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INTRODUCTION

Alexandra Kollontai's text THE WORKERS OPPOSITION was written in
Russian, during the early 'eeks of 1921. It was first published in Britain
in Sylvia Pankhurst's 'Workers Dreadnought'* and reprinted in Chicago later
that year, The text - one of the *'forbidden documents' of Bolshevism - ]
is an attempt to give a theoretical formulation to the 'Theses on the Trade
Union Question' submitted by the Workers Opposition for discussion at the
10th Congress (March 1921) of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,**

. 'Solidarity' republished Kollontai's document in 1961. The publi-
cation aroused considerable interest (as judged by sales) but little com-
ment at the time. Translations appeared in Italian and French.*** Tollow-
ing recent events in Czechoslovakia there has been a sudden renewal of
interest, among revolutionaries, as to the class nature of the Russian
State. This - and a steady stream of requests for our 1961 text - made a
reprint imperative, Hence this second 'Solidarity' edition.

Kollontai's original pamphlet had for long been difficult to obtain,
although its existence was undoubtedly known to quite a number of people
in the revclutionary movement. Even after Khruschev's revelations at the
20th Congress and the Hungarian events of 1956, none of the tendencies
claiming allegiance to socialist 'humanism' or to 'libertarian' marxism
had grasped the significance of this text - or had sensed the contribution
it could make to the great discussion then taking place as to 'what went
wrong', -

Or perhaps these tendencies had perceived it only too well.
Kollontai wrote 3 years before lenin died. Her document is a fundamental
critique of the developing burecaucracy in Russia. It is a critique of a
far more penetrating kind than those of the various tendencies which, for
one reason or another, were - after Lenin's death ~ tc oppose the 'Stalinist!
usurpation of the Russian Revolution. It contains fundamental ideas, for
too long glossed over, as to the nature of workers' power and of socialism.
It stresses the essential ingredient of working class power at the point of
production before anyone can even talk of a fundamental change in the class
nature of a society., It describes a phase of the struggle between the nas-
cent bureaucracy and those advocating workers' management of production:
the phase that was fought out within the ranks of the Party itself. (Those
advocating similar ideas outside the ranks of the Party had long since been
sileneéd.) Finally it warns with agonised and near prophetic insight, of
the internal dangers confronting the Revolution.

*

April 22 - August 19, 1921.
The Theses themselves had been published in Pravda on January 25, 1921.

* %

S
See !Socialisme ou Barbarie', No. 35 (January-March 1964).
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We do not attempt - either in this introduction or in the footnotes
that follow Kollontai's text -- to depict the conditions prevailing in Soviet
Russiz between 1917 and 1921. A number of excellent studies (Carr, Deuts~
cher, etc.) have been published on the subject and Kollontai herself brings
a number of interesting new facts to light. DNor do we attempt to write a
history of the Workers Opposition. The material for such a study is avail-
able in Daniels' excellent *Conscience of the Revolution'.* Our task is
a different one. We wish to bring to the attention of revolutionary
socialists a basic document, still insufficiently known in this country.
And in the footnotes we seek to explore the role of Bolshevik ideology and
practice in the degeneration of the Russian Revolution. Without at least
a superficial knowledge of these facts any analysis of 'what happened after
1917"' must of necessity be incomplete, **

The degeneration of the Russian Revolution is usually attributed
to such 'unavoidable' and 'external! factors as Russian backwardness, the

failure of the Revolution to spread to the industrially advanced countries

of Western Europe, the overwhelming preponderance of the peasantry and the
terrible legacy of devastation left by the Imperialist War, by the Civil
War and by the Wars of Intervention. Such factors were undoubtedly import-
ant in giving the degeneration of the Russian Revolution its specific
features. But they do not fully explain the fundamental nature of the
process., Moreover these 'explanations' do nothing to assist the develop-
ment of the kind of mass socialist consciousness which alone can ensure
that the process is not repeated,

A moment's reflexion will show why this is §0. If the degeneration.
was due solelz to 'unavoidable' and 'external!' faectors, and if the advance
to socialism is solely dependent on these agencies (degree of industrial-
isation, level of culture, availability of raw materials, etc.) then all
the revolutionary movement need concern itself with now are the technical
problems of the conquest of power (‘'building the vanguard Party', ensuring
. it has a sufficient 'implantation' in the masses, etc.). Revolutionaries
can only live in hope that the conquest of power itself will not be fol-
lowed by too great a destruction of natural resources ... or pray that it
will not occur in countries with too great a proportion of peasants in the

R.V.-Daniels, 'The Conscience of the Revolution', Harvard Uniﬁcrsity'
Press, 1960.

This role of Bolshevik ideology has been analysed in more detail in
Cardan's introduction to the French edition of 'THE WORKERS OPPOSITION'.
Cardan's text is available in English as Sol;darf_j Pamphlet No. 24
! FROM BOLSHEVISM TO THE BUREAUCRACY' (94, post free, from H, Russell,

53h, Vestmoreland Road, Bromley, Kent).

The practice of Bolsheviem during these crucial years will be the
subject of our next major work: 'THE BOLSHEVIKS AND WORKERS' CONTROL :
1917 = 1921', which we hope to have out before the end of tho year. The
text will contain a lot of new material we have come across since 1961,
when we produced our first edition of ‘The Workers Opposition'. In view of
this additional material we hesitated whether, in this second edition, to
republish the footnotes as they originally appeared, or whether to omit
them altogether. We chose to re~publish themn.

L
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general population, If on the other hand the building of socialism depends
on mass socialist consciousness, on mass initiative, on mass participation
of the working class at all levels of economic and political life, then all
ideologies that tend to substitute the action of a self~appointed elite for
the actions of the masses (who,as Lenin stated,'can only develop a trade
union consciousness') need to be exposed from NOW.

It is our contention that the ideology of Bolshevism - with its
emphasis (from as early as the spring of 1918) on 'one-man management' of
industry and on the 'political Supremacy of the Party! - played a very
significant role in the process of bureaucratic degeneration. This is not
to denigrate the heroism and self-sacrifice of many early Bolsheviks. In
Spinoza's words 'the task is neither to laugh nor to weep, but to under-
stand’, And what has to be understood is that the ideas that went into the
building of the Bolshevik Party corresponded to a given stage of working
class consciousness, They marked, in fact, a high tide of that conscious-
ness. large sections of the Russian proletariat identified themselves
with the Party they had created, Having through superhuman exertions and
sacrifices brought that Party to power, the class retreated from the his-
torical stage, delegating to 'its!' Party the great task of building the =~
new society. This retreat from active and creative work was partly imposed
upon the class by factors beyond its control. The war and the famine had
dispersed and decimated its basic cadres. But the retreat was also encou-
raged, and at times even enforced, by the practice of the Bolsheviks. i
Kollontai was only vaguely aware of this aspect of the problem. We cannot
however remain silent about it. If there is to be a progression of both
revolutionary theory and revolutionary practice, we must go beyond the
particular level of consciousness pertaining to the period Kollontai des-
cribed. The unpalatable facts (concerning the ideas and practices we -are
seelcing to transcend) must be made widely known and must be thoroughly
discussed throughout the movement,

Kollontai's critigue of the developing bureaucracy suffers from
two main shortcomings. These are interesting in that they both reflect
the fact that demystification - in relation to Bolshevik practice - had
not gone beyond a certain point for those industrial militants who formed
the backbone of the Workers Opposition.

The first criticism that could be made of Kollontai's text is that
it is essentially an appeal to the Party leaders - and in particular to
Lenin, 'Ilyitch' Kollontai writes 'will ponder, he will think it over,
he will listen to us. And then he will decide to turn the Party rudder
towards the Opposition, Ilyitch will be with us vyet.' Only at times does
Kollontai seem to appeal to the Party rank and file (and to the broad
masses of the working class outside the Party) with a view to mobilising
them against the Bolshevik leadership. She still seems to .accept, although
with obvious reluctance, the profoundly pernicious doctrine of the primacy
of the Party. Adherence to this doctrine was to lead other prominent
supporters of the Workers Opposition into actions at variance with some of
their most deeply held beliefs. For instance it was to lead many of them
into denouncing the Kronstadt uprising,



How could this possibly arise? The answer isn't really hard to
flnd As many who have broken with Stalinism or Trotskyism will know
from their own experience,; the rejection of a given system of ideas does
not_upfortunately proceed at an even tempo in relation to all its manifold
implications. In the absence of clearly articulated alternatives, the
process is usually difficult in the extreme. It must have been particu- =
larly hard for those breaking with Bolshevism in 1921 and yet intent on
remaining serious revolutionaries. This unevenness in the growth of
revolutionary conscicusness has proved an easy target for latter-day
wiseacres of all kinds. For instance Brian Pearce, the cynical ex-
historian of the Socialist Labour League, can write: 'The Workers Oppo-

" sitionists would have had a very au1zzlcal smile for those who today claim
that a good communist in 1921 should have been both for them and for the
Kronstadters'.* Pearce claims that 'Kronstadt and the Workers O Opposition
represented mutually antagonistic progremmes’. :

Other Trotskyists have made the same kind of point. Thus 'Socialist
Current' - in their review of our 1961 edition of this pamphlet - imply
that there is something illogical in non-Bolsheviks feeling a sense of
affinity with the Workers Opposition. 'Kollontai' they point out 'argued
as a leading participant in the Bolshevik Party (whereas) Solidarity
argue as vehement opponents of the whole concept of Bolshevismf,** Real
life however is more complex than that., The tragedy of Kronstadt for
" instance was precisely that 'good communists' were to be found among both
the contending forces. We prefer Daniels'*** assessment of the overall
situation in 1921: 'The Opposition within the Party and the Kronstadt
revolt were manifestations of the seme kind of dissatisfaction: both -
attacked the Communist leadership for violating the spirit of the Revolu-
tion, for sacrificing democratic and egalitarian ideals on the altar of
expediency and for inclining to bureaucratic concern with power for its
own sake', 'In their programme, though not in their armed defiance, the
Kronstadters were closely akin to the uvltra-left opposition within the
Party!.,

See 11921 and A1l That' in Labour Review, vol., 5, No. 3 (October-
November 1960).

5 'The Basic Reasons for the Degeneration of the October Revolution -
a reply to the Solidarity pamphlet on the Workers Opposition and
a defence of Bolshevism,' A Socialist Current special (July 1962, #
vol.7, No.7). These 'defenders of Bolshevism' are now active in
the 'libertarian' socialist movement. One step forward?
% %

Tocs eit., pp. 144 = 145,
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The other criticism one could make of Kollontai's text is its
implied identification of the working class with the unions and of workers'
management of production with management of production by the unions,

By 1921 the Russian unions were already strongly under Party control and
therefore, for dual reasons, already in a fairly advanced stage of bureau-
cratisation, As we shall show in detail in our forthcoming pamphlet,
Bolshevik policy in the first year or so after the revolution was to
remove all questions of industrial management from the hands of autono-
mous workers' committees and vest them in the hands of the unions or
other 'economic' organisations. At a later stage (from about 1919 on)
they were to shed even the pretence of union control and sought firmly to
place all matters of industrial policy directly in the hands of the Party.
Whether Kollontal and the Workers Opposition realised it or not, their
protest was really against this second phase of Bolshevik poliecy. But in
the process of articulating their protest they hit on a number of pro--
foundly relevant truths.

These truths are still relevant today. They have moreover ccased
to be abstractions. Both East and West, the working class has -during
the last fifty years - gone through a tremendous cxperience: the expe-
rience of 'its own' leaderships, in fact of all 'leaderships’ claiming :
to act on its behalf, And deep down it is beginning to draw the lessons
of a whole historical epoch. These are that its emancipation will only
be achieved and maintained through its own sustained efforts.

Over a hundred years ago Marx and Engels wrote that 'the emanci-
pation of the working class is the task of the worlking class itself! and
that the proletarian movement was the 'self-conscious, independent move-
ment of the immense majority'. 1In 1921 Alexandra Kollontai and the
Workers Opposition perceived some aspects of this essential truth through
the terrible experience of the bureaucratic counter-revolution., Today,
after the open admissions of the 20th and 22nd Congresses of the CPSU,
after what the whole world witnessed in Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and
after the innumerable and as yet undocumented horrors of the Stalin epoch
(and of the period immediately preceding it), it is the task of revolu-
tionaries to take a dispassionate look at reality, to draw 21l the lessons
and fearlessly to proclaim them. ; ;

#* & * * *

RECE

Lenin's Selected Works refer to the 12 volume Lawrence and Wishart
English edition, edited by J. Fineberg, Lenin's Works (or Sochinenya)
refer to the standard 30 volume Russian edition produced between 1928 and
1937 by the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute in Moscow. '

References to statements made at Party Congresses relate to the
official protocols issued between 1923 and 1936 by the Marx-Engels-TLenin
Institute. g
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- References to early Trade Union Congresses relate to the official
reports published in Moscow by the Central Trade Union Press between
1919 (Second Congress) and 1927 (Seventh Congress),

V.K.P. (b) refers to the two interesting volumes published by the
Party Press in Moscow in 1931 and 1932. These are known, for short, as
'The All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks in Resolutions and Decisions
of its Congresses, Conferences and Plenums of the Central Committee',
Isvestia Ts. K. refers to 'Central Committee News', a Party 'organiza-
tional journal', published in Moscow between 1920 and 1929.

The page numbering in the 'footnote' section may appear sonewhat
bizarre in that it starts with p.45... whereas the last page of Kollontai's
text is numbered p.48! This isn't due to any desire surreptitiously to
shorten the pamphlet, but is due to the fact that following our first
edition the stencils of Kollontai's text Proper had to be re-typed, whereas
the 'footnote' stencils didn't.

The main sectional titles appear in Kollontai's original text.
The subtitles are our own. 1In this second edition we have also broken
down a number of the -paragraphs and sentences, some of which were so long
as to make the original version extremely hard to read. A better trans-
lation is urgently needed, if only to do Kollontai justice.

September 1968.
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THE ROOTS OF THE
WORKERS OPPOSITION

1. INDIVIDUAL OR COLLECTIVE MANAGEMENT ?

Before making clear vhat the cause is of the ever-widening
break between the TWorkers' Opposition' and the official point
of view held by our directing centres, it is necessary to call
attention to tvo facts: .

(1) The Jorkers' Opposition sprang from the depths of the
industrial proletariat of Soviet Russia. It is an outgrovth not
only of the unbearable conditions of life and labour in which
gsevep million industrial workers find themselves, but it is also
a product of vacillation, inconsistencies, and outright devia-
tions of our Soviet policy froin the early expregsed class-con-
gsistent principles of the Communist programme,

(2) The Opposition did not originate in some particular
centre, vas not a fruit of personal strife and controversy, but,
on the contrary, covers the vhole extent of Soviet Russia and
meets with a resonant response,

At present, there prevails an opinion that the whole root
of-¢He controversy arising between the Workers' Opposition and
the numerous currents noticeable among the leaders consists ex~-
clusively in difference of opinions regarding the problems that
confront the Trade Unions., This, however, is not true. The
break goes deeper., Representatives of the Opposition are not
alviays able clearly to express and define it, but as soon as some
vital guestion of the reconstruction of our Republic is touched
upon, controversies arise concerning a whole series of cardinal
economic and political questions.
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For the first time, the two different points of wview (as
expressed by the lemdefs of our party and the representatives
of our Cl&SSnOf%QﬁlSad workers), found.their reflection at the
Ninth Congréss..of our Parxty (1) "when tha b body vas discussging
the question: Tcollectlve Versus yCrSOﬂﬂl mamaﬂeﬂeﬂt in 1mdust—
Py, ! _ :

Af that time, there vas no opposition from any wvell-formed
group, but it is very sigpificant that collective management was
favoured by all the representatives of the Traﬂ?*UﬁlOﬂBq vhile ;
opposed to it were all -the leaders of our Party, who. are: accug-y
tomed to appraise all events from the iﬂstltutlonal angle They
reguire a good desl of shrewdness and skill to placate the soci-
ally heterogeneous and the sometices politically hostile aspira-
tions of the different social groups of the population as expres-
sed by.proletarians, petty owners, peasantry, and bourgeoisie in
the person of speclallsts and” pSBuﬁOhSpéeialiStS,'Qﬂwall kinds .
and degrees, g

Sy voes it that only the Unions stubboraly defended the
prineiple of colleehive maﬂage&ent even without being able to
adduce scientific arguments in favour of it? And vhy was it that
the specialists? supportcrs at the same time defended the 'one
man management'? (2) The reason is that in this controversy,
though both sides cophatically denied that there was a question
of prlnclnle involved, tvo hlSuOTlC o1lly irreconeilable points of
viev had clashed. The 'one men maﬂagement‘ is a product of the
individualist conception of the bourgeois class. The 'opme man
mansgement' is in prineciple an unrestricted, isolated, free will
of one man, disconnected from the collective,

This idea finds its reflcecetion in all spheres of human en-

deavour - beginning vwith the appointment of g govereign for the
State, and ending vith a sovereign director of the factory.
This is the supreme visdom of hour9601s thought. The bourgeoi-
sie do not believe in the power of a collective body., They like
to whip the masses into an obedient flock, and drive them where-
ever their unrestricted will desires.

The ‘viorking ¢lass end its spokesmen, -on the contrary,
realise-that the new Comaunist aspirations can be obtained only
through the collective efforts of the workers themselves. The
more the masses are developed in the expression of their collec-
tive will and common thought, the guicker and more complete will
be .the reaslisation. of vorking class aspirations, for it will
create a nevi, homogeneous, unified,; perfectly-arranged Communist
industry. Only those who are derCth bound to industry can
introduce into it animating innovations.

Rejection of a principle - the principle of collective
management in the control of industry - was a tactical compro-
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mise on behalf of our Party, an act of adaptation; it was, more-
over, an act of dewviation from that class policy which we so
Zealously cultivated and defended durlnﬂ that first phase of the
revolution, <

Why 4id this happen? Hov did it happen thet our Party,
natured and tempered in the struggle of the revolutlon, was per-
mitted to be carried away from the direct road, in order to jour-
ney along the roundabout path of adaptation, LOTEGle condemned:
gseverely and branded as 'opportunism'?

The ansver to this guestion we shall give later, leanwhile
vie shall turn to the guestion: how did the Workers' Opposition
form and develop? =

2. GROWTH OF THE WORKERS OPPOSITION

The Ninth Congress of the Russian Communhist Party was held
in the spring of 1920, During the summer, the Opposition 4id not
agssert itself. ©Nothing was heard sbout it during the stormy de-
bates that took place at the Second Congress of the Communist 1
International. But deep at the bottom, there was taking place an
accunulation of experience, of critical thought, The first ex-
pression of this process, 1ncoaplete at the time, was at the.
Party Conference in Septemher 1920 (3). For a time, the thought
preoccupied ‘itself largely vith rejections and critiecisms, The
Opposition had no well-formulated proposals of its own. 3But it
va8 obvious that the Party was entering into & new phase of its
life, Vithin its ranks, 'lower'! elements demand freedom of ecriti-
cism, loudly proclaiming that bureaucracy strangles thein, leaves\
no frbedom for aetivity or for manifestation of 1n1t1%t1ve

The leaders: of the Party understood this undercurrent, and
Comrade Zinoviev made many verbal promises as to freedom of ori-
ticism, videning of the scope of self-activity for the masses,
persecution of leaders deviating from the principles of democracy,
etec. A great deal vas gaid and well said; but from words to deeds
there is a considerable distance. The gejteﬂber conference, to-
gether with Zinoviev's much-promising speech, has changed nothingf
either in the Party itself or in the life of the masses. The root
from which the Opposition sprouts, was not .destroyed. Down at the
bottom, a grovth of inarticulate dissatisfaction, criticism and
indeaondemee was taking place. ‘ -

This inarticulate ferment vas noted even by the Party leaders
and it gquite unexpactudlj gene rﬂtcd sharp controversies. It is
significant that in the eentral Party bodies, sharp controversies
arose concerning the part that must be pldyed by the Trade Unions.
This, however, is only natural.
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At present, this subject of controversy between the Oppos-
ition and the Party leaders, vhlle not being the only one, is
still the cardinal voint of our whole domestic policy.

TLong before the Workers' Opposition had appeared with its
Theses and formed that basis on which, in its opinion, the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat must rest, in the sphere of indus-
trial reconstruction, the leaders in the Party had sharply disag-
reed in their appraisal of the part that is to be played by the
vorking class organisations regarding the latter's participation
in the reconstruction of industries on a Communist basis. The
Central Committee of the Party split into groups. Comrade Lenin
stood in opposition to Trotsky, while Bukharin took the middle
ground. (4)

Only at the Eighth Soviet Congress (5) and immediately after
did“it become obvious that within the Party itself there was a
united group kept together primarily by the Theses of principles
concerning the Trade Unions, This group, the Opposition, having
no gresat theoreticians, and in spite of a most resolute resist-
ance from the most popular leaders of the Party, was growving
strong and spreading all over labouring Russia. Was it so only
in Petrograd and lioscow? Not at all, Even from the Donetz bas-"’
in, the Ural mountains, Siberia, and a number of other industri-
al centres came repoits to the Central Committee that there also
the Workers'! Opposition was forming and acting.

It is true t$hat not everywhere does the Opposition find it-
self in complste accord on all points with the workers of ioscow.
At "times there is much indefiniteness, pettiness and absurdity in
the expregsions, demands and motives of the Opposition. Even the
cardinal points may differ. Yet there 1is everywhere one unaltera-
ble point - and this is the question: who shall develop the crea~
tive powers in- the gphere of economic recouastruction? Shall it
be purely class organs, directly connected by vital ties with the
industries - that is, shall industrial unions underteke the vork
of reconstruction - or shall it be left to the Soviet machine’
which is separated from direct vital industrial activity and is
mixed in its composition? This is the root of the break., The
Workers'! Opposition defends the first principle, while the lead-
ers of the Party, whatever their differences on various second-
ary matters, are in complete accord on the cardinal point, and
defend the gecond principle,

What does this mean? This means that our Party lives through
its first serious crisgis of the revolutionary period, and that the
Opposition is not to be driven away by such a chéap name as 'syn—
dicalism', -but that all comrades must consider this in all seri-.
oushess, %mo is right, the leaders or the working masses endow-
ed with a healthy class instinct?



