other
countries, but this cannot eliminate the fact that he says to
the workers of every country, “You cannot make a revolution
alone; you are sure to be defeated; wait till other countries
begin: if there is no revolution elsewhere, you are doomed”,

*In the definitive English edition of Vol. XVIII we read “unequal”
instead of “uneven”. This is erroneous and should be corrected.
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—which is tantamount to denying the possibility of any revo-
lution at all.

It was at the time when the first Russian revolution (1905-6)
was not yet finished though it was obviously going down; when
the Bolsheviks with Lenin were straining every effort to keep
the organizations of the workers alive under the blows of
growing reaction; when the Bolsheviks were doing their utmost
to appreciate what was happening, to analyze the forces of
the revolution, to understand the reasons for the defeat of the
revolutionary forces and to prepare the masses for new revo-
lutionary battles which were inevitable since the revolution
had not accomplished its objectives—it was just at that junc-
ture that Trotsky came out with the following estimate:

“Without direct State support from the European proletariat,
the working class of Russia cannot maintain itself in power and
transform its temporary rule into a durable Socialist dictatorship.
This we cannot doubt for an instant.” (Leon Trotsky, Our Revo-
lution, Russian Edition, 1906, p. 278.)

What does Trotsky say in this declaration? He says to the
workers that even if through some coincidence of circumstances
they found themselves in possession of State power, they would
not be able to retain that power. They would need, he asserts,
the State support of the European proletariat, i.e., the support
of the European proletariat in possession of State power. In
the absence of such a support, a successful revolution in Russia
is impossible—and it is useless for the Russian workers to
attempt the seizure of power. Trotsky agrees with the Men-
sheviks who, disregarding the imperialist character of present-
day capitalism, still cling to the outworn idea that the prole-
tarian revolutionary movement must be the strongest in the
most advanced capitalist countries. Trotsky, together with
the Mensheviks, disregards the uneven development of capital-
ism which explains why revolutionary movements can be the
strongest where the chain of imperialism is the weakest—which
is not necessarily in the most advanced capitalist countries.

The following is Trotsky’s answer to Lenin’s theory of the
uneven development of capitalism. He wrote it in 1917 in his
pamphlet, Program of Peace. He republished it in 1924 in his
collected works, obviously finding it correct.
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“The only more or less concrete historical consideration put
forward against the slogan of the United States of Europe was
formulated in the Swiss Social-Democrat [Bolshevik organ—M.
J. 0.] in the sentence which follows: ‘Uneven economic and po-
litical development is an absolute law of capitalism.’ From this the
Social-Demacrat drew the conclusion that the victory of Socialism
was possible in a single country, and that, therefore, there was no
point in making the creation of a United States of Europe the
condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat in each separate
country. That capitalist development in different countries is un-
even is an absolutely incontrovertible fact. But this very uneven-
ness is itself extremely uneven. The capitalist level of England,
Austria, Germany or France is not identical. But in comparison
with Africa or Asia all these countries represent capitalist ‘Europe’,
which has grown ripe for the social revolution. That no single
country should ‘wait’ for others in its own struggle is an ele-
mentary idea which it is useful and necessary to repeat, in order
to avoid the substitution of the idea of expectant international
inaction for the idea of simultaneous international action. With-
out waiting for others, we begin and continue our struggle on our
national soil quite sure that our initiative will give an impetus to
the struggle in other countries; but if that should not happen,
then it would be hopeless, in the light of the experience of history
and in the light of theoretical considerations, to think, for example,
that a revolutionary Russia could hold its own in the face of
conservative Europe or that a Socialist Germany could remain
isolated in the capitalist world.” (Leon Trotsky, Collected Works,
Russian Edition, Vol. 111, Part 1, pp. 89-90.)

Note this reference to one single sentence. The only “more or
less concrete historical consideration™, says Trotsky, against the
slogan of the United States of Europe and for the possibility of
a successful proletarian revolution in a single country, is found
just in one sentence. Trotsky disregards the entire Leninist
theory of imperialism as the stage of decaying capitalism, of
dying capitalism. The entire Leninist theory of revolution
does not exist for him. He sweeps away the reference to the
uneven economic development by stating that the principal
countries of Europe are all ripe for the social revolution.
What he does not notice is the contradictions betw