3. CAUSES OF THE CRISIS

Before Cohsidering the basic poinig of the controversy be-
tween the leaders of 0ur Party ang the Jorkergr Opposition, it
is necessary to fing al ansver to the cuestion: hoy could it
happen that our Party - formerly Strong, aighty ang invineible
because of 1ts elegr-cy and firm ¢lags Policy - began 1o devi-
ate from its Progremne?

The dearer the Comiuni gt Farty is to us, Just because it
has made Such a resolute step forvard 0n the rogd +o the libers
tion of the vorkers from the Joke of capital, the less Tight do
%e have to eloge our eyes to +the Mistakes of leading celtreg, =

The poyer of the Party must lie i1 the ability of our lead-
ing centres to detect the broblems apug tasks that confront the
Vorkers, ang to pick up - the tendencies, Vhich they haye been able
to direct, 80 that the Nagses night Coaguer one mope 0f the hig-
torical Positions, g it was in the pPast, but it ig 20 loanger go
at present, Our Party not o0nly reduceg its 8Deed , but mope often
’wisely'-looks back ang asks: "Haye V€ not pone toq far? 1Ig this
ot the +iume ta call 4 halt? 13 it not yigep to be mors cautioys
and to avoig daring EXperimentg unsecn in the vhole of historyer

Yhat wag i+ that produceg this 'wige caution? (particularl
€Xpressed ip the distrugt 0T the 1eadiﬂg Party centreg tovards
he economic industrial abilitiecg of the labour uniong) = Caution
that hag lately OVerihelmed 17 Our centreg? Where is the Cause?

If we begin diligently to search for the cayse of the devel-
Oping COﬂtroversy in our Party, it becoues clear that the barty
is_passing through g crigsis whiech v.as brought about by three fun-
damental causes. - it

: | i

This bartieular formulation of Alexandrs Lollontgirg shovs quite
clearly thqt the Workerg! Opposition Vas not thimking at the time
the document Vas vritten (early 1921) in térms of ah open break
Vith the Party .1 despite rarious allegationg being made by lea-
ding Bolsheviks.

This organisations] loyalty tg the Bolshevik Party was 4o
Contime right up to the tine of the Krongtadt events %Harch 1921 ),
Shliapnikoff ad some of the aeiabers of the dorkerg!? Oppositiom
in faet Supported the actions of the Porty on this OCcasion, The
bureaucracy shoved no gratitude, hovever, Shortly after the ban~
ning of Tactions gt the 10th Congress, the orkepgr Opposition
vas declareg illegal, . ' -

Several years Tater, in 1926, Trotsky in his turn “as loudly
to proclagim hisg Organizational loyalty to the Stalinist apparatus
= ¥hich wag nerely Valting for the mogt Obbortune aoment to deg.
troy the Left Opposition s



The first main basic cause is the unfortunate environment in
vhich our Party must vwork and act. The Russian Commmunist Party
must build Communism and ecarry into life its DProgranme

(a) in the environment of complete destruction and breakdovn
of the economic structure;

(b) in the face of a never diminishing and ruthless pressure
of the Imperialist States and White Guards;

(c) to the working class of Russis has fallen the lot of
realising Comamunisa, creating nev Comaunist forms of

econouy in ah economically backward country v.ith a preponderant
peasant population, vhere the necessary cconomic prereguisites
for socialisation of production and distribution are lacking, and
vhére Capitalism has not as yet been able to complete the full
cycle of its development (from the unlimited struggle of competi-
tion of the first stage of Capitalism to its highest form: the
recgulation of production by capitalist unions - the trusts. )

It is guite natural that all these faetors hinder the reali-
Sation of our programus (particularly in its essential part - in
the reconstruction of industries on the nev basis) and inject into
our Soviet economic policy diverse influences and a lack of uni=
formity.

Out of this basic causec follow the two others. TFirst of all,
the economie backwardness of Russia and the domination of the
bpeasa ntry within its boundaries create thot diversity, and inevi-
tably detract the practical policy of our Party from the clear-
cut class direction, consistent in prineiple and theory.

Any party standing at the head of a heterogeneous Soviet}
state is compelled to consider the aspirations of peasants with
their petty-bourgeois inelinations and regentments towards Conm~
munism, as well as lend an esr to the numerous petty-bourgeois
elements, remnants of the former capitalists in Ruasgia and to all
kinds of traders, middlenen, petty officials ete. These have very
rapidly adapted themselves to the Soviet institutions and occupy
responsible positionsz in the centres, appearing in the copacity
of agents of different commissariats ete. No vonder that Zarupa,
the People's Commissar of Supplies, at the Eighth Congress quoted
figures vhich showed that in the service of the Commissariat of
Supplies there were engaged 17% of vorkers, 13% of peasants, less
than 20% of specialists, and that of the remaining, more than 50%,
were” 'tradesien, salesmen, and similar people, in the majority
even illiterate! (Zarupa's own words). In Zarupa's opinion this
is a proof of their demoeratic constitution, even though they have
nothing in common with the class proletarians, with the producers
of all wealth, with the vorlkers in factory and mill. '
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These are the clements - thc petty-bourgeois eleuents widely
scattered through the Soviet institutions, the elements of the
middle class, with their hostility towards Communism, and with
their predilections towards the immutable customs of the past,
vith resentments and fears tovards revolutionary acts. These are
the elements that bring decay into our Soviet institutions, breed-
ing there an atmosphere altogether repugnant to the working class.
They are two different vorlds and hostile at that. And yet we in
‘Soviet Russie are compelled to persuade both ourselves and the
vorking class that the petty-bourgeoisie and middle clasgses (not
to speak of well-to-do peasants) can quite comfortably -exist under
the common motto: TAll pover to the Soviets', forgetful of the
fact that in practical everyday life, the interests of the vorkers
and those of the middle classes and peasantry imbued with petty-
bourgeois psychology aust inevitably clash, rending the Soviet
policy asunder, and deforuing its clear-cut class statutes.

_ Besidc peasant-ovners in the villages and burgher elements in
the cities, our pParty in its Soviet State poliey is forced to rec-
kon vith the influence exerted by the representatives of wealthy
bourgeoisie now appearing in the form of spécialists, technicians,
engineers and foruer managers of financial and industrial affairs,
vho by all their past experience are bound to the capitalist sys-
tem of production. (6) They cannot even inagine any other mode of
production, but the ome which lies vithin the traditional bounds
of capitalist economics, '

4. GROWING INFLUENCE OF THE SPECIALISTS

The wore Soviet Russia finds itself in need of specialists in
the sphere of technicue and management of production, the stronger
becomes the influence of these elements, foreign to the vorking
clags, on the development of our econony., Having been thrown as-
ide during the first period of the revolution, and being compel-
Jed to take up an attitude of watechful vaiting or sometimes even
open hostility tovards the Soviet authorities, particularly during
the most trying months (the historical sabotage by the intellect-
wals), this soecial group of braing in capitalist produvetion, of
gervile, hired, well-paid servants of capital, acquire more and
dore influence and importance in politics vith every day that
passes,

Do ve need nanes? Every fellow vorker, carefully vatehing
our foreign and domestic policy, recalls more than one such name,

As long as the centre of our life remained at the military
fronts, the influence of these gentlemen directing our Soviet poli-
¢y, particularly in the sphere of industrial reconstruction, was
comparatively negligible, '



Speclalists, the remnants of the past, by all their nature
closely, unalterably bound to the bourgeois system that ve ain
to destroy, gradually begin to penctrate into our Red Army, in-
troducing there their atimosphere of the past (blind subordinate
ion, servile obedience, distinction, ranks, and the arbitrary
will of superiors- in place of class discipline, ete.). But
their influence did not extend to the general political activi-
ty of the Soviet Républic.

The proletariat did not question their superior skill to
direct military affairs, fully realising through their healthy.
clags instinet that in military matters. thc vworking class asg a .
class cannot express a new vorld, is poverless to, introduce sub-
stantial changes into the military system - to reconstruct its
foundation on a new class basis, Professional militarism - an
inheritance of past ages - wilitarisa and vars will have. no
place in Comaunist society. The struggle will go on along oth-
ér channels, will take quite different forms incosmeccivahle 1o
our imagination. Uilitarism lives through its last days, through
the transitory esoch of dictatorship, anmd therecfore it is only
naturel that -the workers, as a class, could not introduce into
the forms and systens anything new and conducive %o-the future
developiment of.society. Even in the Red Army, however, there
vere innovating touches of the working class., But the nature of
nilitarism remained the saie, and the direction of military aff-
airs by the former officers and gencrals of the old army aid not
drav.-the Soviet policy im military matters away to the opposite
side sufficiently for the workers to feel any harm to theumselves
or to their class intercsts, ) '

In the gpherc of national econoumy it is quite differeat hov-
ever., Production, its organisation - this is the essence of Com-
mupism, - To debar the vworkers from the organisation of industry,
to deprive thew, that is, their individuval organisations, of the
opportunity to develop their povers in creating new forims of pro=-
duction in industry through their unions, to deny these expregs-
ions of the c¢less organisation of the proletariat, while plaeing
full relieance on the 'skill' of specialists trsincd and taught
to carry on production under a guite diffcrent systenm of produec~
tion - is to Jump off the rails of scientific liarxist thought.
That is, however, just the thing that is being dore by the leadw.-
ers of our Party at present,

Taking into consideration the utter collapge of our indus-
tries while still clinging to the capitalist mode of production
( paguent for labour in money, variations in wages received sccor-
ding to the vork:done) our Party leaders, in a fit of distrust in



the creative abilities of vorkers' collectives, are seeking
galvation from the industrigl chaos. Where? In the hands
of scions of the bourgeois-capitalist pest. In businessnmen
and technicians, whose creative abilities in the sphere of
industry are subject to the routine, habits and methods of
the capitalist system of production and econonmy. They are
the oneg vho introduce the ridiculously naive belief that
it is possible to bring about Comumunism by buresucratic
means, They 'deeree' where it is now necessary to create
and' carry ohn research.

The aore the military front recedes before the econo-
mic front, the keener hecoaes our crying need, the nore
propounced the influence of that group which is not only in-
herently foreign to Comuaunisa, bubt absolutély unable to dev-
elop the right qualities for introducing new forms of organ-
ising the vork, of nev motives for increasing production, of
nev. approaches to production and distribution. All these
techniciang, practical men, men of business experience, who
Just now appear on the surface of Soviet life bring pressure
to bear upon the leaders of our Party through and v.ithin the
Soviet institutions by exerting their influence on economic
policy. '

5. . STATE AND PARTY

The Party, therefore, finds itself in a difficult and
enbarrassing situation regarding the control over the Soviet
state. It is forced to lend an ear and to adapt itself to
three economically hostile groups of the population, each
different in social structure. The vworkers demand a clear-
cut, uncompromiging policy, a rapid, forced advance tovards
Comiunism; the peasantry, with its petty-bourgeois proeclivi-
ties and sympathies, demands different kinds of 'freedom!',
including freedom of trade and non-interference in their
affairs. The latter are joined in this demand by the burg-
her class in the forn of 'agents' of Soviet officisls, com-
missaries in the arfny, etc,, vho have already adspted them-
selves to the Soviet régime, and sway our policy toward petty-
bourgeois lines. : ;

As far as the centre is concerned, the influence of
these petity-bourgeois. elements is negligible. But in the
brovinces and in local Soviet activity, their influence is a
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great and harmful one, Tinally, there is still another group
of men, consisting of the former managers and directors of the
capitalist industries. These are not the magnates of capital,
like Riabushinsky or Tublikoff, vhom the Soviet Republic got
rid of during the first phase of the revolution, but they are
the most talented servants of the capitalist system of produc-
tion, the 'brains and genius' of Capitalisum, its true creat-
org and sponsors. Teartily aporoving the centralist tenden-
cies of the Soviet governuent in the sphere of economies, well
realising all the benefits of trustification and regulation of
production (this, by the vay, is being carried osn by capital
in all advanced industrial countries), they are striviang for
just one thing - they vant this regulation to be carried on
not through the labour organisations (the industrial unions),
but by themselves (") - acting nov under the guise of Soviet
-econouic institutions - the central industrial commnittees,
industrial centres of the Supreuse Council of Tational Dconomy,
vhere they are already firmly rooted. The influence of these
gentlemen on the 'sober' :Staete poligy of our leaders is great,
considerably greater than is desirable. This influence is
reflected in the policy vhich defends and cultivates bureau-
cratism (with no atteupts to change it entirely, dbut just to
improve it), The policy is narticularly obvious in the

sphere of our foreign trade with the capitalist states, vhich
is just beginning to spring up: these com.rercial relations
are carried on over the hends of the ussiasn as vell as the
foreign organiged vorkers., .+t finds its expression, also, in
a vhole series of aeasures restrieting the self-setivity -of
the nasses and givisg the initiative to the scions of the’
capitalist world.

Among all these various groups of the population, our
rarty, by trying to find a micddle ground, is compelled to
steer a course vhich does not jeopardige the unity of the

tate interests, Lhe clear-cut policy of our .arty, in the
process of identifying itself with Soviet State institutbions,
is being gradually transforimed into an upper-class policy,
vhich in‘essence is nothing else but ah -adaptation of our
directing centres to the heterogeneous and irreconcilable
interests of a socially different, mixed, population, This
adaptation leads to inevitable vaecillation, fluectuations,
deviations and mistakes. It is oualy necessary to recall the
zig~zag-like road of our policy tovard the peasantry, which
from 'banking on the poor peasant', brought us to placing
reliance on 'the indvstrious peasani-owper'. let us admit
that this policy is proof of the political soberness and
'statecraft - visdom' of our éirecting centres. Jut the fut-



ure historian, analysing vithout bias the stages of our domin-
ation, will find and point out that in this is evident 'a .
dangerous digression' from the class line tovard 'adaptation'
and a course full of harmful possibilities or results.

let vs again take the question of foreign trede. There
exists in our policy an abvious duplicity. This is attested
by the constant, unending friction between the Comuissariat
of-Foreign Trede and the Comuissariat of Foreign Affairs,
This. friction is not of aduinistrative nature alone, Its
cause lies deeper, nd 1f the secret vwork of the directing
centres were exposed to the viev of rank and file elements,
w.ho knows vhat the controversy Gividing the Commissariat of
Toreign Affairs and the trade representatives abroad might
lead to:

This seeningly administrative friction is essentially a
serious, deep, social frietior, concealed froi the rank and
file, and makes it abgolutely necessary for Soviet politics
to adapt to the three heteroseneous social groups of the
population (vorkers, peasants and representatives of the
former bourgeoisie). .his constitutes another cause bring-
ing a erisis into our Party. ‘nd ve cannot but pay atten-
tion To this eause, 't is oo characteristic, too pregnant
vith possibilities. It is therefore the duty of our Farty,
on behalf of Party unity and future activity, to ponder over
this cavse and to learn the necessary lessons from the vide-
spread dissatisfaction generated by it in the rank and file.

6. 'THE MASSES ARE NOT BLIND'
‘ As long as the vorking class, during the FTirst period of
the revolution, felt itself to be the only bearer of Comuun-
ism, there was perfect unenimity in the FParty. In the days
imunediately folloving the Uctober revolution, none could even
think of 'ups' as something different from 'downs', for in
those days the advanced vorkers were busily engaged in real-
ising point after point in our class-Communist programae.

The peasant vho receivel the land did not at the time assert
hinself as a part of and a full-fledged citizen of the Soviet
Itepubliec. Intellectuals, specialists, men of affairs - the
entire petty-bourgeois class and pseudo-specialists at pres-
ent climbing up the Soviet ladder, rung by rung, under the
guise of 'specialists', stepped aside, vatching and waiting
but neanvhile giving freedom to the advanced vorking masses
to develop their creative abilities.
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.+t present, hovever it is just the other vay. ‘The
worker feels sees “and veallsea at ewery step thes spec-
ialists and fvhat is vorse) untrained illiterate pseudo-
specialists, and uvnpractical men, throv out the vorker and
£ill up all the high administrative posts of our industrial
and economic institutions. ..nd the Party, instead of put-
ting the brakes on this tendency from the elements vhich
are sltogether foreign to the vorking cless and Communisa,
encourages it, The Party seeks salvation froa the industr-
ial cheos, not in the vorkers but in these very elements. '
ot inm the vorkers, not in their union organisations does
the iarty repose its trust, but in these elements. - The vior-
king masses feel it and ingtead of wnanimity and unity in
the karty, there appears a break,

The magsses are not blind, “hatever vords the most pop-
ular leaders might use in order to conceal their deviation
from g clear-cut class poliey, whatever the comproaises made
vith the peasants and vorld Capitalism, and vhatever the
trust that the leaders place in the aﬂsciples of the capit-
alist system of production, the vorking masses feel vhere
the digression begins, :

The vorkerg may cherish an ardent affection and love

for such personglities as lenin, They may be fascinated by
the incomparable flovery eloguence of Trotsky and his organ-
ising abilities, They may revere a number of other leaders - 2
as leaders . DBut vhen the masses feel that they and their
class are not trusted, it is guite natural that they say:

'No, halt! We refuse to follow you blindly. Iet us exam- »
ine the situation, TYour policy of pmcklng out the mlddle
ground betveen three soeially opposed ; roups ¥g'’a v/ige one
indeed, but it smacks of the vell-tried and familiar adapta-
tion and opportunism., Today we nay gainh something with the
help of your sober policy, but Wet us bevare lest we find
ourselves an a wrong road that, through zigzags and turns;
w111 lead from the fubure to the dmbrls of the past.

DlstrLst of the vorkers by the leaders is gteadily grov-
ing. - The wmore sober thege leaders get, the more clever sta-
tesmen they become vith their policy of sliding over the
Hade of & sharp knife between Communism and compromise vith
the bourge01s past the deeper becomes the abyss between the o
"ups' and the 'dovns'; the less understanding thére is, and
the more painful and inevitable becomes the crisis within
the Party itself. -



v 1S

The third reason enhancing the erisis in the TFarty is
that, in faet, during these three years of the revolution,
the econOch 51tuuu10p of the wvorking elass, of those vho
vork in factories and JlllS, has not only not been improved,
but has become iore unbearable, This nobody dares to deny.
The suppressed and widely-spread dissatisfaction among vor-
:kers (vorkers,mind you) has a real justification.

7. WHO HAS GAINED FROM THE REVOLUTION

Only the peasants gained directly by the revolution. As
far as the middle classes are concerned, they very cleverly
addpted themselves to the new conditions, together with the
representatives of the rich bourgeoisie, vho had occupied all
the responsible and directing positiong in the Soviet insti-
tutions (particularly in the sphere of directing State econo-
my, in the industrial organisations and the re-egtablishment
of commercial relationms with foreign nations). Only the bas-
dlc class of the Soviet Republie, which bore 211 the burdens
of the dictatorship as a mass, ekes out a shamefully pitiful
exigstence,

The: forkers' Republic coatrolled by the Communists, by
the vanguard of the vorking class, 1n10h to. guote ienln
'has absorbed all the revolutionary energy of the class‘
has not had time enough to ponder over and improve the con—
ditions of all the workers (those not in individual estab-
lishments which happened to gain the attention of the Coun-
cil of the reople's Commissars in one or another of the so-
called 'shock industries') in general and 1lift their condi-
tions of life to & human gtandard of exigtence.

The Comuissariet of Labour is the most stagnant insti-
tution of all the Commissariats. In the-vhole of the Soviet
policy, the guestion vas never seriously raised on a nat-
ional scale and discussed: vhat must and can be done in the
face of the utter collapse of industry at home and a most
unfavourable internal situation to improve the vorkers' con-
ditions and preserve their health for productive labour in
the future, and to better the lot of the workers in the
ghops

Until recently, Soviet policy was devoid of any worked
out plan for improving the lot of the workers and their con-
ditions of life, All that was done in this field was done



almost incidentally, or abt random, by loecal authorities under
the pressure of the masses themsgelves. During these three
yeears of civil var, the proletariat heroically brought to the
altar of the revolution their innumersble sacrifices. They
vaited patiently. BHut nov that the pulse of life in the
fepublic is again transferred to the economic fromt, the rank
and file vorker considers it unnecessary to 'suffer and vait,'
+hy? 1Is he not the creator of life on a Communist basis? Tet
us ourselves take up this reconstruction, for we know better
than the gentlemen from the centres vhere it hurts us most,

/. The rank and file vorker is obscrvant. He sces that so
far the problems of hygiene, sanitation, improving conditions
of labour in the shops - in other words, the betterment of
The workers' lot has oceupied the last place in our poliey.

In our sgolution to the housing problem, vwe vent no Ffurther
than housing the workers' families in inconvenient bourgeois
mgasions. . hat is still vorse, so far ve have not even touch-
ed the practical problem of housing in regard to vorkers. To
our shame, in the heart of the Ilepublie, in ..oscow itself,
working people are still living in filthy, overcrowded and un-
hygienic guarters, oane visit to which makes one think that
there has been no revolution at =2ll, e all know that the
housing problem cannot be solved in a few months, even years,
and that due to our poverty, its solution is faced vith seri-
ous difficulties, But the facts of ever-groiing ineguality
betvieen the privileged groups of the population in Soviet
Russia and the rank and file vorkers, 'the frame-vork of the
dictatorship', breed and nourish the dissatisfaction.

The rark and file vorker sees how the Soviet official and
theé practical man lives and how he lives - he on vhoil rests
the.dictatorship of the pmletariat. He cannot but see that
during the revolution, the life and health of the vorkers in
the shops comaénded the lecast attention; that vhere prior teo
the revolution there existed more or less bearable conditions,
they are still maintained by the shop committees. And vhere
such conditions @id not exist, vhere danpness, foul air and
gasses poisoned und destroyed the vorkers' health, these condi-

tions rémain unchanged, ™ ‘e could not attend to that; pray,
there vas the militsry front." And yet vhenever it was neces-

sary to make repairs in any of the houses occupied by the
Soviet institutions, they wvere able to find both the materials
and the labour. —hat would happen if we tried to shelter our
specialists or practical men engaged in the sphere of commer-
cial transactions vith foreign capitalists in those huts in
vhich the masses of vorkers still live and labour? They would
raige such a howl that it would become neccssary to mobilise
the entire housing department in order to correct 'the chaot-
ic conditions' that interfere with the productivity of our

LA
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specialists,

8. 'OUR SORROWS ARE NOT THEIRS,,,'

The service of the lorkers' Opposition congists in thet
it included the problem of improving the vorkers' lot (togeth-
er vith all the other secondary vorkers' demands) into the
general economic policy. The productivity of labour cannot
be inereased unless the life of the vorkers is organised on
a nev. Communist basis,

The less that is undertaken and planned (I do not speak
of souething that has been carried out) in this sphere, the
deeper is the misunderstanding, the estrangemnent, and still
greater is the wutual distrust betweecn leaders and vorkers.,
There is no unity, no sense of their identity of needs, dem-
ands and aspirations. The leaders are one thing, and ve are
something altogether different. .aybe it is true that the
leaders knov. better hov to runle over the country, but they
fail to understand our nmeeds, our life in the shops, its re-
quirements and imnediate needs; they do not uncerstand and do
not know. From this reasoning follows the instinetive lean-
ing tovards the unions, and the consequent dropping out of
the Party. 'it is true they are a part of us, but as soon as
they get into the centres, they leave us altogether; they be-
gin to live céifferently; if we suffer, vhat do they care: Qur
sorrows are not theirs any longer,'

And the more our industrial establishments and unions
are drained of their best elements by the Tarty (vhich sends
them either to the front or o the Soviet institutions), the
v.caker becoues the direet connection betveen the rank and
file workers and the directing Farty centres. A chaesm ig
groving, . At present, this division manifests itself even inm
the ranks of the Part; itsclf.,  The vorkers, through their
#orkers!' Opposition ask: ho are we? Ape ve really the prop
Of the class dictatorship? Or are ve just an obedient floeck
that serves as a support for those who, having severed all
ties with the masses, carry out their ovwn policy and build
up industry vithout any regard to our opinions and creative
abilities wnder the reliable cover of the Party label:
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9, OBJECTIVES OF THE OPPOSITION. .

whatever the Farty leaders might do in order to érive
aviay the .orkecrs' Opposition, the latter vill alvays remain
that groving healthy class force vhich is destined to inject:
vitaliging ernergy into the rehabilitation of cconomic life
a8 V.11l as into the Communist Jarty, which begins to fade
and vend lov to the ground.

There are thus threc caunses vhich bring sbout a ecrisis
in our sarty: there is first of all the overall objective con-
ditions. under vhich Communism in “ussia is being carried out
(thé c¢ivil war, cconoiic backvardness of the country, its ut-
ter. industrial collapse as on aftermath of the long years of
v.ar); the second cauvse is the heterogeneous comnogition of
our population (% million vorkers, thc peasantry, the middle
classes, and, finally, the formér bourgeoisie, men of affairs
in all professions, vho influence the poliey of Soviet insti-
tutions and penstrate into the rarty); the third cause is the
inactivity () of the Farty in the field of immediate lmprove-
mest of the vorkers'! life coupled with the inability and veak-
ness of the correspondine Soviet institutions te take up and '
solve these problems,

hat then is it that the ‘orkers' (pposition vants?
Whet ig its role? :

Its r8le consists in raising before the Tarty all the
perturbing questions, and in giving form to all that, hereto-.
fore was ceusing only a subducd agitation in thé masses and:
led the non-partisan vorkers ever further from the carty. It
clearly and fearlessly shouted to the leaders: 'Stop, look
and think! “here do you lead us? Are ve not going off the
rightiroad? It vwill be very bad for the Party to find itself
vithout the foundation of the dictatorship, The Tarty will be
on its' ovn and so vwill the vorking class. In this lies the
greatést danger to the revolution.'

The tagsk of the Farty at its present crisis is fearless-
ly to face the mistakes and lend its ear to the healthy class
cell of the v.ide vorking masscs, Through the creative povers
of the rising class, in the form of industrial unions, ve
shall go forvards towarcs reconstruction and the development
of the creative forces of the country; tovards purification
of the Party itself from elements foreign to it; tovards cor-



rection of the activity of the rarty by wmcans of going back
to democracy, freedom of opinion, and criticism irside the
FParty.”

THE TRADF UNIONS
THEIR ROLE AND PROBLEM

0

1. WHO SHALL BUILD THE COMMUNIST ECONOMY ?

In s basic yet brief outline, we have already explained
vhat it -is that causes the crisis in our Farty. Now we shall
make clear what are the mogt important points of the contro-
versy betvieen the leaders of our —arty and the ,orkers’ Oppo-~-
sition,

Therc are tvo suech points: firstly, the part to he played
by, and the problems confronting, the trade unions turing the
reconstruction period of the national cconomy, coupled with
the organisation of production on g Communist basis, and
secondly, the guestion of self-activity of the masses. This
question is linked vith that of bureauvecracy in the Farty and
the Soviets. .

Let us ansver both questions in turn, The period of
'making theges' in our Carty has already ended. Before us
ve find six different plasforms, six rarty tendencies. Such
8 variety and such minute variations of shades in its tend-
éncies our Farty has never seen before. rarty thought hag
never been so rich in formulae on one and the same question.
It is, thercfore, obvicus that the question. is a basic one,
and very important.

And such it is. The vhole controversy bhoils dovn to oune
basic question: Who shall build the Communist economy, and
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hov. shall it be built? This is, wmoreover, thc cssence of our
programme: thisg is its hcart, This question is just as impor-
tant as the question of seizurc of politicel power by the pro-
letariat. Only the Bubnoff group of so-called political cen-
tralism (9) is so nearsighted as to underestimate its import-
ance and to gay: 'The guestion concerning trade unions at the
present mowent has no importance whatsoever, and presents o
theoretical difficultics.' | : '

It is, hovever,/quite natural that the guestion seriously
agitates the Farty. The guestion is really: 'In vhat dircetion
~Shall ve turn the wheel of-history; shall we turn it back or

mbvelit: fomy.ard?' It is also natural that there is not a;single
“Comphintst i¥the Party vho vdw'd remair non+commttal duping. -

e T . i W | - . N - ! ] ¥ -
\..the &;gpys%lmn.oflthls gusgtion, As a result, we have gix

‘different groups.

If we begin, however, carefuvlly to analyse all the theses
of these most minutely divergent groups, we find that on the
basic guestion - vho shall build the Commuvnist economy and
organise .production on a new pasis - there arc only tvo points
of* view, One igs that whicéh is expressed and formulated in the
statement of principles of the Workers' Cpposition. The other
is the viewpoint that unites all the rest of the groups differ-
ing only in shades, but identical in substance.

+hat does the gtatement of the .orkers' Cpoosition stand
for, and how does the latter understand the part that is o ‘be
played by the trade unions, or, to be more exact, the induvstri-
al ufiionsg, at the prescnt moment? :

'Jle believe that the guestion of ruconstruction and dev-
elopment of the productive forces of our country can be solved
only if the entire system of control over the people's economy
is changed.' (from Shliapnikoff's report, December 50) . Take
notice comrades: 'only if the entire system of control is

changed.' What does this mean? 'The basis of the econtroversy',

the report continues, 'revolves sround the cuestion: by what
means during this period of transformation can our Comimunist
" Party cerry out its economic policy - shall it be by means of
the vorkers organised into their class union, or - over their
heaés - by bureaucratic means, throuvgh cahonised functionaries

of the -State.' The basis of the controversy is, thercfore, this:

shall vo achieve Communism throvgh the vorkers -or over thelr
heads, by the hands of Soviet officials. And let us, comrades,
ponder whether it is possible to attain and build e Communist
econoimy by the hands and creative abilitvies of the scions of
the other class, vho ar¢ imbued vith their routine of the past?
If ve begin to think as ilarxists, as men of science, vwe shall
ansv.er categorically and explicitly: 'Nol'



2, NEW RELATIONS IN PRODUCTION AND THE
MATERIALIST CONCEPTION OF-IHSTOR¥

The root of the controversy and the cause of the
crigis lies in the supposition that 'practical men', teche-
niecians, specialists, and managers of capitalist produetion
- can suddenly release theumselves from thc bonds of their
traditional conceptions of vays and wcans of handling labour
(vhich have bheen deeply ingrained into their very flesh
through the years of their service to Capital) and acouire
the ability to create nev forus of production, of labour
organisation, and of incentives to nork,

To suppose that this is possible is to forget the in-
contestable truth that a system of production cannot be
changed by a few individual geniuses, but through the re-
auirements of a class.

Just lmagine for a moment that during the transitory
period from the feudal system (founded on slave labour) o
the systew of capitalist production (with its alleged frce
hired labour in the industrics), the bourgcecols elass, lack-
ing -at the time the necessary experience in the orgsnisation
of capitalist production, had invited all the elever, shrewd
experienced managers of the feudal estates who had been acc-
ustomed to deal with servilc chattel slaves, and entrustecd
to them the task of organising production on a nev. capitalist
basis. hat vould happen? ifould these 8speecialisgts in their
ovna sphere, depending on the whip to increase productivity
of labour, succeed in handling a 'free', though hungry, pro-
letarian, vho had rcleased hiaself from the curse of invol~
untary labour and had become o soldicr or a day labourer?
Would not these experts vholly destroy the nevly-born and
developing capitalist production? Individual overgeers of
the chattel slaves, individual former landlords and their
manggers, werc able to adapt themselves to the nevw form of
production; but it vas not from their ranks that the real
creators and builders of the bourgcois capitalist ecconomy
were recruitcd.

Class instinet vhispered to the first owhners of the
capitalist establishments that it vas better to go slovly
and use common sepnse in place of experience in the search
for nev vays and meons to establish relations betvecn cap-
ital and lsbour, than to borrow the antiguated useless mothe-
ods of exploitation of labour from the old, outlsavecd .system.
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Class instinct guite Gorrectly told the first capitaliste

during the first period of capitalist ‘develodhent that in., . ‘_ -
Dlace of the vhip of the'woversecer they wust apply another' - =
incentive - rivalry, personal ambition of vorkérg facing

unciployment and misery. And the eapitalists, having gras-" *

ped this nev incentive to labour, wcre wise enough to use

it in'order to promote the development of thec bourgeois cap-
italist forus of production by increasing the productivity
of 'free' hired labour fto & high dcgree of intensity,

Five centurics ago, thc bourgcoisie acted also in s
cautious wvay, carefully listening to the dictatecs of their
class instinets. They relied more on their common sense than
on the expericnce of the skilled specialists in the sphere of -
organising production on the old feudal estates, The hourg-
coisie vas perfectly right, ag history has shovn us.

Jde possess a great v.eapon that can help us to find the
shortest road to the victory of the vorking class, dizinish.
suffering slong the way, and bring about the nevw systeca of
production - Coumunism - more quickly. This veapon is the
materialistic conception of history. Hovever, instead of
using it, widening our cexperience and correcting our resear-
ches in conformity with history, we are ready to throv this
v.eapon aside and follow the encuabered, circuitous road of
blind experiments. «

. Jhatever our econowic distrcss ‘happens to be, ve are
not justificd in feceling such an extreme degreec of despair.
It is only; the capitalist governments, standing vith their -
backs to the wall that necd feel dcspair., After exhavsting
all the crcative impulses of capitalist production, they find
no solution to their problems.

As far os toiling Pussia is concerned, there is ho room
for despair, Since the Cctober revolution, unprecedecnted
opportunities of economic creation havc opened nev, unheard-~
of forms of production, vith an imaoense increase in the pro-
ductivity of labour. -

It is only nccessary not to borrov: from the past, butb,
o the coatrary, to give coumplete freedom to the creative
povers of the futurce, This is what the Jorkers' Opposition
is doing. .ho can be the builder and creator of Comwunist
gconomy? That class - and not the individual geniuses of
the past - vhich is organically bound vith nevly-ceveloping,
“painfuvlly-born forme of production of a morc productive and
perfect system of :conomy. ‘thich organ can foraulate and
solve the problems in the sphere of organising the new econ-
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omy and its produetion - the pure elass industrial unions,; or
the heterogencous Soviet econmomic establishments? The vorkers!
Oppositionr comsiders that it can be done omly by the former,
That is, by the vorkers' collective, and not by the functional,
bureaucratic, socially-heterogencous collective vwith a strong
adinixture of the old capitalist clewments, vhosc mind is clogged
with the refuse of apitalistic routine. ' 3

. 'The vorkers' unions must be drawn froa the present posi-
tion of passive agsistance to thc economic institutions into
active participation in the managcucent of the entire economic
structure' (from 'Theses of the J‘orkers' Opposition'). To
seek, find and crecate new ané uore perfect forms of econowy,
to find sew incentives to the productivity of labour - all this
can be done only by the workers' collectives that are closely
bourd vith the new forms of produetion. Only these collectives
from their everyday experience, arc capable of draving certain
conclusions. At first glance, these conclusions appecar to be
only of practical iuportance, and yet exceedingly valuable
theoretical conclusions may be drawpn from them concerning the
hancling of new labour pover in a vworkers' state vherc misery,
poverty, unomploymept and cowpetitionm on the labour aarket
ceasec to be incenbtives to vork!

To Tfind s stimulus, .an incentive to vork - this is the
greatest task of the vorking class standing on the threshold
of Communisw, HNone other, however, than the vorking class it-
self in the form of ‘its class collecetives, is able to solve
this great problea.

The solution to thig problem, as proposed by the indus-
trial unions, consists in giving complete freedom to the wor=
kerg as regsrds experimenting, class training, adjusting and:
discovering nevw forms of produetion, as vell as expressing
and developing their creabive abilities - that is, to that
elass vhich can alons be the creator of Communism, '

This is how the Jorkers'! Opposition sees the solubtion to
this difficult problem, from which follovs the most essential
point of their theses: 'Organisation of control over the
soclal cconoiny is a prerogative of the All-Russian Congress
of Producers, vho are united in the trode and indvstrial uni-
ons which olect the central body dirccting the whole cconoimic
life of the republic,'  (Theses of the Workers' Opposition).
This 'demand vwould epsure freedow for the wanifegtation of
creative class abilities, not restricted and czippled by the
buregucratic machine vhich is saturated with the spirit of
routine of the bourgeois capitalist system of production and



control., The Jorkers' Opnosition reliec on the creative
pov.ers of its own class: the vorkers, The rest of our pro-
gramne follovs from this premisc, ;

3. WHO WILL MANAGE PRODUCTION 2

o But right at this point therc bvegin the differcanccs be-
tween the iorkers! Opposition and the line that is folloved
by the Party lcaders, . Distrust tovards the working class

(not in the sphere of solitiecs, but in the sphere of economic
creative abilities) is thec vhole esscnce of the theses signed
by our Party leaders., They do not believe that by the rough
“hands of vorkers, untrained techrically, can be ercatecd those
. foundations of thec cconomic forms whieh, in thc course of
‘time, shall develop into a harmonious system of Communist pro-
duction. '

To all of them - Tenin, Trotsky, Zinovieff, and Bukharin
- 1%t seecmg that production is.'sueh 2 dclicate thing' that
it is ilmpossible to get along without the assistance of 'dir-
ectors'. TFirst of all wec shell 'bring up' the workers, "teach
them', and only when they have grown up shall ve rewove from
them gll the teachers of the Supreme Couwneil of Hatural Econ-
omy anG let the industrial unions take control over produc-
tion, It is, after all, significant that all the theses
vritten by the Party leaders coincide in one esgscntial fea-
ture: for the present, we shall not give control over produc-
tion to the trade unions; for the present 'wc shall vait!.
It is doubtless true that Trotsky, Tenin, Zinovieff, and Buk-
herin differ in their reasons as to vhy the vorkers should
not ve entrustecd with running the industries just at present.
But they unanimously agree that just at the present time, the
management of the productios must be carried on over the vor-
kers'! heoads by mcans of a durcaucratic systcm ipherited from
the past.

On this point all the leadcrs of ouvur Party are in com-
plete accord. 'The centrée of gravity in the work of the trade
unions at the present moiicnt - assert the Ten (10) in their
Theses - must be shifted into the econoiie industrial sphére.
The tradc¢ unions as class organisations of vorkcrs, built up
in conforaity vith their industrial functions, must takec on .
the major vork in orgenisation of production.' 'iiajor vork'! is
a too indefinite term. It pormits of various intcrprectations..’
And yet it would sccm that the platform of the "Ten' gives more
leevay for the tradec unions in running the industries than
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Trotsky's contralism (11). Further, the theses of the 'Ten!
g0 oh to explain what they mcan by 'major vork' of the unions.
'The most cnergetic participation in the centres which regu-
late production and control, register and distribute labour
pover, organise exchangc betveen cities and villeges, fight
afainst sabotage, zund carry out decrces on differont compul-
sory labour obligations, étc,' This is all, Wothing ncu.
And- nothing wmorc than vhat the tradc unions have already been
¢oing, This cannot save our nroductiosn nor help in the solu-
tion of the basie juestion - raising and Geveloping the pro-
ductive forees of our country.

In order to makec clear the fact that thc programnae of
the 'Ten' does not give to the trade unions any of the dirce-
ting functions, but assigns teo them only an auxiliary r8lc in
the anagement of production, the authors say: 'In a developed
stage (not at present, but at a 'developod stage!'), the trade
unions in their process of social transforastion wust become
organg of ‘a social guthority. They sust vork ag such, in
subordiration to oth¢r organisations, and carry out the new
principles of organication of cconomic lifc,' By this they
mcan to say that the tradc vnions must work in subordination
to the Suprcmc Couneil of Fational Economy and its branches,

4, TROTSKY'S VIEW

What is the difference, then, with that and "joining by
grovth' (12) which was proposed by Trotsky? The differcnce
is only onc of method. The théscs of the 'Ten' strongly ‘en-
phasise the ecucational nature of the trade wnions. In their
formulation of problecms for the trade unions (mainly in the
gphere of organisation, industry and cducation), our Farty
lcaders as clever politiciang suddenly convert themselves in-
to 'teachers',

This peculiar controversy is rcvolving not arouand the .
systen of menagement iv infustry, but mainly around the sys-
tem of bringing up the masses, In fact, when one begins to
turn over thc pages of the stconographic minutes and speeches
mgde by our prominent leaders, onc is astonished by the un-
cxpected manifestation of their pedagogic proclivitics.
Ivery author of the thcses proposcs the most perfeet system
of bringing up thc masses. But all these gystems of 'cdueca-
tion' lack provisions for freedom of experiment, Tor train-
ing and for the.expression of creative abilities by those
who are to be taught., 1In this respect also all our pcda-
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gogues are behind the times,

The trouble is that Ienin, Trotsky, Bukharin and
others gee the functions of the tradc unions not ag the
control over production or as the taking over of the in-
dustrics, but mercly as a school for bringing up the mas-
ses, During thc discussion it ‘sceméd to some of our com-
rades that Trotsky stood for a gradual 'absorbtion of. the
unions by the state! - not 11 of a sudden, but gradually
and that he vantcd to rescrve for them the right of ulti-
mate control over production, as it is expresscd in our
programme, This point, it sccmed at first, put Trotsky
on a common ground vith the Opposition at a time vhen the
group represented by Lenin and Zinovieff, bciig oppoced
to tho "'cbusrbtion of the state,! saw the objcet of union
activity and their problem as "training for Communisn',
'Trade Unions,' thunder Trotsky and Zinovieff, 'arc nccos-
sary for the rough-work' (p.22 of thec report, Dec, 30);
Trotsky hiaself, it would scem, understands thc task some-
vhat differently. In his opinion, thc most important vork
of thc unions consigts in organising production. In this
he is perfectly right.  He is also right when hc says, 'Ia-
asmuch as unions arc schools of -Communism, they are such
schools not in carrying on gencral propaganda (for such
activity would mean they were playing the part of clubs),
not in mobilising their members for ailitary v.ork or col-
lecting the produce tax, but for,the. purpose of all-round
education of their mcmbers on the basis of their partici-
pation in production.' (Trotsky's report, Dee. 30) Al
this is true, but thore .is onc grave omission: the unions
arc not only schools for Comuunism, but they arc its crea-
tors as vell, ! R :

: . Crecativencss «of the class is being lost sight of.
Trotsky replaces it by the initistive of 'the real organ-
isers of production', by Communists inside the unions (from
Trotsky's rcport, Dec, 30). What Communists? According to
Trotsky, by those Communists appointed by the Party to res-
ponsible administrative positions in the unions (for reasons
that quite often have nothing in common vith considerabions
of industrial and cconomic problems of the unions), Trotsky
is guite frank. Hc Coes not helicve that the vorkecrs arc
ready to create Communisi, and through pain, suffering and
blunder still seek to ercate nev forms of production. He
has expressed this frankly and openly. He has already
. carried out his system of 'club cducation'! of the masses,

-0F training them for thc r6le of 'mastcr' in the Central
Adninistrative Body of Railvays (15) adopting all thosc
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methods of cducating the masses which vere practisecd by our
traditional journeymen upon their apprentices. It is true
that a bealbing on the head by a boot-stretcher does not
make an apprenticec a successful shopkceper after he becomecs
a Jjourneyman, And yet as long as the boss-teacher's stick
hangs over his head, hc works and produces,

This, in Trotsky's opinion, is the whole cssence of
shifting the central point 'from politics to industrial
probleums.' To raisc, even temporarily, productivity by
cvery and all meana is the vhole crux of the task. The
whole coursc of treining in the trade unions aust be, in
Trotsky's opinion, also-dirceted tovards this end.

5,. THE VIEWS OF LENIN, ZINOVIEV & BUKHARIN

Comrades Lenin and Zinoviefi, however, disagree with
him, They arc 'eduecators' of 'a wodern trend of thought',
It has boen stated many a time that the trade unions are
schools for Com.unism. .hat does that mcan - 'schools for
Communism'? :

If ve teke this definition seriously, it will mean that
iy gchoolg for Comumunisa, it is nccessary first of all to
teach and bring up, but not to comuand (this allusion to
Trotsky's vievws mects with applause), Further on, Zinovi-
¢ff adds: the tradc unions arc performing a groat task, both
for thec prolctarian and the Communist causc. This is the
basie part to be played by the trade unions. At pbresent ,
hovever, ve forget this, and think that we may hendle the.
problem of trade unions too recklessly, too roughly, too
severely, '

It is ncccssary to remember that thesc organisations
have their own particular tasks - these are not tasks of
commanding, supervising or dictating, but tasks in vhich
all may bc. reduced to one: draving of the vorking masscs
into the chanael of the organised proletarian movement,
Thus, tcacher Trotsky went too far in his system of bringing
vp the masscs., But vhat docs Coimrade Zinovieff himself pro-
pose? To give, vithin the uwnions, the first lessons in
Communism: 'to teach them (the masses) the.basic facts ab-
out the prolctarian movement.' How? 'Through practical
cxpericnce, through practical ercation of the new forms of
productiom? Just what the Opposition wants? Not at all,
Zinovicff-TLenin's group favours a system of bringing up
through rcading, giving moral precepts and good, well-chosen
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examples. ¢ have 500,000 Commmunists (among whom, we regret
{0 say, therc are many 'strangers' - stragglers from the
other vorld) to scven million vorkers.

According to Comrade Lenin, the Party has dravn to it-
geclf 'the proletarian vanguard', The best Communists, in
co-operation vwith speecialists from the Soviect cconomic ins-
titutions, are scarching hard in thcir laboratories for the
ney. forms of Communist production., These Comaunists, work-
ing at present under the care of 'good teachers' in the
Supreimc Council of Natiosal Zeconomy or other ccntreeg, these
Peters and Johns are the best pupils it is true. But the
vorking masse¢s in the trade unions st look to thesc cxem-
plary Petcers and Johns and learn -something frou them vithout
touching v.ith their ovn hands thoe rudder of control, for it
.is Moo ‘early as yet'. They have 'not yet lcarned enough',

In Ienin's opinion the trade unions - thet is, the wvor-
king class organisations -~ arc not the crcators of the Com-
munist - formg of pcople's ceconomy, for they scrve only as a
connceting-link betwecn the vanguard and the masses: 'the
trade unions in their cveryday vork persuadc masscs, masses
of that class ..." etc, _ \ :

That is not Trotsky's 'club sgystem', not a mecdiaeval
system of education. This is the' Froebel-Pestalozzi's Ger-
man system (14) foundecd on studying cxamplcs., Trade unions
must do nothing vital in the industries. - But they must per-
gsuade the masses. They must kecp the mas:cs in touch vith
the vanguard, vith the Party vwhich (remember this!) docs
not organise production as a collective, but only crcates .
Soviet cconomic institutions of a heterogencous composition,
vhereto it appoints Coummunists, -

Whiceh system is better? This is the gquestion., Trotsky's
system, vhatcver it mey be in other respects, is clearer aad
therefore uore recal. On reading books and studying cxaiples
taken from ‘goodhcarted Pcters and Johns, onc cannot-advance
cducation too far. This must be rcmembered, and rcmembered
vell, ; ' '

Bukharin's group occupies thc aiddle ground, Or rather,
it attecmpts to co-ordinate both systems of up-bringing. Ve
must noticé, hovever, that it too:fails to recognisc the
principle of independent creativencss of the unions in in-
dustry. In thc opinion of Bukharin's group, the trade
unions play & double réle (so it is proclaimed in their
thesis). On the one hand it (obviously 'the rble') takes



on-itself the funection of a 'school for Communiszm', And, on
the other hand, it takcs on the functions of an intermediary
between the Party and the masses (this is from Ienin's .group)..
It takés on, in other vords, the rble of s machine: injcecbing
the wide proletarian masses into the active lifc (notice, com-
rades.- 'into the active life'! - but not into the creation of
a nevi form of economy or into a search for new forms of pro-
duction)., Besides that they (obviously the unions) in ever .
increasing degree, must become the component part both of the
economic machine and of the State authority. This is Trots-
ky's 'joining together!,

The controversy again revolves not around the trade
union problems but around the methods of educating the mag-
ses by means of the unions. Trotsky stands, or rather stood,
for a system vhich, with the help of that introduced among
the railway workers, might hammer into the organised workers'
heads the wisdom of Communist reconstruction., By means of
'appointees', Tshake~ups', and all kinds of miraculous meag-
ures promulgeted in conformity with 'the shock system', it
would re-make ‘the unions so that they might join the Soviet
¢conouic institutions by grovth, and become obedient tools in
realising economic plans vorked out by the Supreme Council of
Hational Econony. i o ooy e a f

Zinovieff and lenin are not in a hurry to join up the
trade unions to the Soviet economie machine, The unions,
they say, shall remain unions. As regards production, it
will be run and managed by men vhom we choose, When the trade
unions have brought up obedient and industrious Peters and
Johng, we vwill 'inject' them into the Soviet Economic institu-
tions, Thus the unions will gradvelly disappear, dissolve.

The creation of nev forms of nationgl economy they en-
trust to the Soviet bureaucratic institutions. As to the
unions, they leave them the rdle of 'schools', Education,
education and more education. Such is the Lenin-Zinovieff
glogan. Bukharin, hovever, vasted 'to bank' on radicalism
in the system of union education, and, of coursc, he fully
merited the rcbuke from Lenin together with the nickname of
'Simidicomist'. Bukharin and his group, while emphasising the
educational part to be played by the unions in the present
political situation, stand for the most complete workers!
democracy ingide the unions, for wide elective powers to the
unions - not only for the elective principle generally app-
lied, but for non-conditional election of delegates nominated
by the unions. What a democracy!. This smacked of the very
Opposition itself, if it were not for one difference. The



Workers' Opposition sees in the unions the managers and cre-
atorg of the Communist economy, vhereas Bukharin, together
vith Tenin and Trotsky, leavc t0 them only the rdle of
!schools for Communisi' and no more., Why should Bukharin
not play vith the elective principle, when everybody knows
that it will do no good or bad te the system of ruaning in-
dustry?. For, as a matter of fact, the comtrol of industry
vwill still remain outside the unions, beyond their reach,
in the hands of the Soviet institutiosns. Bukharin remipnds
us of those teachers vho carry on educabtion in conformity
vith the old systca by means of 'books', !'You must learn
that far and no further', vhile encouraging 'self-activity!
of the pupils ... in organising dances, entertainments ete.

in this way, the two systems (15) guite couforbably
live together and sguare up vith one amother. But vhat the
outcome of all this will be, and vhat duties vwill the pupils
of these teachers of eclectics he able to perform - that is
a different question. If Comrade Lunacharsky vcre to dis-
approve at all thé educational msetings of 'eclectic heresy!
like this, the position of the People's Commissariat on
Education would be precarious indccd. :

6. RESTRICTING CREATIVENESS

Hovever, there is no need to underestimate the educa~
tional: methods of our leading comrades in regard to the
trade unions, They all, Trotsky included, realise that in
the watter of cducation, 'self-activity' of the masses is
not the least faetor. Thercfore, they are in search of such °
8 plan vhere trade unionas, without any harm to the prevail-
ing ‘bureaucratic system of running the industry, may dewvelop
their initiative and their cconomic creative povers.

The lcast harmful sphere vhore the masscs could mani~
fest:their self-activity as vell as their 'participation in
active 1life' (according to Bukharin). is the sphere of better-
went of the vorkers' lot., The Jorkers' Opposition pays a
grcat deal of attention to this guestion, and yet it knows
that the basic sphere of class creation is the crcotion of
nevi industrial cconomic forms, of vhich the betterment o
the workers' lot is only a part. :

In Trotsky and Zinovieff's opinion, all production must
be initiated and adjusted by the soviet ipstitutions, vhile
the trade unions are advised to perform a rather restricted,
though useful, vork of improving the lot of the vorkers. Com-
rade. Zinovieff, for instance, scecs in distribution of cloth-



ing the 'economic r8le' of the unions, and explains: 'there
1s no more important problem than thst of econoimy; to repair
one bath-house in Petrograd at present is ten times more im- -
portant than delivering five good lectures,'?

What is this? A naive, unistaken view? Or a conscious
substitution of orgeanising creative tasks in the sphere of
production and development of creative abilities, by restric-
ted tasks of houe economics, household duties, ete.? In some- .
vhat different language, the sane thought is expresgsed by
Troteky. He very generously proposes to the trade unions to
develop the greatest initisotive possible in the economic field,

-But where shall this initiative express itself? In 'putb-
ting glass! in the shop window or filling up a pool in front
of the factory (from Trotsky's speech at the liners! Congress )%
Comrade Trotsky, take pity An us! For this is merely the
sphere of house-running. If you intend to reduce the creative--
ness of the unions to such & degree, then the unions vill be-
come not schools for Comaunisi, but places vhere they train
people to hecome janitors. It is true that Comrade Trotsky
attemnpts to viden the scope of the 'self-activity of the mag-
ses' by letting then participate not in an independent improve-
ment of the vorkers' lot, on the job (only the 'insane' jorkers'
Opposition goes that fari, but by taking lessons from the Sup-
reme Council of the National Bconomy on this subject.

- Whenever a guestion corcerning vorkers is to be decided,
as for instance about distribution of food or lagbour povier, it
is necessary that the trade unions should know exactly, not in
general outline as mere citizens, but know thoroughly the whole
current work that is being done by the Supreme Council of Nat-
ional Teonouy (speech of Dec. 30). The teachers from +the Sup-
reme Council of National Leonomy not only force the trade
uniosns 'to carry out!? plans, but they also 'explain to their
pupils their decrees.' This ig alrealy a step forward in com-
parison vith the system that functions at present on the rail-
vays. :

To every thinking vorker, it is clear, however, that put-
ting in glass, usefvl as it mey be, has nothing in common with
running industry; productive forces and their development do
not find expression in this vork. The really iamportant cuestion
still is: hov ta develop the productive forces. How to build
such a state of econouy by squaring the nevw life v.ith production,
end how to eliminate unproductive labour as much as pogsible,

A Party mey bring up a Red soldier, 2 pnolitical worker or an
éxecutive vorker to carry out the brojects already laid out. -
But it cannot develop a ereator of Comimunist economy, for only
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a union offers an oOpporx tunity for devnloplﬂ5 the creative
abilities along nev lines,

loreover, this is not the task of the Party., The Party
taskis to create the conditions - that is, give freedom 1o
the working masses united by common economic industriasl aims -
so-.that vorkerg can become vorker-creators, find new impulses
for work, vork out a nev system to utilise labour pover, and
discover how to distribute workers in crder to reconstruct
society, and thus to create a new economic order of things
founded on a Communist basis. Only vorkers can generate in
their minds nev. methods of organising labour as vell as run-
ning industry. :

{ i TECHNIQUE AND ORGANIZATION

This is a simple marxist truth, and yet at present the
leaders of our Party do -not share it vith us. Vhy? Because
they place more reliance on the bureaucratic technicians, des-
cendants of the past, than on the healthy elemental class-
creativeness of the viorking masses. In every other sphere ve
may hegitete as to vwho is to be in control - whether the vor-
kers' collective or the bureaucratic specialists, be it in the
matter of education, development of science, organisation of
the "Army, care of Public Heslth, But there is one place, that
of the economy, vhere the question as to who shall have coantrol

“1s wery simple and clear for everyone vho has not forgotten
hlstorf

It is vell knovn to every marX1st that the reconstructlon
of infustry and the development of the creative forces of a
. country depend on two factors: on the development of technigue
and ‘on the efficient organisation of labour by-mEans of increas-
ing productivity and finding nev incentives to work., This has
been true during every perlod of trongformation from a lower
stage of economic cevelopnent to a higher one throu@hout the
history of human existence,

In a vorkers' republic the developmeut of the productive
forces by means of technicue plays a secondary r8le in compar-
ison with the second factor, that of the efficient organisation
of labour, and the crestion of a nev system of economy. Even
if Soviet Russia succeeds in carrying out completely its pro-
ject of general electrification, without introducing ahy essen-
tial change in the system of control and organisation of the
people's economy and production, it would only catch up with



the advanced capitelist countries in the matter of develop-
ment,

Yet, in the. efficient utilisstion of labopr power and . ;
bu1ld1ng up a new system of production, Russiah labour finds
itself in exeeptlonally favourable clrcumstances. These
give her the opkortuﬁity to leave far behind all bourgeois
capltallsi countries in the guestion of developing the pro=
ductive forces., Unemployment as an incentive to labour in
socialist Russia has been done avay vwith., New possibilities
are open Tor a vworking class that had been freed from the
yoke of capitel, to have its own creative say in finding ney
incentives to labour and the creation of new forms of produ-
ction which vill have had no precedent in all of human his-
tory.

who can, hovever, develop the necesgary creativeness and
keenness in this sphere? Is it the bureaucratic elements,
the heads of the Soviet institutions or the industrisl unions,
vhose members in their experience of regrouping workers in
the shop come across creative, useful, practical methods that
can be gpplied in the process of reorganising the entire sys-
tem of the veople's economy? The .orkers' 0p9051t10n agserts
that administration of the people's economy is the trade un-
ions' job and, therefore, that the Opposition is more marxist
in thouzht than the thaoretically trained leaders.

The ljorkers' Opposition is not so ignorant as wholly to
underestimate the great value of technical progress or the
usefulness of technically trained men. It does not, therefore,
think that after electing its own body of coatrol over indus-
try it may safely dismiss the Supreme Couneil of National
Beonomy, the centragl industrisi comnittees, economiec centres,
ete. 1ot at all, The Jorkers' Opposition thinks that it
must assert its own control over thece techunically valuable
administrative centres, give them theoretical tasks, and use
their services as the capitalists did when they hired the
technicians in order to carry out their own schemes. Special-
ists can do valuable vork in developing the industries; they
can make the vorkers' manual labour easier; they are neces-
sary, indispensible, just as science is indispensible to
every rising and developing class. But the bourgeois spec-
iglists, even when Communist lebels are pasted on them, are
poverless physically and too veak mentally to develop the pro-
ductive forces in a non-capitalist state; to find new methods
of labour organisation and to develop hnev. incentives for in-
tensification of labour. In this, the last word belongs to
the viorking class - to the industrial unioms.



- When the rising bourgeois class, having reached the
threshhold leading from mediaeval to modern times, entered
into the economic battle with the decaying class of feudal
lords, it did not possess any technical ddvantages over
the latter, The trader - the Ffirst capitalist - was com-
pelled to buy goods from that craftsiman or Journeyman vho
by means of hand files, knife, and primitive spindles was
producing goods both for his 'master' (the landlord) and
for the outside trader, with vhom he entered into & 'free!
trade agreement, Feudal economy having reached a culmina-
ting point in its organisation, ceased to give any -surplus,
and there began g decrease in the growvth of productive for-
ces., Humanity stood face to face vith the alternatives of
eéither economic deeay or of finding nev. incentives for 1lgb-
our, of creating, conseguently, a new economic system which
would increase productivity, widen the scope of produection,
and open nev possibilities for the development of productive
forces.

“/ho could have found and evolved the new methods in the
sphere of industrial reorganisation? INone but those class
representatives vho had not been bound by the routine of.the
past, vho understood that the spindle and cutter in the hands
of a chattel slave produce incomparably less than in the
hands of guppogedly free hired vorkerg, behind whose back
Stands the incentive of economic hecessity.

Thus the rising class, having found vhere the basic in-
centive to labour lay, built on it a complex system great in
its ovn way: the system of espitalist production, The tech~
nicians only came to the aid of capitalists much later, The
basis was the new system of labour organisation, and the new
relations that vere established betveen capital and labour,

The same is true at present, No specialist or technio-
ian imbued with the routine of the capitalist system of pro-
duction can ever introduce any new creative mnotive and vital-
ising innovation into the fields of labour organisation, in
creating and adjusting a Communist economy. Here the funct-
lon belongs to the vorkers' collectives. . The great service
of the Workers' Opposition is that it brought up this guest-
ion of supreme importance frankly and openly before the Party.

.. Comrade Lenin considers that we can put through a Com-
munist plan on the economic field by means -of the FParty. Is
it so? First of all, let us consider how the Party functions.
According to Comrade Lenin, 'it attracts to itself the van-
guard of wvorkers'; then it scatters them over various Soviet
institutions (only a part of the vanguara gets back into the



trade unions, where the Communist members, hovever, are de-
prived of an opportunity of directing and building up the
people's economy), These vell-trained, faithful, and per-
haps very talented Communist-economists disintegrate and de- .
cay in the general econonic igstitutions. 1In such an atmos-
phere, the inflvence of these comrades is weakened, marred,

or entirely lost,

_ Guite a different thing with the trade unions. There,
the class atmosphere is thicker, the composition more homo-

- geheous, .the tasks that the collective is faced with more
closely bound vith the imuiediate life ang labour needs of

the producers themselves, of the members of factory and shop
cominittees, of the factory management and the unions' cent-
res, . Creativeness and the search for nev forms of produc-
tion, for nevw incentives to labour, in order to increase pro-
ductivity, may be generated only in the bosom of this natural
class collective. Only the vanguard of the class can create
revolution, but only the whole class can develop through its
everyday experience the practical work of the basic eclass
collectives. ,

Whoever does not believe in the basic spirit of a class
collective - and this collective is most fully represented
by the trade unions - must put a cross over the Communist re-
construction of society. Weither Krestinsky or Preobrajensky
Lenin or Trotsky can infallibly push to the forefront Dy
means of their Party machine those vorkers able to find and
point out new approaches to the nev system of production.
such vorkers can be pushed to the front only by life-experi-
ence itself, from the ranks of those vho actually produce and
organise production at the same time.

This consideration, which should be very simple and
clear to every practical man, is lost sight of by our Party
leaders: it is impossible +o decree Communism. It can be
treated only in the process or practical research, through
mistakes, perhaps, but only by the ecreative povers of the vor-
king class itself.

d, THE PROGRAMME OF THE OPPOSITION

The cardinal point of the controversy that is taking
place betveen the Party leaders and the Workers' Opposition
is this: to whom vwill our Party entrust the building of the
Communist economy - to the oupreme Council of National Econony
vith all its bureaucratic branches? Or to the industrial
unions? Comrade Trotsky vants 'to join' the trade unions to
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the Supreme Council of People's Xconomy, so that, with the
assistance of the latter, it might be possible to swallow up -
the former. Comrades Lenin and Zinovieff, on the other hand ,
vanted to 'bring up' the masses to such a level of Communist
understanding that they could be painlessly absorbed into the
same Soviet institutions, Bukharin and the rest of the faec-
tions expresgs essentially the same view. Variations exist only
in the vay they put it; the essence is the same. Cnly the Wor-
kers' Opposition expresses something entirely different, de-
fends the proletarian class viewpoint in the very procegs of
cregtion and realisation of its tasks.

The administrative economic body in the vorkers' republiec
during the present transitory period must be a body directly
elected by the producers themselves, All the other adminis=
- trative economic Soviet institutions should serve only as exe-
cutive centres of the economic policy of the all-important
economic body of the vorkers' republic., All else is googe-
stepping, that shows distrust towards the creative abilities
of the workers, distrust which is not compatible with the pro-
fessed ideals of our Party, whose very strength depends on the
percnnial creative spirit of the proletariat.

There will be nothing surprising if at the approaching
Party congress, the sponsors of the different economic reforms,
with the single exception of the Workers! Opposition, will
come to a common understanding through mutual compromises and
concegsions, since there is no essentigl controversy among
them,

" The Workers' Opposition alone will not and must not com-
promise, This does not, however, mean that it 'is aiming at
a split'. WNot at all. Its tesk is entirely differecnt. Even
in the event of defeat at the Congress, it must remain in the
Party, and step by step stubbornly defend its point of wview,
save the Party, clarify its class lines. <3 :

Once more in brief: what is it that the Workers' Oppogi-
tion vants?

(1) To form a body from the workers - producers themselves

- for administering the people's economy.

(2) For this purpose, (i.e, for the transformation of the
unions from the r8le of passive assistance to the economic
bodies, to that of active participation and manifestation of
their creabtive initiative) the VWorkers' Opposition proposes a
series of preliminary measures aimed at an orderly and gradual
realisation of thig aim, :

‘rJ
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(8) Transferring of the adainistrative functions of ind-
ustry into the hands of the union does not take place until
the All-Russian Central Executive Comuittee of the trade uni-
ons has found the said unions to be able and sufficiently
brepared for the task.

(4) All appointments to the administrative economic pos~-
itions shall be made vith consent of the union. A4All candi-
dates nominated by the union to be non-removable., All respon-
Sible officials appointed by the unions are responsible to it
and may be recalled by it.

(6) In order to carry out all these proposals, it is
necessary to strengthen the rank and file nucleus in the uni-
ons, and to prepare factory and shop committees for running
the industries.

(6) By means of concentrating in one body the entire ad-
ministration of the public economy (without the existing dual-
isw of the Supreme Council of National Beonomy and the All-
Russian Executive Committee of the trade unions) there must
be create¢ a singleness of will which will make it easy to
carry out the plan and put into life the Communist system of
produetion. Is this syndicalism? Is not this, on the con-
trary, the sane ag what is stated in our Party programae, and
are not the elements of prineiples signed by the rest of the
coirades deviating from it?

ON BUREAUCRACY AND
SELF ACTIVITY of the MASSES

1, INITIATIVE,.. AND THE ROOTS - QGF APATHY

Is it e be bureaucraecy or self-activity of the masses?
This is the second point of the cortroversy between the leaders
of our PYarty and the Workers' Opposition. The guestion of
bureaucracy was raised and only superficially discussed at the
eighth Soviet Congress, Herein, just as in the question on the
part to be playecd by the trade unions and their problems, the
discussion vas shifted to a wrong channel. The controversy on



this question is more fundamental than it might seem.

The egsence is this: vhat systewm of administration in
a workers' republic during the period of creation of the
econoinic basis for Communisin secures more freedom for the
class creative powers? Is it a bureaucratic state system
or a gystem of vide practical self-activity of the vorking
magses? The gquestion rclates to the system of administra-
tion and the controversy arises between tvo diametrically
opposed principles: bureaucracy or self-activity. And yet
they try to squeeze it into the scope of the probleuw that
concerns itself only v.ith methods of 'animating the Soviet
institutions’,

Here ve observe the same substitution of the subjects
discussed as the one that occurred in the debates on the
trade unions, It is necessary to state definitely and
clearly that half-measures, changes in relations betveen
central bodies and local economic organisations, and other
such petty non-essential innovations (such as responsible
officials or the injection of Party members into the Soviet
institutions, where these Communists are subjected to all
the bad influences of the prevailing bureaucratic system,
and disintegrate among the elements of the former bourgeocis
class) vill not bring 'denocratisation' or life into the
Soviet instituvtions.

This is not the point hovever. EBvery child in Soviet
Russdia kpov.s that the vital problepm is to av: the wide 4,
toiling masses of: Jorkers, Rpssants and ‘others, into 3hc reLg
construetien of econoumy 1n thd proletarian stnte afnd ito £
change  thie corditions-of life aecordingly.«-The tesk is clear:
it is to arouse initiative and self-act1v1ty in the masses,
But vhat is Dbeing done to encour develoP that 1rﬂtLa—'
_tive? . Nothing.at all, Luite fhel entrqrw Atlevery ungeti.
“ing ve call upoy the v.orkiny men ané women to ‘ergate ai newv x
llfe build dp and assist the Soviet avthorities. But' no =*
Soomer do the masses or individual groups of vorkers take our
admonition seriously and attempt to apply it in real life
than some burcaueratic institution, feeling ignored, hastily
cuts short the efforts ol .the over-zealous initiators,

Every comrade can casily recall scores of instances when
vorkers themselves attempted to organise dining-rooms, day
nurserics for children, transpertation of wood, ete, “Each
time a lively, imncdiate interest in the undevtmcing died -
from the red tane internminsble ncgotiations with the various
institutions that brouéht no *esult or resulted in refusdals,
nev, requigitions ete. /herever thure v.a8 an OpJOTuuﬂlty un-
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der the iupctus of the masscs themselves - of thc masses using
their ovn efforts - %o éguip a Cining-room, to store a supply
of vood, or to organisc a nursery, recfusal alvays folloved re-
fusal from the ceantral institutions. Ixplanations vere forth-
couing that there was no eguipment for the dining-room, laeck

of horses for transporting the wood, and absecnce of an adeqguate
building for the fursery. Hevw much bitterncss is gencrated
among vorking wen and women vhen they see and know that if they
had been given the right, and an opportunity to aet, they comld
themselves have seen the project through. How painful it is to
receive g rcfusal of aceessary matérvials vhen sveh material hag
alrcady been Ffound ané procured by the vorkers themnselves,
Their initiative is therefore slackening and the desirc to act
is dying out. 'If that is the case', people say, 'let offic-
ials themselves take care of us,' As g résult, there is gen-
ératcd a most haraful division: ¥.¢ are the toiling people,

they are the Hoviet offiecials, on whom everything decpends,

This is the vhole .trouble,

2. THE ESSENCE OF BUREAUCRACY

lieanvhile, vhst are our Party leaders doing? Do they att-
eiapt to find the ecause of the evile Do they openly adait that
their very system vhich vas carricd out into life through the
soviets, paralises and deadens the massce, though it vas meant
to encourage their initiative? No, our Partv lcaders 4o noth-
ing of the kind. Just the opposite. Ipstecad of finding means
to encouragc the mass initistive vhich could fit perfeetly in-
to our flexible Soviet institutions, our Party leaders all of
a sudden appear in the r8le of defenders and knights of bureau-
cracy. How many courades follov Trotsky's exauaplc and repeat
that 've suffer, not becausc ye aGopt the bhad sides of bureau-
cracy, but becausc ve have failed o far to learn the good
ones.' ('On one comwon plan', by Trotsky). (17)

Bureaucracy is a direet negation of mass self-activity,
Whoever thercfore accepts the prineiple of involving the mas-
S¢s in active participation as a basis for the nery. system of
the vorkers! republic, cannot look for good or bad sides in
buresucracy. He wust openly and resolutely rcject this use-
less systen. Bursaucracy is not a product of our Aisery ag :
Courade ZinoviefI trics to convince ug. . Heither 1s it & reflec-
tion of 'blind subordination' to Superiors, gencrated by mili-
tarisn, as others assert. This phenomenon has decper roots. It
is a by-product of the game cause that explains our policy of
double-dealins in relation to the tradc unions, namely, the
grov.ing influcnce in the Sovict institutions of clements host-
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ile in spirit not only to Comwunisu, but also to the elementary
aspirations of the vorking masses. Bureaucracy is a scourge
that. pervades the very marrow of our Party as vell as of the
soviet institutions. This fact is cuphasised not only by the
+Jorkers' Opposition. It is also recoghised by wany thought-
ful comrades not belonging to this group. s

"

Restrictions on initiative arc imposed, not only in re-
gard to the activity of the non-Farty masses (this vwould only
be a logical and rcasonable eoadition, in the atmosphere of
the eivil var). The initistive of rarty wmeubers theaselves
is restricted. BEvery indcpendcnt attempt, every nev thought
thet passes through the censorship of our centre, is consid-
ered a8 ‘heresy', as a violation of FParty diseipline, as an
atteupt to dAnfringe on the prerogatives of the centre, vhich
must 'foreses' everythisg -and 'dccree' everything and any-
thing., If anything is not deereed osnc aust vait, for the time
will come vhen the centre at its leisure will decree. Only -
then, and v.ithin sharply restricted limits, will one be allov-
et to expregss one's Tinitiative'. .hat would happen if some
of the members of the Russian Coamunist Party - those, for
instance, who are fond of birdg:~-decided to'fora & socidgby ' iy
for the preservation of birds? The ifdea itself gecum useful.,
It does not in aay way underaine any 'State project'. But it
only seeus this way. All of a svdden there vould appear sonme
bureaucratic institution vhich vould elaimn the right to man-
age this particular undertaking. That particular institution
vould dmmediately 'ipcorporate' the society into the Soviet
machine, deadening, thereby, the direct initiative, And in-
steqd of direct initiative, there vould appear a heap of
paper decrees and regulations vhich vould give enough vork
to hunércds of other officigls and 2d¢ to the vork of mails
and trarnsport.

The haria in burcaueracy does not only lie in the red
‘tape. as soue comrades vould want us to beliecve - they narrow
the vhole controversy to the 'animation of Soviet institutions'.
The harm lies in the solution of all problemg, not be means of
an open exchangeof opinions or by the imuediate cfforts of all
concerscd, .but by wecans of formal decisions handed down from
the central institutions, Thesc deeisions are arrived at eit-
her by one person or by an extremely limited colleetive,
whercin the intcrested people are yuite often entirely absent.
some third porson decides your fate: this is the vholeé egscnce
of bureaucracy.

In the face of the groving suffering in the working class,
brought,k about by the confusion of the prescnt transitory peri-
od, burcaucracy finds itsclf particularly weak and impotent.
wdracles of enthusiasm in stimulating the productive forces
and alleviating vorking conditions can only be pecrformed by



the active initiative of the interested veorkcrs themselves,
provided it is not restricted and reprcsscd at cvery step by
a hierarchy of 'pecramissions' and "doecrecs'!,

liarxists, and Bolshewviks in particular, have been strong
and powerful in that they never stressed thu policy of immedi-
ate succegs of the moveuwent. (This line, by the way, has al-
v.ays been followed by the opportunists-compromisers)., Iliarx-
ists have alvaoys atteapted to put the vorkers in such condi-
tions as veuld give thea the opportunity to temper their rev-
olutionary vill and to develop their ereative abilities, The
workers' initiative is indispensible for us, and yet ve do not
give it a chance to develop.

Fear of criticisia and of frecdom of thought, by combin=
ing together vith bureesueracy, often produce ridiculous res-
ults., There can be no sclf-aetivity without frcedom of thought
and opinion, for sclf-acvivity manifests itself rot only in
initiative, action ané work, but in independent thought as well.
We give no freedom to class aetivity, we are afraid of eritie-
ism, v.e have eeascd to rely on the masses: hence v.e have bur-
caucracy vith us., That is vhy the .orkecrs' Opposition comsi-
ders that bureaueracy is our cnemy, our scourge, and the great-
est danger to the futch GXlStCLCO "of the Communist Fartvy it-
se .

3. AGAINST BU? AUCRACY vIN THE PARTY

In order to do avay with the buresucracy that is Tinding
its ghelter in the Soviet dinstitutioms, ve must first get rid
of all burecsucracy in the Party itse 1f. That is vhere ve face.
the iamediate strug*¢c As goon as the Party - not in theory
but in prectice - recognisesg the self-activity of the masses
as- the basis of our State, the Soviet institutions will again
automatically become living institutions, dcstincd to carry
out the Communist project. They will cense to be the institu-
tlons of red tepe and the laboratories for still-born decrees
into which they havg very rapidly degenerated.

that shall ve do then in oréer to éestroy bureaucracy in
the rarty and replace it by workers' democracy? . First of all
it 1s necessary to understand that our leadcrs are vwrong when
they say: 'Just nov ve ggrec to loosen the reins somevhat, for
there .ig no duamediate danger on the military front, but as
soon as v.e again feel the diﬂg 2r vie shell rcturn to the @milis-
tary system in the iarty. ¢ must remember that heroism saved
fetrograd, more than oncc defended Iugansk, other centres, and
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whole :regions. i/as it the Red Army alone that put up the de-
fence? 'No. There vas, besides, the heroic self-activity and
initiative of the uasses themsélves. Every comrdde vill re-
call that during the mowents of suprcue danger, the larty al-
vays appeslced to this self-activity, for it sav in. it the
shect-anchor of salvation, 7t is true that at times of threat-
€ning danger, .arty and.class discipline must be strieter.
There must be moreé self-sacrifice, cxactitude in performing
duties, ebtec., But betveen thesc manifcstations of elass spirit
and -the 'blind subordination' which is being advocated lately
in the Party, there is a grcat difference.

In the name of Yarty regencrabtion and the elimination of
burcaucracy from the Soviet institutions, the .Jorkers' Oppose
ition, together v ith a group of responsible vorkers in ..oscow
Genand complete realisation of all, demoeratic principles, not
only for the present period of respite bubt also for times of
internal and external tension, . This is the first and basiec
condition for the Party's régencration, for its return to the
prineiples of its programme, from vhich it is more and more
deviating in practicc under the pressure of clements that are
foreign to it. '

© The second condition, the wvigorous fulfilment of vhich is
ingisted upon by the orkers' Opposition, is the expulsion
from the Party of all non-proletarisn eclements. The stronger
the Joviet authority becoumcs, the greater is the number of
iniddle clagd, and sometimes evcn openly hostile elements,
Joining the Party. The climination of these elements must be
complete and thorough, Those in charge of it must take into
account the faet that the wost revolutionary elemcnts of non-
proletarian origin had joined the Party during the first per-
iod of the Cctober revolution, The Yarty must become a Work-
ers' Party. Only then vill it be able vigorouvsly to repeal
all the influences that are nov being brought to bear on it
by petty-bourgeois elements, peasants, or by the faithful ser-
vants of Capital - the specialists.

The .orkers' Opposition proposcs to register all members
vho are non-vorkers and who joincd the Party since 1219, and
to reserve for them the right to appeal vithin thrce months
from the @eceisions arrived at, in order that they might join
the Party again.

At the same time, it is necessary to establish & 'vorking
status' for all those non-working class elements who will try
to -get back into the Party, by providing that every sppliecant
to membership of the Farty must have vorked a certain period of



time at manual labour, under general vorking conditions, before
he becoues eligible for enrolment into the Party.

The third decisive step tovards democratisation of the
Party is the elimination of all hoa- VOrklld class clcments from
atainistrative pogitions. In other vords, the ccéntral, provian-
eial, and county commnittees of the Party muut be so ccmposed
that uorko closely acguainted with the conditions of the wvor-
king masses should have the preponderant majority therein.

Closely reclated to this dcmand stands the further demand
of converting all our Tarty centres, beginning from the Ceutral
Excecutive Committece and ineluding the provineial county comait-
tees, frouw institutions taking eare of routine, every-day work,
into institutions of contrcl over Soviet poliecy.

Je have already remarked that the crisis in our Party is a
direct outcome of three distinet eross-currents, corrgsponding
to the thre¢ different social groups: the vorking class, the
peasantry and middle class, and elements of the former bourge-
oisie - that is, specialists, technicians and wmen of affairs.

Froblems of State-wide importance compel both the loeal
and central Soviet institutions, imelufing even the Council of
Peonle's Co:ueissars and the All-Russian Central ISxecutive Com-
mittee, to lend an car to, and conform vith, these three dis-
tinct tendencics, reprcgenting the groups that composc the pop-
ulationd of Soviet Russia. As a result, the celass linc of our
gencral policy is blurred, and the neccssary stability is lost.
Considerations of State interestz begin to outveigh the intcr-
ests of the vorkers.

To help the Cential Committee and Party Committees slacd firmly
on the side of our class policy, to help them call all our Soviet
institutions to order each time that a decision in Soviet policy be=
comes necessary (as, for instance, in the question of the trade unions)
it is necessary to disassociate the prerogatives of such responsible
officials who, at one and the same time, have responsible posts both
in the Soviet institutions and in the Communist Party centres. We
must remember that Soviet Russia has not so far been a socially homo-
geneous unit. On the contrary, it has represented a heterogeneous
social conglomeration. The State authority is compelled to reconcile

these, at times mutually hostile, interests by choosing the middle
ground.

The Central Committee of our Part{hmust become the supreme

directing centre of our class policy, e organ of class thought
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and control ovcr thc practical policy of the Dovicts, and the
spiritual persoanification of our basie programic, To cnsurc
this, it is nceessary, particularly in the Central Comaitteec,
to restrict ultiplc office-holding by those who, whilgt be-
ing members of the Cecntral Coumaittee, also oceupy high posts
in thg Sovict government, Tor this _burpose, the .lorkcrs’
Opposition proposcs the forastion of larty centrcs vhieh
vould really scrve as organs of ideal control over "the Sovict
1nst1tut10ns and ‘vould dlr*ct tholr actions along clcar-cut
class lincs. To inercasc Party activity, it would be nceessary
to 1nplcmcnt everyvherc thc follcwmb mCﬂSUrC' at lecast one
third of Party neinbers in thosc centres should bo pernancntly
forblddon to act as Party members and Sovict officials -at the
gsame~“time, - .

The fourth ba81c deanu of the  orkers' Opposition is
that the Zarty Just reverse its policy in relation‘to the el-
ective printlple ' - ; s

' AppOlﬂtﬂuﬂtB are nerm1381blc only as ‘exceptions,  TLately
they have begun to provail as a rule: Ajpoinbtments are very
characteristic of buruaucracy, and yct gt prcsent they are a
gencral, legalised and v.cll- rccognised Gaily oceurrecnce, The
proccfuru of nﬂ01ntmunts nroéuccs a very thcqlthy atmos-
phere in the Party. It JlS“uptS the rulqtiOﬂath of couality
amongst thc members by revarding fricnds and punishing cne-
mic¢s, and by otheér no lcss haraful practices in Party and Sov-
iet llfu._ £ppointments lcssen the scmsc «of duty and responsi-
hlllty to the wmasscs in the ranks of those wnp01ntud for they
arc~not resporgiblc to the masscs. TPhis makes the division
betveen the leaders and the rank and file members still sharp-
er,

# -

Evcry appointee, as a matter of fact, is beyond any con-:
trol,  The lcaders arc not ablc eloscly £0. vateh his aetivity
whilc tho masscs cannot eall him to account and diswiss him
if nceessary., s a rule cvery-appointec is surrounded by an
atmosphere of offlclaldom servility wnd blind subordination,
vhiech infeets all subordihatus and lecrtdlt& the Party. The
practice of appointuwents complctely rojects the princivie of

collcetive vork. It breeds irresponsibility. Appointacnts by
the lcaders must be done away vith and replaced by the clce<~°
tive prineipleé at overy lewel of the ‘qrtv Candidates shall

be clibiblc to oceupy rospoasible QdAlulstr”thG nosltloﬂu
only vhcn they have becn cleected by confeorcunces or congresses.
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Finally, 1in ordcr to eliminate bureoueraey and make the
farty worc healthy, it is nccessary to rovert to the statc of
affairs vhere all the cardinal cguestions of Farty activity and
sSoviet policy were submitted to thce congideration of the rank
and file, and only after that were supervised by the lcaders.
This vas the state of things vhen the varty was forced to
carry ot 1%8 work in sescret - cven as lste as the tinme of tho
Signing of the Brest-Iitovsk treaty.

4, DISCUSS THE PROBLEMS OPENLY !

Ab present, the state of things is altogether different.
In spite of the videly eirculsted promises made at the All-
Fussian Party Conference held in Sepbtember (1620) a no less
inportant question than that of concessions was quite arbitra-
rily decided for the masses. Owly dve to the sharp controver-
sy that arose vithin the TFarty centres themselves vas the
question of the trade unions brought out into +the open, to be
thrashed out in debate.

wide publieity, frecdom of opinion and Ciscugsion, the
right to eritieisc vithin the TFarty and among the members of
the trade uniors -~ sueh are the deeisive steps that can put
an eénd to the prevailing syctea of burcaueracy. Freedom of
criticism, richt of differsnt faetions frecly o present thoir
vievs at Party meetings, frecdom of discussion - are no longer
the deiands of the .Jorikcrs' Opposition alone. TUnder the Srov -
ing precgsure froa ths itagse€s, » vhole scries of neasuvres thaob
vere deuanded by the rank and file long boefors the Farty Con-
fercnce are nov rocognised and officially promulgated, Onc
need only rcad the proposals of the . oscov. Comaittee in regard
to Farty structuvic to be proud of the greot influence that is
being cxerted onm the _arty centres. If it were not for the
~orkers' Coposition, the . oseov Comuittec vould never have ta-
ken such o sharp 'turn to the left'. Iovcver, ve must not
overestiuate this "lePtism', for it is only o declaration of
principles to the Congress, It wmay happen, as it has many a
time vith dceisions of our arty lcaders dvring these years,
that this radieal declaration vill soon he forgotton., 4is a
rule, thege deelsions are accopteld by our arty eentres only
Just as the wvass iapetus is felt. 4s soon as life again swings
into normel chaunnels, the deecisiorns are forgotten.

Did pot this happen to the decision of the eighth Congress
vhich resolved to frec the rarty of all cleients vho joincd it
for selfish wotives, and to uvse diserction in accepting non-
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vorking class elemcnts? .hat ha

the L orty Conference-din 1520, vh it vas dccided to replace the
practice of ap ointmcants by recom end sgtions Ineguality in the
Party still peralsts, in sgite i nepeateéd resolutions passed on
this subject, Coinrades vho dore to disagrec vith dcerecs from
above are still being persecuted. Therc are many such instances,
If all thesc various .arty fGecisions are not u¢nforced, thea it is
heeessary to eliminate the basie eause that inte rf«;_u vith their
enforee.cnt. .c¢ umst rewove from the arty thosc vho arc afraid
of publicity, striect nccoufth3111tm.b fore the rank and file, and
- freedom of criticisim,

3 becone of the decislon taken by
en

Won-vorking elass members of the _arty, and those vorker
vho fell wunder their influence, are afraid of all this. It is
not cnoush to elean the . arty of all non-proletariicn slcucnts by
registration or. to ircreage the control in tiue of cnrolzaent,cte.
It is also nccessary to ereate oxortuwnities for-Hhe vorkers to
Join the Zarty It is peccessary to simnlify the 1@M1SulOﬂ of
rorkers to thc Larty, to exrcabe awore friecndly atimogrhers in the
Iarty itself, so that wvorkers might fcel themselves at home, In
responsible Farty officials,; they shouvld not sec supcriors but
more cxperienced eomrades, -ready to share yith then tbci* knov.-
ledge, cexperience and sikill, and to consider scriously vorkcrs'
needs and interests, Hov many courades, partleulmfly QOuﬂg Vor-
kers, are driven away from the Larty Jjust because ve mapifest our
impatience with them by ouvr assvuncd superiority ead strictness,
inuteqd of teaching uhtm bringing thein up in the spirit of Con-
munism?

Begides the spirit of buresucracy, an atiosphere of offieial-
doir finds a fertile grouwnd in our Party. If there is any cowmrade-
ship in our Party it exists only among the rank and f£ilc members.

5, HISTORICAL NECESSITY OF THE OPPOCSITION

The task of the Farty congress is to take into account this
waplcagant reality. It avst ponder over the auestion: why is the
workers' Oppos ition 1ﬂsr$“;g on introduecing cnvqlitv, on eliming-
ting all privileges in the _arty, and on placing undcr a stricter
respongibility to the nasses thoge a,éministfaulve officials who
are eleceted by them, :

In its struggle for establishirg democracy in the . arty, and
for the elininabtion of all bureauveracy, the . “”CIQ‘ Onposgition
o 3
advances threc cardival dcouards: 4
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(1) nReturn to the priveiple of electiop all along the line
vwith the eliaination of all buresucracy, by making all responsible
officials ansverable to thc masses,

(2) Introduvce vide 3Dbl101ty vitk the _arty, both con-
gerping general guestions and vhere ind ividuels are involved,
. ay mors attention to she veice of thc rank aﬂﬁ file (vide dise
cusgaion of e2ll wuestions by the rask end file ard their suwamar-
ising by the leaders; aduission of any acuiber to the mcebings of
¢gAty ce”*rus gxcent vhen the problens Giscugsed reguire part-
iculear uce"""’c;&’). setaplish freedoa of opipion and cxsrcgsion
(giving the risht not only o ceritieise frodly Guring discugs-
ions, but to wsc funds for nubliecation of litcrature proposed
by different Farty factiong),

'"‘J J‘
I_I.

(B) iiake the rarty nome of o workers' La:
nuibor of those vho £111 offiees, both in the Farty
iet institutions at the sane tine.

2 5y 8 14mit the
aind the Sov-

This last demané is 1t
must not only build Cch_;J 5; but ruﬂarc_umd Gduc&u&'hﬂﬂ nag-
ses for a prolonged period of &trlublu againgt vorld eapit-
alism, vhich wmay bake on uvnexpccted nev foras., It would be
chlldlsh to ilasgine that, having repellced the invesion of the
White Gurarés apnd of Iﬂyufl&liSm on ‘the wilitary froagts, ve willk
bé freec Prow the danger of a pev. atbtack from vorld espital,
vhieh is striving to seize Soviet Tussiz by rousndabouvt vays, to
penetrate  into our Lifec, .wé to uge the Soviet Republie for its
ov.n eéndg. Thig is bhe great donger that we mmst stant guard
against. 4And@ heorein lies the problem for our Zarty: hov to
meet the enciy well-prepersd, hov to rally all the prolstarian
foreces arount the clear-cut clags issues (uﬂu otlher groups of
the population vwill alvays sgravitate to copitalism). It is -the
duty of owr leaeer5 to prepares Tor this nev page of our revolu-
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‘tiobary history.

It will only be possgible to find correct solutions to these
questiors when ve suecceed in writisg the Larty all along the
line, not only tozether vwith theifoviet insbtitubtiosns, but rith
the trade unions as well, <The £illding up of officss imn hoth
party ané trade uhions not only tends to deviabte Zarty poliey
from clear-cut class lincs but also recuders the -arty susccptible
to the isfluecnces of worlé cagi*"TiuJ ¢rrding this coming epoch,
influcnces exerted throush concessiors ané trafe agreoments, To
inzke the Tentral Coauittec one that tgc rorkors feel is their
ov:n is to create o Centrsl Committec vhereipn renrescotatives of
the lower layers connected vith the masses vould nol nercly play
the rdlec of 'parading gemerals', or z merchant's wedding party.



The Comuaittec should be closely bound with the wide non-_arty
vorking wmasses in the trade unions. It wourld thereby be enabled
to formulate the slogans of the tiuwe, to express the vorkers!
needg, thelr aspirations, and to direet the policy of the Larty
along class lines,

Such are thce deaands of the lorkers' Cpnogition. Suech is
its historic task., Asd vhatever Gerisive reaarks the leaders
of our Larty way euploy, the .orkers' Opposition is today the on-
ly vital active forece vith vhich the :arty is conipelled to con-
tend, and to vhich it will have to pay attention.

Is thc Opposition nccessary? Is it necessary, on behalf of
the liberation of the vorkecrs throughout the vorld from the yoke
;Df capital , to veleouc ites foruation? Oriis it an undesirable
movement, Cetrimental to the fightins cnergy of the 'arty, and
destructive to its ranks?

Bvery coirade vho is not prejudiced egeinst the Cpnosition
and vho vants to appsroach the guestion vith an open mind ané to
anslyse it, even if not ir accordarec vith vhat the recognised
authorities tell hiw, will see Trom these brief outlines that
the Opoosition is useful and necesgary. It is usefvl primarily
beesuse it has owaksencd slumbering thought. During these years
of the revolubion, we have been so preoccupied vith our pregsing
affairs that ve have ceassd to aporaise our actions from the:
gtand-point of prineciplec and theory., (e have been forgetting that
the prolebarist can eommit grave istekes and nob only Guring the
period of sirugslc for-political power, Id.can tvrn to the aor-
as8s of opporfunism, Lwven during the cpoch-of the dictatorship of
th¢ proletariat sveh aistakes aire possible, particularly vhen en
all sides vc arc surrounded by the storay waves of imperialism
and vhen the Soviet Republic is coupelled to aet in a capitelist
enviropment. At sueh timcs, our lcaders must be not only vwise,
'statesman-like' politieians. They wust also be able to lcad the
Party and the vholc working class along the line of elass creat-
ivences., They must prepare it for « prolonged struggle against
the ncv forus of penetration of the Soviect Republie by the bour-
geoig inflveneccs of vorld capitalism, . 'Be ready, be clear - bub
along class lines'; guch wust be the slogan of our Zarty, apd now
more than cver before,.

_ The .‘orkers' Opposition has put thege questiosms on the order
of the day, rendering thereby an historie service. The thought
beging to move, lembers begin to asnalyse vhat has already been
done, herever therc is criticism, analysis, vherevcr thonght
aloves and vorks, thire ig lifc, progress, advanceaent forward to-
wards the futurec. Therc isg nothing morc frightful and harmful

-



than sterility of thought and routine. .¢ have been retiring into
routine, and aight inadvertently have gone off the direct class
road leating to Comumunigii, if it verc not for the ‘Jorkers' Oppos-
1tion injeeting itself into the situation at a time vhen our enc-
nies were about to burst into joyful laughter. ./t present this

is already impossible, The Congress, and therefore the sarty,
will be compelled to contend vith the point of view cxpresged by
the iorkers' Opposition. They will either compromisge vith it or
inake essential concessions under its influenee and bressure,

The second service of the Workers' Oppositior is that it has
brought up for discussion the guestion as to who, after gll,
shall be called upon to create the ncyv forug of ccononty., Shall
it be the technicians and en of affairs, who by their psycholo-
8y are bound up vith the past, together vith Soviet officials and
somc Communists scattered among them, or shall it be vorking-class
collectives, renresented by the unions?

: The .orkérs' Opposition has said what has long ago been prin-
t¢d in The Communist i.anifesto by .arx and Engels: the building of
Counmnism can and wust Dc the vork of the toiling wagsses themgelves.
The building of Communisn belongs o the vorkers,

Finally, the lorkers' Opposition has raised its voice against
bureaueracy. It has dared %o say that bureaucracy binds the vings
of self-nctivity and the creativeness of the vorking class; that
it deadens thought, hinders initiative and experimecnting in the
sphere of finding nev. approaches to procuction; in a vord that it
hinders the Govelopment of nev forms for production and life.

Instead of a systea of bBurcauecracy, the .Jorkers' Opposition
broposcs a system of self-gmetivity for the nmagses., In this respect
the .arty leaders even nov arc making concessions and Trecognising!
their deviations as beinz haraful to Communisa and detriuvental to
vorking class interests (the rcjection of centrslism), ‘The Tenth
Congress, ve understond, vill make another gorics of concessions
to the .orkers' Opposition, Thus, in spite of the fact that the
Jorkers' Opposition appcared as a mere group inside the Yarty only
a few months ago, it has alrcady fulfilled its wission. It has
compelled’ the leading Party centres to listen to the workers'
sound adviee. At present, vhatever aight be the wrath tovard the
{or%urs‘ Opposition, it has the hisgtorical future to support it.

15 ' . P ‘
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Just becausec ve believe in the vital forces of our farty, we
knov. that after souc hegitaotion, resistance and devipus politiecal
moves, our farty vwill vltiiiately again follow that .path vhieh hag
been blazed by the elemcntal forecs of tho prolctariat, Organised
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as a class, there will be no split. If some groups leave the Par-
ty, they vwill not be the ones that make up the liorkers! Opposition.
Only those vill fall out vho atteapt to evolve into princivles the
temporary deviations from the spirit of the Coumunist programue ,
that vere forced upon the Tarty by the prolonged ocivil var, and
hold to thew as if they were thc essence of our politiesal line of
action.

All those in the larty vho have been accustomed to reflecct
the class viewpoint of the ever-groving proletarint vill absorb
and digest everything that is vholesome, practical and sound in
the lorkers' Opposition. Tot in wvain vill the rank-and-file v.or-
ker speak vwith assurance and reconcilistion: 'Ilyich (Ienin) vill
ponder, he will think it over, he vwill listen to we. And then he
vill decide to turn the Party rudder tovard the Opposition, Ilyich
will be with us yet'.

e R
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The sooner the Party leaders take into account the Opposit-
ion's work and follow the road indicated by the rank-and-file mom-
bers, the guicker shall ve overcomeé thé crisis in the Party. And
the sooner shall ve step over the line beyond vhich humanity,
having freed itsclf from the objective cconomic laws and toking
advantage of all the richness and knovledge of common vorking-
c¢lags expericnce, vill congeiously begin to create the human hig-
tory of the Communist epoch.

e
THE EFD

SOLIDARITY PAMPHLET No.27

THE KRONSTADT COMMUNE by Ida Mett

This 70-page pamphlet is the first &Znglish translation of an
important work, first published in Paris 30 years ago., It
should destro;, once and for all, various Stalinist and Trot-
skyist myths to the effect that the “Lussian events of March
1921 were 'a counter -revolutionary mutiny'., Also nails the
more 'sophisticated! rationalizations to the effect that the
Kronstadt sailors were 'onl; peasants!, and that they demanded
'soviets without Solsheviks' or 'unrestricted freedom for the
kulaks'. Read about Stalin's technique of the 'amalsam' -
as practiced by Lznir and Trotsky. ..n essential document
for a real understanding of how the bureaucracy arose and a
tribute to the revolutionaries who struggled against it, before
1323.




RONOLOGY

This short chronology may help readers situate some of the political
events, conferences, congresses, etc, referred to in Kollontail's text and

in the footnot

eS.

All dates given according to Julian calendar (13 days

behind Western calendar). The Julian calendar was used in Russia until

February 1918,

February 27 :

May 30~June 3

July 26-August 3 :

October 17 = 2
October 25

October 31 :

December 1

January 6 :

Pife

January 7 - 14 :

February 23 :
March 3 :
March 6 - 8
April 28 :

May 24 - June
June 28 :

1917

Abdication of Tsar Nicholas II. TFormation of
Provisional Government.

First full Conference of Petrograd Factory Committees.
Sixth Party Congress.
All-Russian Conference of Factory Committees.

Overthrow of Kerensky's Provisional Government.
Proclamation of Soviet Government during opening
session of Second Congress of Soviets.

Publication of draft decree on workers' control. 'The
decisions of the elected delegates of the workers amd
employees were obligatory upon the owners of enter-
prises' but could be annulled 'by trade unions and
songresses’.

Creation of Supreme Economic¢ Council (Vesenkha) =~
which 'absorbed' the All-Russian Council of Workers'
Control.

1918

Dissolution of Constituent Assembly.

First Congress of Trade Unions.

Central Committee vote on German peace terms.
Signature of Brest-ILitovsk Treaty.

Seventh Party Congress.

Isvestia publishes Lenin's article 'The immediate tasks
of the Soviet Government': 'Today the Revolution
demands, in the interests of socialism, that the masses
unguestionably obey the single will (emphasis in ori-
ginal) of the leaders of the labour process',

First Congress of Regionzl Economic Councils,

Decree of general nationalization (all industrial
enterprises with a capital of over 9 million roubles).
Beginning of War Communism.
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January 16-25 Second Congress of Trade Unions.
March 18 - 23 : Eighth Party Congress. Establishment of Politbureau,
Orgbureau and Secretariat.
December 2 = 4 : Eighth Party Conference.
December 17 : Pravdae publishes Troteky's theses on militarisation

of labour.

December 27 : With Lenin's approveal, the Government sets up the
Commission on Labour Duty, with Trotsky (still Com~-
missar for War) as its President.

1920

January 10 -~ 21 : Third Congress of Economic Councils,

January 12 i Meeting of All-Russian Central Council of Trade Unions.
Lenin and Trotsky together urge acceptance of the
militarisation of labour.

March 29-April 4 Ninth Party Congress. Establishment of Control
Commission.
April 6 .- 15 Third Congress of Trade Unions.
Trotsky declares that 'the militarisation of labour...
is the basic, indispensable method for the organization
of cur labour forces'. Lenin states that he had stood
for one-man management from the beginning.

August Trotsky places railwaymen and personnel of repair
workshops under martial law. When the railwaymen's
trade union objected, he summarily ousted its leaders
and, with the full support and endorsement of the Party
leadership, 'appointed others willing to do his bid-
ding.' (Deutscher)

Early September : Setting up of Tsektran (Central Administrative Body
of Railways).

September 22 - 25 : Ninth Party Conference.

November 8 - 9 : Meeting of Central Committee. Trotsky threatens to
'shake up' various trade unions as he had 'shaken up'
those of the transport workers. For the first time
Lenin publicly dissociates himself from Trotsky on
the issue of industrial management.

December 22 - 29 : Eighth Congress of Soviets.

192 |

January 1% : 'Theses of the Ten'.
March 2 - 17 Kronstadt revolt.
March & - 16

-

Tenth Party Longress. Proclamation of New Economic
Policy. Resolution on 'unity' condemns factions
within Party.
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FOOTNOTE 1.

The 9th Congress of the Russian Communist Party was held
between March 29 ‘and April 4, 1920. The most controversial of the &
issues discussed were those relating to the 'militarisation of labour!
and to 'one-man management' in industry.

; On December 16, 1919, Trotsky had submitted to the Central
Committee of the Party his famous 'theSes on the transition from war
to peace'. The most important of his proposals was the demand for the
'militarisation of labour!.

.. Trotsky had intended his proposals to go no further than the
Central Committee. (1) The most important decisions, affecting the
material conditions of life of hundreds of thousands of ordinary Russian
workers clearly had first to be decided behind closed doors by the Party
leaders, who knew best what was in the interests of the working class.
'By mistake' Bukharin published the text .in Fravda, on December 17, 1919.
'The indiscretion gave rise to an extremely tense public controversy' (2)
which lasted for over a year. The interest of this episode is that the
working class was aecidentally given an opportunity of discussing mat-
ters of the greatest importance to itself. Yoy

Trotsky publicly defended his views at the 9th Congress.
'The working masses' he said 'cannot be wandering all over Russia. They
must be thrown here and there, appointed, commanded, just like soldiers...'
'Compulsion of labour would reach the highest degree of ‘intensity during
the transition from capitalism to socialism!’. 'Deserters from labour
ought to be formed into punitive battalions or put into concentration
camps"{J). Trotsky also advocated 'incentive wages for efficient wor—
kers!, 'socialist emulation' and spoke ¢f the 'need to adopt the pro-
gressive egsence of Taylorism', that perfected form of labour exploita—
tion devised by American capitalism and based on the intensive applica-
tion of work-study methods. Staliniem was later to implement every one
of Trotsky's proposals in this field.

(1)

I. Deutscher; 'The Prophet Armed', p.487.
(2)

ibid05 po48?o
(3)

Trotsky, Sochinenya, wvol. XV, 7p.126.
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At the 9th Congress Trotsky was opposed by Loutovinov and
other trade union leaders who were later to play a prominent role in
the Workers! Opposition. Shliapnikov, president of the Metal Workers
Union, a member of the Central Committee of the Trade Unions, and
later a prominent member of the Workers' Opposition, did not attend
the Congress. Barly in 1919 he had expressed himself in unambiguous
terms against the Party's industrial policy and had been sent to Nor—
Way on a long term assignment. Trotsky was also opposed by the 'demo-
cratic centralists' (Osinsky, Sapronov and Preobrajensky) to whom fur—
ther reference will be made Ffurther on.

The 9th Congress adopted a resolution calling for a struggle
against 'the vulgar presumptions of... demagogic elements... who think
that the working class can solve its probleme without having recourse
to bourgeois specialists in the most resvonsible positions'. It also
Passed a resolution, largely on Lenin's instigation, calling on the
unions 'to take upon themselves the task of explaining to the broad
circles of the working class all the necessities of reconstructing the
apparatus of industrial administration... 'This can only be achieved!
the resolution stated, 'by a transition to the maximum curtailment of
collective administration and by the gradual introduction of indivi-
dual menagement in units directly engaged in production' (1). One-man
management was to apply to all institutions from State Trusts to indi-
vidual factories. This policy was rigorously to be followed. Later
that year (1920) Kritzman (2) was to report that of 2000 important
enterprises for which data were available 1720 were already under 'one

man management!.

The 9th Congress finally gave the Orgbureau — whieh had been
- set up a year earlier and was composed of 5 members of the Central
Committee — the right to carry out transfers and postings of Party mem—
bers without reference to the Politburesu. The only exceptions were
appointment to the central apparatus itself. As happened so often in
the ensuing years changes in industrial policy went hand in hand with
profound changes in internal party structure.

(1)

Resolution of the 9th Party Congress ('0n the Question of the
Trade Unions and their Organisation'). Resolutions, I, -493.

(2)

Kritzman, L., 'The Heroic Period of the Russian Revolution',
lMoscow, 1926.
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FOOTNOTE 2

The controversy concerning 'one-man management' of industrial
enterprises started as early as the Spring of 1918, A full unders-
tanding of Bolshevik ideas on this subject is essential to those see-
king a complete explanation ef the degeneration of the Russian Revolu-
tion and of the subsequent rise of Stalinism. It is totally insuffi-
cient to attribute this degeneratien solely to such external factors
as isolation, backwardness and devastation without seeing the role
played, in the whole process, by the conscious @nd deliberate policy
pursued since early 1918, by the leaders of the Bolshevik Party.

Thig policy (one-man management in industry) was in such
flagrant contradiction with Bolshevik promises of workers control that
it rapidly led to demoralisation, cynicism and apathy amongst the most
advanced sections of the Russian prolectariat. These moods in turn
powerfully contributed to the bureaucratic degeneration. Lenin's
article 'The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government! (1) - 1later
translated into English and produced as a pamphlet 'The Soviets at
Work =~ expressed for the first time after. the conquest of pewer,
and in unambiguous terms, the majority opinion among the Russian lea-
ders on the crucial questions.

'We, the Bolshevik Party' Lenin wrote 'have convinced Russia.
We have won her from the rich, for the poor. Now we must administer
Russia'. The Party was left in no doubt as to the form Lenin intended
this administration to take, While paying lip-service to initiative and
to control from below, the real emphasis - and constant practice -
always centered on discipline, obedience and the need for individual
as distinct from collective management.

'A condition of economic revival! Lenin wrote, 'is the rai-
ging of the discipline of the toilers, their skill, their dexterity,
increasing the intensity of labour and improving its organisation...

The more class conscious vanguard of the Russian proletariat has already
set itself the task of raising labour disecipline. For example the
Central Committee of the Metal Workers Union and the Central Council

of the Trade Unions have begun to draft the necessary measures and
decrees. This work must be supported and pushed forward will all speed’'.

The 'measures and decrees' whereby 'labour discipline' was to
be enforced make tragic reading, in the light of subsequent events.

(l) Lenin, Selected Works, vol. VII (Lawrence & Wishart, 1937 edition)
pp.313 - 350. This article, from which most of the quotations in
this footnote are drawn, was first published in the Isvestia of
the All-Russian Central Executive Committee, on April 28, 1918.
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They start by bemoaning 'the absence of all industrial discipline'.
They then prescribe measures 'for the purpose of improving labour
discipline such as: the introduction of a card system for registering
the productivity of each worker, the introduction of factory regula-
tions in every enterprise, the establishment of rate of output bureaux
for the purpose of fixing the output of éach worker and the payment of
bonuses for increased productivity.' (1) s :

It requires no great imagination to see in the pen-~pushers
recording the 'productivity of each worker! and in the clerks manning
"the rate of output bureaux' the as yet amorphous elements of the new

bureaucracy.

- But Lenin went much further. He quite explicitly came out,
as early as 1918, in favour of the individual management of industrial -
enterprises. 'The struggle that is developing around the recent deeree
on the management of the railways, the deorce which grants individual
lcadors dictatorial powers (or 'unlimited powers') is characteristic!'
he wrote. Only the 'conscious representatives of petty-bourgeois
laxity' could see 'in this granting of unlimited (i.e. dictatorial)
powers. to individual persons e departure from the collegium principle,
a departuwc from democracy and from other principles of Soviet govern—
ment'.  ‘'Large scale machine industry' he went on ' - which is the
material productive source and foundation of socialism - ealls for
absolute and strict unity of will... How can strict unity of Wwill be
ensured? By thousands subordinating their will to the will of onec.'

What of discussion and initiative at shop floor level?  The
idea was summarily dismissed. 'The revolution demands' Lenin wrote
'in the interests of socialism that the masses unquestioningly obey
the single will of the lcaders of the labour process'. No nonsense
here about workers' management of production, about collective deci-
sions, about government from below. Nor are we left in any doubt as
to who the 'leaders of the labour process' were tc be. There was,
Lenin said, to be 'unquestioning obedicnce to the orders of individual -
representatives of the Soviet government during work time' - 'iron
discipline while at. work, with unguestioning obedience to the will of -
a single person, the Soviet leader.' ;

i o8 Lenin's oft-repcated views on labour discipline did not -go
unchallenged. Opposition developed within the Party iteelf. Early in
1918 the Leningrad District Committee published the first issue of the
'left! communist paper Kommounist. This was edited by Boukharin, Radek
and Osinsky (Obolensky and Smirnov were later to join tho editorial
board). The journal issued a far-sighted warning: ‘'The introduction
of labour discipline in connection with the restoration of capitalist

(1)

Lenin, BSelected Works, voi.VIIj p. 504.
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management of industry cannot really increase the productivity of la-
bour, but it will diminish the class initiative, activity and organi-
sation of the proletariat. It threatens to enslave the working class.
It will rouse discontent among the backward elements as well as among
the vanguard of the proletariat. In order to introduce this system in
the face of the hatred prevailing at present among the proletariat
against the 'capitalist saboteurs?!, the Communist Party would have to
rely on the petty-bourgeocisie, as against the workers, and in this way
it would ruin itself as the party of the proletariat'. (1)

Lenin reacted violently. He called such views ‘a disgrace!,
'a complete renunciation of communism in practice'; 'a complete deser—
tion to the camp. of the petty-bourgeoisie', (2) The Left were being
'provoked by the Isuvs (Mensheviks) and other Judases of capitalism’'.
He lumped together leaders of the 'left' and open enemies of the revo-
lution, thus initiating the technique of the political amalgam which
was to be used so successfully by Stalin in later years. A campaign
Wwas whipped up in Leningrad which compelled Kommounist to transfer
publication to Moscow, where the paper reappeared in April 1918, first
under the auspices of the Moscow regional organisation of the Party,
later as the funofficial! moutihpiece of a group of comrades.

The controversy smouldered on throughout 1918. Kommounist
repeatodly denounced the replacement of workers' control by 'labour
discipline', the increasing tendency for industrial management to be
placed in the hands of non—communist 'specialists? and the conclusiom
of all sorts of unofficial deals with Drevious owners 'to ensure their .
cooperation'. It pointed out that the logical outcome of 'management
based on an important participation of capitalists and on the princi-
ple of bureaucratic centralisatior was the institution of a labour
policy which would seck to re-establish regimentation of workers under
the pretext of voluntary discipline. Governmental forms would then - '
evelve towards bureaucratic centralisation , the rule of all sopts of
commissars, loss of independence for local Soviets and, in practice,
the abandonment of government from below'. !'It was all very well!,
Bukharin pointed out, "to say as Lenin had (in State and Revolution)
that "each cook should learn to manage the State'. But what happened
when each cook had a commissar appointed to order him about?!'.

The conflict between the Leninists and the 'left' communists
came to a head during May and June, 1918, during the Pirst Congress of
Economic Councils. Lenin spoke out strongly in favour of 'labour dis-
cipline', of f%one-man management' and of the need to use bourgeois
specialists. .Osinsky, Smirnov and Obolensky, supported by numerous

(1) Kommounist, No. 1, p. 8.

(2) Lenin, ‘'Left-wing Childishness and Petty-bourgeois Mentélity’.
Selected Works, vol. ViI, ©p. 374. : : :




—- 50

provincial delegates demanded 'a workers administration... not only
from above but from below.' (1) They urged that two-thirds of the
representatives on the management boards of industrial enterprises
should be elected from among the workers. (2) They succeeded in get-
ting a Congress sub-committee to accept this resolution. Lenin wgs
furious at this 'stupid decision'. Under his guidance & plenary ses—
sion of the Congress 'corrected! the resclution, decreed that no more -
than one-third of the managerial personnel should be elected, and set
up a complex hierarchical structure vesting veto rights in a Supreme
Eoonomic Council; at the apex of the administra‘tive pyramid.

A split occurred at this time among the 'left' communists.
Radek was prepared to reach an agreement with the Leninists. He was
prepared to accept the ‘one-man management' principle in exchange for
the extensive nationalisation decrees of June 1918, which heralded the
period of War Communism, and which in his opinion would ensure the PO~
letarian basis of the regime. Bukharin also broke with Osinsky and
rejoined the fold. The ideas developed by the Left communists conti-
nued to find an echc however, despite the defection of most of those .
who had first advocated them. Osinsky and his supporters formed the
new opposition group of 'Democratic Centralists'. Their ideas on
workers' management of production (and those of the original group of
'left' communists) were %o play an important role in the development,
two years-later, of the Workers' Opposition.

! Throughout 1919 and the parly months of 1920 the opposition
to Lenin's conceptions of ‘one-man management' in industry gained sup-
port in the unions. On January 12, 1920, Lenin and Trotsky had toge~
ther urged Party members attending the All-Russian Central Council of
Trade Unions to accept the militarisaticn of labour. Only two of the
60 or more Bolshevik dclegates supported them. 'Never before' writes
Deutscher, ‘had Trotsky or Lenin met with so striking a rebuff.' (3)

The opposition meintained its strength. At the end of Janu-
ary 1920 the Third All-Russian Congress of Economic Councils adopted-
a resolution in favour of collective management. Regional Party con-
ferences in lioscow and Kharkov came out against 'one-man management'.
Tomsky, a well-kmown trade union leader and a member of the Central
Committee of the Party presented ‘theses' criticising Lenin's concep~
tions, So did the *Democratic Centralists'. But such was Lenin's

(1) Leningki Sbornik (The Lenin Collection). Notes, manuscripts and
fragments by Lenin. Moscow, 1924-1940. In this series, see in
particular 'First Congress of Economic Councils!, p. 5.

(2) shsa., v, 5.

(3) Deutscher, The Prophet Armed'; p. 493.

ety
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authority =~ and so greal already the bureaucratisation of the Party -
that the 9th Congress (March 1920) gave the Leninists a clear majority.
It was decreed that 'no trade union group should directly intervene

in industrial management' and that 'factory committees should devote
themselves to the duestions of labour discipline, of rropaganda and of
education of the workers'. The unions should behave as 'components

of the apparatus of the Soviet State!. (1) 411 this was already in
flagrant contradiction Wwith the Party programme of 1919 (see footnote

No.4, p. 53 ).

At the Third All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions which
shortly followed the Ninth Party Congress, Lenin made it clear that
his policy on the matter had been a constant and a consistent one.
'For example, take the year 1918' he gaid. 'At that time there were
no disputes in connection with the question (2) and I pointed out the
necessity of recognizing the dictatorial authority of single indivi-
dvals for the purpose of carrying out the soviet idea.! (3)

By 1921 Lenin was writing: 'It is absolutely essential that
all authority in the factories should be concentrated in the hands of
management... under theso circumstances any dircct intervention by
the trade uniong in the management of enterprises must be regarded as
positively harmful and impermissible,! (4)

When in 1929, Stalin proclaimed: 'Communists must help to
establish order and discipline in the factory... union representati-
ves and shop committees are instructed not to interfere in questions
of management! (5) he was merely making his own, minor; contribution
to a very long list of Leninist sayings!

S0 much for 'every cook' learning to manage the State!!l!

(1) See V.K.P. (b), (1898—1938) - Moscow, 1932, pp. 398-402.

2 i : : 4
(2) This is not strictly correct... the files of Kommounist are there
to prove it!

(3) 'Trade Unions in Soviet Russia'. Labour Research Department and
ILP Information Committog. November 1920, British Museum.
(Pross Mark 0824 — bb - 41).

(4) 'The Role of the Trade Unions under the N.E.P.'. Resolution
adopted at the Eleventh Party Congress. See CPSPU in Resolutions,
I, 607, 610-612.

(5) 'Freiheit', German language paper of the American Communist
Party, September 9, 1929. -
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FOOTNOTE 3

The Party Conference of September 22-25, 1920, took place
at a critical period, about mid-way between the Ninth and Tenth Party

Congresses.

The differences which had first found expression at the Winth .

Party Congress had been temporarily papered over, largely as a result

of Lenin's personal intervention. This spurious unity did not last.
Throughout the summer of 1920 the differences of opinion on such issues
as the bureaucracy within the Party and the relation of the Trade Unions
to the State took on a much sharper form. A more detailed account of
these events will be found in footnotes 4 and 13, relating respectively
to the attitude of various Belshevik leaders to the unions - and to the
setting up of Tsektran, the Central Transport Commission. |

At the BSeptember Conference of 1920 Zinoviev geve the offi-
cial report on behalf of the Party. The 'Democratic Centralists' were
well represented and Sapronov presented a minority report. Loutovinov
spoke for the Workers' Opposition. He called for the immediate imsti-
tution of the widest measures of proletarian democracy, the total rejec-
tion of the system whereby appointment from above were made to nominally
elected positions, and the purging of the Party of carcerist elements.
He also asked that the Central Committee should refrain from its cons-—
tant and exaggerated intervention in the life of the trade unions and
the Soviets.

The leadership had to retreat. Zinoviev evaded answering the
complaints that had been made. Preobrajenski and Krestinski were in
favour of a compromise. A resolution was passed stressing the need for
'full equality within the Party!, and denouncing 'the domination of
rank—and-file members by privileged bureaucrats'. The rights to free
discussion were to be considerably extended.

The resolution instructed the Central Committee to procecd
by means of 'recommendations' rather than by appointments from above.
It recognised that in 'exceptional circumstances' appointments might
have to be made to posts nominally open to election. Transfers of Party
officials were under no circumstances to take the form of sanctions,
imposed on comrades because of political difforences on various questions.(l)

Despite these verbal concessions; the leadership,; through their
spokesman Zinoviev; succeeded in getting the September Conference to accept
the setting up of Central and Regional Control Commissions. These were to
play an important role in the subsegquent progsss of bureaucratisation of
the Party. The commissions were to be composed 'of the most impartial com-
rades'. Their function was to report on complaints and disagreements bet-
ween Party members. Djerjinski, Preobrajenski and Mouranov were the three
members of the first Central Control Commission.

(1) V.K.P. (b), v+ Tez., pp.411-416 and Isvestia Ts. K., No.24, October 12,
1920.
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TOOTNOTE 4

, Kollontai analyses further on the attitude to the Tradoe
Unions of various tendencics within the Bolshevik Party. ©She also des-
cribes the attitude of the Workers' Opposition to these various ton—-
dencies.

It is intercsting to see how thesc various positions evolved -
and to produce some documentary cvidence in support of Kollontai's
statements. '

The period between March and November 1917 had seen a pheno—
menal growth of .the factory and plant committees (fabrichno—zavodnya
Romitety). In April 1917 a conference of Petrograd factory committees
had declared: 'All orders concerning the internal management of a plant
such as length of the working day, wages, hiring and firing of workers
and employees, lsaves of absence; etc... should issue from the factory
committee'. (1) Another conference of factory committees had been held
in Petrograd, in June 1917, this time dominated by the Bolsheviks. This
had called for 'the organization of thorough control by labour over
production and distribution' and for 'a proletarian majority... in all
institutions having executive power. '

These were the days of Lenin's 'State and Revolution' - an
impeccable document from a revolutionary point of view — in which Lenin
had stated that the Revolution would have to be Ffollowed by 'immediate
changes such that all fulfil the functions of control and supervision,
that 21l become 'bureaucrats'! for a time and that no one therefore can
become 'a bureaucrat’ .,

Immediately after the October Revolution these committees,
often assisted by local soviets, took over managerial functionms in many
areas of the country. Unfortunately little detailed information is
avallable concerning this most interesting phase of the Russian Revolu-
tion. What scanty data are available usually come from sources (either
bourgeois or bursaucratic) fundamentally hostile to the very idea of
workers! management and solely concerned in proving its 'inefficiency',
'impracticability';, etc...

So strong was the working class upsurge at this time that
the new situation had to be written into law. On November 14, 1917, the
Council of People's Commissars 'recognised the authority of workers'
contrel throughout the economy'. (2) There is no doubt as to what the

(1) Quoted in V.L. Meller and A.lM. Pankratova, 'The Workers' Movement
in 1917, Moscow and Leningrad, 1926, pp.74~75- '

(2) Lenin, Sochinenya, vol.XII, pp.25-26.



workers themselves meant and wanted. The January 1918 issue of Vestnik
Metallista (The Metal Workers' Herald) carried an article by a N. Fili-
ppov, an engineering worker. !'The working class' he stated 'by its
nature... should occupy the central place in production and especially
in its organization... All production in the future must be a reflec-
tion of the proletarian mind and will.!' The First Congress of Trade
Unions (January 1918) resolved that 'the trade union organisations, as
class orgenisations of the proletariat built on an industrial basis,
must take upon themselves the main task of organising production...'(1)

‘Throughout 1918 the trade unions played a very important
role in the management of the economy. (2) This role was itself to
provoke important dissengions within the ranks of the Bolshevik Party.
The dissensions were at first masked by other dissensions, namely
those concerning the conclusion of the Brest-Litovsk peace treaty, but.
after' the conclugion of peace they were to break out irn full.

" Osinski and other 'left' communists favoured the extenbion
of workers' management to other sectors of thec economy, the ratifica-
tion of the power of the factory committees and the setting up of an
overall national economic authority, formed by delegates from the _
workers' councils. (3) Lenin and the remainder of the Bolsheviks re-
garded workers' control in a very different manner. To them it was a
means of preventing capitalist sabotage - a stop-gap measure to be
resorted to until such time as the central institutions of the Soviet
State could .themselves take over industrial management and rigidly
centralise its administration.

The isolation and ideoclogical defeat of the 'left' Communists
on the question of Brest-Litovsk had considerable repercussions in .
other fields. It strengthened those sections of the Party who suppor—
ted Lenin in hie campaign for 'one—man management' of industry. In
March 1918 a decrec was passed ending workers' control on the Railways
and granting 'dictatorial' powers to the Commissariat of Ways of Com-
munications. The relevant clause of this decree is clause & which
urges the need for 'administrative technical executives' in every local,
distriet or regional railway centre. These executives were toc be 'res-
ponsible to the Feople's Commissar of Ways of Communications'. They
were to be 'the embodiment of the whole of the dictatorial power of the
proletariat in the given railway centre'. 'The appointment of such
persons' the decree concluded; was 'to be endorsed by the People's-
Commigsar of Ways of Communications'. '

(17 Quoted in A.S. Shliapnikov, Die Russiscﬁen Gewerkshaften (The Rus;
sian Trade Unions), Leipzig, 1920.

(2)’K&ifﬁﬁan, Liog 'The Heroic Period of the Russian Revolution'.
Moscow, - 1926.

(3) See Osingki's contribution in the Proceedings of the First All-
Russian Congress of Bconomic Councils, Moscow, 1918, pp.61-64.




Writing in Kommounist a month later, Osinski was to issue a
prophetic warning: 'We stand' he wrote, 'for the construction of the
proletarian society by the class creativity of the workers themselves,
not by ukases from the "captains of industry"... We proceed from '
trust in the class instinct; and in the active class initiative of the
proletariat. It cannot be otherwise. If the proletariat itself does
not know how to create the necessary prereguisites for the socialist
organisation of labour - no one can do this for it. No one can compel
it to do this. The stick, if raised against the workers, will find
itself either in the hands of another social force... or in the hands’
of the soviet power. But then the soviet power will be forced to seek
support against the proletariat from another class (e.g. the peasantry),
and by this it will destroy itself as the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. Socialism and socialist organisation must be seot up by the
proletariat itself, or they will not be set up at allj; something else
will be set up: state capitalism.' (1)

Preobrajensky, writing in another issue of Kommounist a few
weeks later (2) reiteratcd the warning: 'The Party... will soon have
to decide... to what degree the dictatorship of individuals will be
extended from the railroads and other branches of the economy to the
Party itself.!

The 'left' Communists lost influence in the ensuing months,
partly on account of their confused attitude on the question of Brest-
Litovsk (ruthlessly exploited by the Party leaders), partly because of
their compromises on the crucial questions, partly because of enormous
material difficulties put in the way of the production of Kommounigt.
Both the Ural organisation of the Party (led by'Preobrajenakyi and the .
Moscow Regional Organisation, once their strongholds, fell under the
control of the Leninists.

By 1919 there had already been a definite shift of power.
Working class organisation and consciousness were still sirong enough
however to impose at least verbal concessions from the leaders of the
Party and the Unions. The Second Congress of Trade Unions (January -
1919) had spoken of granting official or governmental status to the
administrative prerogatives of the unions. It spoke of 'governmenta-
lising' of the trade unions as their functions broadencd and merged
with the governmental machinery of industrial administration and con-
trol'. (3) .The Government's Commissar for Labour, V.V.Schmidt, was to
declare at this Congress that 'even the organs of the Commissariat of .
Labour’ should be built out of the trade union apparatus'. (4)

(1) Kommownist, No.2, April 1918, " p.5
(2) Xommounist, MNo.4, May 1918

(3) See 'The Second All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions: Stenographic
report', Moscow, 1919, I, 97-

(4 amia., 999,



The Eight Party Congress held a few weeks later (larch 1919)
was to ratify these conceptions. It proclaimed that 'the organisational
apparatus of socialised industry must be based primarily on the trade
uniong... The trade unions must proceed to the actual concentration.
in their own hands (our emphasis) of all the administration of the whcle
economy; as a 51ngle economlc unit.' (1)

"But these were largely verbal sopg to the rank and file-of
the Party and the Unions. The years 1918 and 1919 saw an immense cen—
tralisation of economic administration. This was largely dictated by
the necessities of war and of itsolf need not have had harmful effects.
There is no intrinsic merit in deccntralisation, as the anarchists
maintain. The Patris Commune; a congress of Soviets - or a shop stewards
or strike committec to take contemporary analogies - are all highly cen-—
tralised and highly democratic. Feudalism, on the other hand, was both
decentralised and bureaucratic. The kay question was who was to admi-
nister tho centraliscd apparatus. :

For a while collective management prevailed on the boards
(collegla) of the centralised administration. There was massive trade
union participation. The real degeneration set in when both w»f these
basic features of the proletarian state were undermined. For as Kritsz-
man (2) pointed out collective management is 'the specific, distinctive
mark of the proletariat, distinguishing it from all other social classes.
It is the most democratic principle of organization'.

Following the publication of Trotsky's theses on the milita--
risation of labour (Pravda, December 17, 1919) the whole controversy
took a:much sharper turn. It was clear by now that the Whites were
facing defeat and the masses more than ever yearned to taste at last
the fruits of their Revolution.

It was at this sta that Lenin wrotes ‘'The collegial prin-
ciple (collective management?e . represents something rudimentary, e,
necessary for the first stage9 when it is necessary to build anew. The
transition to practical work is connected with individual authority.
This is the system which more than any other assures the best utilisa~-
tion of human resources...' (3) In his theses presented to the Ninth
Party Congress (Ma“ch 1920) he wrote° 'The elective principle must now

(1) 'Programme of the Russian Communist Party (Bolshev1ks) Resolutlnns,
Iy De 4225

(2)“Kritzman,'L. TThe Heroic Feriod of the Russian Rcvolutlon'
Moscow, 1926, p. 83.

(3) Lenin. Speech to Second Congress of Economic Counclls (January 1920)
Works, XKV, pe 17. .
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be replaced by the principle of selection'. (1) Collective management
he dismissed as 'utopian', 'impractical'!' and 'injurious'. (2)

Early in 1920 there were; it is true, differing shades of
opinion among the Bolshevik leaders (Lenin, Trotsky and Bukharin) en
the trade union gquestiom. But, as will be shown, a lot more united
them than separated them. In their attitude to the developing Workers'
Opposition - and to the views it was beginning to put forward - they
presented a united front.

TROTSKY's views are well known. 'The young workers state',
Trotsky wrote after the Ninth Congress, 'requires trade unions not for
a struggle for better conditions of labour... but to organise the wor-
king class for the ends of production, to educate, to discipline the
workers... to cxercise their authority hand in hand with the State, t»
lead the workers into the framework of a single economic plan...! (3)
'The unions should discipline the workers and teach them to place the
interests of production above their own necds and demands'. Trotsky
denounced those who protested at his views. He said, of the militari-
sation of labour: 'This term at once brings us into the regien «f the
greatest possible superstitions and outeries from the opposition.' (4)
He denounced his opponents asg liensheviks, and 'people full of trade
unionist prejudices'.

‘The militarisation of labour' he declared at the Third Con-
gress of Trade Unions, "... is the indispensablc basic method for the
organisation of our labour forces.' ‘'Was it true' he asked 'that com—
pulsory labour was always unproductive?'. -He denounced this view as
'a wretlched and miserable liberal prejudice'; learnedly pointing out
that 'chattel slavery, too, was productive® — and that compulsory serf
labour was in its time 'a progressive phenomenon'. (5) He told the
unions that 'coercion, regimentation and militarisation of labour were
no mere emergency measures and that the workers state normally had the

(1) Lenin. 'The Trade Unions and their Tesks'. Theses presented on:
behalf of the Central Committee, Ninth Party Congress, Appendix 12,

P 532.
2 o

Lenin. Ninth Party Congress, pp. 26, 28.

(3) Trotsky. 'Dictatorship vs. Democracy', p. 14.
(4) ibldo, Ps 140

(5) Third Pan-Russian Congress of Trade Unions: 5 = 17 April 1920.
Stenographic account of plenary sessions. Moscow, 1921.
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right to coerce any citizen to perform any work at any place of its
choosing (our emphasis).(1) A little later he proclaimed that the
'militarisation of the trade unions and the militarisation of transport
required an internal, ideological militarisation...' (2) etc. Just.
exactly what an 'ideological militarisation' means can be gathered by

a quick ‘glance at the history of the repeated faction fights that have

1

plagued the Trotskyist movement ever since!

The unions, according to LENIN were to be the link or 'trans-
mission belt' between the Party and the mass of non-party workers.
They were not to be institutions of the State. But this Was in no
sense to be a real autonomy. Party influence had to be developed in-
the unions. The unions would be strongly influenced by Party thinking
and would undertake the political education of the masses along lines
det@rmined by the Party. In this way they would 'help develop the
productivity of labour' and play a useful role in the building of
'Socialism'. These views of Lenin's in no way conflicted with his
views on 'one-man management'! in industry. At no stage did Lenin envi-
sage ‘the unions asg playing an independent role in the initiation - or
even in the implementation - of policy.

BUKHARIN's views of the unions had been clearly expressed at
the Ninth Congress. He had advocated the 'governmentalising' of the
unions, their incorporation into the official apparatus of industrial
administration. 'The unions!' he had stated, 'must ‘participate (in
production)... not as independent organs, on Whose shoulders this er
that function rests, but as organs closely tied to the general framework
of soviet institutions'. Bukharin was a fow months later teo advocate
'workers democracy in production', in an attempt to build a bridge
between the official views of the Party and those of the Workers' Oppo-
sition. This was to earn him some of Lenin's severest strictures. (3)

(1) I. Deutscher. 'The Prophet Armed'. pp. 500-501.

(2) Trotsky. Speech to the enlarged Plenum of the Tesektran, December 2,.
19200 WOI‘I‘CS, XV’ pp. 422"'423c

(3) Lenin. 'On the Trade Unions, the Current Situation, and the

Mistakes of comrade Trotsky.' Works, XXVI, pp. 63-81.
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FOOTNOTE _ 3. .

The Eighth Pan-Russian Congress of Soviets was lield between
December 22 and December 29, 1920, in Moscow. It provided an opportu-
nity for a public airing of the diverging viewpoints which had deve-
loped within the Party and which could no longer be contained within
its ranks. The degree of opposition which had by this time developed
to afficial Party policy can be gauged by the contents of Zinoviev's
speech to the Congress. Zinoviev promised:

_ '"We will establish more intimate contacts with the working
masses. We will hold meetings in the barracks, in the camps and in
the factories. The working masses will then... understand that it is
no joke when we proclaim that a new era is about to start, that as soon
as we can breathe freely again we will transfer our political meetings
into the factories... We are asked what we mean by workers and pea-
sants democracy. I answer: nothing more and nothing less than what
we meant by it in 1917. We must re~establish the principle of elec~
tion in the workers and peasants democracy... If we have deprived our-
selves of the most elementary democratic rights for workers and pea-
sants, it is time we put an end to this statc of affairs', (1)

Zinoviev's concern for democracy did not carry much weight.
It wag tactically and factionally motivated and part of a campaign to
discredit Trotsky. Zinoviev had during this very period been involved
in a whole series of shady deals behind the scenes which had very
1little to do with workers and peasants democracy! Shapiro ('The Ori-
gin of the Communist Autocracy') reports that public orators, in search
of witty comments; could always get a laugh from thcir audience by
carefully chosen quotations from Zinoviev on the subject of democratic
rights! -

Following the Congress a meeting was held in the Bolshoi
Theatre, on December 30, 1920, at which the various Party leaders pub-
licly-etated their differeneces. Trotsky and Bukharin reiterated their
views, which differed only fractionally from one another. Lenin and
Zinoviev spoke for the centre of the Party. Lenin's views had changed
a little, as will be seen in Footnote 10. He now felt it necessary to .
dissociate himself from Trotsky. _Shliapnikov spoke for the Workers'.®
Opposition. He demanded that all administrative organs should be elected
and responsible to the organised workers and proposed an 'All-Russian .
Congress of Producers'. The theses of the Workers' Opposition on-the
trade union guestion, first publicly presented at this meeting, were
subgequently published in Pravda (January 25, 1921).

(1) Stenographic report of the Eighth Congress of Soviets, Moscow,

bt
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FOOTNOTE 6.

There is considerable confusion, in the working class movement,
on-the role of 'technicians' and 'specialists' in a socialist society.
What is this role? And does it entitle them to exert any special in-
fluence or to have any special privileges?

During the last 3 or 4 decades a whole system of ideas and
a whole mystique of management have gradually developed. Both are
carefully fostered by private capitalist and state bureaucrat alike.
Both are part of the ideology of the beneficiaries of State capitalism.
Both reflect the concentration of capital itself. And in Russia both
received considerable impetus through Lenin's repeatod advocacy of
'one-man management' in industry.

The implicit assumption of these ideas is that technological
knowledge - the importance of which few would deny - in some way enti-
tles these who possess it to manage production, to impose decisions,
and, almost incidentally, to obtain privileges in the process!

The socialist view is that technicians should use their gpe-—
cialised knowledge to develop plans and techniques of production. These
should be designed primarily to benefit the producer, not to maximise
production (the two are by no means synonymous). This role does not
entitle the specialist or technicians to any special privileges. Any
concession on this point is a concession to capitalist values, and to
capitalism's rigid division between manual and intellectual labour.

A series of alternatives plans would be drawn up by technical
experts. Their detailed implications for each factory, for each sector
of industry and for each region of the country would be worked out.

To an increasing extent this work could be carried out by electronic
computers. . Under a system of workers' councils the various plans would
then be submitted for discussion, modification, ratification or rejec—
tion by those who would have to implement them. Fundamental decisions
would always come from below. The producers themselves would decide

on such basic aspects of industrial policy as whether increases of pro-
ductivity should result in higher wages, shorter hours or more invest—

nent.’
Some of the practical problems involved are mentioned in

'‘Solidarity' pamphlet No.6 ('The Meaning of Socialism'). The whole
subject is thoroughly discussed in issues No.22, 23 and 24 (1957 and
1958) of the journal of our French co-thinkers 'Socialisme ou Barbarie!.
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Kollontai was here showing almost prophetic insight. The
more far-sighted sections of the capitalist class, she predicted, would
gee no real objection to the complete nationalisation of the means of
production, or even to the rule of a political party of the working
class; provided they themselves retained a dominant posgition in the
relations of production, i.e. provided they continued to manage produc-
tion, to have an important say in the distribution of the ®ocial pro-
duct and to derive privileges in the process. - )

History has ghown the correctness of this analysis. Tradi-
tional marxist thought concedes the point in relation to tcapitalist
nationalisations'. Only the most short-sighted Tories, for instance,
would today demand the return of the mines or railways to private en-—
terprise or the abandonment by 'their' government, of its increasing
control of investment and of the economy as a whole; in the leng term
interests of capitalism itself.

Most revolutionary socialists take a very different attitude
however to 'socialist nationalisations' by which they mean nationalisa-
tions carried out when the working class holds political. power. 'Na-
tionalisation' is then seen as a means of abolishing the anarchy of the
market, of developing the productive forces, or increasing the produc-
tivity of labour, of 'building socialism'. This view, which we consider
inadequate, was undoubtedly held by Lenin and by the majority of the
Bolsheviks. In May 1918 Lenin had written that state capital and the
political power of the working class together constituted the material
Preconditions of socialism. 'History' he wrote, '... had brough forth
in 1918 the two unconnected halves of socialism, existing side by side
like two future chickens in the single shell of international imperialism.
Germany and Russia were the embodiment of the rost striking material
realisation of the social-economic conditions for socialism, on the one
hand, and. the political conditions on the other'. (1)

The experience of the last 40 years has shown this analysis
t» be inadequate. The concentration of capital in the hands of the State,
even when taking place during the tenure of political power by the working
class, does not of itself bring about socialism. Something else is needed,
something that will énsure that working class political power does not
itself degenerate, to be replaced by the power of a ruthless bureaucracy,
emerging from the ranks of the working class itself.

*

(1)

Lenin. 'Left-wirng Childishness and Petty-bourgeois Mentality!'.
Selected Works, vol. VII, ©p.365.
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This essential feature is workers' management of production.
Unless the working class maintains and extends its economic power at
the point of production - and this is the real meaning of workers!
management - its political pewer will at best be unstable. At worst
it will rapidly cede ground to the political power of the managerial
bureaucracy. For whoever dominates the relations of production, that
is whoever manages production, will sooner or later dominate and manage
the State and society as a whole. I

Kellpntai's text shows an extroordinary awareness of this
problem. Already in 1921 she saw the danger of centralisation being
carried out 'not through the labour organisations' but through the agen-—
cy of 'the most talented servants of the capitalist system of production.!'

FOOTNOTE 8.

Even those sources most sympathetic to the Russian regime
admit that by 1920 there had been little if any change in the reality of
working class 1life. Years of war, of civil war and ef wars of inter—
vention, coupled with devastation, sabotage, drought, famine and the lew
initial level of the productive forces made material improvement impos—
sible. But man does not live by bread alone. The Paris Commune had fed
its defenders rats and dogs... and inspired them to 'storm heaven' (Marx).
For a few brief weeks it had totally altered the reality of their exis-.
tence, making them masters of their fate. It had turned all social
relations upside down.

This was not the case in the 'Soviet' Russia of 1920, where
the industrial werkers were 'subjected again to managerial authority,
labour discipline, wage incentives, scientific management = to the fami-
liar forms of capitalist-industrial organisation with the same bourgeois
managers, qualified only by the State's holding the title to the pro- £
perty.! (1? ;

(1)

Daniels, R.U. !'The Conscience of the Revolution'. Harvard
University Press, (1960), p. 107.




Kollontai's quote is part of a resolution originally passod
at the Moscow Provincial Party Conference, early in 1920. It was later
presented to the Ninth Party Congress (March 1920)... and rejected.

A:S. Bubnoff who had joined the 'Democratic Centralists!
some timo earlier was a colourful figure. At the Party Conference of
July 1907 he had supported the boycott of the Second Duma and had been
Joined in this demand by eight of the nine Bolshevik delegates present.
Lenin had united with the Mensheviks, Polish Social Democrats and Bun~
dists to defeat the boycott proposals.

On October 16, 1917, Bubnoff was appointed to the military
centre, a liaison group between the Central Committee of the Party and
the Military Revolutionary Committee of the Petrograd Soviet. Early in
1918 he had voted with Bukharin, Uritsky and Lomov against the accep-
tance of the German peace terms. He later organised opposition to the
Gorman: armies in the Ukraine, a territory to which the terms of the
Brest-Litovsk treaty did not apply. Towards the end of 1923 he switched
to the side of the apparatus. Despite this fairly ecarly Stalinist 'con-
version' he was purged in the 1930's. He was posthumously 'rehabili-
tated! in 1956.

FOOTNOTE 10.

The 'Platform.of the Ten' - published on January 14, 1921 -
was signed by the following: Artem —Sergeyev, Kalinin, Kamenev, Lenin,
Lozoveky, Petrovsky, Rudzutak, Stalin, Tomsky and Zinoviev.

The document outlines Lenin's end-of-1920 views on the trade
unions. - The unions were to be organs of education - not coercion. They
were 8till seen as a link between the Party and the mass of the workers.
Lenin now objected to Trotsky's 'fundamental error', namely his assump-
tion that in a 'workers state' the unions are superfluous as organs of
working class defence. 'Our present state is such that the entire or-
ganised proletariat must defend itself. We must use these workers orga—
nisations for the defence of the workers against their state'. (1)

There is no mention in the platform about any autonomous
role of the unions in the process of production. On the contrary. The
unions were to undertake 'production propaganda and to play their part in
the maintenance of labour discipline'. The Party remained supreme. 'The
Russian Communist Party, in the person of its Central and local organisa-
tions, unconditionally guides, ag before, the whole ideological side of
the work in the trade unions.' (2)

() Lenin. 'One the Trade Unions, the Current Situation and the Mistakes
of Comrade Trotsky'. Works. vol. XXVI, p. 67.

(2) 5piq.
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FOOTNOTES 11 and 12.

Trotsky held that in a 'workers state' the unions and the
State's economic institutions would be 'joined, by growth'. UMany refe-
rences have been made in these notes to Trotsky's 'centrallsm' Only
one further peint needs to be made.

It is generally conceded in 'Trotskyist' circles that Trotsky
was’ 'wrong' on the Trade Unions question, that he 'went too far' and
'thad to be corrected by Lenin', etc. What is never pointed out is that
Trotsky was merely expressing with his customary 'brilliance' of style
and lack of feeling for ordinary people what maeny leading Bolshev1ks
were thinking but had not the courage openly to state.

Troteky was too logical a thinker, his outlook on life too
coherent and systematised for his attitude fto the trade unions to be
considered an isolated aberration. This was no episode of schizophrenie
dissociation. When he stated that 'labour... obligatory for the whole
country, compulsory for every worker is the basis of socialism' or that
'the militarisation of labour... is the basic, indispensable method for
the organisation of our labour force' (1) he was expressing ideas that
had their roots in the very substance of Bolshevism.

It was after he had expressed such views that Trotsky formed
the Tsektran (see footnote 13), which he was ruthlessly to use to get
the railways running again. In all the burecaucratic measures he then
used, he was backed to the hilt{ by the Politburecau. The idea that
Trotsky's actions, throughout the major part of 1920, did not have the
support of the Bolshevik leadership is not substantiated by the factsd
The break only came at the meeting of the Central Committee of November
8 and 9, 1920, when Lenin had to dissociate himself from Trotsky. The
Central Committee was then to forbid Trotsky from speakirig in public on
the relationship between the trade unions and the State.

FOOTNOTE '13.

Early in 1920 Trotsky had been given the Commissariat of
Transport, in addition to his defence post. !'The Politbureau offered to
back him to the hilt, in any course of action he might take, no matter
how severe's (2) Once in charge of Transport, Trotsky was immediately
to implement his pet ideas on the 'militarisation of labour'.

(1) Third All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions. Stenographic report, p.97:
(2) I. Deutscher. 'The Prophet Armed'. p. 498. '
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The railwaymen and the personnel of the repair workshops were
put under martial law. There was a major outery. To silence his cri-
tics, and with the full endorsement of the Party leadership, Trotsky
ousted the elected leaders of the union and 'appointed others who were
willing to do his bidding.' !He repeated the procedure in other unions
of Transport workers.! (1) The ground thus cleared, he proceeded to the
setting up of Tsektran.

Tsektran (Central Administrative Body of Railways) was set up
in September 1920. It was very much Trotsky's brain child. It was
brought into being as a result of a compulsory fusion of the Commissa-
riat of Transport, of the Railway unions and of the Party organs in this
field. The entire railroad and water transport systems were to fall
within its compass. Trotsky was appointed its head. He ruled the Tsek=-
tran along strictly military and bureaucratic lines. 'The Politbureau
backed him to the hilt, as it had promised'. (2)

* These measures got +he railways running agein. We recall

others, who claimed credit for similar feats... A certain Italian,
for example.

FOOTNOTE 14.

Frederic Froebel (1782 - 1852) was the German educationalist
who first proposed the 'kindergarten'. Jean Henri Pestalozsi (1746 -
1827) was a Swiss educationalist who achieved world wide renown for his
theories on the education of the children of the poor!

FOOTNOTE 15.

The words 'two systems' accurately reflect the true state of
affairs in Russia at the time. On the one hand there was talk of workers
control, of educating the workers to run production, of granting them
righte to inspect, of teaching them accountancy and the merits of commu-—
nist production. On the other hand the real management of economic and
political affairs was already firmly in the hands of an gconomic bureau—
cracy,; centred around 'specialists! and managers (sclected and appointed
from above) and of a political bureaucracy centred around the 'specialists
of politics' : the revolutionary party. Proletarian democracy, both in
the factories and in the Soviets, wes already moribund.

(1) I. Deutscher. 'The Prophet Armed'. p. 502.
(2] jpia.




We must' comment, at this stage, on the differenco between
workers' conirol and workers' management. This is no terminological
quibble. It is a question of basic importance to the labour movement.

. '"Workers' control' implies that someone else is responsible
for the real day-to-day management of industry. Very often at first,
less often subsequently the working class will be allowed to inspect,
to ask questions, to protest, even to veto. But deprived of the essen~
tial data, it will not be able to initiate fundamental decisions, to
guide production along lines of its choosing. The important decisions
will be taken by those who 'know', by those who 'have the experience!’
because they perform actual management.

CERSTSRIGH - FTE T S

. "Workers' control' implies a state of sconomic dual power.
Like all forms of dual power, economic dual power is essentially unsta-
ble. It must evolve either into a conszolidation of managerial power
(with the working class exerting less and less of the ‘control!) or into
workers' management, with the working class taking over all managerial
Tunctions. . g o .

Lenin was in no doubt as to the difference between workers'
control and workers' management. He quite consciously opted for the
former, considering it a necessary 'school' for the latter. This is well
illustrated in the following passages

'Until workers' control has become a fact, until the advanced
workers have organised and carried out a victorious and ruthless crusade
against the violators of this control; or against those who are careless
in matters of control, it will be.impossible to pass’ from the first step

(from-Workers‘ control) to the second step, to socialism, to workers'
regulation of production.' (1) .

It is worth pointing out that the bourgeoisie is also well
aware of the difference. During the Spanish Revolution of 1936 the
Popular Front Government was quite prepared to use the slogan 'natio-—
nalisation under workers' control' as a means of taking away from the
workers the railways and other sectors of industry in which workers'
management had already become.a reality.

FOOTNOTE 16.

The class nature of 'technology'! and its relation to the orga—
nisation of labour is discussed more fully in 'The Meaning of Socialism!
(Solidarity pamphlet No.6, p. T). _ ; 3 5

(1)--Lenin. 'Tmmediate Tasks oF the Soviet Government'._'Selgcteer6£ké,
vol. VII, p. 328. :
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FOOTNOTE 17.

Kollontai's comments on the 'defenders and knights of bureau-
cracy' were aimed at Trotsky. During December 1520, at a closed meeting
of the Tséktran, Trotsky had defended his practice of over-ruling the
clected leaders of the trade unions. He 'castigated those who cried
out that a new bureaucracy was reviving Tsarist methods of government.'
1A competent, hierarchically organised civil service has its merits'
said Trotsky. 'Russia suffers not from the excess but from the lack of
an efficient bureaucracy.' (1) Stalin was later to describe Trotsky,
not Without reason, as the 'patriarch of the bureaucrats'. (2)

FOOTNOTE 18.

Kollontai's optimism was not to be justified. Between the
publication of her text and the Tenth Party Congress the dispute became
increasingly bitter. The Party apparatus itself was increasingly used
againgt the Oppositions

A provincial party conference, held in Moscow in November
1920 had shown the Opposition groups to be steadily gaining strength.
'The Workers' Oppositien, the Democratic Centralists and the Ignatov
group (a local Moscow faction closely allied to the Workers' Opposition
and later to merge with them) had won 124 scats against 154 for suppor-
ters of the Central Committee' (3) The leadership took fright and early
in January 1921 the 'official! Congress campaign was launched through
Zinoviev's Petrograd organisation.

Before even the Congress was heold a wide variety of measures
were used to ensure the defeat of the Opposition. So irregular were
some of these methods that the lMoscow Committee at one stage voted a
resolution (by 14 to 13), publicly censuring the Petrograd organisation
tfor not observing the rules of proper controversy'. (4) On January 13,
1921, the Moscow Party Committee denounced 'the tendency ef the Petrograd

(1) I. Deutscher. !'The Prophet Armed'. p. 503.

(2) Stalin. Sochinenya. vol. VI, De 29.
(3)

Daniels, R.V. 'The Conscience of the Revolution'. Harvard Univer—
sity Press (1960). p. 138.

(4) Trotsky. 'Answer to the Petrograd Comrades'. Tenth Party Congress.
pp. 826 - 827 n.l.
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organisation to make itsclf a special centre for the preparation of
Party Congresses'. The Central Committee was also criticised and 'urged
to ensure the equitable distribution of materials and speakers... so
that all points of view would be fairly represented.' At the Congress
Kollontai was to state that the circulation of her pamphlet on 'the Wor-
keors Oppofition' had been deliberately impeded. (1)

During the pre-Cengress discussion the Leninist faction made
good use of the new Control Commission. They ensured the resignation: of
both Preobrajensky and Djerjinsky and their replacement by hardened -
apparatchniks. They played relentlessly on the cult of Lenin's perse-
nality. They succeeded in gaining control of the machine, even in areas
with a long tradition of support for the Opposition. The Congress it-
self was 'packed' and the official resclution went through without much
difficulty-

Lenin opened the Congress by denouncing the Workers' Opposi-
tion as 'a threat to the Revolution'. Others toock up the cue. An atmo-
sphere of mass hysteria prevailed, never previously encountered at Party
Congresses. The Workers' Opposition denounced 'bureaucratism... the “
source of cleavage between the authority of the soviets and the broad
working masses.' It demanded 'regular periods of manual labour for all
party members, to keep them in contact with the conditions. ¢f life among
the workers! and a purge 'to remove non-proletarian elements from the
Party.! Milonov, one of the leaders of the Workers' Opposition denounced
Lenin as 'the greatest chinovnik' (hierarch of the Tsarist bureaucracy) -
The Lgnatov group charged that the class basis of the Soviet regime was
changing and becoming non-~proletarian. It demanded that two thirds of.
all membors of Party committees should be workers. Bottled-up discon-
tent was breaking loose at every session. Through their control &f the
apparatus the Leninists (with the support of the Trotskyists) succeeded
however in controlling the proceedings and getting the Party to vote the
tresolution on unity'y; forbidding factions.

The 'unity' resolution ordered 'the rapid dispersal of all
groups without exception which have formed themselves on one platform or
another'. It imstructed ‘all organisations to deal strictly with any
factional menifestations by prohibiting them'. 'Failure to execute this
.decigion' the resolution continued 'would lead to immediate and uncondi-
tional expulsion from the Party's

The Resolution alse gave'the Central Committee unlimited dis-
ciplinary powers. 'The Congress' it stated 'gives the Centrallommittee
full power to exercise, in cases of violation of discipline, or the cau-
sing or allowing of factionalism, all measures of party punishment up to

(1) Kollontai, A. Tenth Party Congress, p. 103.
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expulsion from the Party'. In case of infraction by members of the
Central Committee it advocated their 'demotion: to candidates and even,
as an extreme measure, their expulsion from the Party.! ;

The Resolution also declared 'the most immediate task' of the
Central Committee to be 'the stringent eflfectuation of wniformity in the
structure of party committees'. Five members of the Central Committee
were to devote themselves exclusively to party work 'such as visiting
provincial committees and attending provincial party conferences.!

At the Congress Trotsky also denounced the Workers' Opposi-
tion. 'They have come out with dangerous slogans. They have made a
fetish of democratic principles. They have placed the workers' right te
elect representatives above the Party. As if the Party were not enti-
tled to assert its dictatorship even if that dictatorship temporarily
clashed with the passing moods of the workers' democracy!'. He spoke
of the 'revolutionary historical birthright of the Party'. !'The Party
is obliged to maintain its dictatorship... regardless of temporary va-
cillations even in the working class... The dictatorship does not base
Atself at every given moment on the formal principle of a workers' de-
MOCTaCYs o'

Outside the Conference Hall, many hundreds of miles away, and
while the Congress was still in session, another drams was being enacted:
the drama of Kronstadt. The 'temporsry vacillations of the working class!
were being corrected by Party bullets. The men of Kronstadt were being
denounced as ‘counter—revolutionary mutineers led by a White general'(l).
Erogsky issued instructions to his troops to 'shoot them down like par—

ridges'. .

Together the Tenth Party Congress and the Kronstadt events
mark a turning point in the Russian Revolution. After March 1921 the
bureaucratic degeneration gained - aormous momentum. The Trotskyists,
who had voted for all of Lenin's resolutions - but had not been conside~
red ¥ocal enough in their denounciation of the Workers' Opposition —
Jlost most of their positions on the Orgbureau and on the Secretariat,
both of which were 'purged' from top to bottom. By his actions at this
time Trotsky was to build a solid and permanent wall between his follo-
wers and the genuinely proletarian revolutionaries. When a few.years
later he was to appeal to them against the bureaucracy (which was now
threatening Trotsky himself) his calls were to fall upon deaf ears.

(1) It is interesting that Deutscher, whose 'respect for factis' the
Trotskyists repeatedly acknowledge, states that the denounciation
'tappears to have been groundless'. 'The Prophet Armed';, p.5l1.
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In 1793, at the height of the French Revolution, Robespierre
had turned against his left-wing supporters (the Hébertists and the
Enragés) who wanted to carry the revolution further. When confronted
with a right-wing come-back some time later, during the days of Thermidor,
he had been unable to mobilise the working class districte of Paris.

He was completely isolated. Trotsky's fate was .to be very similar.

Following the Tenth Congress the Workers' Opposition was sub-
mitted .to increasing persecution. The Party had to break the Opposition's
control of the Metalworkers' Union, led by Medvedev. At the Union's
Conforence .in May 1921 the Centrazl Committee of the Party presented the
union with a recommended list of candidates for the union's leadership!
%pe metalworkers' delegates voted down the list but this gesture proved

utiles the party leadership boldly appointed their own men to the union
offices and the opposition collapsed'. (1) In March 1922, another Con-
ference of the Metalworkers' Union was held. Union policy was decided
by tho Party fraction, whose meetings were being attended by such. dis-
tinguished metalworkers as Lenin, Zinoviev; Stalin, Molotov; Kamemev,
Cachin... and Clara Zetkin! (See Shapiro, op. cit.)

A few monthe later the Eleventh Party Congress (March 27 - ;
April 2, 1922) set up a special commission to 'investigate the activities
of the Workers' Opposition'. All organised opposition within the Soviets
was soon to be declared illegal. The HEleventh Congress also appointed

,Stalin as General Secretary of the Party. But this is another story...

(1) R.V. Daniels. !'The Conscience of the Revolution'. Harvard
University Press (1960). p. 157.
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